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1 

flLE NO. 140509 

AMENDED IN COMMITIEE 
6/18/14 

ORDINANCE NO. 

[General Obligation Bond Election - Transportation and Road Improvement] 

2 Ordinance calling and providing for a special election to be held in the City and County 

3 of San Francisco on Tuesday, November 4, 2014, for the purpose of submitting to 

4 San Francisco voters a proposition to incur the following bonded debt of the City and 

5 County: $500,000,000 to finance the construction, acquisition, a·nd improvement of 

6 certain transportation and transit related improvements, and related costs necessary or 

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

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

9 Chapter 37; providing for the levy and collection ~f taxes to pay both principal and 

10 interest on such bonds; incorporating the provisions of Administrative Code, Sections 

11 5.30 - 5.36; setting certain procedures arrd requirements for the election; finding that a 

12 portion of the proposed bond is not a project under the California Environmental 

13 Quality Act (CEQA) and adopting findings under CEQA, CEQA Guidelines, and 

14 Administrative Code, Chapter 31, for the remaining portion of the bond; and finding 

15 that the proposed bond is in conformity with the eight priority policies of Planning 

16 Code, Section 101.1 (b), and with the General Plan consistency requirement of Charter, 

17 Section 4.105, and Administrative Code, Section 2A.53. 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Note: Additions are single-underline italics Times New Roman; 
deletions are strikethrough italics Times lVew Roman. 
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 

24 transportation infrastructure (the "Street and Transportation System") is inadequate to meet 

25 
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1 current demands, and that the safety of City streets and transportation infrastructure will 

2 further decline without new investment. 

3 B. The cost of making the necessary and required improvements tb the Street and 

4 Transportation System has been estimated by the Mayor's Transportation Task Force at 

5 $10.1 billion over the next 15 years. 

6 C. The Board recognizes. the need to enhance the City's Street and Transportation 

7 System in order to create a system that is more reliable, efficient and meets future demand. 

8 D. The Transportation and Raap Improvement General Obligation Bond (the 

9 "Bond") will provide a portion of the funding necessary to construct, improve and rehabilitate 

1 O the Street and Transportation System (as further defined in Section 3 below). 

11 E. This Board now wishes to describe the terms of a ballot measure seeking 

12 approval for the issuance of general obligation bonds to finance all or a portion of the City's 

13 improvements to its Street and Transportation System as described below. 

14 Section 2. A special election is called and ordered to be held in the City on Tuesday, 

15 the 4th day of November, 2014, for the purpose of submitting to the electors of the Cjty a 

16 proposition to incur bonded indebtedness of the City for thff project described in the amount 

17 and for the purposes stated: 

18 "SAN FRANCISCO TRANSPORTATION AND ROAD IMPROVEMENT BOND. 

19 $500,000,000 of bonded indebtedness to construct, redesign and rebuild streets and 

20 sidewalks and to make infrastructure repairs and improvements that increase MUNI service · 

21 reliability, ease traffic congestion, reduce vehicle travel times, enhance pedestrian and bicycle 

22 safety, and improve disabled access, subject to independent citizen oversight and regular 

23 audits; and authorizing landlords. to pass.:.through to residential·tenants in units subject to 

24 Chapter 37 of the San Francisco Administrative Code (the "Residential Stapilization and 

25 
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1 Arbitration Ordinance") 50% of the increase in the real property taxes attributable to the cost 

2 of the repayment of the bonds." 

3 The special election called and ordered shall be referred to in this ordinance as the 

4 "Bond Special Election." 

5 Section 3. PROPOSED PROGRAM. All contracts that are funded with the proceeds of 

6 bonds authorized hereby shall be subject to the provisions of Chapter 83 of the City's 

7 Administrative Code (the "First Source Hiring Program"), which fosters construction and 

8 permanent employment opportunities for qualified economically disadvantaged individuals. In 

9 addition, all contracts that are funded with the proceeds of bonds authorized hereby also shall 

1 O be subject to the provisions of Chapter 14B of the City's Administrative Code (the "Local 

11 Business Enterprise and Non-Discrimination in Contracting Ordinance"), which assists small 

12 and micro local businesses to increase their ability to compete effectively for the award of City 

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

14 . Ordinance does not conflict with applicable state or federal law. 

15 A. CITIZENS' OVERSIGHT COMMITIEE. A portion of the Bond shall be used to 

16 perform audits of the Bond, as further described in Section 15. 

17 Projects to be funded under the proposed Bond may include but are not limited to the 

18 following: 

19 B. PROVIDE FASTER AND MORE RELIABLE TRANSIT. A portion of the Bond 

20 may be allocated to constructing improvements, such as those identified in the Transit 

21 Effectiveness Project, that will improve Muni service reliability and reduce travel time on Muni. 

22 Examples of improvements that are designed to reduce travel time and improve reliability 

23 include: adding transit bulbs/boarding islands and accessible platforms; the addition of transit-

24 only lanes; and installation of traffic signals or other traffic calming measures at intersections. 

25 
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1 A portion of the Bond may be allocated to fund the City's share of needed 

2 improvements to Caltrain's infrastructure. This investment will improve reliability. 

3 C. IMPROVE SAFETY AND ACCESSIBILITY AT TRANSIT STOPS. 

4 A portion of the Bond may be allocated to improve street conditions for people who 

. 5 have limited mobility or other disabilities that can impede access to transit. The construction of 

6 infrastructure like new escalators and boarding islands will improve the safety and 

7 accessibility of transit stations and stops and allow for level boarding for people with mobility 

8 impairments. 

9 D. IMPROVE PEDESTRIAN SAFETY THROUGH FOCUSED ENGINEERING 

10 EFFORTS AT HIGH-INJURY LOCATIONS. 

11 A portion of the Bond may be allocated to deliver pedestrian safety improvements at 

12 locations throughout the City where the majority of pedestrian injuries and fatalities occur. 

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

14 specific safety issue~ present at each intersection or corridor. Examples of improvements 

15 include refuge islands, speed tables, and corner curb bulb-outs. 

16 E. INSTALL MODERN TRAFFIC SIGNALS TO IMPROVE SAFETY AND 

17 MOBILITY. 

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

19 the City, improve the overall reliability of the transit system, and improve pedestrian safety by 

20 replacing obsolete and deteriorating traffic signal infrastructure. The program will install and 

21 update traffic signals and install pedestrian countdown signals and audible pedestrian signals 

22 to improve visibility and the overall safety.and efficiency of the roadway. 

23 F. BUILD STREETS THAT ENABLE SAFE TRAVEL FOR ALL USERS AND 

24 PROVIDE SAFER, WELL-DEFINED BIKEWAYS. 

25 
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1 A portion of the Bond may be allocated to building streets, including but not limited to 

2 curb bulb-outs, raised crosswalks, and improved sidewalks at intersection corners; median 

3 islands; separated bikeways, and bicycle parking. This program could also include installing 

4 basic infrastructure to decrease the cost of future projects, such as underground signal 

5 conduit. 

6 G. INVEST IN DEVELOPMENT OF CRITICAL CAPITAL PROJECTS ALONG KEY 

7 TRANSIT CORRIDORS. 

8 A portion of the Bond may be allocated to upgrade City streets that anchor the transit 

9 system in order to increase transit speed and reliability, reduce congestion, and to ensure that 

1 O people can safely and efficiently move around the City. The focus of this program is to fund 

11 corridor-wide projects that encourage street interconnectivity to create a comprehensive, 

12 integrated, efficient and connected network for all modes. 

13 H. FIX MUNI FACILITIES TO IMPROVE VEHICLE MAINTENANCE EFFICIENCY. 1 

14 A portion of the Bond may be allocated to build new and improve the conditions and 

15 operations of existing SFMTA facilities, some of which are over 100 years old. The 

16 improvements will update facility layouts and structures to streamline SFMTA's capacity for 

17 maintenance work, improve access to necessary parts and materials, and enable reliable 

18 service delivery. 

19 Section 4. BOND ACCOUNTABILITY MEASURES 

20 The Bond shall include the following administrative rules and principles: 

21 A. OVERSIGHT. The proposed bond funds shall be subjected to approval 

22 processes and rules described in the San Francisco Charter and Administrative Code. 

23 Pursuant to S.F. Administrative Code 5.31, the Citizen's General Obligation Bond Oversight 

24 Committee shall conduct an annual review of bond spending, and shall provide an annual 

25 report of the bond program to the Mayor and the Board. 
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1 B. TRANSPARENCY. The City shall create and maintain a Web page outlining and 

2 describing the bond program, progress, and activity updates. The City shall also hold an 

3 annual public hearing and reviews on the bond program and its implementation before the 

4 Capital Planning Committee and the Citizen's General Obligation Bond Oversight Committee. 

5 Section 5. The estimated cost of the bond financed portion of the project described in 
/ 

6 Section 2 above was fixed by the Board by the following resolution and in the amount 

7 specified below: 

8 Resolution No. , $500,000,000. ----
g - Such resolution was passed by two-thirds or more of the Board and approved by the 

,. 

1 O Mayor of the City (the "Mayor"). In such resolution it was recited and found by the Board that. 

11 the sum of m·oney specified is too great to be paid out of the ordinary annual income and 

12 revenue of the City in addition to the other annual expenses or other funds derived from taxes 

13 levied for those purposes and will require expenditures greater than the amount allowed by 

14 the annual tax levy. 

15 The method and manner of payment of the estimated costs described in this ordinance 

16 are by the issuance of bonds of the City not exceeding the principal amount specified. 

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

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

1 g Section 6. The Bond Special Election shall be -held and conducted and the votes 

-20 received and canvassed, and the. returns made and the results ascertained, determined and 

21 declared as provided in this ordinance and in all particulars not recited in this ordinance such 

22 election shall be h-eld according to the laws of the State of California (the "State") and the 

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

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

25 remain open during the time required by such laws and regulations. 
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1 Section 7. The Bond Special Election is consolidated with the General Election 

2 scheduled to be held in the City on Tuesday, November 4, 2014. The voting precincts, polling 

3 places and officers· of election for the November 4, 2014 General Election are hereby 

4 adopted, established, designated and named, respectively, as the voting precincts, polling 

5 places and officers of election for the Bond Special Election called, and reference is made to 

6 the notice of election setting forth the voting precincts, polling places and officers of election 

7 for the November 4, 2014 General Election by the Director of Elections to be published in the· 

8 official newspaper of the City on the date required under the laws of the State of California. 

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

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

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

12 be used at the Bond Special Election,. in addition to any other matter required by law to be 

13 printed thereon, shall appear the following as a separate proposition: 

14 "SAN FRANCISCO TRANSPORTATION AND ROAD IMPROVEMENT BOND. To 

15 construct, redesign and rebuild streets and sidewalks and to make infrastructure repairs and 

16 improvements that increase MUNI service reliabHity, ease traffic congestion, reduce vehicle 

17 travel times, enhance pedestrian and bicycle safety, and improve disabled access, shall the 

18 City and County of San Francisco issue $500 million in general obligation bonds, subject to . 

19 independent citizen oversight and regular audits?" 

20 Each voter to vote in favor of the issuance of the foregoing bond proposition shall mark 

21 the ballot in the location corresponding to a "YES" vote for the proposition, and to vote against 

22 the proposition shall mark the ballot in the location corresponding to a "NO" vote for the 

23 proposition. 

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

25 voting on the proposition voted in favor of and authorized the incurring of bonded 
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1 indebtedness for the purposes set forth in such proposition, then such proposition shall have 

2 been accepted by the electors, and bonds authorized shall be issued upon the order of the 

3 Board. Such bonds shall bear interest at a rate not exceeding applica_ble legal limits. 

4 The votes cast for and against the proposition shall be counted separately and when 

5 two-thirds of the qualified electors, voting on the proposition, vote in favor, the proposition 

6 shall be deemed adopted. 

7 Section 10. For the purpose of paying the principal and interest on the bonds, the 

8 Board shall, at the time of fixing the general tax levy and in the manner for such general tax 

9 levy provided, levy and collect annually each year until such bonds are paid, or until there is a 

1 O sum in the Treasury of said City, or other account held on behalf of the Treasurer of said City; 

11 set apart for that purpose to meet all sums coming due for the principal and interest on the 

12 bonds, a tax sufficient to pay the annual interest on such bonds as the same becomes due 

; 3 and also such part of the principal thereof as shall become due before the proceeds of a tax 

14 levied at the time for making the next general tax levy can be made available for the payment 

15 of such principal. 

16 Section 11. This ordinance shall be published in accordance with any State law 

17 requirements, and such publication shall constitute notice of the Bond Special Election and no 

18 other notice of the Bond Special Election hereby called need be given. 

19 Section 12. The Board, having reviewed the proposed legislation, makes the following 

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

21 Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq., the CEQA Guide.lines, 15 Cal. Administrative 

22 Code Sections 15000 et seq., ("CEQA Guidelines"), and San Francisco Administrative Code 

23 Chapter 31 ("Chapter 31"): 

24 (a) SFMTA Transit Effectiveness Project. 

25 
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1 (i) A portion of the bond proposal relates to funds for SFMTA's Transit 

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

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

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

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

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

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

8 alternatives, adopting a mitigation monitoring and reporting program, and adopting a 

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

1 O Board Resolution No. 14-041" are on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 140509 and 

11 incorporated in this ordinance by reference. 

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

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

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

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

16 · including the statement of overriding considerations and the mitigation monitoring and 

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

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

19 ordinance is consistent with the project as described in the TEP FEIR. 

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

21 relates to funds for the TEP as reflected iri this ordinance: (1) does not require major revisions 

22 in the TEP FEIR due to the involvement of new.significant environmental effects or a 

23 substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects; (2) no substantial 

24 changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances under which the project analyzed 

25 in the TEP FEIR will be undertaken that would require major revisions to the TEP FEIR due to 
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1 the involvement of new significant environmental effects, or a substantial increase in the 

2 severity of effects identified in the TEP FEIR; and (3) no new information of substantial 

3 importance to the-project analyzed in the TEP FEIR has become available that would indicate: 

4 (i) the TEP will have significant effects not discussed in the TEP FEIR; (ii) significant 

5 environmental effects will be substantially more severe; (iii) mitigation measures or 

6 alternatives found not feasible that would reduce one or more significant effects have become 

7 feasible; or (iv) mitigation measures or alternatives that are considerably different from those 

8 in the TEP FEIR will substantially reduce one or more significant effects on the environment. 

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

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

11 Board in File No. 140509 and. incorporated in this ordina.nce by reference, the Board finds that 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

20 planning and any further required environmental review under CEQA. 

21 Section 13. The Board finds and declares that the proposed Bond is (i) in conformity 

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

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

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

25 adopts the findings of the Planning Department, as set forth in the General Plan Referral 
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25 

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

1140509 and incorporates such findings by reference. 

Section 14. Under Section 53410 of the.California Government Code, the bonds shall 

be for the specific purpose authorized in this ordinance and the proceeds ?f 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 Government Code. 

Section 15. The Bonds are subject to, an<;I 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 Committee, 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 costs of such committee. 

Section 16. The time requirements specified in Section 2.34 of the San Francisco 

Administrative 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 each, 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 type properly chargeable to 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 Future 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 evidences 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 

I date on which the Expenditure is paid or the Project 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, expenditures by "small issuers" (based on the year of 

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

least 5. years. 

Section 18. The appropriate officers, employees, representatives and agents of the 

City are hereby authorized and directed to do everything necessary or desirable to accomplish 

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: ~ \)vJ.c}.~ 
Kenneth David Roux 
Deputy City Attorney 

n:\Jegana\as2014\1400378\00930443.doc 
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FILE NO. 140509 

AMENDED IN COMMITIEE 
6/18/14 

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 

[GeneralObligation 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 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. 

Existing Law 

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 following ballot proposition to be placed ori 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 applicable state and local laws. 

Background Information 
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FILE NO. 140509 

AMENDED IN COMMITTEE 
6/18/14 

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 

1015 

Page 2 

6/20/2014 

c:\115C!'S\IWOng\dc.5klop\budgel legislation\140~09 v2 digesldoc 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Date: 

Case 

Block/Lot No.: 

Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

Recommendation: 

Recommended 
By: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

General Plan Referral 

May28,2014 

2014.0524R 
Transportation 2030 General Obligation Bond 

Various, Citywide 

San. Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

1 South Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Menaka Mohan-(415) 575-9141 
menaka.mohan@sfgov.org 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Pli!llning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

Finding the proposed General Obligation Bond, on balance, in conformity 
with the General Plan. 1he bond would provide up to $500,000,000 for 

critical transportation needs to improve Muni service and make streets 
safe for all users, 

The Oty 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 Bo~d will address the urgent need to improve streets and safety 

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

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

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

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

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

These funds will also create safer streets by improving the walking and bicycling environment in the city to 

reduce collisions, improve safety at intersections, and increase the comfort and accessibility of the bicycle 

network. 
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 
CASE NO. 2014.0524R 

GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND TO FUND 
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS 

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

project elements for each category. 

(1) Provide faster and more reliable transit-The Bond aims to add transit bulbs/b~arding islands and· 

accessible platforms; ad turn lanes, turn restrictions, and_transit-only lanes; and remove stop signs 

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

issues by constructing new escalators and boarding islands and improving the reli~bility of 

BART/Muii.i 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 modem 

standards of construction an<;I. seismic safety; rehabilitate and reconfigure SFMTA's existing 

facilities to optimize operations; and upgrade and expand washing.and fueling statio~. 
(4) Invest in development of critical capital projeets 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 modem traffic :Signals to improve safety and mobility-The Bond aims to effectively manage 

traffic congestion by updating traffic signals and operations to improve visibility cif 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 ins~ling curb 

bulbs, raised crosswalks, improved sidewalks at" intersection comers, 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 Environmental Reviews as they are identified. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

The Category 1 covered 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 destribed 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.l05 and § 2A.53 of the Administrative Code, Environmental Review 

and/and other discretionary actions by the Planning Department. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
Pl-ANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 
CASE NO. 2014.0524R 

GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND TO FUND 
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT" 

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

comments are in italic font. 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

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

OF THE BAY AREA 

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

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

Francisco is a pedestrian. 

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

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

POLICY14.2 
Ensure that traffic signals are timed and phased to emphasjze transit, pedestrian, and bicycle traffic 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 

OBJECTIVE 20 
GIVE FIRST PRIORITY TO IMPROVING TRANSIT SERVICE THROUGHOUT THE CITY, 

PROVIDING A CONVENIENT AND EFFICIENT SYSTEM AS A PREFERABLE ALTERNATIVE TO 
AUTOMOBILE USE. 

POLICY 20.9 
Improve inter-district and intra-distri,ct transit service. 

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

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3 

1018 



GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 
CASE NO. 2014.0524R 

GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND TO FUND 
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS 

the potential to improve inter- and intra:-district transit travel relies on improving certain important cross­
town lines. Transit service on these lines should be frequent, well-coordinq.ted 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 facilities to create productive working conditions 
and improve vehicle maintenance 

OBJECTIVE 23 
IMPROVE THE CITY'S PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION SYSTEM TO PROVIDE FOR EFFICIENT, 

PLEASANT, AND SAFE MOVEMENT. 

POLICY23.6 
Ensure convenient and safe pedestrian crossings by minimizing the distance pedestrians must walk to 

cross a street. 

Appropriate treatments may include widening sidewalks at comers to provide more pedestrian queuing 

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

operation of transit service in sidewalk widenings. 

Corner bulbs reduce the crossing distance and provide more corner queuing space. The reduced crossing 
distance makes crossing safer, while the increased queuing area reduces the corner overcrowding that 
often spills into the street. Care should be taken not to constrain Ll-ie 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 coul4 include addressing pedestrian safety through building refuge islands, speed tables, 
corner curb bulb-outs, and other counter-measure to improve safety for people walki.ng. 
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GENERAL PLAN REFERRAL 
CASE NO. 2014.0524R 

GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND TO FUND 
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT~ 

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

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

• 
• 
• 

Demolition of builclings I 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 consistency with said policies. The Project, the proposed $500,000,00 General 
Obligation Bond for Transportation Improvements, proposed to be placed on the November 2014 ballot, is 

found to be consistent with the Eight Priority Policies as set forth in Planning Code Section 101.1 for the 
following reasons: . 

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

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

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

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

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

The project will not displace any existing housing. 

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

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

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

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

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 financing 
mechanism for future improvements. 

5. . That a diverse economic base be maintained by protectirlg our industrial and service sectors from 
displaeement due to commercial office developmeri.t, 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 tc:i 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 buildings. No specific projects have been 
identified and the Bond is a financing 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 1wt inipact parks and open spaces. 

SAN FRANCISCO • 
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. SAN FRANCISCO 
,MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATIONAGENCY 

BOARD. OF DIRECTORS 

RESOLUTIONNo: 14-041 . 

WHEREAS, The Strategic Plan requires that the SFMT A, in the context of the "Transit 
First" policy, make transit and other non-personal vehicle-oriented tra.n:sportation modes the 
preferred means of travel; and 

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

WHEREAS, 'fl.ie goals of the TEP are to impfove Murli travel speed; reliability ai:td 
safety, make Muni a more attractive tran.Sportationmode, improve cost-effectiveness of Muni 
operations and assist in iinplementmg·the Cify's TransitRirst pcilicy; and 

WHEREAS, The SFMTA applied to the Planning Department.for environmental review 
of"the TEP underthe California· En'vironmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code Sections 
21000 et·seq.; (CEQA); o~June 25, 2011, andthe-Plaiming·Department.determined thatan 
Environmental Impact Report.(EIR}wa,s reqUired anq ptoVided public notice of that 
determinatiqn by publication in a newspaper of·general circulation: ori November 9/ 2011; and 

. WHEREAS, On Jiily 10,.2013, the Planning Department published the Traiisit . 
Effectiveness Project Draft Environmental li:npact Report {DEI&) and provided public notice in a 
newspaper of general circulati<;>n of the availability of the DEffi.. for public review and'. comment 
and ofthe date and·tii:ne ·of.the P.lanning .Comn;rission priblic hearjng·on the DEffi..; this notice· 
was mailed to. the Department's list-of person8 requesting-such notiqe; and -~ . 

. ·WHEREAS~ Notices of availability of the DEm. and of tµe date ·and time of the public 
hearing were posted at the San Francisco County Clerk's Offi~e. on· transit vbliicl~s. and on the 
Plannfug Department's web site on July 10, 2013, and copies were provided to all public libraries 
within San Francisco; and 

WHEREAS,:On JUiy 1O;2013, copies-of the DEffi.. were mailed or otherwise delivered to 
a list of persons requesting it, to those n?ted on the distribution list-in the DEIR, and to 
govemm~t ag~cies, the lati:er both, directly and tbrouglithe State-clearinghouse; Bnd 

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on the 
"DEm. on August 15, 2013 and r~eived public comment on the DEIR.; the period for acceptance 
of written coinments e:rided on September 17, 2013; and 
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WHEREAS, The Planning 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; and 

·.WHEREAS, The Planning Department prepared a Final Environmental Impact Report 
(FEIR), consisting ofthe DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the review .. 
process, any additional information that became available, ihe Responses to Comments 
document, and the Supplemental Sertjce 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. 201 l .0558E.)These files are 
available for public review at the Plrum.fug Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and are 
part of the record before the SFMTA Board; and 

\.VHEREAS, On March 27, 2014, the Planning Com.mission reviewed and considered the 
FEIR and found that its contents and the procedures through which t:Q.e FEIR was prepared, 
publicized, and.reviewed complied with the provisions ofCEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and 
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code; and 

WHEREAS, The Planning Com.rpission found that the FEIR reflects the independent 
judgment and analysis ofthe City and County ofSan Francisco, U; adequate, accurate and 
objective, and that the Responses to Comments document, the Supplemental Service Variants 
Memorandum, and all relevant errata contairrno signifi.caiJ.t revisions to the DEIR, and certified 
the completion of the FEIR in compliill.lce with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines; anP. 

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

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

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

RESOLVED, That the SFMT A 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 incotporated herein by tl;ti.s reference; and be it further 
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RESOLVED, That, in taking this approval action, the SFMT A Board of Directors adopts 
CEQA Findings, which ihclude 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 
Reporting Program (MMRP) attached to this Resolution as Enclosure B; and be it further 

. RESOLVED, That the SFMTA Board authorizes the Director of Transportation to direct 
staff to continue with obtaining otherwise necessary approvals and to cany 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, Mw;ricipal Transportation Agency 
Board and Parking Authority Commission 
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ENCLOSURE A 

Transit Effectiveness Project 
SFMTA Board of Directors 

CEQA Findings 
3/21/2014 

TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT, 
·. INCLUDING THE SERVICE P,OLICY FRAMEWORK, _,. , 

. . . c~~iFQRNIA.~~ysRb~Mi:_~tAL qµ~qTY,l\~f~flN.~~N~~: . 
FINDINGS'OF FACT, EVAtUATION·Q.FMITIGATIQN MEASURES AND 

ALTER'.NATiVES; AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDiNG CONSIDERATIONS 
SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL :TRANSPORTATION AGENCY. 

, . BOARD: OF Dll~.ECTORS . . . 

In determining to approve the Transit' Effectiveness Projec((the ''Project") describecfin Section I, 
Project Description''below, the S~n Francisco'Mi.micipafTransportation Ag~ncy Board of 
Directors (the "SFMt A Boardn) ;makes and adopts the 'fblloWirig finc:fing~ of f~d 'a~d ded~ions 
regarding significant impacts, mitigation measure5, and altern~tives,- and ~dopts the statement 
of overric;li~g considerationf?, !2as.~c;I ~n subs~antial eyid~nce in the whole.r13_c.ord <;>fthis 
proceedi~gi and, u~d13r the California ~IJV.ironmental Quc:iiity Act ("CEQA"), :c~lifornia Public 
Resolir~~s· G,ode. S~~tions i 1 OQQ ~t ~eq. ("9~Clf\ "), particularjy .S~~tion~ 2108 ~i ;;tnd ,~1081.5, 
the Guid~iin~ f~~ lmplementati9n ofGEQA (''.Gl;QA 9uidelin.~_s"), '14 Califa,rriJ~· Goq~ of. . 
R~gu_lations §eci,i~ns 15000. ~i seq., paf"!:jcularfy S~ctions 15091 through 1,5093; ~nd Chapter. 31 

. '. ,. ;· ·, 1:· . . . . ; . -: - . . .. 1 :.. • • ! ' • ~ ; . • J 

of the ?an fr~ncisco A~'Tlir)istr~tive_ C9de~ These findings con:ipfise. ENCLO~t.IRE A~-~ the 
associated Boa.rd of Directors.Resolution.' · 

This document is organized as follows: 

Section I provides a description of the Project proposed for adqption, the ~nyjrorr:nen,t~I review· 
· process for the Project, the approval actions to be taken and th~ locatio.n of records; · 

- .. \. • ..,_ ·i,: -~' , -\.:_ ;· 

Section II id.~ritffies theJmp~cti; .foLJr'lcf not tq ~-e s_ignifil?~mt that do ,nqt requ,ire mltigati~n; . 
. ·. ,., , . '" ' ' 

. • _. ~ "'. • ·•. ·• - . . ~ '• ' • • '; • ,• •; . ~ ; "' : ' ,,· • ~--.1 . . I • ' ' ·"- • . ~ • t- .. 

Section Ill identifie~ potentially significant impacts that can be' avoided or reduced to less-than-
signifi(:ant lev~It:i tH~dugh· 'fnitig'atiori and.describes 'th~ disposition of the-.mitlg~t1bh. rrie~~ur~~; . 

• -: ' ; . .. t • . • 1'. ·' •, . -1 ' ...... ~ - . • ·,. . •· ~ I- ' • ' ~ ·~. •, • • '. 

Se~tion .IV: identifies significant impacts that cannot lie avoided ot reduced to less::.than- · 
signifiC"anf. levels and describes any applicabl~ mitigation measures as' well as the disposltlbh of 
the mitigation measures; 

. <r• ; I ' ! ~' 

SectionV evaluates the different Project al~ematives and sels forth thereconomic,· legal, social, 
technological, :and' other considerations, and" incorporates· by reference the reasons set forth in 
Section VI; ·that support approval of tfie .Project and the rejection of th~ altemative°s; or 
elements thereof; a'n·a1yzed as infeasible; and· ' · ·' · 

Section VI pr~li~nts·a st~iement of o'(er'[iqing cq_nsiderations setting forth specific reasons in 
support of the Board's actions to approve the Project despite its significant and unavoidable 
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3/21/2014 

environmental impacts and its rejection of the alternatives not incorporated into the Project as 
infeasible. 

The Mitigation Monitoring an~ Reporting Program ('.'MM~P'.') containi.rig ·the mitigation measures 
from the Final Environmen.tal_ IJ:npact Report ("FEIR"} that .hav$ been proposed for.adoption is 
attached with these findings as Attachment B to the associated B99r~ 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 reqqired to reduce or avoid a significant adverse ir:ripact and thatis mad_e a condi\ion of 
approval. The ·MMRP. also specifies the.agency responsibl.e for implementation of each measure 
and establishe$ ·monitori~g aGtions-~nd a monitoring schedule. The full text of the mitigation 
measuresi~setforth·i~·theMMRP.· . . . , 

.., ' t· 

These findings· are based upon substantiai evidence Jn the entire record before the SFMTA 
Board. The references set forth ·in; these findings to certain pages or secti~ns of the Draft 

· Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR" or "DEIR") or the Responses to Com111ents document· 
("RTC") are for ease of reference and are not intended to pro~ide an extiausti_ve list of the 
evidence relied upon for these findings. The DEIR and the Responses to Comments document, 
together with the Supplemental Service Variants Memorandu~ dated March 13, 2014 and 
Errata dated March 27, 2014, comprise the FEIR. 

I. APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT 

A. Project Description 

The Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP} is comprised of a Service Policy Framework, Service 
Improvements and Service Variants, Service-related Capital Improvements, and Travel Time 
R~duction Proposals ("TIRPs"), including tbe Transit Pre~e:rential Streets Toolkit•. The TE;P , 
includes locations throughout the 49-square~mile Gity and County of San Francisco and is a 
program comprised of a group of varied projects and proposals. The TEP components will be 
implemented on public land and within the public.right-of-way throughout the City, on property 
largely under, the jurisdiction of tjle San Francisco Public Works Department and the SFMTA. 

The proposals that comprise the TEP vary in the level of detail provided, from highly specific 
redesign~. including capital impr9vemer:it~. along· certajn tr~nsportation _corridors to more 
conceptual polj9y r~commen9ations. Accordingly,,an,d pursua,nt to CEQA Guidelines S~ctions , 
15161 and 15j68, the Fl;IRan.alyzed portions of the TEP-at a. "project-level" where· the amount 
' ' 

and type of information available for those coi:nponents lent itself to. a d~tailed .and specific 
analysis of all potential environmental impacts, and other portions were analyzed at a "program­
level'" (a more conceptual level) when the details about and current level of design for a 
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component did not allow for. a project-,leve_I" analysis. In particular, the Sefvice.Policy 
Fram~~cirk·t S:of tl')e 12 Service::-related Capital Improvements, and 6 of the 17 Travel Time ' 
Reduction Proposals (TTRPs) were an~lyzed gt a program leveL. · · 

The description provided here summarizes the project description provided in the FEIR; :which, 
as noted above, is comprised of the DEIR, the RTC, and the Supplemental Servjce'Variant 
Memorandum. Please see Chapter 2 of the FEIR for a more detai!ed d13scriptiq[I of the TEP 
project. · , , · 

1. The Service Policy Framework 
·' 

The Service Policy Framework sets forth transit service delivery objectives that support the . 
SFMTA Strategic Plan goals, and iden~ifies ~variety of apt;io~s to Jmplement. these objectiv~s. 

I ' J,~ • .-' .... : . - 1 - - ~.' . ; ,. - I • : ~. ·- . ' '~ • '. •. , 

The Service Policy Framework will guide how investments are made to the Muni _system .and is 
intended to i,rriPri?i~ system reiiabi.iity an~ n~d-U.de.tran~it frayel. ti!l)e as ;,_,~II ~s impro~~~c~sJom,~r 

• - . · ·• t. ! - , • · - ' , _. " · · ·;. . · ·.-1 
'" ·-: f, ' --- '. . " • • ' I · · · t -

service. These objectives include the eff~clive allocation qf t[ansit. resources, the. efficient 
delivery of service, the; f rf1prbv~hi~ht ~f servic~ r~liablllty and redup~ior:i in t~an,~it ~vel tlm~. and. 
an improv~merit iri. b~st6rn€r-se~iCe: Most impbrtantly,_th~ PoJi~y Fr~~evvork \yoµlci 'a~g~ni?B. 
Muni transit serl/ice info fbUr distirtct transit categori~s: . . . . . . " 

{" ~ ; ~. - , .. - I· 

• Rapid Network: These heavily used bus.and rail lines ~arm the backbo.ne of the i'y1uni 
system. With vehi~les arriving frequently and transit p·riorify enhanceme~ts along the 

ro.';Jie~, the R~pid netw9f~ d~!ive~,sp~eg ~fld.reli~J;>Hitywhf:lth~r custorpe~1.are:fleading . 
. across. town, or simply traveling a fevv, bJocks. . .... ·. 

• ,,. • ' t ,. • • • • •• - • _t ~ ' • • (. " 

• , ,Lopal f';l~fyV9r~: Als9,. ~nown .a1:1 ~Grid'~ rc;>~t~s. thei;;eJong ~oµte.s c;Qmbi.n~ with th~ Rapiq ! 
fle~C?rk to form an .e~P.~ti~i~E;!· c~re sy~e.m_ tha~ 1~11?. p1,1~t6rrters.get to their destinations ... 
with no more.than a short walk, or.a seamless .fransfer, ... · . . , . . . .. . . . 
'• ,• ..... \. ~ : , • ~ • < ,• L J o ,; ' t ,,_ i I• •· • ' , 

•· · '. :9or:n.m1:1nltY C.o~n~ct9~=. AJs() ~.11own as -~GJreul~tor~".,, these lightly u.sed ~bus routes 
predoJ!)inantly·cir~ul~t~ fr!roi.Jgp, $~n. Fr~nciscg'~ ·htll!?i9e r~$identi~l.-.neighborhoods; filling 

.... i.n gap~ .in ~over~ge e,md c;onn_e,1ctiog c1;1storn~rs fo th~ -cqre: n~tWork. . . . .. 

• ~p~ciaUzeq ~ervice.s: Thes~ routes augmentexisting service during specific times of-day 
to serve a specific need, or serve travel demand related to special events. They include 
express service, owl service, and special event trips to serve sporting events, large 
festivals and other San Francisco aCtivities. 

2. · Service Improvements arid Service Variants 

Th~ ServiPa lmproyerrier:its and.Service Varj~ntsinclude creation.of new transit routes, changes 
in the alignment Qf some existing route~. elimination of unperused routes or route segments; 
change~ to h~a_dw~ys and ho4~ of service, ch~nge~ to the day of the week for service, and 
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changes to the mix of locaVlimited/~xpress service on several rou.tes:- The Service · -
lmprqvements were developed based on a cqmprehensive evaluation of the· overall transit 
network and public input from community meetings. ·Specifically, these proposals include: 

• Increasing frequency of trar.isit service along heavily used corridors; 
• creating new routes; 
• Changing existing route alignments; · 
• Eliminating underutil,ized routes or route segments; 
• Introducing larger buses on crowded ro1:1tes; 
• Changing the mix of local/limited/express service; 
• Exp_antjing limited servi~es. 

In addition, the_SFMTA,included_ a ~uniber'of possipie variants to the~e s.ervice changes 
(inCtuding rece_nt service variants developed as part of ~h.e pupljc outreach process al')d. 
summarized in the S~pplemental Service Varia_nts Mernorandum of March.13, 2014) that are 
proposed as part Of the project to allow for flexfbliity in the phas,ing and implem1entati~n Of tlie 
Service Improvements. Proposed Service Variant:s mostJy include modi_ficationi? to portions of 
some route~ ~r change the type of vehicle used on some rout~s. In ad(:litipri, many of the 
service variants work in concert to improve s~iVice'along a particular corridor or neighborhood. 

3. Service-Related Capital Improvements , 

Some ofthe Service Improvements will be supported by Seryice-related Capital 1m·provements. 
The Service-related Capital Improvements include the following: a) Transfer and Terminal Point 
lmprov·ements, which include installation of overhead wiring and, poles;· installation of new 
switches, -bypass rails, and/or transit bulbs; expansion of transit zones; and modification of· 
sidewalks at stops to accommodate substantial passenger interchanges and/or -to p'rovide for 
transit vehicle-layovers; b).Overhead Wire Expansio'fl capital improvements to support··service 
route·qhanges for electri~ trolley routes and_ provide bypass wires to allow trolley coacnes to 
pass one another on existing routes; c) Systemwide Capital Infrastructure projects, such as 
installation of riew•accessibfe platforms to improve system accessibility across the light rail 
network.-

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

The Travel Tim~ Reduction Proposals (TTRPs) will implement roadway and transit stop changes 
to r~duce 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.reducetransit traveltime 
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along a-transit corridor. _Collectively, these tools or elements are c'afled the Transit=Preferential 
Streets Toolkit ("TPSToolkit"); The TPS Taalkit·erem·ents.will be·applied ta 17 Rapid NetWork · 
transit corridors ta improve operation afthe Muni system. These·elements include: ·-· 

• . Transit Sti;>p. Changes: removing or corisoliq~ting transit. stops; moving stop locations at · 
intersections; agding transit bulbs; adding transit bo~rdir]Q i~lands; increasing transit 
stop lengths; cpnverting·flag-stops ta trarisit zones; ·., 

• Land Modifications: establishing transit-only lanes; establishing transit queue 
jump/bypass lanes; establishing dedi~ted tum lanes; widening travel lanes through 
·lane red4ctions; 

• Parking 'and Tum Restrictions: implement turning restrictions; widening travel lanes . 
through p'arking restrictions; installing traffic signals at uncontrolled and tWo:.way stop­

... controlled intersections;-'installihg traffic signals at all-Way-sfop-controlied intersections; 
repfacilig·all-way Stbp-"COntrols With' traffic calming measures at iriters·ections; 

·• .· Pe'destrian Improvements': installing pedestrian refuge islands; installing pedestrian 
bulbs; anp widening sidewalks.'' . 

' . 
The TEPpropos~s ta apply the TPS.Toolkit to 17 Rapid Network corridors throughout.the.City: 1 

Using the·lPS Toolkit; t('le SFMTA has developed specific.corridor designs for 11 of the 17 
proposed TTRP corridors; These corddor designs were.thus analyied'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 designs on one or 
more segments of the .route:· TTRP routes with· iio design' variants· at the project level include 
TTRP.5, TTRP.Bx,. TTRP.28:_ 1, .. TTRP.J,. TTRP.N; TTRP:;9i TrRP. 71, and ·TIRP.L. The SFMTA 
developed conceptual planning for the remaining 6 TTRP corridors, for which specific corridor 
designs will be developed at a later stage of the project. These corridor designs were.thus 
analyzed at a programmatic level in the FEIR. 

'' • 1 ', . ' 

For each of the project-level TTRPs, the SFMTA developed two specific corridor-designs 
compris~d _of JPS Toolkit ele111er:its: ,a moderat~ option, re.f~rred to as the ·"ITRI?. Mo~erate , . 

. '···' - . . .. 
Alter~atiy~;" and a~ .~?CJlanded ~ption, referred to as the ~TTRP Expanded Alternative." This 
was ,done -be.cause, although the TEP prog~am was e.xamined in one env.iron111entaj. document in 
ordef to understand ~e full. sco~e ()f its-po~ential cumulative.enyironm~n1aJ impacts, the TEP is 
actually a collection of p_rojects and proposaJ~. which, whi~e related, m~y be ir:nplem_e.nted at 
various times and, in many cases, independently of ~a.ch c:>\her;. Thus, these.altern~tives 
bracket a range of feasible options that accomplish the SFMTA's objectives for the TEP and 
describe and ~n~Iyze tbe s~ope ·of potential physical ·environmental Impacts. that ~ould result 
from implementing a eombination ot eleme~ts tram both alternatives. These ~a alternatives are 
describeff and·analyzed at an equaf'level of detail in the FEIR.- · · · ·· . · 

f"' " 
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Under either alternative, the Service Policy Framework, the Service Improvements, Service 
Variants, the Ser\iice-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 alorig C?ertain 
Rapid Network corridors, and, under the TTRP Expanded Alternative, these elements would be 
implemented in combination with an ."expanded" number of TPS Toolkit elements along the 
same Rapid ,Network corridors. 

Please note that when the DEIR was published, the SFMTA had developed project-level details 
for. only 8 of. the 17 TTRP cqrridors. Subsequently, SF MT A staff developed project-level details 
for three more of the TTRPs, u~ing the TPS Toolkit. With this additional detail, the TTRP.L, 
TIRP.9, and TTRP. 71_ 1 Moderate anq .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 sa.me 
mitigation measures would be applicable. Ch~pter 2 of the RTC document, Project Description 
Revisions, provides a detailed description of the three additiOnal project-level TTRPs and a 

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

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

B. Project Objectives 

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

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

• To mak~ Munl a more attractive transportation mode and increase. tr~nsit ridership 
through b.oth attracting new riders and incre~sing use by current riders by:'serving m;:!jor 
origin-destination patterns, such as between regional transit connections an<:I major 
employment sites; providing direct and efficient service through reduction or elimination 
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. of circuitous route segments;· reducing cro'A'.ding through shifting resources·to improve 
customer comfort and decreasing pass-ups;- and redesigning routes to maximize · 
ridership. 

• To improve the_ cost-effec;:tj:veii13ss and productivity of tran.si~ operation~ .by improv,ing 
netw9rk efflcil;mcy and reflucing system re~unq~ncy l?,Y implementing service .. 
modrftcations that incl~de route restructuring, freqUBl1CY. improV~IJlents, vehicle-type 
ch~ng.es, and hour~ of se..Vice adjustm_ents .. ' ' . . . 

• To implement more fully the City's Transit First Policy by providing clear direction for 
managing transpof'tatiori iri San Francisco ·with the goals ·of providing service to _ail 
residents Withih a quarter mile of 95 percent of the Muni' serVice area and prioritizing . 
transit operations in high-ridership corridors over aut~mobile de.lay and on-street ' 
parking. ·· 

C. · ~nvirqnr.nental Review ·. 

The San Francisco Planning. Department, as lead agency, prepared a Notice' of Preparation 
' ' '. . .. , .. ; . .. ·. . . ' .. 

("NOP") and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings on Nove!Tiber 9, 2.011, and held two PL1blic 
Scoping Meetings on December 6 and 7, 2011. 

The NOP wqs pisP:ibut~d to the.State. Clearir:-ig_hous~ ~nd m9iled to. local~ state, and fed~ral 
agenqi~s ~nd (o other interested parties on _November 9, 2011, initiating a_:3Q:-day-puplic 

. comment period extencfing through P~cember 9, 2011. ,A copy of tjlt;! NOP is available in _ 
Apperidix 1 in Volume 2 of the EIR. The Public Scoping Meetings were held at the SFMT A 
offtce~. One South Van Ne5s Avenue, in San H'ancisco. The' rJ.urpose of the meetings was to 
preser:it infol:mation about· the proposed'Project tothe public and receive·public input regarding 
the scoP.e c;>f the EIR analyses. Attendees were provide9 an opportunity to voice comments on 
concems regarding the project; translators were available f6r Chinese- and Sp~nish-speakirig 
attendees If neede_d, · · · . .. 

Oral comments were provided by 21 individual~ at the Pub!ic Scoping Meetings. During the 
public r~yiew,peripd,' 29 public agencies andior other iriterest9d parties'subniitted comment , 
letters.to thePlanriing·Department. Comments-raised the following concerns· related.to phygical · 
env.ironment.al ·effects: aesthetics of various transit facilities, including overhead wires; the· 
potential for impacts on archeological resourcesi ak quality impacts related ·to potential 
incr~ci!S~ in use of private passenger vehicles; the effects on tra.ffic flow ·arid potential for 
divE'.'rsipns que to new transit _and pedestrian bulbs; locations of and .tfistance between transit 
stops; the potential for shifts in travel modes;. concern a.bout loss of parking and loading; · 
pedE;!strian safety concerns; the envir.oilmental review process; suggested use of different 
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approaches to.the transportation ir:npact ~nalysis such as providing estimates of time saved; 
and requested variations on some service improvements.· 

The San Francisco Planning Department published an Initial Study on January 23, 2013. The 
Initial Study was distrib'uted to the State Clearingh~use and mailed to local, state, and federal 
agencies and to other interested ·parties bn January 23; ·2013, initiating a 30-day public 
comment period extending from Januari 24, 2013 through February 2.2, 2013. A copy of the 
Initial Study is available in Appendix 2 in Volume 2 of the EIR. 

The San Franci!?CO Planning Dep~rtm.ent then prepared a DEIR, which d~scribes both of the 
Project Alternatives; presents the.environmental setting; Identifies potential impacts at a 
program-level or a project":level of petail for both Alternatiye?; presents mitigation measures for 
impacts found to be significant or potentially significant; and summarizes tile Project 
Alternatives and their impacts, and compares their impacts and those ofthe 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 Plann!ng Department Environmental Planning Division 
("EP') guidance regarding the environmental effects to be considered significant. EP guidance 
is, in turn, based on CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, with some modifications. 

. ' . -

The Department published the DEIR on,July 10, 2013. The DEIR was circulated to local, state, 
and federal agencies and to interested organl~tions and Individuals for review and comment · 
beginning on July 11, 2013 for a 67-day public review peri.od, 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-delivered, or by email. 

The San Francisco Planning Department then prepared the Responses to Comments document 
'(''RTC"). This document, whic~ provides written response to each comm_eht received c:in the . 
DEIR that raises environmental issues, was published on March 12, 2014, and includes copies 
of all of the commentsreceived 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 at a 
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program level; the TTRP.L (L Tataval), TTRP.9 (9/9L San Bruno), and TTRP .. 7.1_1 (11 Haight-·· 
Noriega). 

On March 13, 2013, the Planning Qepartmeht published a Supplemental .Service Variants 
Memorandum, which described and an'!lly.?:ed ad<;iitional service v~riants,deyeloped as part of 

the SF~~!S _pub,l_ic oUtreach pr~cess .. ~ti~, ~lannif1Q ~t;!P".lrtipent conc/udp~·th,at u-,~se .~dditi.onal 
service variants would have the ·same environm~n~I impacts and require the same mitigation 
measures as the servicE;) variants already described a[ld_.an~lyzed in th~ .DEi~. ancUhus, no 
additional environmental review was required nor was recfrculation of the DEIR requir~d. 

: i ,,- ' •' • . ' ~·.,. : .- ' , ~ ." • • • I ; , . t • i • - > ~ ~ • 

The Planning Commission. reviewed and_ considered the. FEIR, which is compris~d 6f the DEIR, . 
the RTC document ·and the Supplemental service Variants Memorandum, Errata dated March 
27, 2014, and all of the supporting information. In certifying th~' FEIR, the Plan~i,ng Commission 
determined ttlat it does not add· significant new information tci thi:r DEIR that would· require 
recirculation. 'under CpQA. because the FEIR contains no inforlT!ation revealing. (1). any new 
significant environmental impact that would r~sult fr9m,the proj~ct_or froQ'l a new mitigation 
measure proposed· to be implemented, (2) a.ny substantial increase in the severity of a . 
previousiy identified environmental impact, (3) any feasible p~~je~ aitem.ati~e or ~itiga~io'n 
measure considerabJY°different from others previously analYzea th~t would clearly Jessen the 
erwirqnm~ntal imRacts qt the·;project, but that was rejected .by_ the project's proponents, or (4) 

; 

that the DEIR Was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory it1' ilature·that 
meaninQfiJ(·pµblic review and comment"were_.precluded; This.SFMTA Board concurs ihthis. 
determi,m~ti()n. )'•·. 

D. App.roval Actions 
J' • 

1. Planning Commission Action· 

On March 27, 2014 the Pl.anning Commission certified the F:EIR. . 
; . - '; . ' 

2. San Francisco ·Municipal Tran~por.tation Agency· Board of Ditectors:Actions 

• Approval ofth,e Transit.EffectivenessProject, incl~ding the Service P~licY Fr~riiework' 
-. · Approval of the im-plementation of certain parking· and traffic measures in aceo'rdance 

.with.Section 201(c) of the Transportation Code 

3. . San Francisco Board of Supervisors Actions 

The Planning Commission's certificaticm of the FEIR may be appealed to the Board of 
Supervisors. ·If appealed, the Board of Supervisors will det,errnine whether to uphold the 
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certification or to grant the appeal an·d remand the F.EIRto the Planning Department for further 
review. 

Additional actio!]S that may be taken by the Board of Supervisors are:· 
• 4 • ~ - ' 

• Review and approval of system changes related to any route abandonments. 
,. . - ' 

• Approval of sidewalk changes, upon referral frorri the Department of Puplic Works. 
' . , ~ . ,·, 

4. Other San Francisco Agency. Actio~s· 
• Approval by the D~partment of Public Works of sidewalk legislation and construction 

perio<;! encrpachm~nt. permits. 
• Approval by the Sari Francisc9 Recreation and Park Commission of property 

' /' . -~ . . . . - .. 
ericroaphments, if required. 

• Approval by th_e San Francisqo Planning Department of any required General Plan 
Referrafs 

5. Other..-Local, State, and Federaf Agencies 

Implementation of the Project will involve consultation with, or required approvals by, other local, 
•• ' 1 .,. • 

state and fedt?ral regulatory agencies, including, but not limited to, thefqllowing: 

• The ~ransportationAdvisory Staff Committee ("TASC"): Coprdin~tion of.all roadway and 
transit changes. 

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

• California Department of Transportation ("Caltrans") District 4: Approval of temRorary 
construction street encroachment permits within Caltrans rights-of-way. 

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

6. Location and Custodian of Records 

The DElR and all documents referenced tn 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 
Prepfiratjon and DEIR public review periods, the administrative record, the Responses to 
Comments document, and the $upplementa·1 Service Variants Memorandum, and background · 
documentation for the FEIR are located at the Planning qepartment, 16~0 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. 

10 

1036 



Transit Effectiveness Project 
SFMTA Board of Directors 

CEQA Findings 
3/21/2014 

All information, including written materia!s.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 iocated at the SFMTA offices at One South' Van Ness 

Avenue, tt1 floor, San Francisco. 

All files haye beE3n available to the SfMTA Board a!ld !he public for review in considering t~ese 

findings and whether to apRrove the Proje~t. . , . 

E. Findings about ~i_gnifican~ E~vironnient~l lmpads and JYlitigl'!tii;>n M~asures , · 
... ~ • ' • ' .. • t , ' - ' . • 

The following Sections II, Ill, and ·1v sefo~t the s'FMTA Bc:iarCI 6f Directors' findings aboUt the 

FEIR's determinations regarding significant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures 

proposed to address them. These. findings provide th~ wri,tten ,am;tlysJs ~nd ~nclusions of the . 
t ~ . t .. ' ' ' ' ·. ' ' ~ . - - ' ' . . ' ' ' • - w - • 

SFMTA Board regarding the environmental Jmpl!lcts .of the Proj~ct and th~ mitigation measwes 

incfrJd~d as part of the.FEIR and ad~pted l?Y the SF!IJlT ft.: Spar~ as :P~rt of the. Project. . To avoid. 

d~plic~ti6~ _and_redun~ar{cy, and because ~h~ SFMTA Boa.rd i:tgr~es' With •. a!ld h.ereby ac;fop~ •. 
the conclusions In the FEIR, these findings will not repeat the an111,lysjs an.d conq{usion~ in the 

FEIR, but instead incorp~rate: th~m by ref~rence ~nd reiy upon the~ as s~bstantial evidenc~ 
supporting ~_ese findings. . 

In making these findings, the' SFMT A.Board has considered the opinion~ of SFMTA staff. and .. 
- - ,. • -'· .•• • - , • ~ -- • - l ... t ~ - -~ . -- . ' 

other City staff and experts, ottler ag~ncies, arx:t i:nemP,ers of the_publiq. Th~ ~.FMTA.i?oard 
,.. . - -. ~ ~ ,. ~- . ., - I . . -~ 1 .I' 1 ' • " ' 

find~ that ~h$ d~t~rrnir:i~ti~p of slgnjfjc;;t!.lce threshoJqs. ii?.~ jud~im~nt 9ecision wi~hin .th~ .... 
discretion of the. SFMT A and the City. and County of San Fr<:1nci.~.co; t~E;J si,gniflcance threstiolds. 

used in the EiR ~re ~uppo(ted by su.bst~_ntiaJ eV(qenc.e in ~h~ re,i;:o~4. locludlng the. expert opinion 
-. " • · - • ' - • ~ ' , """ ·, • • J . . • '""' ' ' _! , . , t I - · , - ' . 

of the SFMTA arid'City staff; and the significance thresholds u~ecfin the EIR provide.reasonable 
. ·. : . . • •.. ' T - . . . ' ... . ' I j ; . • ' •• ~I!:" '.,,'- -., "''"' i.,-, ~ - ' • - ~ • ' 

and <!ppropriate me~ns _of Cjss~s~i~g !tie ~ignificarice of th~ ~qversE;i environment13l effects qf th~ 
Proje~t.: ' ' · · _ , · · · · · · ' ·· 

These;findirigs do' not attempt t~ des-cribe tile full an~lysis of eath environment~! impact 

contained in the FEIR.. Instead, a full explanation of these environmental findings and. 
- ·.··-·~ ·--~···.c·:.l.,',~!':::• :,_.•t ·~··. rl '.-''•,I,. 

conclusions can oe found In the FEIR, which includes its Initial Study present~d tr:i ~IR Appendix 

2, and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and analysis in the FEIR 

supporting the determinatiohs regarding the Project impacts ana mitigation measures d~signed 
to address thdse impacts. In making these findings, the SFMTA Board 6fDire~tor~ ratifies,. 

adopts, and incorj)oi:ates ih ti'iese findings the''determlnatioris ahd ·conclusions of the FEIR · 
relating to environm·ental im·pacts 'and mitigation measLi"res, except·to·the extent ahy si.rch 

determinations are specifically and expressly modified by these findings. · 
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As set forth below, the SFMTA Board adopts and inc9rporates the mitigation measures sefforth 
in the FEIR and the atta'ched MMRP to substantially lessen or avoid the significant impacts of· 
the Project. The SFMTA Board'intends to adopt all the mitigation measures proposed in the 
FEIR. Accordingly, in the event a mitigation measure identified in the ·FEIR has inadvertently 
been omitted in these findings or the MMRP, such mitigation measure is hereby adopted and 
incorporated in the findings below by reference. 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 r:neasures in the FEIR due to a clerical error, the langu_age of the policies 
af!d implementation ~easures as set forth i~ the FEIR sliali controL The impact numbers and 
mitigat!o11.measure numbers used in these findings reflect .t~e information contair:ied in the . 
FE;IR. 

In the, Sections II, Ill and IV beiow, th'e s.ame findings are made for a category of environmental 
impacts ~md mitigation _measures. Rather than repeat the identical findi_ng dozens of ti,rnes to 
address each and every significant effect arid mitigation measure, the initial finding obviates the 
need for such repetition because.in no instance is the SFMTA Board rejecting the conclusions 
of the FEIR. or lhe mitigation· measures identified in the FEiR for the Project. . . 

The findings below include findings relevant ta the TTRP Moderate Alternative and to the TTRP 
Expanded Altern?1tive. Under either alternative, the FEIR assumed that the Service PQlicy 
Framework~ the Service Improvements, Service Variants, the Service-related Capital 
Improvements, and the TPS Toolkit as applied ta the program-level TTRP corridors would be 
implemented. It is not known at this time which specific alternative, or mixture of proposals fr.om 
the two alternatives, will be 'ultimately appro~ed by the SFMTA Board for e~ch TTRP corridor. It 

. . . 
is likely that, over time, a mix of the proposals described in the TTRP Moderate Alternative and 
the TTRP Expanded Alternative will be adopte.d and implem~nted along the various corridors. 
Because of this, in taking this action, the SFMTA Board makes the following findings regarding 
the potential for environmental impacts and required mitigation measures for bath the TTRP 
Moderate Alternative ancj the TTRP Expanded Altematiye, as each are d_escribed in ttie. FELR. 

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

.· ' 

Unqer CEQA, no mitigatio11 meas,ures are required for impacts that are less than significant 
(Pub. Resources Cpde § 21002; CEQA Guidelines §§ 15126.4(a)(3) and 15091 ). Based on the . . . 

evidence in t~e whole record of this proceeping, -the Board finds that implementatfon of the 
Proposed Project will not result in any significapt impacts in the following areas and that these 
impact areas therefore dQ not require mitigation: 

Land Use and Land Use Planning 
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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 jurisoictic;in ov~r the project adppted for the,purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect, or have a substantial adverse impact 011 
the existing character of the vicinity. 

• Impact C-LU-j:· The prqposed Proj~ct,. iri combination with other past, present,. or 
reasonably foreseeable future projects In the pr9ject vicinity, would .nqt have a. 
cumulatively considerable coptributi9n to a significant cumulative land use or land use 
plannl.ng Impact. · · · 

Aesthetics " 
• ·l ·, 

• .• rl ' 

• . Impacts AE-1 ·and AE-2: The proposed Project would not have a substantial adverse 
· effect on a scenic vista or on scenic resources; including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
qutcroppings, and other features pf .the l;>u.ilt or n~tural enyjronm~nt which cqntri~ute to a 
s~enic public setting. . · · · . : · · · · . 

T, "lj , •, ~ ' ,'' - : t • <.,, ' - • 

• Impact AE~3; The proposed Project would not degrade:e:i<isting visual character or 
~u~lity o~ the project sites ati.~ ~l:lrr<?undings .. , . . .. , 

• Im.pact AE~:: Th!=! proposed. Project would hot create a hew source ·of substantial light or 
g!arl}.thatwoul<;i ·nave a~substantial adverse effect on day'ofnighttime views. · 

. • .. impact C-AE-.1: The proposed-Project, in combination with other past, present, or 
reasona~ly foreseeable Mure projects would not have a ·cumulatively considerable 

. cohtl'i!Jt,ition to a ·significant.cumulative aesihetics impact. · · 
" - .~, -·· ... 

J • ' ~ 

Population and. Housing 
. ·' : :·- ' ~ . .• .f., ~ 

. . . 
'· • • :~ ~ - • •• ... , • ~ '-< • • ~ ~ , r ' p' • ~ • . , ~ 

• impact PH-1 :. The proposed Project wqul~ noflildupi;l substantial popula~ic;>n growth 
either directly or indirectly. · · 

· ., I - ' . · :·" ~ . , . · •, ' c ~ -· i . · ' .. '· \ • ~ -: . ' 

• · Impact PH-2: The proposed·P.rojec;:t wouldm~t di~place ~rX ~xl.stirg h~using units or 
create any demand for· additional housing, or Cfisplace substantial numbers of people, 

.. necessitating the. construction of re'placemeht housing: .· 
. i . • ... .• ~ ' . • ,' ~ 

• lmp~c~ ~f.H<t:'.'The p~qpo~¢d Project in comhin~tio~with btnefrpast: pr.~ser1t, or 
reasohably foreseeable rufUre projects woul~· ric:it r.esult in a c~rriulatively considerable 
contribution to significant cumulative impacts on population or tiousing. . .. 

- - .., .._ ,, I ~. ' ' 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

• · Impact CP-1 : · The 'proposed Project would not cause a substantial adverse cliange in 
the significance of an historic architectural 'r'esciur6e. ; . . . ' ·'.' . 

• lmpact-~CP-1: The proposed Project, iri'combinatiori witti"past, present, an.d · · 
reason·ably foreseeable Mute prpj~cts ih the vlcinify, would.riot re$ult in a cumulatively 
considerable· contribution fo significant c<lmulative 'impacts oh culturai resources or 
archaeological resources. · · · · 
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' . 

• The proposed Project would not result in changes to air traffic patterns because the 
·project site is not located within an airport land use plan area or in the vicinity of a private 
airstrip. 

• The propo"sed Project would not substantially increase transportation hazards due to ·a 
design feature or incompatible uses. · . 

• Impact TR-1 :"lmplementati~n.of the Service Policy Framework and.the J_EP 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 Objectiye 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 tr~ffic impacts. 

• Impact TR-6: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objectlve·A, Actions A:'f, A.2 and 
A.4, Objective B, Actions B.1 through B.4, Objectiye C, Actions C.1 and C.21 and· 
Objective D, Actions D.1 ·throughD.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 fo 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 Restriptions, and Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes, 
would not result in significant traffic impacts. 

• · Impact TR-11: Implementation ofTPS Toolkit element catego,Y Traffic Signal and Stop 
Sign Changes would not result. in significa~t loading impi;icts. 

•· Impact TR-12: Implementation of program.:.level Service-related Capital Improvements 
projects (TTPl.2,TTPl.3, TIPl.4, OWE.6, and SCl.1) would not result in signiflcar;it 
impacts to local or regioncal transit, traffic operations, p~destrians and bicyclists, loading, 
emergency vehicle access, or parking. · · · · · - . . . 

• lmpactTR-13: Implementation of any of the TPS Toolkit categories: 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 woul9 not result in significai:it impacts Jo local or regional transit; pedestrians 
and bicyclists,· emergency vehicle access,. or parking.· 

• lmp·act TR-15: lmpiementation of any TPS Toolkit el~men~s within the following 
categories: Transit StOp Changes, Parking and Tum Restriction.s,. and Traffic Signal and . 
Stop Sign Changes, along the· program-level TIRP corridors would not result in 
significant impacts on ·traffic operations. 
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• lmpactTR-1'7: Jmplementation of any oUhe TPSTo_olkit elements within the c~tegory 
Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes along the program level TTRP·corridors would not 

. result.in sigQifica,nt loaqing impact~ . 

. • lmpact TR"'18; ;mplement~tion·~f ,the Service lmprov~ments or Seri.lice Variants would 
not result in significant impacts to local:or regional transit, 'traffic operations, pedestrians 
and bicyclists, loading, emergency vehicle acce·ss, orpatking. · 

• Impact TR.:.19: faiple(lientation ofthe proj~ct-level $eMce-relat~d Ca'pital lmptovement 
p~ojects (TTPl.2, OWE.1, OWE: t Va)iant, OWE2; OWE.3, OWEA, ·awE.5; and SCl.2) 
would not result ·in significant impacfs fo local or regional transit, traffic operations, 
pt;!destrians and bicyclists, loading, emerg.ency vehiCle access; or parking. · 

• Impact TR-20: .Implementation bf tne project-level TIRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TI:RP.J, TIRP:L,.TTRP.N, TTRP:s;'TTRP:ax; TTRP.9, TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP;14 
Vatiant2, TTRf?.22_1, TTRP.28_1, TTR~.30_1, ortrRP.11_1 would n9tresultin 
significant impacts to local or regionartransit. ·. · · · · · · 

• : Impact TR""21 :: lmplemElntation of th'e· project-level TTRP Expandeg Alternative for the 
. TTRP.J, TIRP.L, TTRP.N; TTRP.5; TTRP.aX;- TTRP:9, TTRP.14, ITRP:22 1,"lTR.P.22 1 
Variant~ I TTRP.22l.J Vaiiant 2,'ITRP.28_:_1 I TIRP.30_ 1; TIRP.30.'._1 vad~rit 1, .· -
TTRR.30..::_ 1 Variar1t 2;. or URP. 71.21 ··would noHesult iii significant impacts to local or 
regional transit. ' · • 

• . lmpadTR-22: Implementation ofthe·Pr.oject.:.1evel TTRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP:L,.TTRP.N, TTRP.'5, TTRP;8X, TTRP;s, TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP.14 
Variant 2, TTRP.22_1, TTRP2a_:::t;l"TRP.30 ... J, orTTRP.71_1 Would have less-than­
~ignific;an~ t~c i(npapts at 1a:st_4dy in~f'fS~ction9. . 

•, ' ~ < > • '<" > o • T. - -' _. ~ '• -••'. • ., : • 

· • ·.impact TR.:.23: Implementation'· of the ptoject.::1eveITtRR Expanded AlternatiVe for the 
. TIRP.J; TTRP.L, TIRP.N,.TTRF?.5; TTRP.ax; TTRP;9, TTRP.28.:_:1, 6rTTRP:71 ... J would 
have less-than-significant traffic impa~ts at40 study intersections. · · ·' . 

• lnipact TR-25; lmplefflehtation ofthe project-level TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would 
have less.;than~signifi,canf traffic; impacts at19'5tudy.intersecfions under Existing plus 
Service lm'pr6vemeht$. and the TTRP. f4'EXpandedAlfornative condjtions.- ·. I • 

• ., L • • .... , : -~ I .:. ~. ' 1' . ' '· I • i • ": 

• Impact TR-29: lmp!ementation oftlie project_;level TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
. would' have ·less~thah~significaiit traffic impacts' at six study intersections that would 
· O'p·erate ;;it levei~of seJvice {?LOS~}'[j or better· under Existing 'pius Service Improvements 
C\nd the TTRP.·2~!J ~pand_ed AlterfiatiVe"conditions. ·. . · · · · .. - . 

• .. . -· . i: . : . •.. . ' • '. .. ' ·- . ,, ~':" ~. . _;· .. ., : . - . • . . . ... • . -~ ' 

• Impact TR-33: Implementation of the project-level TTRP .. 22...;;1 Expaf1ded"Altemative 
Variant 1 would have less-than-signJfica11t traffic impacts at six study intersections that 
"VOUld operate:at'LOS Dor better under:Existing·plus'Service lmpro~emerits and the 
lTRP.22 ..... 1 EXpanded AltematiVe Variant 1 :rondition-$. · ·. ·· . · 

• impact tR-37: impiementati~n of ffi~ project~l~v~t hRP.22 ... J. Exp~~ded.Alt~m~tive 
Variant 2 would have less-than-significant traffic impacts at six study intersections that 
would operate at LOS'D. or oefter under.Existing plus Service Improvements and the 
TTRP.22 .. J Expandea AltematiVe y~riant ·2 ccindi!ions: . · ' · . . . · · -· · . 

. ~· . 
• Impaqt T~-3_9: l~plem~ntati.ori odhe project,.tevel TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative 

would have less-than-significant traffic impacts at nine study interse.ctions that would 
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-operate.atLO.S Po~ better under Existing plus Service Improvements arii:I the · 
TTRP.30.;...1 Expanded.Alternative conditions. 

• Impact TR-41: · Implementation of the projecHevel TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
, Variant 1 would have less-than-significant-traffic impacts ·at nine study intersections that 
· ·would operate at LO$ P or Qetter under Existing pills Ser\lice Improvements and the 

TTRP.39_ 1 Expanqed Alternative Variant 1 conditio~s. · 

• Impact TR-43: lrnplementati.on of.the project-:l~vel TTRP.30 .. J' Expanded Alternative 
Variant 2 would h.ave less-than-significant traffic impacts at nine study intersections that 
wo1,,1Jd operate at LOS D o( better. und.er Existing plus Service Improvements and the 
TTRP.30 ... .::1 Expand~d 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.14Variant1, TTRP:14 
Vari.ant 2, tTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_ 1,. TTRP.30 .... 1, orTTRP.71_1 would not result in 
significant impacts to pedestrians and bicyclists. · 

• Impact TR-45: Implementation ·of the project:"level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TIRP,L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP. f4, TTRP.22_ 1, TTRP.22_ 1 
Variant 1, TTRP.22_ 1 Variant 2, TTRP.28_ 1. Expanded Alternative, TTRP.30'-1,. 
TTRP.-30_ tVariant 1, tTRP.,30_ 1 Variant 2, or-TTRP. 71...: 1 would not result in significant 
impacts to pedestrians and bicyclists. 

• Impact TR-46: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative f9r the 
TTRP.J, TTRp.L,TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1, or 
TTRP.11-..; 1 wo1.,1ld not result in significant loading impacfs. 

• Impact TR-47: Implementation of the project-level. TTRP Expanded Aiternative for the 
·nRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1Variant1, 
TTRP.22_1 Variant 2, TTRP.28_ 1, or TTRP.71_ 1 would not result in significant loading 
impacts. ·. 

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

• Impact TR-56: lmplemeptation of the project-level TTRP ~xpanded Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.51TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1 
Variant 1; TTRP.22_ 1 Variant 2, TTRP.28~ 1·, TTRP:30 .. :.:1, TTRP.30_ 1 Variant 1, 
TTRP.30 1 Variant 4, or TTRP. 71 1 would not result in significant impacts on 
emergency vehicle access. "'." ' . . ' ' '' ' 

.. . . ' ~ ' ~ 

• Impact TR-57: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.BX, TTRP.9, TTRP .. 14Variant 1, TTRP.14 
Vartant 2, TTRP.22_ 1, TTRP.28_ 1, TTRP.30_ 1, or TTRP. 71_ 1 would not result in ~ 

·significant parking impact:. · · : . · · · · , 

• lmpac~ TR-:~a: ·Implementation of the project-level TIRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRE'~BX,:JTRP.9, TIRP.14; TTRP.22....:;1, TTRP.22_1 
Variant 1, TTRP.22_ 1 Variant 2_. TTRP.28_ 1, TTRP.30_ 1, TTRP.30_ 1 Variant 1, 
TTRP.30 1Variant2, orTTRP.71 1 would notresult in a significant parking impact. - . ··' - . . . . . 
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• Impact C-TR-4: Implementation of the Service Improvements or Service Variants, in 
combination with past,: present and reasonably foreSieeable development in San 
Francisco, wouid riot contriblite eorisiderabfy'.tO ridership ~-t the regional transit 
screenlines on AC Transit, Caltfain, Golden Gate Transit, $amTrans, and other regional 
ferry service under 2035 Cumulative plus Service lmpr()vements only conditions: 

. - ' 
• lmpacl.C-TR-5: Th~TPS Tqolkit elements-as applied in the program-level TTRP 

corridors; and Ser'l/ice Improvements with the TTRP Moderate-Altemative:would not 
contribute considerably to ridership at the regional transit screenllnes on AC Transit, 
Calttain, Golden Gate Transit; ·samTi"ans, ·and other regional ·ferrf seiVice under 2035 
CUQiUlative plu~ Service lmproveni!ilnts arid the TTRP Mo?erate Alternative Conditions. 

• lft1p~c,t C-TR~6: The TPS Tqo!kit ~l~men!.~ ~!?:applied in. pro~ran:i":'level TTRP corridors, 
. and .Service lmprov,ements with the·DRP t;:xpanded Altemativ~. in com_bination with 
past, present -~nd reasonabtY foreseeable develop111ent;in San F~anci~co, Y,IOUh;I not 
contriblite considerably to ridership at the regional transit screenlines_ on AC Transit, 
Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, a_nd other regional ferry serVice under 2035 
Cumulative plus Service Improvements ·and tlie:TTRP EXpanded Alternative conditions. 

• impact ~!R~B: irnp!ernen~ation of ih~ Sl'.lr;Vi~e P~licy F~niework c;:>bjective A. Actions 
_A.1, A?. anctA.4, -obj$ctive· 8, Actions 8.1 through 8.4,- Objective _c, Ac;;tions G.1 and c.2, 
ap1;(0bjecthie 0. Actions IJ.-1 througtl DA anq any of the TPS.Toolklt el~ments within 
·categories: Transit Stop Cha_liges, Parking ;;ind Tum Restrictions, and Traffi~ Signal and 
Stop Sign· changes, iri combination with pas( present and reasonably foreseeable 
development in San Francisco, would have leSS'-than-signifieant traffic impact$ under 
2035 Quniulati\fe.plus Service Improvements and the TTRP ModerateAltemative 
condi_tions, and-therefore weuld not cohtribUte to any significant cumulative traffic 
impacts. · · -- · · · : · · · · - -. · . · : · · · -

. • 'lmpa~ C-TR-~O: Implementation otthk Se~i~ Policy FralJ:leworJc. Objective A, Actions 
A.1, A.2, and A.4, Objective 8, Actions 8.1 through B.4, Objective C, Actions C.1 and C.2, 
an!;! Objectiye D~ Actions fM through D.4 and any of the TPS Toolkit elements within 
c·ateg·ories:Transit stop Changes, Parking andTurh Re5triclions, ancfTraffic Signal and 
StQp·Sign Changes; in.cornbil'}fitiori witli p;;tst;· 'present an'c:!-re~sonably foreseeable 
dev~lopiTie_nt in ·san Fraacisco, 'would have·te5s:than.:.signific·anf traffii;: irnpaCts· under 
20p5 Cumulatiye: plus Service lmprovem~nts and the TTRP Expanded Alternative 
conditions; and therefore would .not GC>iltribute.to any'significant cumulative traffic 

. i~P,~cts. · -

• Impact C-TR'."11: .lmplefnentation.oqhe Service Improvements or.Service Variants, in . 
combipation with past, .presenfand reasonably forese~ble deve_lopiTient iri San -
t;rancisco, would h·ave less-than-significant traffiq impa·cts under 2035 Cumulative plus 
Service rmprovements only·conditions, and therefore would not contribute to any 
signifieant cumulative traffic impacts. 

• Impact C-TR-12: Implementation of the TTRP Moderate Alternative for the TIRP.J, 
TTRP.L,: TTRP:N, TTRP:5; TTRP.BX, TTRP.9, TIRP.14 Variant ·1, TTRP:14 Variant 2, 
TTRP.22..:., 1, TTRP.2i3_ 1, TTRP.60.:..1, or TTRP. 71_ 1 would -have. less-tha_n-significant 

- traffic impacts under 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements ·and the TTRP 
Moden.~te A.ltemative conditions, and therefore would not contriblite to any significant 
cumulative traffic impacts. 
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• Impact C-TR-38: Implementation of the TTRP Expanded Alternative for the TTRP.J, 
TTRP.L, TTRP.N; TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14,TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1 
Variant 1.. TTRP;22_ 1 Variant 2, TTRP.28_ 1, TTRP.30_ 1, TTRP.30_ 1 Variant 1, 
TIRP.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 inte,rsections that would, op~rate at LOS 
E or LOS F (.nicer 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Expanded 
Alternative cond~tion~. · · · · · · · · . 

• Impact C-TR-:39: Implementation of the TTRP Expanded Alternative for the TTRP.J, 
TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1Variant. 
1, TTRP.22 1 Variant 2, TTRP.28 1, TTRP.30 1 J TTRP.30 1 Variant 1, TTRP.30 1 

· Variant 2, or TTRP.71 • ..:1 would not result in significant c4mUIC!tive traffic impacts 8t 48 
study intersections thatwould operate at LOS D or better under 2035 Cumulative plus 
Service Improvements and the TTRP Expanded Alterr1ative concUtions. . . . 

• Impact C-TR-40: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework and any of the TPS 
Toolkit elements within categorles:Transit Stop Chc;inges, Lane Modifications; Parking 
and Turn Restrictions •. and Traffic.Signal and Stop Sign Changes, and Pedestrii:in 
Improvements as applied in program-level TTRP corridorsi Service Improvements or 
Service Variants, and Service-related Capital Improvements, in combination with past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable devel9pment in San Francisco, would have less­
than-significant cumulative pedestrian and bicycle impacts. 

• Impact C-TR-41; Implementation of the Service Improvements or Service Variants and 
the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the TTRP.J, ITRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, 
TTRP.8X, TIRP.9, TIRP.14 Variant 1 and TTRP Variant 2, TTRP.22_ 1, TTRP.28_ 1, 
TIRP.30_ 1, or TTRP.71_1, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable development in San Francisco, would have less-than-significant cumulative 
pedestrian and bicycle impacts. · · · 

• Impact C-TR-42: Implementation of the Service Improvements or Service Variants and 
the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, 
TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22_ 1, TrRP.22_ 1 Variant 1, TTRP.22_ 1 Variant 2, 
TTRP.28_ 1, TTRP.3b_ 1, TTRP.30_ 1 Variant 1, TIRP.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 Pol[cy Framework Objective A, Actions A.1, A.2 
and A.4, Objective B, Actions B.1 through 8.4, Objective C, Actions C.1 and C.2, and 
Objective D, Actions D.1 through D.4, TPS Toolkit Category Traffic Signal and Stop Sign 
Changes as applied in program-level TTRP corridors, Service Improvements or Service 
Variants; and 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 project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.28_1, or 
TIRP. 71_ 1, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development 
in Sal) Franclsco;.would have less-than':'significant cumulative loading impaC:ts. 
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• . Impact C.TR-48: Implementation of the project .. level TTRP Expanded Alternative forthe 
TTRP.j, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TIRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22;._1Variant1, 
TTRP.22 1 Variant 2, ·TTRP.28 1, or TfRP. 71 1, in combination with past, present and 
reasonabiy foreseeable development.in· San Francisco, would have less-than-significant 
cumulative loadirm impacts. · · 

• Impact C-TR-50: Implementation of the Service Poliby'Franiework Objective A, Actions 
A.1, A.2, and A.4, Objective B all actions, Objective C, Actions C.1 and C.2, anq 
Objective D all actions, and any of ~he TPS Toolkit elements within categories: Transit 
Stop Changes and Traffic Sign.al and St9p, ~jgn Changes, and Pede~trian Improvements 
as applied in program-level TTRP ~orridors, S~rvic~ lmproveme~ts, ar:id 9ervice-::related 
c~pital lmprove.rilents, in combinatiori with past;_ pr~~ent a_~d r~as~nably foreseeable 
developmeriUh San Franqisco·, would hav~·1e.ss:'.:than.:.sign{ficant cu.m~latlve par~ing 
impacts. '. ' ·· · · · · · 

• Impact c;.,. TR-~1: lm.p,lerne1Jt~ti<;>n qf ~~ pivject-Ievel URP 'Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTR,P.L, l)RP.N; TrRP.5 . .- TTRR~X. TTRP,$, TTRP.2Z.::_ 1, TTRP.2!3_ 1, · 
TTRP.30 1, or'TTRP.71_1, in combination withpast, present and reaso_11ably . 

· foreseeable development in San Francisco, 'woulcfhave less-thah'-significant cumulative 
paikin9.irnp~Ctsi · · · · . ·.. . : ' · · · . .,,. · · . '· 

• · )mll~9.t.c;fR~s3:. 1.~P.leriientation gfthe proj~ct~levei'nRP ~XJ>ande~f Alternati~efor the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X1TTRP.9.,DRP.14,:TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, 
TTRP.30 1 Variant.1, TTRP.30 1Variant2, orTTRP.71 1, in.combinati9n with past, 
pr'esE!~(and·reasg[lablyfor~seeable a~vel?Piri.ent ih San Francisco, would have iess~ 

· th~n'"significanf curnµlative' parking impa~: · . ~" . ~ ..,_._ . , ' . -· ' . , . . .. 

Noise.and. Vi,bration 

• The proposed Project is not located within an 'airport land use plan area, within two miles 
o~ a.p14blic .Qr P.Y.blic ~se ailp9rt,; or in the vJcjnity qf a pri~t~.airstrip, and theref9re would 

, no~ ~J:CPQ~~ pe_opl~ r~siding orworking:in ~he proje_ct are~·tQ,excessive.nol~e.{evels . 

.• : lnipact N0-1: Construction activiti~s; ocqurrlng~indirecfly as a re,sult of~he:proposed 
Service Policy Framework, and as p'roposed-llnder the TEP for ttie·service · ' 
lmprpy.~~ents ~n~·~~rvJce Variar:i~~h Service:-relate,d Capital. lmproverpents, ~nd TTRPs 
a11i;I. TTRP yari;a,~ts wsiµI~ ~~~ r~su,lt iQ a sybst~nt\al ~~rnpo~ry,_o.r: periodi~· J.ncrea~e in 
nois~ l~:VErl~. above, ~xi~t!ng .ambient c9nditi.ons. ~, · . : .. ; 

. •. lmpact'Nd-2: Construction activities, ·occurring ihairectly as'a result of the proposed 
Service Policy Framework, and ~s proposed under the TEP for the Service . ·' 

. lmprp'(~IT!e,n!s an~ Se~ce Varia.nts, S~IVice~~la,t~d. Qapital.hTJprover,n~:m~s •. and TTRPs 
and TT~P Variants would not expose p~rs9ns, ~nd, s~ructµres to· ex~essiv1=1. temporary 
.grouncf~ofi-!e Vi~ratiOll pr gfOUfld-borne noj~e .levels.; 

• lmpai::t N0-3: The proRosed Service Policy Framework and operation of the Service 
Improvements and.Serviee variants would' not res'ulfin a.substantial increase in 
permanent noise levels along' affected trarisit routes above exisffrig ambient c'onditions. 

• Impact N0-4: The propo~~d Service Policy F·ramework and the ·servjt~ Improvements 
and Service Variants proposed by ·theTEf> wotJld not exJ)ose people t~ or· ge·nerate 
excessivefground-bome vibration or noise levels along affeCted transit routes. 
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• Impact G-NO-t The Ser.lice Policy Framework and the construction and operation of 
the proposed TEP;· including Service lmprove.ments 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 vibration or operational noise and vibration levels along affected transit routes 
substantially above existing ambient conditions. 

' ,.,, ~ • ~ '' j • 

Air Quality 
' ' . 

• · Tt:ie proposed Project would hot result in significant odor impacts. 

• Impact AQ~1: The Service· Policy Framework and con~truction activities proposed under 
the s'ervice Improvements and Service Variants; Servic~-rel~ted Capital Improvements, 
and TTRPs and TTRP Variants would not result in a violation of air quality standards or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation; nor would it result 

· in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria air pollutants, for which the project 
region is in nonattairimerit under an applicable ambient air quality standarq. 

• lmpactAQ-2: The Service Policy Framework.and construction act;vities pr~posed. under 
the Service Improvements arid Service Variants, Service-related Capital Improvements, 
and TTRPs and TTRP Variants would not generate emissions of PM2.5 and toxic air 
contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, at levels that would expose sensitive . 

·receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. · · 

· · · • · lrnpact AQ-3: -''fh~ $ervice Policy Framework and the propo$ed project:-lev~I ServJce 
Improvements anc:t Service Variants in combination with the TT.R~s and TTRP Variants 
would not result in a violation·of ah" quality standards or contribute substantially to an 
·existing or projected air quality violation nor result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria air pollutant for which the project region is in nonattainment 
under a.n applicable ambient air quality i?tandard. 

• lmpaCt AQ-4: The Service Policy Fram·ework and proposed project-level Service 
Improvements and Service Variants would not generate emissions of PM2:s and toxic air 
contaminapts, Including diesel particulate matter, at leveJs that would expose sensitive 
receptors to ~ubstantial pollutant concentrations. 

• Impact AQ-5: The Service Pblipy Framework, and constr~ction 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 
obst(uct implementation of the 2010 Clean Air Plan, the Bay Ar.ea's applicable air quality 
~~. . . 

• Impact C-AQ-1: The Servfoe Policy Framework, and construction and ope'ration of the 
proposed TEP, including the Se;fvice Improvements arid Service Variants, Service.:. 
related Capital Improvements, and TTRPs and TTRP Variants, In combination with past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not result ii'! a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any Criteria air pollutant for which the project region -is in 
nonattainment under applicable ambient air quality,,standards. · 

• Impact C-AQ-2: The Service Policy Framework, and construction and operation of the 
proposed TEP, including the Service Tmprovements and Service Variants, Service­
related Capital lmproveni€1nts~ an,d TTRPs and TTRP Variants, in combination with past, 
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present and reasonably foreseeable· fiiture projects; would not generate emissions of 
PMis and toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate.matter, at levels that would 
expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

• Impact C-GG-1: The propqsed Project ~ould ge(l~rate greenhouse gas emissions, but _ 
riC>t. in levels. th~t wo1.d~ ·r~uJJ in a ~igh!ficant imp~cl ~n the-environment, or ~nflict with 
prY f?O'l«;y, pl~'1··. Qf reg\,Jl~tion ad9pted for the_ purpose. of reducing greenhouse gas 
erriissioris. · · · · ' -

Wind and Shadow 
.. - "" - -1 

• Impact .vys~t: The proposed Project woµld ,not 'C!lter wfnds irt a manner that would 
substantialiy affect public areas. ' ' 

• lmpaCt WS-2: The proposed Project would not create new shadow th'at substantial!{ 
affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas . 

..:' -

Recreation " - -- ' " 
- ' 

• . irru'.!~q RE~1._ R.E,.3;- The p~oposedProj~ct would l"!~t r~ii!t in the incre~sed USE;!-,of 
existing ru~ighbothood or regional parks or oth~r recre~ti9n f~cilities such that substantial 
physlcar'deterioratlon would occur or be accelerated, nor.result.in the degradation of 
recreational resources. · · 

.• -.-- , •• --1 .:· l - ·' , • • I <> 

• Impact RE-2: !i)~_propos~,proj~ct would not include reGr~ational facilities or require 
the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment. 

• Impact c;RE-1: The proposed project in comb.ination with other past, present, or 
.rea!?Of1ably foreseeable Ntlire projects-would hot 'rest,df in a' cumulatively considerable 
contribution to significanfcumulative impacts oh recre~tion. · - ' · 

--
Utilities and Services Systems 

-,._ _ ...... -_ . _·· ··,..:. . ~ ,~ ·{.; t .-~- ~t>·.i:·· ' .'· ,'· ·'. 
• - Impact UT-1, UT,.2,~ _ .;r~~_pr9posed-P[oje~ ~04ld not exce~. ijle wastE?water treatment 

requirements of the Regional Water Q~ality Contrql Bo.ard;. result in a .d~termination that 
1the wastewate(treatmeht provid~r tias inadequate' capacity to serve the ·project; or 
requite or resu~ irfthe 1construction of new 'or the expansion of e:Xisting ·water, · 

' wastewate{fteatment or· stormwater drainage facilities . . ~ ·; ' 

• Impact UT-3: The proposed Proje~t wbuld have sUffl~ient water supply~ available from 
· · existing ehtitlements and would not require 1'1ew or expanded water supply resources or 
· entitlements. · -· · 

• Impact UT-4: The proposed Project would increase the amo,unt of s9lid waste g~_nerated 
on the project sites, but would be adequately served by the City's landfill and would · 
comply with _federal; state and lo~l_statutes and r!3Qulations related to solid 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 utll!ties and service systems. 

Public Services 

'• lmpac:t Ps.:.1: The proposed Proje'ct would riot result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts as,spciat~d w~h-,the ·provision of pol!ce, pro_tection, fire protection, sqhools, 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 protectfon, emergency 
services, schools, or libraries such that ne~ or altered facilities a~e,required. 

Biological ~esource~ 

• Impact Bl-:1, B-2, Bl-3: The proposed Project would not affect any spec{a_I status 
species, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or federally protected 
wetlands; would not interfere with the movement of native resident or wildlife l?Pecies or 
With established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors; and would not conflict with 

-any loc~I policies or ordinances protecting bjological resources, such as a tree · 
- preservation policy or ordinance_. " . - - · · · -. , · 

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

Geology and Soils 

• lrnpact GE~1: Implementation of the propose~ Project wo1.1ld not result in exposure of 
people and structures to potenttal substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, seismic ground-shaking, 
liquefaction. late~al spreading, or landslides. 

• Impact GE-2: The implementation of the proposed Project wou!d not result in substantial 
· erosion,· loss of tops~il, or adverse imp~cts to topographica'I features. · , 

• , Impact GE-~: The Implementation of th~ proposed Project would not locate sensitive 
land uses on geologic units or soils that are e)(pansive, unstC)ble, or that wo1,1ld become 
unstable as a result of future uses, and potentially result in on-or off-site la_ndslide, lateral 
spreading; subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse.· 

. . - . 

• Impact C-GE-1; The propo!=ied Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to significant cumulative impacts on geology and soils. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Impact HY-1: The implementation of the proposed Project would not violate water 
quality or waste discharge standards, exceed the capacity of existing drainage systems, 

22 

1048 



• 

• 

• 

Transit Effectiveness Project 
SFMTA Board of Directors 

CEQA Findings 
3/21/2014 

p,rovipe additional-sources of polluted runoff, or otherwise substantially aegrade water 
qualify. · · · · · . 

' - ,. ~ ·- -

Impact HY-2, HY-3: The.proposed Project. wduld not substantially deplete groun~water 
suppli~s or interf~re subst~ntially with groundwater recharge, .and "¥ould not .subs,ta,ntially 
alter existing drainage patterns in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or 
siltation. . ., ., ' ' : . . . . . 

. . 

Impact HY-4, HY-s:·Tiie inipl~menfation of.th~ propo~ed Proje,ct ~ould;n?t exp<?se, · 
people or structures to s1.,1bstantial risk of loss due to flooding, or to a sighificarifrisk of 
loss, injury 01' deatti involving ·inundation by seiche; tsunami, ormudflOW, or·as a 'result of 
the f~ilur~ of a resei;voir. 

lmpaCt G-HY"-1: The 'pro'posed Project wo~Lild not restiltin a C:Limulatively~c6nsiderable 
contribution to significant cumulative impacts on water quality and hydrology. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials . 
:- ' ' ,-. . • .! 

• lmpai::t HZ-3: Implementation of the propose.d Proje9f .wouic;f not create a $ignificant . 
. Hazard to the publfC or the environment by location on a hai;ardoLis mated~ls :site. . . -. - ' ... -
-, : ' { ~ ' • • J ' 1 r • '- . · • • I ~ t ~' , • ' 

• IJppact HZ~: . hnf?ler:r:ien~tion of.~he pfopqsed _Pr9ject woul~ nqt expose p~ople or. 
structures to a significant risk of loss, ihjury,·or death involving fires; ahd would not 
interfere with the implementation of an emergency response plan. , . · . 

• Impact C-HZ-1: The·proposed Pn?jectwould not ~~suit in a ~umulatively considerable 
c;:ontrit:?ution to s_ignif.i~n(~1,1rnulativ~ imp~cts .w!th r~pect to hazards and .hazardous 
m~teri~I~. . · .·. · · · · , ... ·~ . · . · . · · . 

j_ -~ • 

Mineral and Energy Resources 

'· . imRa~t, ME~1: The pr9poseg Prpj:ct ~~-~,~:: notresu!t in the. los~._of;availc;i~i.lity of .a khown 
· mineral resource or a locally~impojjaht mineral resource recovery si~e. 

• · ·lmp~ctME-2: Ih.e prQJ?~sed Proj~c~ wqui~ ~~t;e~ult·i~ th~ ·u~e·or'113;ge am9unts.of fuel, 
water,· or e'n.ergy,. or'use these i11 a· Wii)steful man11er. ' . . . . . . . 

- ;-"!, ;- ... l ' • ,.· ~. "', • : ) ' .1 ' ' • , • - . 

• _I rppa_C?f Q-ME~ 1 :· -'fbe~prop_9s~ ~rojectVJouJ~ 110,t result ·i.n a ~umulativ~ly ~n~iµeraplt:t , 
contribution· to· sig'nifici;ant currti.dative impacts on m.in~ral and energy r~s;ources. . 

" • - :· : .. ~ •. ,· ! ' 1. • ' ' 1 ! ·- - : ~ ' ·-· . . 

Agriculture and Forest. Resources 

• I mp~ct AF-~: · The proposed Project would not have a substantial adverse effect on ' ' . . . . . . . ~ , . ' . ' . . 

agriculture or fdrest resourees. 

Growth~lnducing Impacts· . , . 

• Impact GR-1: Implementation.of the Service Policy Framework an'd'the TEP.project 
components would riot result in growth inducing impacts. . " 
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Ill. .. FINDINGS.OF P.OTENTIALL Y.SIGNIFICANT IMP.ACTS THAT CAN BE AVOIDED OR 
REDUCED TO A LESS·THAN".SfGNIFICANT LEVEL THROUGH MITIGATION AND 
THE DISPOSITION Qf THE MITIGATION MEASU~ES 

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitJgation measures that would avoid or substantially lessen 
a project's identified· significant impacts or potential significant impacts if such measures are 
feasible {unless mitigation to such levels is achieved through adoption of a project alternative). 
The findings in th ii Section Ill arid in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the 
·EIR. Thf!:!Se.firidings discussm.itigation mea~un~s as identified in.the FElR and. recommended 
for adoption by the SFMTA Board of Directors. The full text of the mitigation measures is 
contained in tpe FEIR and in Att.~chment B, t.he Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

The SFMTA Board adopts all of the mitigation measures identified in the FElR. The SFMTA 
Boarq finds th~t all of the mitigation measures are appropriate ana fe:asible·. Based on the 
analysis contained in the FEIR, other considerations in the record, and the significance 
thresholds in the .EIR, the SFMTA Board finds th~t th~ impacts identified in this Section Ill will be 

... - ·. f ' ' . -, 

reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of the mitigation measures 
contained in the FEIR, imposed as conditions of approv~l. and set forth in Attachment B. . . . . . -,. . 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources ·· 

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

There is a reasonable presumption that construction of the proposed program-level and project­
level TEP components will not require an ext~vation 'depth and/ or be lopated in a~ area where 
the potential for effect on archaeological resources is lik_ely. However, to av~id potential adverse 
impc:fcts on archaeological resources where the presence of the resource cannot.be known, 
foreseen, or predicted, the Accidental Discovery Archaeologicai Mitigation M~asure Will be 
implemented for all TEP components. This mitigation measure requires that upon accidental 
discovery of ah archaeologic~l resource during construction (including human remains), the 
appropriate treatment of the resource will be carried out by a qualified. archaeological 
consultant 

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2a: Accidental Discovery o_f Archeo/ogica/ Resources. 

The construction of the following four TEP components has the potential. to adversely affect 
archaeological resources: TTRP.22_2; ITRP.9; and two Service-related Capital Improvements, 
OWE.1 New Overhead Wiring - Reroute ~3 Stanyari onto Valencia Stre,et, and SC 1.2 Sansome 
Street Contraflow Lane. ITRP.9 includes a segment.of Baysh~re Boulevard, and ITRP. 22_2 
includes a segment of Richardson Avenue. These segments occur along the historic shoreline, 
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est~~ry, tipal marsh or lagoon, orwatercourse and such sites"r'nay include prehistoric, 
arc:h~~ological resources: The· installation ·of overhead -lfiire supporfpoles and duct banks along 
a twO..block portion of Valencia Street .(OWE1) 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 tr:affic rnast arms alon,g a'thr9e-bl9ck-portion of Sansome Street (SGl.2) will 

occur in an area with the potential for.impa,cts to archaeological tesourtes from the Verba 
B!.!ena period: Construcf:icin in these areas could.resuit insignificant impacts on archaeqlogical 
resources-ifthe Archi'1e.ological Mo11itoring mitigation:measure is not implemented.· 
lmplem~ntation ·of the Archaeological Monitoring mitigation. measure requires review by the ,. 
Pl1=1nningpepartment archeologist once· engineering· desiQn details .are kn~wn. If determined­
nece~saiy _by the.Planning Department, the·SFMTA would bE! required to· hire an archaeological 
c::o.nsuJt_ant to be present ano monitor··construction activit.ies associatedwith these foi.JrTEP 
compon!'!nts (~s riecessary}, reElirect'construction· activities if'an intact archaeological deposit is 
encountered, evaluate the deposit, and either re-design the project or: implement ·a 'data 
recovery program. -

Mitigation Measure M-CR-2b: Archaeological Monitorin,g 
"• ~; < "- • ~ •_ ' • ' • :·• ,"' ; ~ ' .. ' ' •" ,_ • ' "\. "/ '' I :" •. ' f ........ • ' < ,., 

l: - ~-" ' . - _. ~ ' • : . ! t ' ~ - ~ - .. • - ' 

• Impact CP-3: Tile proposed Project could directly or indirectly destroy ·a unique 
pale9ntol.ogi~I_-re:;oLJr~ or.site _c;>r: uni_ql.:l~:g~plogjc featljr~. · · . -· . -, . : 

-Given the shalio\\iexcM~tion depths of TEP c'onstruction activitles ?~Ci pte~fous ground. 
disturbance ftiat i~-corrimciri wlthiii ti1'e public Hg ht-of-way, tf:l.ere i~ a low prob~bi'iity .of. 
encountering ~ignificant paleontb1o'gicar~esourfes in th"'e co~rse ~i pr~ject'coh~tniction~ · 
However, the presence of shi(ll!qw Raleo1,1~gl9gical r~ources withih a,re~s of .excava~ic;m under 
the proposed Project cannot be conc!usiv~ly rulelout.; Disturbance of paieontological 
res9urces. ~ql,J~d _i"1P.~fr,'th~. abi!ity~ qf P.~l~9.11tolpgi~I r~~ources tO. yi¢ld important. scientific . 
information. The Paleontological Resources Accidental Discove.ry:mitigationJi1easure Will apply 
in the event that any indication of a paleontological resource is encountered in the course of 
TEP.. projett 'cOn~tructlon;~ctivities, and' if the resource may be important, a qualified . 
paleqntological coh~ult~nt will be retained· to· design ·ahd. implemennl sampling· and data 
recovery program.' . ' ;; • ' . 

Mitigatiori_ Me~sure_ M~9P-3: Pal~o'ntalQgical Re;ources AccidentaiDis~·very · ·- ;1 -. ; .. . . . , i . - '. . . ·.,. ' . 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• Impact HZ-1 :- . lmpl~mentatitm of the proposed Projectw<;>uld not create a significant 
hazard thrpugh. routir:ie. ~r~nsport, µse, di_spp~~I, __ handllng, or·emission of hazardous·. 
mate~ial~ or thrqugh recisonaqly foreseeable upset ~nd ~ccident con_ditions involving the 
release· of haiardous materials· into the eil'liii"onment. ' · · 

, r..; 
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The use, storage, and disposc:!l of hazardoµs materi~ls is regulated by numerous local, state; 
and federal laws and r~gulations. Excavation in the public-right-of-way is·regulated under the · 
Public WorKs Code, which states that excavation contractors are subject to all applicable 
hazardous material guidelines for disposal, handling, releas'e, and treatment of hazardous, 
material; site remediation; and worker s;:1fety and training. Additionally, Article 20 of the Public 
Works Code·and Article· 22A of the San Francisco Health Code require environmental 
.investigation at construction sites where contaminated fill materials may be encquntered. The 
SFMTA and con.struction contractors will adhere to these regulations; However, to ensure' that 
potential significant impacts from release of haz;;irdous materials during construction are 
reduced to less-than-significant levels; the SFMTA and construction contractors are required to 
implement the Hazardous Materials Soil Testing mi~igatioh measure, which requires that soil to 
be removed from an excavation area and not encapsulated withi~ the same area be tested and. 
if found to contain hazardous materials, be transported and disposed of in complfance with 
local, state and federal requirements. 

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

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

To ensure that construction and operation of the program- and,project-lev.el TEP components 
will not result in signific~nt hazardous materials emissi.ons or the handling of c;iCUtely hazardous 

' ' ' i ' 

materials near schools, the SFMTA and construction contractors are requked to implement the 
. Hazardous Materials Soil Testing mitigation measure listed above. 

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

JV. SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THATCANNOT BE AVOIDED OR REDUCED TO A LESS-' . ., . 

THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL -

Based on subst~ntial evid.ence in the whole record ·of these proceedings, the SFMTA Board of 
Directors finds t,hat, where feasible, changes or alterations have beep required, or incorporated 
into, the Project to reduce the significant environmental impacts as identified in the FEIR. The 
SFMTA Board finds th~t the mitigation measures in the FEIR and pesc;ribed below are 
appropriate, and that changes have been required in, or incorporated into, t.he Project that, 
pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21002 and CEQA Guidelines Seption 150~1, may 
substantially lessen, but do not avoid (i.e., reduce to less-than-significant levels), the potentially 
significant environmental effects associated with implementation of the Project that are 
described below. The SFMTABoard adopts all of'the mitigation measures and improvement 
measures set forth in the Mitigation Monit9ring and Reporting Plan· (MMRP), cattachec:i as 
Attachment B. But, the SF MT A Board further finds that for the impacts listed below,. despite -
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the implementation ·ofall feasible mitigation measures, the effects remain significant and 
unavoidable. . ... i J 

Ba$ed on substantial evi9e11ce ill the, whole record, including the expert; oplnio.n pf SFMTA .artd 
Planning Department. staff and consult~m~s to tJ'!ose st¢£, the SFMT ~ Boa~d: al~o fi!ld~ that fo~ 
some impacts identified in the FEIR, as noted below in this Section IV, no feasible mitigation 
measures were identified lh the FEIR anttthose impacts remain significant and unavoidable. For 
a detailed,explanation of the'lack of feasible' mitigation measures'for sonie of the following 
impacts, and of the re.~sons Wfiy ~rtain mitigation m,easures, alttJC?~~~. t~hnologic;:tlly feasible, 
may be subject to uncertainfy, including fuoding-~elated uncertainty, pleas~ see the relevant 
discussions in the FEIR.. ·. · 

The. S~MTA Board determin~~. that the following significant impacts on the environment,. as . 
refl~cted in theiEIR, ~r~:unavojda!:>le, but.und~r Pl:Jbllc Res~urc~s.~.de:§§.21!J~.1:(CJ)(3) .and. 
(b), and CEQA Guidelines§§ 15091(a)(3), 15092(b)(2}(B), and 15093, the SFMTA ~o~rd 
detel"{Tlines that the impacts are acceptable due to the overriding considerations described in 
Section VI below. This finding is supported by:substani!al evidef]ce in the record of this · 
proceeding. '. 

Transportation and ~irculation 
•• ~ ' 1 ' -

• Impact TR-3: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3, and 
Obje~tlve C, Action.~ C.~ throug~ C.5 rTl'ilY resµl.t i!l significant ~r~ffic impact.s .. 

. :..:_ · Mitigation Measure M-TR-B.; optimization ·c,; /ntetseciion 'operatio)1s. · 
. - • ' , . ' ' .. . ' ! .. . - ~ . '-• , • - . .. . ' -.' ' !-

' ' ' 

Because this measure may ri'ot fie adequate to mitigate impacts ta bitersectioiftraffic operations 
to less-than-significant ·1evels,· and ·becal.Jse the feasibility' of 'providing aCfditional V~hicle ·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 o~ better, the impact on traffic operations remains 
significantand unavoidable. ·· .,. · _, 

'· 
• Impact TR-5: lr;nplementation of the Policy Framework Objective A. Action A.3 and 

Objective C, Action~ C.3 t~roygh C.5 may ~~ult in !Sigr:tificant_ loading i'!Jpacts. 
, -. •. • ',• • ' - • • _I ,- ·, 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-10: Provision ofRep/acem~n.t Commf!rcial Loading 
·Spaces , .. '· · 

Mitigation Me~suie M~ T~4B:. F;nforcem~n_t,of Pa!K~rig Vlolations,. .. -
' ~ . . ~ ... . . ' ' . . . . 

These measu175 could reduce ~ignifie;ary~ loading. impacts to a less-th~n-signifi~ant level. 
However, in some locations on-street parking may not be available to convert to commercial 
loading spaces 9n 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 replacement commercial l~ading spaces pursuant to Mitigation·· 
Measure M-TR-10 C?annot 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 feasibilityofMitigation Measure M~TR-48 is ~uncertain. The~efore,·the impact of loss· 
of on~street commercial· loading spaces remains significant and-unavoidable. · 

· • · Impact .TR.,8: Implementation of the following TPS Toolkit categories: Lane 
. Modjfi~cition~ and Pedestrian !mprovernents m.ay resl,llt in significant tr;:iffic impacts. 

- Mitigat;o~ ~easure M~TR-8: Optimization of Intersection Operatio,ns 

Because this measure may not be adequate to _mitigate intersection traffic operations to less­
than-sigpiftcant levels, and because the feasibility of providing additional vehicle capacity i~ 
unknown and it is ·not always possible fa optimize an intersection such that level of serviqe will 
Improve to Los·o or' better, 1h'e impact on traffic operations remains significant and· · · 

' . ·. , 

unavoidable:· · ·' 

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

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 o: Provision of Replacement Commercial Loading 
. Spaces · 

While this measure could reduce significant loading impacts, in some locations on-street parking 
may not be available to convert to commerc!al loading ~paces on the same block and side of the 
street or within 250 feet on an adjacent side street the feasibility of providing replacement 
comrnerctal loading spaces pursuarit to !'v'Utigation Me?sure M-TR..:10 cannot be assured. 
Therefore, the fmpa9t of loss of on-street comm~_rciaJ loading spaces remains significant and 
unavoidablf3. 

• Impact TR-14: Implementation ofTPS Toolkit elements within the.following categories: 
Lane Modifications and Pedestrian Improvements, along the program-level TIRP 
corridors.may result in sign{ficant traffic impact§. 

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

Because this measure may hot be adequate to mitigate intersection traffic.operations to less­
than-significant levels, and because the feasibility of providing additional vehicle capacity is 
unknown and it is not a~ays possible 'to optimize an intersection such that level of service will 
improve to LOS D or better, the impact on traffic _operations remains significant and. . 
unavoidable. 
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• lmp~ct TR-16: lmpJ.ementation of the following TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop 
·- · Ch~nges, L~me Modifications, Parking and-Turn Restrictions, and 'Pedestrian 

Improvements, along the program-level TTRP corridors may result in-significant loading 
impacts. · 

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

While this measure could rl;!duce sig1"1ificaptlocagin~ irrmacts, in some locati9ns on-stre.et parking 
may ri~t be availaple to conv~.rt_to cqm!Tlercial loadi11g spaces.on the. same block and side of the 
street or Within 250 feet on an adjacent side street; the feasibility of providing replacement 
commercial loading spaces pursuant to Mitigation Measure M-TR~10 cannot be assured. ' 
Therefore. the impact of loss of on-street commercial_ load[ng, sp~ces r7mains significant and 
unavoidable.· · · 

• .,rgpact TR-24: ll"flplementatiol'"! of the project-Jevel nR~.H Exp~m~ed Alternaqve would 
result in a sfgnificant traffic i~pact at the in~r;s~ctipn .of Rand~ll Street/San Jose Avenue 
that would operate at LOS E or LOS F condition~ under Existing plus Service · 
Improvements and the TT~P.14 Expanded Alt~mative condi!ions. 

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

• Impact TR-26: Implementation of the project-level TT~P.22_ 1 Expanded Alterna~ve 
woulg re~ult i!1 a significant traffiq_imRac:t ~Uhe int~rsectlon of.16th/Bryant streets that 
would operate at LOSE or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service lmprovemen~ 
and the TTRP,22_ 1 Expanded Alternative conditions. . 

. _· ·M1tigation·MeasurelL.f~TR-26: Intersection Restriping at ft/1/Bryant streets. 
• .. ; •• '.' •' •f - ·,· ' ', 

Implementation of..Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would reconfigure fhe intersection of 16111 and 
-Bryant Streets such that the westbound appro~ch-would be a through lane and dedicated right 
tum-pocket.and the ea~tbour:id appro~!=h woulc!._be to a shared through/right lane. . 

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

• Impact TR-27: · Implementation of the proJeci-te:veJ TtRP.22_ 1 Expar:ided Alternative 
would result ih a-significant traffic impact at the intersection of fsth Street/Potrero 
Avenue tha~ would operate at LOS s '?r 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 signifieant and 
unavoidable. · 
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• Impact TR-28: Implementation of the project-level TTRf.22_ 1- Expanded Alte_rnative 
would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Seventh streets that 
would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service Improvements 
and the TIRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative conditions. 

No feasible mitig~tion measures are available and the impact remains sign_ificant 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 TTR~.42_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 conditions. 

- · Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping .;t 16'11 !Bryant street~ 

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 16th and 
Bryant streets remain significant and unavoidable. 

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

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

• Impact TR-32: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Seventh 
streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F c9nditions under ~xisting plus Service 
Improvements and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative conditions. 

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

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

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping at 1 &11/Bryant streets 

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

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

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the impact rem~ins significant an~ 
'unavoidable: . · 

• ·Impact TR-36: Implementation of the ·project-level· TTRP.22:_ 1 Expanded·Alternative 
.Variant 2 wo.uJd result in a signifjcant traffic impact at the intersection of 16111/Seventh 
streets that w9i.dd operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions. 

No feilsible mitigaticiri' measures are availabl~ and tile impact remains significant an<;! 
unavold~ble. . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . 

• 1.,-ipact TR-3a: lmplern~ntati9n 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 tbat would operate at LOS E conditions under Existing plus 
Service lmprovernents and the T.TRP.30_ 1 Expai:i~.e~ AJtemative conditions. 

No fea~ible !Tiitig?tti'?n mE;!asures are ayaila~le. anp tl')e impact remains signific~nt and 
unavoidable. . . 

• Impact TR-40: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
. . Variant 1 ~ould r~µlt in a. significant traffi.c impact _at th~ int~rsection of Columbus 

Av~nue/Green Street/$tockton Street 'that would operate at LOS E conditions under 
ExiStjrig plus Servict? lmprovementS: and the ITRP.30_ 1 ·Expanded Aiteniative _Variant 1 

. conditio~~- . . . . . . . . ' . ' . . 
,. 

No feasible mitigation measur~s.!'ire available an~ th~ i11Jpact.remai11s significant and 
unavoidable. 

• ·Impact TR-42: Implementation of th~ project-level TTRP.30_1 Exi:>andedAlteniative 
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic i111pact at the intersectio.n of.C9lum~us · 

. Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under 
E~isting plus Service Improvements and.the TTRP.30..;;.1 ~panded Alternative Variant 2 
ccinpijic?ns.· · ··· · . · · . . ' . . · · · · 

No fe~sJble mitigation tryeas.4res, are available and the impact r~mains'sighificant and 
unav6idaole. . . ' . . . . . , ' . 

• Impact TR-48: Implementation of project~level TTRP.14 Moderate Alternative Variant 1 
would r~ult in a reduction· in on-street commercial loading supply on Mission Street 
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such tha~the existing lo.ading demand dudng the peak hour of.loading activities could 
not be .accommodated wifh{n on-str!3et loading supply and may create a potentially 
hazardous conqition or significantdelay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, 9r 
pedestrians~ 

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

With implementation of this Mitigation Measure, the impacts related to loss ·of commerc[al. 
loading spaces on transit and traffic operations would be reduced. However, because the 
effectiyeness of the use <?f. camera video enforcement of parking regulations along new transit­
only lanes is not known, the feasibility of this measure is uncertain .and impacts on this corridor 
remain significant and unavoidable. 

• lmpac~ T~~49: Implementation of projept-level TTRP.14 Moder~te Alternative Variant 2. 
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 activitiesoould 
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 regulatiens along 
new transit-only lanes is not known, the-feasibillty of this measure is uncertain and impacts an 
this corridor remain significant and unavoidable. 

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

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

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

• Impact TR-51: Implementation of project-levelTTRP.30_ 1 Moderate Alternative would 
result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on stockton Street such that 
the exi~ting loaqing demand during the pe~k hour of lo~ding activities could not be 
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a pofentially haz.ardous 
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians. 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Viola.lions 
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.Because the effectiveness of the use of c;amera vipeo enforcement of parking regulations along 
new trans~-only' lanes is not known, the feasibility of this measure is uricertain and. lrnpacts on 
this corridor remain significant and unavoidable. ' ' 

• Impact T~-52: Implementation of project-level TTRP.~0_ 1 Expanded Alternative would 
result in a reduction in on-~treet commerci!'!Uoading supply, on Stockton Street such tftat 
th~ existing loading dem_and dU~jng the peak hour of fpadiflQ ~ctivities CO)Jld not be 
accommodated within ori-str~et loading supply and rriay c:,r~a!e_ a potentially ha~ard9us 
conditio'n' or sigriifi'cant delay ttiat may affect traffic, transit, 'bicycles, or pedestrians. 

I . - " - ... -~ '• , .. :;. . •' • 

- . Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Violation~ 

Because-the effectiveness of the use of camera video enforcement of parking regulations along 
new transit'."qnly. lanes_is-npJ known, th~ feasibility of this measu~e is uncertain-and impacts on 
this corridor remafn significant and unavoidable. · -

• •impact TR•53:- · Implem_e'ri~a~iOii bf projec~-leyel TT'r~P.30_ 1 Expandec;i Alt.ernative Variant 
1 would re.sulf in a ~r~au¢1on in ori~st'reetcoriunercial loading supply on ~ockton Street 

-such that th~ 'e~isti~g'loaaing' demarjd during the peak hour of loacfing activities could 
ri6lbe abcommq~atecfwifllirf-on-street loading supply and:ITla'y creat~ a: potentially 
hazardous coriditiorior 'significant deiay-that may affecftraffic, transit, biCydes, or 
pedestri~ns. 

- Mitigation Mef:ISUre M-TR-48: EnforcefT'lent of Parking Violations 
' -:" - ' • - • • • - :; ;.:~ - ' - ;~ • • ~ '; < ! '. . . j • ' •' .j_ •• 

Becaus·e the effectiveness of the use of camera video e~forcement of parking ~egulatiohs along 
new transit-o'nly Ian.es is notknown, the feasi~ility of this measure is uncertain and· impacts bil 
this corridor remai~ significant and·una'ltoidaole ... 

~·.·· ~, ·.'·:.~. 1.<1_~·· ,._,. 

• Impact TR-54:. Implementation of project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternativ.i;1-Variant 
2 would result in. a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton-Street 

. ~4ph t~Cjl~ t_he ~~s~ing Jc>a:diry~ peman9 gur_i,~g. th~. peak, hqur ~f. loadir:ig ~c~i"'.~i;~~ coul<t 
nq~ be a~q9.rom~~~ w~th\~ ()~~_st~E;!~~ lo!'ld\ng s~pply ~n~ m,a.Y cre~te. ~· p~ie~t1ally 
·.~~~r.~o.Ll.S con9,it1ory ors1gn!~c~mt d~!~y th~t may affect traffic, trCilnSJ~. b1c~~I~, or 
···pede~triaris'. _ .. _: · · · ,' . . : .- . ·· - · 

... :· -: - Mftig~tio/1 M~~~u~ 1:4~,TR.-:48: Enfo~ement of Parl,<ing Viol~tion_s ·. 

Becaus~Jhe eff~ctiveness _oqf1e.ys.e·.of ~am~ra v!deo enforcement Qf Pt;1.rking re,gulations along 
new transit-only lanes is not known, the feasibility of this measure is uncertain and impacts on 
this corridor remain significant an'd unavoidable. . 

• -: Im pact C-TR-1: The Service Policy Frarrtewoi-k a·nd Seivice Improvements or Seivice 
Variants, in combination with past, present and reasonably fores~able development in 
San Francisco;· woulcl.,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 
. corridor within the South~~st screenline ofthe Do~ntown s,c.reenlines under ?0~.5 
Cumulative plus Service Improvements only ~onditions. 

- Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-1: SFMTA Monitoring of.Muni Servic~ 

I mpleinentation of this Mitigation Measure would reduce the cumulative impact on the affected 
corridor to a less-than-significant level. However, because the SFMTA cann9fcom'mit to future 
funding appropriations !')or b~ certain of its a"bility to provide additional ~ervice citywide to 
maintain the capacity utilization standard, among other service goals, the feasibility of this 
mitigation measure·is uncertain, and the· cumulative Impact on transit 'remains significant and 
unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-2: The Service Policy Framework, TPS Toolkit elements as ap'plied in the 
· program-level TIRP corridors, and the ServiceHmprovements with the TIRP. Moderate 
Alternative, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development 
in San·Fra.r:icis~o, would con.tribute 6pn~iderably to sigf!ificant c4muJative i111pacts.on 
transit, resulting Jn exceec!a nces of Muni's ·capacity utili;z;!=!tion standar9. on the 
Fulton~Hayes corridor within the Northwest ~creenline an!'.! on the Ml~si9n corridor within 
the Southeast screenline of the Downtown scre~nlines under.203? CL1mulative plus 
S~r\!ice Improvements and the TIRP Moderate Alternative conditions. 

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

Implementation of this Mitigation Measure would reduce the cumulative impact on the affected 
corridor to a le~s-than-significant level. However, because the SFMTA cannot commit to future· 
funding appropria~ions nor be certain of its ability· to provide additional service citywide to 
maintain the capacity utilization standard; among other service goals, the feas(bility of this 
mitigation measure is uncertain, and the cumulative impact on transit remains significant and 
unavoidable. 

• Impact C:-TR-3: The Service Policy Framewor.k, the; TPS Toolkit el!=mJel')ts as applied in 
the program-level TIRP c.orridors, anc:f the Service lmprovements with the TIRP . 
Expanded·Alternatfve, in conibiriation with past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to significant cumulative 
impacts on tran·sit, resulting in exceedances of Muni's c~p-~city,i,rtilization standard on the 
FultonfHayes corridor within the Northwestscreenline and on the Mission corridor within 
the Southeast screenline of the Downtown screenlines under 2035 Cumulative 
conditions plus Service Improvements 'and the TIRP Expanded Alternative conditions. 

- Mitigation Meas.ure.M-C;,. TR-1: SFMTA Monitoring of Mpn/Service 

Implementation of this Mitigation Measure would reduce the cumulative· impact on the affected 
' - ' 

- corrid_or to a less.::than-significant level. However, because the SFMTA cannot commit to future 
funding appropriations no'r be cerfain of its ability to provide additionai service citywi9e to· 
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maintain th~ capacity utilization standard, among· other: service ·goals, the feasibility of this · 
mit!gation measure is uncertain, and the cumulative impact on transit remain_s significant: and 
unavoidable. 

· • Im pact c. TR· 7: Implementation of the Sejvice' Poiiby Framework Obje'ctive A, Action 
A.3 and Obje'ctlve C, Actions 0:3 through C.5 and TP$ Tooikit categories: :Larie ... 
Modifications and Pedestrian lryiprovem~nt~ i:!~ 13ppliec;! in program-level TTRP cprridors, 
in combination with past; present and ·reasorfalbly foreseeable· developme'nt in San 
Francisco, woul.d result in cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along tlie corridors· 
under 2035 Cumulalive plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Moderate Alternative 
co1;1~:nti9ris. · . · 

' . 
- Mitifl?l.tion M~asure M.-TR-8:_ Optimization-of Intersection Operations 

Becau~e.this.me.a~ure may not pe adequate to mitigate intersection traffic operatiens to. less­
than..;significant levels, and because the feasibility of providing additional vehicle capacity is 

· .. unknown and it is not always possible to optimize an intersection such that level of service will 
improve. fo· LOS D or better,-the feasibility' of mitigatio'ri is riof assured. Th~refore; the · 

cumul~~ve iinpa9f _on traffic op~ration~ rehl~ins sighificant an~ ury'avojdabJe . . , ' . . :: . ·-· ~ ' . -

• Impact C-TR-9: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework Objective A, Action 
A.3 ~nd Objectjve C, Actions,C.~ thrpugh C .. ~ and TPS Toolkit categories:. Lane . · 
Modificatlo,ns and Pedestrian Improvements as applied in' program-Jevei TJRP corriqor~. 
would result in cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along the corridors ·unde·r 2035 
Cumulative pl.us Service Improvements and the TTRP Expanded Alternative conditions. 

. ~ ·~ '. :·· - :· .. ~ ,. . . ·. . . . ._ .. ~ .. '· ~ .. ' ·•. ' .'• . ~ ~ 

.:... · Mftigati6n Measure M· TH-8: Optimization of Intersection Operations 
' " - • t. .. .. ' i .. 

Because this measure niay not be adequ1'tte to mitigate intersectior;t traffic operations to less­
tha11~signlficant level~{ and because thefeasi6ility of provicting additionafvehicie'6apacify i~' . 
unknown and it is not always possible to 'optimize an intersection such that level of 'service will 
imp~ov~ to LO~ [) or ~et:ter,_t~e etfectiven~s,~. Qf tryis r:nitigatiol'.I m~a.sur~ is not _assured, and . 
mitigation is infE7asj_bl~~ '. Th_~refore, the ·CUmulath{e irnpac;f .<?~ tr~fflc operations rem~ins . 

. significant and unavoidable. 

• · 1rri1lctct C-TR.;13: Implementation of the 2035 dumi.Jlative plus' Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.J Expanded Alternative would contnbute considerably to cumulative traffic 
impacts atthe intersection of Market/Church/14th streets during the p.m. peak hour. 

. " 

No feasibl~ mitigation m~asures are av~!!a.bie and the cumui~tive. impact remains signifi~nt , 
and unavoidabl~. 

• Im pact C-TR-14: ·Implementation of the 2035· Cumulative plus Service 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. pe!=lk hour. 
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No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significant 
and unavQidable. 

• Impact C·TR-15: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
~nd the JTRP,aX ExP,anded Alternative wouJd resylt in cum1.1lative traffic impacts at the 
inf~rsection of Gene,va Avenue/Carter Street. during the p.m. p_eak hour. 

No feasible mitigation measw~s ~re availabie._ a_pd th~ cumulative impa.ct remains significant 
and unavoidable. . 

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

No feasible m,itigation measures are available and_ the cumulative impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

• Impact C~TR-17: Implementation 9fthe 2035 CL!mulative plus.Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result iri project and cumulative traffic 
impacts at the intersection of Randall StreeUSan Jose Avenue during the a.m. peak 
hour. 

No feasible mitigation measures are avaflable and the cumulati".'e impact remains significant 
and un'avoidable. · · 

• Impact C-TR-18:· Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative pf us Serv}ce Improvements 
and the TTRP.14 E?Cpanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
int~rsection of Mission/Fifth streets during the a.m. peak hour. 

No feasible mitigatio_n measure~ we available and t.he cumulative impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

• · Impact C·TR-19: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service lmprovemer:its 
and the TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative impacts at the 
intersection of Mission/16th streets during the p.m. peak hour. 

-No feasib~e mitigatipn. measures ?,re available and the cumulative impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-20: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and TTRP.22..:.1 Expanded Alternative would result in projeCt arid cumulative traffic. 
impacts at the Intersection of 16th/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak hour. 

~ _Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection R_estriping ?t 16"1/Bryant streets 
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Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would hot Improve intersection op_eratior.i~ to LOS 
Dor better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, cumulative traffic impacts at the intersection· of 
16th and Bryant streets remain significant and unavoidable.' 

• lmpaet C-TR•21: Implementation of the 20;35 Cumulative pll!s Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Vanant 1 would· result in project and traffic 
cumulative impacts at the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak hour. 

·: • ·, - r .• - - .. - • , . - . . # • : • • • • .. - ~ - • • • •• 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping at 1 ~h/Bryant streets 

lmplement~tion of fV,!itigation Measu(e M-TR-26 would-not.improve inter~ection operatio.ns to LOS 
Dor.better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, cumulative traffic.impa~ts at the intersection of 
16th and Bryant streetS remain significant and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-22: lmpfem.ent~tibn of the 2035 ·cumulative.plus Service lmprove~ents 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded° Alternative Variant 2 would result.in projed: and · · 
cumulative traffic impacts at the intersection of 161h/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak 

-hour. · · · , · -.-:.- · -

Mitigation Measure M-TR~26:·/ntersection Restriping at t~!Bryantstreets 

lmplementatiori of;Mitigation· Measure M,.TR-26 would ·not ·improve intersectionbperations to· LOS 
D or better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, cumulative traffi(f impacts at the iritersecti<;>n ot· 
16th and Bryanfstreets remain significant and unavoidable. . 

•• 
1 

• , L ", , . , • ,f ,· 1 . ~ ,' , ' < , •;' • ' 

~ ' I J • 

• 'Impact c:.tR.;23·: ·1mplerrientation'of the 2035 Cur:nuiative piL:Js ~eiVice-lm'provements 
and the ttRF>.22:.J E:xtland9d Alternative ·would result iri project ·and curnulatiVe traffic 
impacts at the intersection of 16111/Potrero streets during the p.m. peak !lour . 

• -•• '·. :, ~· ~. ···: ........ • ··" • • J "' : ~, ,1. • • ·', '~'.", 

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

• . lmp~ct' C-TR-24i Implementation of th~ 2935 (3uinu!ativ~ p!us Seivic~ Improvements 
arid the TTRP.22.:.., 1 Expanded Alternative Vanant 1 would. result lff 'ptojecl-and . 
curryul_atiVe t~affic impacts at the intersecti_on of 16th/Potrero streets ~yring tne p.m. peak . 
hour.· · · · - - · 

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

• l~p·act C• TR.-2s: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Exp~nded Alternative ,Vari.ant 2 :-vould. result in prc;>j~ct and . 
cum·ulative traffic impacts atthe intersection of 16th/Potforo streets during the p'.m. peak 
hou~ · 
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No f~asible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significa!lt 
and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-26: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22 1 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of 19lli1.p~er:is ~tieets' during the p. m: p~ak hour.' . . .. 

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

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

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

• Impact C-TR-28: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would.result in cumulative traffic 
impacts at the interse('.tion of 16111/0wens streets during the p.m. peak hour. 

No feasible mitigation measures are 13vailable and the cumulative impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-29: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus ServiceJmprovements 
plus the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at 

. the intersection of 161!1/Fourt"~ stre~ts during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours .. 

No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remail'ls significant 
and unavoidable. 

•· Impact C-TR-30: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
an,d the TTRP.22_ 1 Expa.nded Alternative Variant 1 would result in cumulative traffic 
in:ipac~s a.t tlie interse~tion of 16th/Fourth streets d4ring the a.m. an~ p.m. peak hours. 

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

• Impact C-TR-31: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in cumulative traffic 
~111pacts .. at the,intersectfqn of 16th/Fourth streets during the a.m,. and p.m. peak hours. 

No feasible mi~igation meas1,1res are ayallable a11d the cumulative impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 
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• · Impact C-TR-32: Implementation of the 2035 Cu_mulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_:_1 Expanded· Alternative woiM result in project· and cumulative traffic 
impacts-at·the intersection 6f 16~/SeVenth streets during·the-a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 

No fea~ibl~ mitigation-measures are available ao~ the cumulative !mpact remains significant 
and unavoidable . 

•.. impact·C-TR-33: Implementation· of the 2035 Cumul~tive plus Servlc~ Improvements 
and the TTRF?.22_ 1 ExpandedAlternatfve Variant 1 would result in project and 
cµmulative ~rafti,P impa¢s, at the intersection of 1st111se,venth.streE;it~ during the a.m. ~nd 

· p,m: p·eak hours. · · · · · · · 
f< ·':.'. 

No feasible mitigation measures are· available and the cumulative impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. . . ·. " ~ ,, _ · 

·-
,; .. ' \ " 

· • Impact C-TR-~4: Implementation of the 203(5 Cumulative pll!~ ~~ryice lmprov~ments 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and 
cumul_a~iv~ tr~ffh:: irnpacts-,at th~ Jnter~ection of tst111s.eve:nth streets dyring th~ a.m. and 
p.m. peak hqlirs, - · ~ _ . · · · · ,.. - · · 

", ' . :; . . ~ .. , 

No fe~slble mitigatidn measures are ~vailable and the c~fr1Lliative. ~im1fact ·~mains significant 
and unavoidable. . . ·. ' · 

• Impact c.;TR-35: lmple_m,enta~ion of the-2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the Tf:.RP,3021 Exp.anded Alte.rnative would r~sult in project ~fld ·cumulative traffic 
impacts at the}i:i_t~rse~if>n <;>f Cplu.IJl~u;; Aven!J~G~en Stre~t($t9pktcm Street. - · 

No feasible mitigation measur~s· are avaflable ahd the cumuiathie impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

. , . -~ 
~ . ~: ~-. ~-

• ;~pa~t-C.. T~~3~: _ lm.P.lem~e~tatibri of the 2035 Cumulative pl~s ~~rv;ce l~prove~ents 
ana· the TtRP'.36j ;~xp~~~~~·Ait~r~ft~i~e Vartant 1 ~~~Id result.'in~ project and ... ~ 
cumulative traffiC impacts at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green Street/Stockton 

·Street. " . "'. . . .. · · 

No fe~si~!e mi~gat:ic>n 1Tlf:!as1,1res are availabl~ ~nd. tile c1;1mulat~ve imp~~ r!!!Jlains !)ig11ificant 
·and unavoidable. . . .. . , .. , 

• Impact C-TR-37: lmplementa~ion of the 2o35 C~murative pius Servic~ Improvements 
~ a_nd: the,JTRP.30_ 1 Exp.and~~ Alternative Variant 2 wo_uld_ res_ulJ i.n project and 
·cumulative trafflc'impacts at ttie ihters~Ction bf Co[Limous Avenue/G~een.Street/Stockton 
Street' '. c • · • ·,,- , ·, · · · 

No feasib.i~ ':"iUgation mea~ures a.re avana:bl~ ary~ the cumulative imp~'?i ~~mains significant 
and· unavoidabie~ · · · 
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• Impact C-TR-43: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 and 
· ·. E>bjective C, Actions C.3 through C.5, and TPS Toolkit Categories: Transit Stop · · 

Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking and Tum Restrictions1 and Pedestrian · 
Improvements as applied to the program-level TTRP corridors in combination with past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable devel9pmenUn San Francisco, would result in 

. cumulative loading impacts. 

- Mitigation Measurrj M-TR-1 O: Provision of Rep/[:!cement Commercial Loading 
Space:s. · · · · · · · · · 

While this me~sute could reduce significant loadin'g"impacts, in some loca~ion~ on-sfre~tparking 
may not be available to convert to commercial loading spaces on the same block and si<;le of the 
street-or within 250 feet on an adjacent side street, ,the feasibility of providing replacem·ent 
commercial loading spa~s pursuant to Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 O cannot be assured. 
Therefore, the cumulative impact of loss of on-street commercial loading spaces remains 
significant and unavoidab.le. 

• Impact C-TR-44: Implementation of the project:.1evel TTRP Mode.~ateAlternative 
including the TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP.14 Variant 2, and TTRP.30 1 in combination with 
past, present and ottier reasonably fo[eseeable development in San Francisco, wou.ld 
result in cumulative loading impacts. · · 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Violati.ons 
' . 

Because the effectiveness of the· use of camera video eriforc~ment of p~rking regulations along 
new transit-only lanes is not known, the feasibility of this mitigation meas!Jre is uncertain and 
cumulative impacts on this corridor remain significant and unavoidable. . . . 

• Impact C-TR~45: f mplementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative 
including theTTRP.14, TTRP.30_1, TTRP.30_1Variant1, andTTRP.30_1 Variant2, in 
combination witti past, pre~ent and reasonably foreseeable develppment in l?an 
Francisco, would·resi.dt in project and cuml.Jlatlve loa~ing '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 impact~ on these corridors remain significant a.nd un~voidable. . 

• lmpac;:_t C-TR-49: Implementation of tl)e Servfoe Poljcy Framework.ObjectiveA, Action 
A.3 and Objective·c, Actions C.3, C.4 and c.s,·and theTPS Toolkit categories: Lane 
Modifications, Parking and Tum Restrictions, and Pedestrian Improvements as applied 
in program-l~vel TTRP corridors, in combination with past, present anc:t reasonably 
foreseeable develo'pment in San Francisco, may result In significant cumulative par.king 
impacts. 
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- Mftigation Measu~ M.;C-TR-49: EXplore"the Implementation of Parking 
Management Strategies. 

It is uncertain whether parking management strategies· would: mitigate this significant cumulative 
parkjng impact ta a less-than-significant level: Therefore, feasibility-'of this mitigation measure 
cannot be assured, and.the cumulative impact remains significant and' unavoidable: · 

• Impact C-TR-52: Implementation of the pr9je<?t-le"'.e! TTRP Mod_erate Alt~rnatiye for the 
TTRP. 14 Variant 1 or the TTRP.14 Variant 2,· in" corilbiriation with past, pre5erit and 
re;:1sonably foreseeable_ development in San Francii;;cp, would result in significant 

. cumulative parking i~pact~. . · .. · , _ ., . . _ 

- · Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-49: Explore the implementation· of Parking 
, Manag~m~o.t Strategies· , · 

It is unce_rtain whether parking management strategies wo.uld mitigate this significa.nt cumulati~e 
parking i~pact to a less-than~~ignificant le~el. ."th·~~~f~re,· fet:lsibiiity of this mitigation ~eas~re 
carinot b~ as5ured, and the cumulative impact remain~ signific;;1nt ~fld unavqidable. ' 

• ,f • ~ - - - - • 

• Impact c:. TR.;54: hriplemeiltation of the project-level TIRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1 Variant t;·orTTR.P.22_1 Variant2, in combination with past, 

.. · present and reasom~ply fore.seeable development !ri San Fr~ncisco, wo4ld result in 
significant cumulative parking impacts.'< . . . - . . ' ·. 

- Mitig~tion. Measure M-C-TR.;49: Explore the Implementation. of Parking 
Management Strategies 

It is uncertain whether' parking" management strategies Would mitigate this significant. cumulative 
parking impact fo a 1e55-'thah-"significant ievel.

1 

'rh~refore, feasibiiity of this mitigation meas~re 
.. cannot be assured, and the cumulative impa~t remains significant and unavoidable. 

V.. EVALUATION.OF··RROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

This Segfion describes th~ alteriiatives' to the _projeet· analyzeq in the _FEiR ~nd th~ reasons for 
finding the alternatives infeasible ~fl~ rejecting them as required by Public Reso'urces Code 
section.21081(a)(3) and CEQA_~uideilnes Section 15091(a)(3) ... This section.also outli~es the 

•• ·' < • 

reasons for approving the TEP as proposed. 

CEQA mandates that an EIR evaluate a reasonable range qf alterhative5 to the project that 
would "feasibly attain m~~t of'the'basic objeciive~ of the 'project, but_ would avoid .. or substantially 
lessen ·effects of the prbject, and evaluate the c~mparative meritS of the project." (CEQA 
Guidelines Section 14126.S(a).) CECA requires that ~very EIR al~o--evaluate a dN~ Project" 
alternative. Alternatives prbvide the decisionmakera With a ~asis of comparison to the Project in 
terms at their signfficannmpacts and their ability to meet project obj~ctives. This comparative: 

" - . . . . ' ' 
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analysis is ~sed to consider reasonably, potentially feasible options for minimizing 
environmental consequences of the Proposed Project. 

The A_fternatives listed below and rejected are rejected as infeasible based upon substantial 
ev!denc;e, in the record, including _evidence of economic, legal; social, technological, and other 

· considerations d~~cribed in this SectiQn, and for the reasons described in Section VI below, 
which is incorporated herein by reference. 

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

As discusseq above in Section I and in Chapter 2 of the FEIR, the TEP consists of a Service 
Policy Framework, Service Improvements, 12 SeNice-Related Capital Improvements, and 
Travel Time Reduction Proposals {TTRPs) (which apply vario~s items from the Transit 
Preferential Streets "Toolkit") along 17 transit c~rr.idors. Forthe purposes of environmental 
review, the FEIR described and analyzed two possible TEP projects-re~erred to as the DRP 
Moderate Alternative and the TTRP Expanded Alternative-at an equal level of detail and 
analysis. Th_is 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, independently of each other. 

Thus, the FEIR defined and analyze_d the proposed project as tw<:> alternatives in order to 
capture the reasonable 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 Serv"ice Policy Framework, the Service Improvements, Service Variants, 
the Service-related Capital Improvements, and the TPS Toolklt_as applied to the program-level 
TTRP corridors. The difference between the two alternative pr.ejects is t_hat under the TTRP 
Moderate Alternative, these elements would be implemented in combination with a "moderate" 
number ofTPS Toolkit elements along 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 s~me Rapid Network corridors. Th~ 
rationale behind this is that the TTRP Moderate Alternativ~ would capture a project with fewer 
and less substantial physical environmentai effects and the TTRP Expanded Alternative would 
capture a project with more substantial physical environmental effects~ 

It is not known at this time when or if the full scope of all the TTRP proposals included in the 
TEP will be implemented. Implementation of various TTRP proposals will depend on community 
and stakeholder input, as wen ·as a myriad of policy and budf)etary 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 ~nd l;xpanded 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 Alternative or the Expanded Alternative, or a mixture of the 
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two. Because Qf this; the SFMTA Board is not now rejecting either the TTRP.Moderate 
Alte~ative 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. Qnc~ . .any ~uch projects ar~ 
proposed for approval, the $FMTA Boari;j. would adopt as nec~sary findings t~ r~ject · . 

. ' 

alternatives .to those P.rpposed TTRP projects .. 

·The SFMTA Board finds that the Project will provide the.following benefits: 

• Support and implement the City's transit First Policy by providing clear directi~n for 
managing modal allocation of space on the transportation system for the City of San 
Francisco. 

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

• ln#>r:ove the cust~mer experience on th~ transit sy~tem. 

• Improve transit system reliability.: 

• Improve transit travel times . 
.. ... ; 

• · Improve safefy fa( pedestrians, bicy~list~. and transit riders, 

• Realign transit routes to eliminate underused routes arid increase headways on heavlly- · 
·~ro~ • . . 

• Reduce <?rowding on heayi!y-used rout~. ~ 

• Improve accessibil,ity· to the transit syst!=!m: 

• Attr~ct more passengers fo the transit. system and increas~ the use of transit by existing 
riders. 

• Reduce the use.of automobiles on City streets. 
~ . " • = ' ~ ". 

B. Alt~~n.atives R~j~~ti;?d and Reasons for Rejection 

The Sf.MTA Board of Diredors rejects the No ProjectAltematiVe described arid analyzed in the 
FEIR 'because the SFMTA Board finds that there is ~ubstantial ~viden.ce,:'inc!uc;lirig evfdence of 
economic, ·1egal, social, technological, and other cansiderations d~scribed in this Section in · 
addition to those described ·in Seqtiori V! beiow under CEQA GIJldelines Seetion 15091 (a)(3), 
that make this alternative infeasible. In making these determinations, the SFMTA Board is ' · 
aware that CEQA defines "feasibility"·to mean "capable bf being 'accomplished in· a successful 
manner within a. reasonable period of time, taking into' a6count ecbriohiic, erivironi'nental, .. sociai, 
legal, and technological factors'." Ttie SFMTA Board fs also aware that under CEQA case law 
. the concept of "f~asibility" encompasses (i) ttie question of whether a particular alteni~tive 
promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project; and.(ii) the question of whether an 
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alternative is "desirable" from a policy standpoint to th.e extentthat desirability is based on a · 
'reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social, legal,·and technological 
factors. 

Because both of the other alternatives analyzed in the FEJR.....:.the TTRP Moderate Alter11ative 
and the TTRP Expanded Alternative-included ·implementation of the Seryice Policy 
Framework, the Service Improvements, Service Variants, the Service-related Capital .. . 
Improvements, and the TPS Toolkit as applied to the program-level TTRP· corridors, rejecting 
the No .ProjectAJternative rejects every alternative that would fail to implement these TEP 
propos?ls as infeasible. · · ' . 

1. Alternative A: No Project 

Under the No Project A!ternatjve, 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 

. 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 not occur, and the 
mitigation measwes 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 substantfally from 
e:X:fsting conditions. Under cumulative conditions with the No Project Alternative, the transit 
system would become more ~rowded as growth and development continue to occur, in the_ City. 
Transit travel time!? would, not improve on a coordinated basis. A mode shift from automobiles to 
transit use would riot occur, resulting in_ ad?itional a~tomobile congesti9n. The No Project 
Altematjve would not help the City suppprt the Transit First Policy. Additionally, traffic 
congestion will continue to degn;ide the performance oi the surface transit system leading to 
increasing operating. costs porn by the City of San Francisco tax payers. As ~osts contf nue to 
incre.ase, and on.time perf9rman_ce continues to degr~de, resources. that had originally been 
identified to provide additional s~".'ice will be u~ed to supplement exis!ing operations. This 
spiral of increased operational. ~ubsh;lies with no increase in ~ervice may result in lower 
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. ridership, which leads to (fecreasihg revenue afld a ·downward spiral in the sustainability of the 
fransit'syster'n and mobility for residents and visitors to tlie City of San Francisco. 

For these re~son!;i, the SFMTA Board. finds that, on ba!ance,.the Proje~t is preferable to th~ _No· 
Proj~yi. Alrtemative and the. No Project Alternative is rejected as infea~ible. 

2, Alternatives Considered and Rejected in the EIR 

Alternative locations for the TEP wou!d not be feasible b!;!cause ttie Project is a systemWide 
program to. improve the existing transit infrastructure and service in San Francisco; therefore, 
alternative locations outside of San Fraricisco are reje-cted.; Alternatfve·locatioris for transit 
impr~verrients'' on streets other than those proposed are rejected as infea~ible because of the. 
need· to maintaih corin'ectivity and geogr~phic Coverage within' the existing transit arid overall. 
transportation netw~rk. . . -. . . . 

The SFMTA considered several potential alternatives to ai;pects of the TEP's TTRP Moderate 
and Expanded Alternatives. These alt~matives include the following: 

• • Tran~it-orly streets ~l<;>ng high transit ridership _corri_dors ... 
• . TratJ.sit-only li;!nes a!oi;ig_ tbe entir~ty of al! existi11g four:~lane (or mor~) tr:aq~it corridors. 
• Stop sign removal and replacement with traffic signals at a!I stop sign locations on transit 

corridor~. 

• Sto'p.corasolidation and optimization standards as recomri;tended in best practices 
. literature. 

· • · R..<;>ute terminal relpcation and optimization for some routes Witp terinirial locations at 
unproductive route segments or in- low-trans~· demand locatio'ns. · " 

• Fleet mocie c~ange by route, s'uch as· servicing i:;ome routes that curreritly operate with 
existing trolley vehicles with the diesel fleet or vice v~rsa. 

• Additional extensions: fo existing ro~es, 
.. ·• · Modification of route taiis (swapping one roUte segment with a differ:ent route segment to · 

se.r\te-the same' transit corridor); 
• Route discontinuations and other route segment eliminations: 

• Use of higher cap_acity vehicles on certain routes (note that the TEP includes service on 
some routes, such as the ~ Fulton, with higher capacity vehicles, ·:but not on others). 

• . Streamlining all routes for improve~ di~~ct.nes5,by, for example, reducing the number of 
turns (streamlini~g i~ induded in the TEP. for some ro~tes). · ' 

• ·Modifying freqyency for all routes (frequency modifications, both increased and 
decreased frequency, is included iri:the TEP-for sonie r~utes). -._ · . 

• Reducihg the sp:an of service for some rout~. : , : 
· ' •· ~ • y1 
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• Farside boarding at all signalized intersections (farside boarding at signalized 

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

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

variety of reasons as set forth iii Se~tion 6.5 of the FEIR. Th~ SFMTA Board co.ncurswith the 

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

. VII. STATEMENT OF.OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS· 

Pursuant !o .CEQA § 41081 and CEQA Guidelines§ 15093, the SFMTA B().ar.p of [)irectors 

hereby finds, after c_onsideration of the FEI R and the evidence in the rec~ra, that each of the 

specific overriqing economic, leg_al, social, technological ard ot~er benefiti;; of. the Project as set 

forth below Independently and collectively outweighs the significant and unavoidable impacts 

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

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

to conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, the Sf MT A .Board will 

stand by its d'eterrnination that each individual reason is sufficient. The substantial evidence 

supporting the vari,ous benefits can be found i'n the preceding findings, whic~ are incorporated 

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

defined in Section I. · 

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

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

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

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

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

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

the EIR for the Project are adqpted as part of this app~oval action. The SFMTA Board has· 

detem:iined that any remain.ing significant effects on the environmer:it found to be- unavoidable 

are acceptable due to the following specific overriding economic, technical, legal,.soCial and 

other considerations . 

. The Project will h~ve the fo!f owing benefits: 

• The Service Policy Framework ·and the 'TEP will support a~d imp lenient the. City's Transit 

• 
First Policy. 

' 
Improved transit service with the TEP, includ(ng improved (reduced) transit travel times, 

increased effidency and improved reliabilfty, will make Murii a more attractive 

transportation mode, resulting in more use of transit arid less automobile travel 

throughout the City. 
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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 expanding accessible rail stops and making platform 
upgrades. 

• Enhanced transit service on the busiest lines will drastically improve the customer 
experience by reducing crowding •. 

• Service level expansion wi!I improve system-wide neighborhood com1ectivity 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 neeqs. 

Having considered these benefits, the SFMTA Board of Directors finds that the benefits of the 
TEP.outweigh the unavoidable ~dverse 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 

.. :Adopted:Mitlgatlon'·Measures ·. ~, '· 
, • ';J ,':_'. ' •. •T l -

MITlGA'rtON:MEASURES,AGREED."f.OcBY· SF.MTA 

Mlt!gat~on Me~~ure M::dP-2i: · A~,cidei:itaLDiscovery 
ofArcheological Resources _ . · 
The. following .mitigatiq11,.;,easur~ is· r,ecjuired110.a~oid 
any pot~ntial adve~e effect from the proposed .project · 
on acciden_tally ,discov~red burled"or s_ubmerged · 
historica,I. resp_urces,as.defined in· CEQA .Guidelines 
Section 15p64;5{a){c), .Th~ praject.sponsor~s~all 
distrit?ute th~ Planning Department ar~ha~ological and 
p~leontological rl[!source. "/.\4ERT" sheet to the project 
. Prim~. contr,actor; to. any ·project sµbcontractor:{including 
demolition1:excav.atio1J;: grading, foundation,;pil!! driving, 
etc. firms); and_tq any utilities firm. involved. in· soils 
di~urblng activities within:the.Pr-PJect site. Prior: to.any 
~oils disturbing ,activitie_s-being, undertaken,-each _ 
c;:ontractoris respcinsibleJor-ensuring.that the ~ALERT" 
sheet is cii"culated to all field personnel, including 
machine:operators, field crew, pile' drivers, supervisory 
personnel,· etc. The· project i:;ponsor shall· provide the: 
Environmental Review-Officer (ERO) with a signed 
affidavit from the responsible pa'rties (prime contractor, 
subcontractor(s), and 'utilities· firm) t~rthe:'E~Ro·- _ 
confirming· that all field personnel tl'ave receiv~d copies 
of the Alert Sheet. · ·· · ~ · 

,.;J ~ J ,_'", ' ~ .~ 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

SFMTAand 
project 
contractors 

Prior to soils 
disturbance 
activities 

Mitigation 
Action 

SFMTA to distribute 
Planning. Department 
•ALERT". sheet·and '· 
provide signed affidavit 
from project contractor, 
subcontractor(s) and 
utilities firm(s) stating · 
that all field personnel 
h_ave.received copies 
of the "ALER,T" sheet . 

J' 

' : •. ~ ~ ·~ .-; :\ ., . ~ .. ~ ,, '.:4 

ADMINISTRATIVE'DRAFT 2-SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS. PROJ'ECT (Cl'llYWIDE) 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM Exhibit 2-1 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

ERO to receive 
signed· affidavit. 

"' 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Prior to any soil 
disturbing activities. 

Following 
distribution of 
"ALERT" sheet but 
prior to any sons 
disturb{ng activities. 

;. 

CASE N.O. l011.0558E 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility Monitoring/ 
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting 

Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility 
Monitoring 
Schedule 

Should any 'indication of an archaeological resource be 
encountered·dliring any soils.disturbing activity of the 
project, the project Head Foreman and/or project 
sponsor shall immediately notifythe ERO and shall 
.immediately.suspend any soils disturbing activities iii th'e 
vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has determined 
what additional measures should be undertaken. 

SFMTAand During soils 
disturbance 
activities 

SFMTA and project 
contractor's Head 
Foreman to inform 
ERO and suspend 
soils disturbing 
activities. 

ERO to determine During soils 

If the ERO determiries:that.an archaeological resource 
may ~.e present.within the project site, the project 
sponsor shall retain th.e services of an archaeological 
consultant fr9m the. pool of qualified archaeological 
consultants maintair:ied :by the Planning' Depai:tment 
·archaeologist. The archaeological consultant shall .. 
advise the ERO_ as ·to. whether the discovery. is an 
archaeological resource.retains.sufficient integrity, and 
is of potential scientificlhistoricaVcultural,significance. If 
an arch;;ieologi.cal, resource is present; the · 
ari;haeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the 
archaeological r~source. The archaeological .consultant 
shall make a recomme{idation as to what action; if any, 
is warranted ... Based on .this information, the ERO may 
r~uire, if warranted; specific additional measures to be 
lmplementetl by the.project sponsor. · 

Measures might: include: preservation· in·situ of.the 
archaeological resource, ah archaeological monitoring 
prograr:n; or,an archaeological tes,tir19 program. If.an 
archaeological monitoring.program or archaeological 
testing programis .. required, it shall·bEi·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 vandalism, 
looting, or other damaging actions. 

. project 
contractor's . 
Head Fbreman 

SFMTAand 
project 
.archaeological 
consultant 

When determined 
necessary by the 
ERO 

,. 

If required, SFMTA to 
retain an 
archaeological 
consultant from the 
pool of qualified 
i;irchaeological 
consultants: 

Project archaeological 
consultant to advise 
ERO regarding the 
stafus of the· 
archeological resource. 

ERO to determine 
. whether the need for 

an archaeological 
. monitoring program, an 

archaeological testing 
program, or site 
security program is 
needed. 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 -SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFE~_TIVENESS l'RO.JECT (CITYWIDE) 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM Exhibit2-2 

if additional disturbance 
measures are activities 
necessary 

ERO to determine 
if additional 
measures are 
necessary to 
implement 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
March2014 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM {continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility 
' ~ ' 

· · A~o.pt~ci.'Nlitigattorflllie~sures · · 
for Mitigatipn 

lmplem,entatior'I Schedule 

The.project.archaeological consultant shall submit a' · SFMTA and 
Final Archeological Resources Report' {FARR) tC:rt.he · project 
ERO' that;evalUates,the· historical' ~igniflcance'of•ariy · ". archaeological 
discovered archaec)logical resi:niroe and·describirlg the consultant 
atc;haeological and'llistorical'reseatch methods · · 
employed in:the archaeological mcinito.ring/data· recovery 
program(s) undertaken. 'lnfomi·Ejltion thaFmay put-at risk 
any.:archaeologlcal~resource· shall·be .. provided· in a 
separate removi;ible insert. with ii"\ the'· final rE!port. 
q~pies. ~t t~e brah. FAR~·sha·I!' b~. ~ent,iq_lhi:! E,RO for 
revi~w ~nd appr~va['. ·on.c~~appt9:ved·by.ttie E~O. 
cop1~s Of the:FA~.R sh.~11. be c;tls.~i:ib,utei;l ·as fo.!lows:· 
C.allfomia Archae,ological Site Su.Vey North~est. ~ 
Information G~nter'JNWICf s~all receiv~ or1~·c1> copy 

. and-the ERO shall .reb.eive ·a copy of ~~e ~~n~mitt~Lof __ 
the 'FARR'tci the 'NWIC~ The Envirc>ni'rienta!:'Plan·riing · · 
division. of thePJanning Department sha!i 'r~cl~ive Qrle '· 
bound,c9py, ohe:·unbouncl C9P.Y •. ~nd,of'!e unl9ck~d ··, 
searchable Portable Document F.onnat' (PDF) copy on 
CO·of't~e FA~R' along witfi t(,pies of any. fonnal ~ite 
recordation fonn~ (9ADPR 523 ~eries) and/1?,r · · -· . 
documentation for nomination to the 'NRHP/CR.HR. In · 
insf~nces of ,high 'pµblic j~t~~es~: or 'irit~_rpretiv~ \~alue, th.e 
ERO may ~eqljire:·a ~ifferentfinal. repqrt content, format, 
and,'distribution'.than_tha~·pr~~~nted above .. 

" ' -.:':i .::·· 
•. 

When detennined 
nec:essary by the. · 

-ERO 

'"" 

',.,. "'-J; ./ 

Mitigation 
Action 

SFMTA and project 
archaeological 
consultant to prepare 
draft and final ·FARR 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2- SUBJE°CT TO CHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CI'rYWIDE) 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

.. 

Exhibit 2-3 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

ERO to review and 
approve final 
FARR 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

<,, 

CASE NO. 20ll.0558E 
March 2014 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIG:ATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b: Archaeological 
Monitoring · 
Based on the reasonable potential that archaeological 
resources may be -present Within the project site, the 
follo_wing measures snail be undertaken to_avoid any 
potentially significant adverse·effe~ from the proposed 
project on buried or submerged.historical resources. 
Once engineering design details tor the identified projects 
(OWE.1;:0WE.1 Variant,'SCl.2, TTRP.9 and TTRP.22_2) 
and other projects 'in archaeologically sensitive cireas, as 
identified by the Eiwironment_al:Review Officer, are 
known, the project sponsor .shall consult with the Planning 
Department archeologist regarding the specific aspects of 
these proposaJs thafwould require monitoring. If required 
by the p~nnlng Departm~nt archeologist1 the project 
sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological 
consultant from the pool of qualified archaeological 
consultants maintained-by;tlie Planning Department 
archaeologist. The 'archaeological consultant shall 
undertake an archaeological monitoring program. ·An 
plans ahd reports prepared·bythe consultanfas specified 
herein shall be submitted first anCl:directly to the • 
Environmental·Review Officer (ERO) forreview and 
comment, and shall be·considered draft reports subject to 
revision until final approval by the-ERO. "Archaeological 
monitoring and/or data 'i"ecovery programs required by 
this m·easure could suspend construction of the project for 
up-to a maximum' of four weeks.· At the dir~ction of the 
ERO, the·suspension of:i;onstmctioncan be extended 
beyond four weeks only if such a su~pension is the only 
feasible means to reauce-tb a'less than significant level 
potential effects on a significant archaeological resource 
as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a)(c). 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility Monitoring/ 
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting · Monitoring 

Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility' Schedule 

SFMTAand 
Planning 
Department 

Prior to soils 
disturbance 

SFMTA to consult with 
Planning Department 
archaeologist. 

If required, SFMTA to 
choose archaeological 
consultant from the 
pool of qualified 
archaeological 
consultants 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 - SUBJECT TO CHANGE 

Project Consultation with 
archeological Planning 

·consultant, Department 
Planning Archeologist to 
Department occur once 

engineering design 
details for the 
identified projects 
are known; timeline 
for subsequent 
actions determined 
following meeting. 

TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE) 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM .Exhibit 2-4 

CASE NO. 20.ll.0558E 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM {continued) 

MONITORING AND.REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Archaeological monitoring program (AMP}. The 
archaeological monitoring program shall minimally 
include the following provisions: 

• The archaeological consultant, project sponsor, and 
ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the AMP 
reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing 
ac;tivities commencing. The ERO, in consultation with 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

SFMTA and If archaeological 
project monitoring is · 
archaeological implemented, prior 
consultant, in to any soils-
consultation with disturbing 
ERO activities, and 

Mitigation 
Action 

Project archaeological 
consultant to prepare 
Archaeological 
Monitoring Program 
(AMP) In consultation 
with. the ERO 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

SFMTAand 
project 
archaeological 
consultant, in 
consultation with 
ERO 

the project archaeologist, shall. determine what project Archaeological 
activities shall be archaeologically monitored. In most monitor and 
cases, any soils disturbing activities, such as SFMTA and 
~emolltiqn,. foundation .removal, .exc~yation, grading, SFMTA's 

during soils 
disturbing 
construction at any 
location. 

Archaeological Archaeological 

Ut)lities inStallation, foundatipn work, driving ·of. piles construction 
(foundation, shoring,. etc.),. site rerriediation, · etc;,-shall contractors 
require archaeological monitorjng• becausj! of the . 
po~ential.risk ttiese,ai::tivities pose,to archaeological 
reso.urces: and tQJhl(!ir depo:i!itional. context.·. · 

• The archaeological consultant shall advise all project 
contractorsto'be on the alerfforevidenie of the 
presence of the 'expected resource(s), •of how to 
Identify the· evidence of-the exj)'ected· resource(s), and 
of.the appropriate,protocc:il In the everit·of apparent 
discovery of an archaeolbgicaf"resource. : · 

• The arehaeological n:\.onltor(s)· ~hall be· pres~nt on the 
proje_ct site accordil}Q. to a schedu_le agrj;!ed upon by 
the archaeologice1I c9psu.1tant and the ERO until the 
ERO has, in consultatioh·with·the archaf!!oJogical 
con~ultant, determined that project ·construction 
activities 'could have n.o· effects on· significant 
archaeological deposits. . · · 

• The archaeological monitor shall record and be 
authorized to collect soil samples and 
artifactuaVecofactual material as warranted for 
analysis. 

consultant to advise all monitor to observe 
construction · construction 

·contractors according to the 
If monitoring is schedules 
implemented, as . established in the 
construction Archaeologlca! monitor AMP for each site. 
contractors are shB;ll t~mporarily . 
retained, prior to . red.1r~~t construction 
any soils-disturbing act1v1t1es ~s n~cessary 
activities . and consult with ERO 

If monitoring is 
implemented, 
schedules for 

·monitoring to be 
established in the 
AMP, in 
consultation with 
ERO 

. .. 
. ·- -

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 -SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PRO.JECT (CITYWIDE) 
MJTIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING·PROGRAM. Exhiblt2-5 

Monitoring · 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete on finding 
by ERO that AMP is 
implemented. 

CASE NO. 2011.0SSBE 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM {continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

• 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 

If an intact archaeological deposit is encountered, all 
soils disturbing ·activities in the vicinity of the deposit 
shall cease. The archaeological monitor shall be 
empowered to temporarily redirect . 
demolition/excavation/ pile driving/construction crews 
and heavy equipment until the deposit is evaluated. If 
in the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shorin·g, 
etc.), the archaeological monitor has cause to believe 
that the pile driving activity may affect an 
archaeological resource, the pile driving activity shall 
be termJnated ·until an appropriate evaluation of the 
resource has been made ih consultation with the 
ERO. The archaeological consultant shall 
immediately n9tify the ERO ofthe encountered 
archaeological deposit. The archaeologlcal 
consultant shall, after making.a reasonable effort to 
assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the 
encountered archaeological deposit, present the 
findings of this assessment to the ERO. · 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 
Mitigation 
Action 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 - suejecT TO CHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS :PROJECT (CITYWIDE) 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM Exhibit 2-6 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

CASE NO. :ZOl J.0558E 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM' 

Responsibility 

Adopted Mitigation.Measures 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

Consultation with.DescendantCommu_nities:. On . . . Archaeological 
discovery of. an archaeological site1 associated.with .. , monitor and 
desceridant Native Americans or the Overseas Chinese, SFMTA and 
an appri;>pri~te r:epres,entative2 ~(the pescei:idant group SFMTA's 
and the ERO shall be contacte~. The repr~sentative of construction 
the descendant group shall' be given tlie opportunity to contractors 
monitor archaeological field investigations of the site and 
to consulfwith 'ERO regarding··appiOpriate · ·; : 
archaeological treatment. of the.site, :of:recoveredi data 
from the site, and, if applicable, any Interpretative: 
treatment of the associated·archaeologicabslte. 'A copy 
of the Final.ArchaeologicakResources Report shall be 
provided .to the·representative. of the,.descendant group:· 

If the' ERO,- In consultation with the :archaeological 
consultant, ·dete.rmines that a ·significant archaeological 
resource is present ~and·that the resource· could· be .. 
adversely affected by the proposed· project, a{tiie 
discretion of the project sponsor, eit~er: . 
A) The proposed· project shall be re-designed so as to 

· avoid any adverse effect .cir:i the sig:nificant · ' 
archaeological resource; 9r. ~ · 

B). An.archaeolqgica!. d_ata rec?very pr$?gram shall be · 
. implement~d.: Ul)less the ERO-determines.that ·~he .. 

archaeological resource I~ of gr~~ter:int!!)rpretive 
than research significance and that interpretiv~ use 
of.the resource is feasible. · 

For the duration of 
soil-disturbing 
activities, the 
representative of 
the descendant 
group shall be 
given the 
opportunity to 
monitor 
archaeological field 
investigations on 
the site and consult 
with the ERO 
regarding 
appropriate 
archaeological 
treatment of the 
site, of recovered 
data from the site, 
and, if applicable, 
any interpretative 
treatment of the 
associated 
archaeological site. 

Mitigation 
Action 

SFMTA shall contact 
ERO and descendant 
group representative 
upon discovery of an 
archaeological site. 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Project 
archaeological 
consultant shall 
prepare a FARR in 
consultation with 
the ERO. 

A copy of the 
FARR shall be 
provided to the 
representative of 
the descendant 
group 

The term uarchaeological site" is intended here to minimally include any arch~eolqgical deposit, feature, burial, or evidence of b\Jrial. 
~ - - . . . ' . 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Conslc(ered 
complete on _ 
notification of the 
apprqpriate 
descendant group, 
provision of an 
opportunity to 
monitor construction 
site work, and 
completion and . 
approval of the 
FARR by ERO, if 
necessary. 

2 
An uappropriate representative" of the descendant group:is.here·defined to mean, in the case of Native Americans, any.Individual listed in the current.Native 
American Contact List for the City and County of San Francisco maintained by the California Native American Heritage Commission, and in the case of the 
Overseas Chinese, the Chinese Historical Society of America. · · · . · · · · ' · ··· 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2- SUBJECT· TO CHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE) 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility Monitoring/ · ; 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring 

Implementation Schedule Action . Responsibility . ·schedule 

If an archaeological data recovery program is required SFMTA and Considered 
by the ERO, the archaeological data recovery program project complete once 
shall be conducted in accqrd with an archaeological data archaeological verification of 
recovery plan (ADRP). The project archaeological consultant, in curation occurs. 
consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meetand consultation with 
consult on the scope of the AORP. 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/historical research · 
questions are applicableto the expected resource, what 
data classes the resource Js expected to possess, and 
how the expected data classes would address the 
applicable research questioris; Data recovery, in 
general, should be limited-to the portions otthe historical 
property that could be adversely affected by the 
proposed project. Destructive data ·recovery methods 
shall not be applied to portions of the archaeological 
resources' if nondestructive methods are practicaJ. 

The scope of the ADRP shali include the following 
elements: . 

,;,. · Fie/dMethodsand Procedures~ Descriptions of 
proposed field strategie~; procedures, and· 
·operation~. 

• Catalogliing and. Laboratory Analysis. .Description of 
selected cataloguing system and artifClct analysis 

. proced.ures, · · · . 
• Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and 

rationale for field and post-field discard and 
deaccession policies. 

Consultant to prepare 
Archaeological Data 
Recovery Program in 
consultation with ERO. 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 - SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CITYWIDE) 
MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM Exhibit 2-8 

Final ADRP to be 
submitted to ERO 

Considered 
complete on finding 
by ERO that ADRP ·· 
is implemented~ 

CASE NO. 2011.0SSSE 
March 2lll4 



...... 
0 
CD 
c..J ., 

EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITO.RING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

Adopted Mitlg~tion Measures 

• Interpretive 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. 

• Final Report. Description of proposed report format 
and'dl~tribution of results. . 

• . c_uration. Descrlj':>llon oft11e procedures anci ' 
rec9m.mendatibris for the cu ration of ariy,reqovered 
d1;1ta:havihg P.otentla! re~earch valu.e,.ldentificati9n of 
appropfjf,ite cur¢io,n fijcil~i~s. and 'a surritnary·ofthe 
accessior policie5 9f ,the'curationJacilities . 

•·. .. ' ., -

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility Monitoring/ 
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting 

· l1J1plementation Schedule Ac.tion , · Responsibility 

-·. 

, .. 

:~ . 

',_ ,, - -~. .: ... ' '~ i 

;,•. :!,,,'' ... -·..;, 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT- 2 - SUBJECT, TO CHANGE 
TRANSIT. EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT (CLTYWIDE} 
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Monitoring 
Schedule 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation Mitigation 

Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Action 

Human Remains, Assoclated or Unassociated Funerary­
Objects. The treatment of human remains and of 
assoc_iated or unassociated funerary objects discovered 
during any soils disturbing activity shall comply with 
applicable State and federal Laws, including immediate 
notification of the Coroner of the City and County of San 
Francisco and, in the event of the Coroner's 
determination that the human remains are Native 
American remains, notification of the California State 
Native American Heritage Commission who shall 
ap-point a Most Likely Descendant (MLD)(Pub. Res. 
Code Sec. 5097.98). The archaeologicalconsultant, 
project sponsor; and MLD shall make all reasonable 
efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of, 
with appropriate dignity, human rema_ins and associated 
or unassociated ~fi.Jnerary·objects (CEQA Guidelines 
Sec. 15064.S(d)). The agreerhenfshould take into 
consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, · 
recdrdation, analysis, curation, possession, and final 
disposition of the human remains and a&soeiated pr 
unassociated funerary objects. 

SFMTAand 
project 
archaeological 
consultant, in 
consultation with 
ERO 

Ongoing 
throughout soils­
disturbing ~ctivities 

If applicable, upon 
discovery of human · 
remains and/or 
associated or 
unassociated funerary 
objects, the consultant 
shall notify the Coroner 
of the City and County 
of San Francisco, and 
in the everit of the 
Coroner's 
determination that the 
human remains are 
Native American 
remains, notification of 

·the California State 
- Native American 
Heritage Commission 
who shall appoint a · 
Most Likely 
Descendant {MLD) 
who, along with the. 
archaeological 
consultant and the 
SFMTA, shall-make 
reasonable efforts to 
develop an agreement 
for the treatment of 
human remains and/or 
associated or 
unassociated funerary 
objects --
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Project 
archaeological 
consultant and/or 
archaeological 
monitor 

Monitoring _­
Schedule 

<:;onsidered 
complete on 
notification of the 
San Francisco 
County Coroner and 
NAHC, if necessary. 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING. PROGRAM.(continued). 

· MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Final Archaeological Resources Report. The 
archaeological consult~nt shall' submit a Draft Final 
Archaeological Resources•Repoit'{FARR) tO·ttfe ERO 
that-evaluates the his~orical significance of any ~ . · · 
discovered ·archaeological resource and 'des'cribes the · 
archaeological•and· historical research-methods 
employed·in'the archa~~ldgical;testlng/monitoring/data 
recovery prpgram(s) µndertaken.• Information that-may 
put-Bhisk'any archaeological resource ~hall be:provided 
in a separate removable'insert within the draft final ' 
report.· . · · ' . 
Copies ofthe'Oraft FARR shall be se~t to the ERO fqr 
review and approval. Once approved by the ERO copies 
of the FARR shall be distributed·as follows: California. 
Archaeological SiteSurvetNorthwest'lnfoimation' · 
Center '(NWIC) shall rec~ive_ one '(1) ·copy• af!d the 'ERO 
shall' receive··a·copy·of the.transmittal of the F.ARRto the 
NWIC. lihe' Enyir'cml'!'lental Pla1ming divisi.on of the 
Planning Departmeht'shalf·receive one bound, one 
uribourid, and one unlocked searchable PDF copy ori -
CD of the FA~R 'along with copies bf any fOr:mal ·site 
recordation'forms (CA DPR>523 sanes) a·11dlor 
documentation for nomination to the:·NRHP/CRHR. In 
instances of_ high public' interest or ii:iterpre~ive '-'.alue, ,the 
ERO may require a·different final 'n\lpo~·conient;forinat, 
and distri~u_tio(i than that presented abo,ve. · · · 

,;· i "". "; ,, 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation Mitigation 

Implementation Sched1:1le Action 

SFMTA and · If applicable, upon If applicable, 
project completion of consultant to prepare 
archaeological cataloguing and draft and final 
consultant, In analysis of Archeological 
consultation with recovered data and Resources Report 
ERO findings reports. 

1:. 

If applicable, upon 
approval of Final 
Archaeological 
Resources Report 
by ERO 

• - ,.., < -1 _... ';: ........... <', .. - : \ ~ , ··: • 
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Monitoring/' 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

If applicable,. the 
ERO to review and 
approve the Final 
Archeological 
Resources Report 

If applicable, 
consultant to 
transmit final, 
approved 
documentation to . 
NWICand San 
Francisco Planning 
Department 

If applicable, 
consultant shall 
prepare all plans 
and 
recommendations 
for interpretation by 
the consultant shall 
be submitted first 
and directly to the 
ERO for review and 
comment, and shall 
be considered draft 
reports·subject to 
revision until. final 
approval by the 
ERO' . 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete on 
approval of .final 
FARR. 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility Monitoring/ 
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure M•CP-3: Paleontological 
Resources Accidental Discovery 

Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule 

In order to avoid any potential adverse effeCt ih the 
event of accidental discovery of a. palecintological 
resource during construction of the project; the project 
sponsor shall be responsible for ensuring that all.project 
contractors and subcontractors involved in soil­
disturbing activities associatedwitli the project comply 
with the following 'procedures in_ the event Cif discovery of 
a paleontologicaLresource. Paleontological remains, or 
resource,-can'take the form of Whole or portions of 
marine shell, bones, tusk, horn and teeth from fish, 
reptiles,.mammals, and lower order animals. ln tlie case 
of Megafauna; the remains, although partial, may be· 
large in scale. Also paleoritological resources·'include 
petrified wood and rock impressions of plant or anin:ial 
parts. · · · 

Should any indication of a paleontological resource be 
encountered during any soil- disturbing activity of the 
project, the project foreman and/or project sponsor shall . 
immediately notify the CityPlanriirig Department's · 
Environmental Review Officer (ERO) and one of its 
designated paleontologists '(currently, Dr, Jean De 
MoutheiDr:Peter Ro'Opriarine in the 'Geology 
Departmenf of the California Acaclemy of Sciences) ·and 

, immediately suspend any soil-disturbing activities in the 
··vicinity of the discovery-until the ERO"hasdeterrnined 

what additib'rial measures are needed. · 

SFMTAand 
project 
contractor's 
Head Foreman 

During construction Project 
contractor/SFMTA to 
notify the ERO and 
one of its ~esignated 
paleontologists and 
suspend soils­
disturb ing activities. 

, .• 

, , 
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SFM1A and ERO During construction, 
upon indication that 

a paleontological 
resource has been 

encountered 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORlNG AND REPORTING PR0GRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adqpted Ml.tigation M~asu~~, 

If the ·ERO determines that-a potentially-significant 
paleontological· resource'may be-present-within-the · 
project site,,tbe.projectspqnsor~shall retain the services 
of a .qualifi~d: paleontologlcal consultantiwith 1expertise in 
Califomiaipaleontology! to.design ancf.:imp!~ment a.~ 
Paleontologi!:al.R~sq1,1rces.M~igationJ?lan: (R~MMP). 
The·PRMMP shall include a:description of.~dlscovery~ .; 
procedures; sampli11g .• and data . .req~yery~p~ocedures; 
proceduresfor ther.preparation-,Jdentification,· analysis, 
and curation:otfossil·specimens and data .recovered;· 
and procedures for the preparation and.distribution-·of a·, 
final-paleqntological.dlscovecy report'(PDR)i. - - : · · 
documenting tbe.paleontologiqal find.'. "· 
The;PRMMP·shall be consistent with ttie•Society for' · 
Vertebrate Paleontology Standard=Guidelines'for:the 
mitigation ·of.constroction•related·adverae·impactS-'to 
paleont_ologicar resources and the req'uirements ·of the 
designated'repository'fot any.fossils colleeted. 'In the 
event> of a~verified·paleontological aiscoverj;·the · · · 
remaining· construction and soil-disturbing· activities 
within those.·geological units specified as 
paleontologically.sensitive. iffth~. PRMMP shi:ill ·be 
monitored:by the project-paleontologicat·consultant-.-
The·co·nsultant's·work shall ·be conducted iri"accordance 
with this mitigation measure·anC!·atthe Cliredion of the 
City~s- ERO .. Plans and reports prepared by the _ 
consultant ~tiall·beisubmitt~d:for;·revlew and approval by 
the'Ef=l"~·. . 

-' 

Responsil:lUity 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

SFMTA and The project 
project paleontological 
paleontologlcal consultant to 
consultant in consult with·the 
consultation with ERO as indicated; 
the ERO. completed when 

ERO accepts final 
report 

~ ~·1 

. ,<~· ~ ~~· - ....... 

Mitigation 
Action 

SFMTA to retain 
appropriately qualified 
-consultant to prepare 
PRMMP, carry out 
monitoring, and 
reporting 

r.,_: 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

ERO to approve 
final PRMMP 

Project 
paleontological 
consultant shall 
provide brief 
monthly reports to 
ERO during · 
monitoring or as 
identified in the 
PRMMP, and 
notify the ERO 
immediately if work 
should stop for 
data recovery 
during monitoring. 

The ERO to review 
and approve the 
final 
documentation as 
established in the 
PRMMP 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete on 
approval of final 
PRMMP. 

Considered 
complete. on 
approval of final 
documentation by 
ERO. 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility Mo~itoring/ 
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting 

Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility 

Mitigation Measure·M~HZ-1: Hazardous Materials SFMTA 
Soil Testing 

In order to protect both construction workers· ahd the, 
public from exposure to hazardous'materials·in'soils 
encountered during· construction of.the.proposed ·project, 
the projectsponsor,agrees to adhere to the following 
requirements; 

1)' Any soil excavated and then; encapsulated under 
·concrete arid/or asphalt covering within the same 
area-as its excavation sfiall not require testing for 
the presence~of hazardous materials in levels· 

. ··:exceeding those acceptable to ·government agencies 
unless ttie 'TEP project or construction manager 
determines any extenuating circumstances exist, 
such as odors, unusual color or presence of foreign 
material. The reuse,,,remediation, or disposal of any 
soil tested.and found .to contain hazardous.materials 

· under these circumstances shall be in compliance 
· with the.requirements.ofthe San·Francisco 

.Department of Public Health {DPH) and oth~r . 
agencies. The project sponsor. shall be responsible 
for reporting the test·results of any soil with 
hazardous material content to DPH within 21 days of 
the completion of.testing, accompanied with a map 

.. ·showing the excavation location. 

2)' Any excavated soil not reuseC:I and eneapsulated 
under concrete and/or asphalt covering within the 

-same area as its excavation, shall be. tested for the 
presence:ofhazardous 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 

Soil and 
groundwater test 
results containing 
any hazardous 
materials shall be 
submitted to the 
Department of 
Public Health 
(DP.H) within 21 
days of the 
completion of 
testing . 

' ' 

SFMTA project · Department of 
construction contractor Public Health 
shall be responsible for .. 

· the implement::Uion of 
Steps 1-3. 
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Monitoring 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete on review · 
and approval by 
DPHofthe soil and 
groundwater testing 
results, along with 
maps showing the 
location of the 
excavated soil and/ 
or groundwater 
containing the 
hazardous 
materials. , 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATiON MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

· . co'rtjplianc~-witti:OPH, ~at~ ar:id fed~faT . - · '· 
' req'uirements. Jtie·projeci'~~ons& ~h.a!l.be' .. · 
. responsible for reporting the testre~ults0'of iiny soil' 

·· ' with' hazaraous material con_tenfto·bF'H'witllin 21 · .. 
days,oMhe completion ·onestingj ·accompanied with 

· . a map-showing the.excavatiorflocaticln;' · 
3) :1f.the,prop·osed excavation·-~ctivities.encouriter~ 

· ··groundwater, th~ :groundwater·shall be .tested'.for 
· hazardous materials·. ·Copies of the test results 'shall 
be submitted to' DPH within 21 days:bfthe 
compli;\tion of'testing,,Any dewat~riflg'.shall adhere 
to·DPH,'SPPUC,- and·state requirements. · · · · 

ln·the~'event thaf~ subse?luent'ordinarice ~r regulations 
. are adopte~, by 'p PH-governing ·tt1e· t1ati_&ling_ and _t~stin.g 
of hazardous rtrateii'als''erfoountere'd ·during' construction 
w1ttitn'th~·pub1ic:i"ig~t~of·waY.:.opH~h~Q b'e,givenJh~ 
. opti_on to require-the project:·.~ponsor to adher.e to the 
in:iplenientation.: o(the. new, oroirian~e: or"regulati9ns. in 
lieu 9f the" above rei:juiremeni~ ·if. th~Y p.ro'!ide ~,imilar 
~~few protection, fqr: both coo~tri.lction worke.rs !'1!1dJhe . 
public. · "· · =· ·· . · · 

~ .. . ..., 

Responsibility 
for ·Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

~ , >~ ·"i:: ·' . .. 

Mitigation 
Action 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

·Monitoring 
Schedule 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

·Responsibility Monitoring/ 
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting 

Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation .. Schedule Action Responsibility 

MITIGATION MEASURES IN DEIR 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Mitigatio~ Measure _M-TR-8: Optimization of SFMTA During Optimize intersection SFMTA, Planning Prforto completion 
Intersection Operations development of geometries and traffic Department of detailed designs 
The final design of progra_m-level TTRPs thaHnclude detailed designs. control measures for the program-
TPS Toolkit elements from the Lane Modifications and for the program- level TTRP 
Pedestrian Improvements categories shall integrate level TTRP proposals. 
design elements from the followir:ig.iritersection· . proposals. 
geometries and traffic control ·measures to the greatest 
~xtent feasible with.out compromising the purpose ofthe 
project. Potential intersection geometry optimization 
measures ln~lude left or right turn pocli:ets, turn 
prohibitions, restriping to add al:iditional mixed-flow 
capaCity, lane widening to provide for transit-only or 
mixed-flow ·lanes; and parking prohibitions. 'Potential 

.· traffic control•measures include signalization; exclusive 
signal·phases, and' changes to the signai·cycle. The 
finardesign•shall ensure'thattransit, pedestrian, and 
bicycle travelare accommodated, 'is within the confines . 
of feasible traffic engineering solutions; and does· not 
conflict with overall Cify•policies 'related to transportation. 
Mitigation·Measure M-TR•1 o: Provision of 
Replacement Commercial Loading Spaces · 
Where feasible; the SFMTA shall'install·new commercial 
loading spaces of similar length on ·the same: block and 
side of the·stre~t. or within 250 'fe.et 'on aqjacerit side 
streets·,·ofwhere conimercial'Joading spaces would be 
permanently removed, Jn order to provide1equally 
convenient loading space(s) .. These loading spaces 
shall only be replaced on streets with commercial uses. 

SFMTA During 
development of 
detailed designs 
for the program­
level TTRP 

. proposals .. 

. Where feasible, install SFMTA with 
new commercial review by Planning 
loading spaces. Department, 
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Prior.to or 
concurrent with·the 
removal of on-street 
commercial loading 
spaces. 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORlNG AND REPORTING .PROGRAM. (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Mitig~tion ll/leasure M-TR-26: Intersection Restl'iping 
at 16th/Bryant streets· 
The SFMTA shall reconfigure the proposed changes at 
the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets converting the 
westbound approach of 161

h Street at Bryant Street from 
what is proposed to be a shared through-right turn lane 
to a through lane and a dedicated right-turn pocket 
adjacent to the through lane, and reconfigure the 
eastbound approach from.what is proposed to be a 
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 
Parking Violations 
On streets where implementation of project-level TTRPs 
would result in a net reduction of on-street commercial 
·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 
Muni Service · · · · · · · · 

. . ~ . . . . ~ 

The SFMTA, shall, tq tbe e:Xtentfeasible and consistent 
with annual cu~get appropri~tic;ins, .• C::on~inue ,to.monitor 
Munt.servlce.citywide,.·r:ep,0!1lng.a~ r~ylred pn'.se.rvi9_e 
goals, .including the capacity u~jlization1 sta.ndard, and 
where needed, and as ·approved by de.cision makers and 
under budgetary appropriations, strive to improve upon. 
Muni operations, including peak hour transit capacity on 
screenlines and corridors. · 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

SFMTA During project 
implementation 

SFMTA 

SFMTA 

. 
'·' 

Ongoing after 
implementation of 
TTRP 
improvements. 

Ongoing, after 
impl~mentation of 
TEP 
improvements. 

Mitig~tion 
Action 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Reconfigure Planning 
westbound and Department, 
eastbound approaches SFMTA 
of 16th Street at Bryant 
Street 

Enforce parking SFMTA 
regulations and/or 

Jnstall vfdeo cameras 
on transit vehicles. 

SFMTAto monitor SFMTA 
transit·sel'Vicegoals 
and.proposed . 
Improvements to Muni 
operations. 
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Monitoring 
s·chedule 

Prior to completion 
of detailed design 
for project-level 
improvements at 
16th/Bryant streets. 

Ongoing 

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

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure M..C-TR-49: Explore the 
Implementation. of Parking Management Strategies. 
SFMTA shall expiore whether_ implementation of parking 
management strategies w9uld be appropriate and 
effective in this and other parts of the City to more 
efficiently manage the supply of on-street parking over 
time. -. - . · ' · ·' · 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

SFMTA Ongoing during 
implementation of 
TEP. 

Mitigation 
Action 

Identify and explore 
new parking · 
management 
strategies, particularly 
along the TTRP 
corridors· 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

SFMTA report to - Ongoing during 
SF Planning project 

implementation. 
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EXHIBIT 2: ·MITIGATION MONITORING ANB REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

Improvement Measure I· TR-1: Cons;truction 
Measures 
During the construction of all TEP projects, the SFMTA 
shall require the following: 
1) Construction contractors shall be prohibited from 
scheduling any truck trips, such as concrete mixers, 
heavy construction equipment and materials delivery, 
etc., to the construction sites during the a.rri. (7 to 9 
a.m.) and p.m. (4 to 6 p.m.) peak commute periods. 
2) All construction activities shall adhere to ihe 
provisions in the City of San Francisco'~ 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 
construc,tion through its existing website and other 
available means, such as distribution offlyers, emails, 
and portable message or infon'national signs .. 
Information provided shall include contact name(s) for 
the SFMTA project mar:iager, public information officer, 
and/or the SFMTA General Enforcement Division 
contact number (311 ). 
3) Construction contractors shall en'cburage . 
construction workers to use carpooling and transit to the 
construction site in order to minimize parking demand. 

SFMTAand 
project 
construction 
contractor( s) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING.PROGRAM 

Throughout the 
construction 
duration for any 
TEP component 
requiring 
const,ruction. 

SFMTA and project SFMTA 
construction 
contractor(s) to 
coordinate construction 
related activities with 
DPW, the Fire 
Department, the 
Planning Department, 
and any other City 
agencies. 
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Considered 
complete after 
completion of 
construction 
activities. · 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission·Motion 19105 

Hearing Date: 
Date: 
Case No.: 

Project Address: 
Zoning: 
Block/Lot: 

Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

HEARING DATE: March 27, 2014 

March 27, 2014 
March 13, 2014 
2011.0SSSE 
Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP), Citywide 
Not applicable 
Not applicable 
Sean Kennedy, TEP Manager 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (the SFMTA) 
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
Debra Dwyer - (415) 575-9031 
Debra.Dwyer@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
FOR TH.E TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT AND SERVICE POLICY FRAMEWORK. 

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") hereby CERTIFIES the 
Final Environmental Impact Report identified as Case No. 2011.0S58E, 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 Section21000 et seq., hereinafter "CEQN'), the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. 
Admin. Code Title 14, Section 15000 et seq., (hereinafter "CEQA Guidelines") and Chapter 31 of the 
San Francisco Administrative Code (hereinafter "Chapter 31"). 

A The Department determined that an Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "EIR.") was 
required and provided public notice of that determination by pu?lication in a: newspaper of 
general circulation on November 9, 2011. 

B. On July 10, 2013, the Department published the Draft Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter 
"DEIR") and provided public notice in a newspaper of general circulation of the availability of the 
DEIR for public revie.w 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 
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web site by Department staff on July 10, 2013. In addition, copies of the NOA Were provided to·all 
public libraries within Sart Francisco. 

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

E. Notice of Completion was filed with the State Secretary of Resources via the State Clearinghouse 
on July 10, 2013. 

2. The Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on said DEIR on August 15, 2013 at which 
opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the DEIR. The 
period for acceptance of written comments ended on September 17, 201~. 

3. The Department prepared responses to comment:S 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 
be.came.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 Depar1:rr1;ent. 

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, aU as required by law. 

5. Project EIR files have been made available for review by the Commission and the public. These files 
are available for public review at the Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and are part of the . 
record before. the Commission. 

6. On March 27, 2014, the Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR and hereby does find that the 
contents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized, and 
reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code. 

7. The Planning_ Commission hereby does find that the FEIR concer~ng 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 C~RTIFY 1HE COMPLETION of said FEIR in compliance with CEQA and the 
CEQA Guidelines. . 

8. The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, hereby does find that the project 
described in the EIR: 

A. will have the following unavoidable significant project-specific effects on the environment: 
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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 of the Policy Framework Object~ve A, Action A.3 and 
Objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5 may result in significant loading impacts; 

TPS Toolkit Categories and Program level TIRPs: 

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

• Impact TR-10: Implementation of the following TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop 
- Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian 

Improvements, may result in significant loading impacts; 

• Impact TR-14: Implementation of TPS Toolkit el~ments within the following categories: 
Lane Modifications and Pedestrian Improvements, along the program-level TIRP corridors 
may resuH in significant traffic impacts; 

Affected Intersections by program-level TIRP corridor 

o ·rrRP.l, at the intersections of: California/Arguello and California/Park Presidio, 

California/Cherry, California/Locust, California/Presidio, and Califomia/Divisadero 

o TTRP.22_2, at the intersection. of: Fillmore/Lombard 

o TTRP.K, at the intersections of: Ocean/Junipero Serra, 9cean/Geneva/Phelan, Ocean/Lee, 

Ocean/Miramar, Ocean/Brighton 

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

Project Level Com~onents: 

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; 

TIRP.14 Moderate Alternative Variant 2 

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

TIRP.14 Expanded Alternative 

• Impact m-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 LqS F conditions under Existing plus Service _ 
Improvements and the TIRP.14 Expanded Alternative conditions; 

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

TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative 

• 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 
1TRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative conditions; 

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

• Impact TR-2&: Implementation of the project-:-level TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative w~uld 
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; 

TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 

• ImpactTR-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 TIRP.22~1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 conditions; · 

• 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; 

• Impact TR-32: Implementation of the project-level TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative 

SAN FRANCISCO 

· Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Seventh 
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ITRP.2Z~l Expanded Alternative Variant 2 

• Impact TR-34: Implementation of the project-level TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 2 would result in a-significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Bryant 
streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions; 

• Impact TR-35: Implementation of the project-level TIRP.22_1 ExpaDded Alternative 
Variant 2 would result in a significan~ traffic imp'act at the intersection of 16th 
Street/Potrero Avenue that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing 
plus Service Improvements and the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions; 

• Impact TR-36: Implementation of the project-level TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Seventh 
streets that would operate at LOSE or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions; 

TIRP.30_1 Moderate Alternative 

• Impact TR-51: Implementation of project-level TIRP.30_1 Moderate.Alternative would 
. result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Street such that 
the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be 
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous 
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transi~, bicycles, or pedestrians; 

ITRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative 

• · Impact TR-38: Implementation of the project-level TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative would 
result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green 

· Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative conditions; · 

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

TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 

• Impact TR-40: Implementation of the project-level TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Columbus 
Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under 
Existing plus Service Improvements and the TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 
conditions; 

• Impact TR-53: Implementation of project-level TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 
would result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Street such 
that the existing loading 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; 

TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 

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

• . Impact TR-54: Implementation of project-level TIRP.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 p~ak hour of loading activities. could not be 
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous 
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; and 

B. will have the following significant cumulative effects on the environment: 

• Impact C-TR-1: The Service Policy Framework and Service Improvem~nts or Sen"rice 
Variants, in combination with past, present and rea.Sonably foreseeable development in San 
"Francisco, would contribute considerably to a significant cumulative· impact on transit, 
resulting in an exceedance of Muni's capacity utilization standard on the Mission corridor 
within the Southeast screenline of the Downtown screenlines under 2035 Cumulative plus 
Service Improvements only conditions; 

• Impact C-TR-2: The Servke Policy Framework, TPS Toolkit elements as applied in the 
program-level TTRP corridors, a~d the Service Improvements with the TIRP 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 Mis~ion corridor within the Southeast 
screenline of the Down.town screenlines under 2035 Cumulative plus Service 
Improvements and the 1TRP Moderate Alternative conditions; 

• Impact C-TR-3: The Service Policy FrameworkJ the TPS Toolkit elements as applied in the 
program-level TfRP corridors, and the Service Impro:vements with the 1TRP Expanded 
Alternative, in combination witli 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 TIRP 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 Francisco, would result 
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i,n cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along the corridors under 2035 Cumulative 
plus Service Improvements and the TfRP 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 appiied in program-level TTRP corridors would result in 
cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along the corridors under 2035 Cumulative plus 
Service Improvements and the ITRP 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 .Tum 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, f'.arking and Tum Restrictions, and Pedestrian Improvements as applied in 
program-level TTRP corridors, in combination with past, present and rea$onably 
foreseeable development in San Francisco, may result in significant cumulative parking 
impacts; 

TIRP.J Expanded Alternative 

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

TTRP.5 Expanded Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-14: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service 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; 

TTRP.B?< Expanded Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-15: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus.Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.BX 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 Imprqvements and 
the ITRP.BX Expanded Alternative wou1d result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of Geneva Avenue/Moscow Street during the p.in. peak hour; 

TTRP.14 Variant 1 Moderate Alternative 

• Impact C.,.TR-44: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative including 
the TTRP.14Variant1, TTRP.14 Variant 2, and TTRP.30_1 in combination with past, p~esent 
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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 ITRP Moderate Alternative for the 
·.TIRP.14 Variant 1 or the TfRP.14 Variant 2, in combination with past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable development in San.Francisco; would result in significant 
cumulative parking impacts; · 

·. ITRP.14 Variant 2 Moderate Alternative 

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

. ITRP.14 E"panded Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-17: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic impacts at 
the intersedion ofRandall 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 ~raffic impacts at the 
intersection of Mission/Fifth streets during thea.m. peak hour; 

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

• Impact C-TR-45: Implementation of the project-level ITRP Expanded Alternative 
including the TIRP.14, ITRP.30_1, TIRP.30_1Variant1, and ITRP.30_1 Variant 2, in 
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, 
would result in project and· cumulative loading impacts; 

ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alterriative 

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

• Impact C-TR-23; Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative. would result in project and cumulative traffic impacts 
at the intersection of 16thfPotrero streets during the p.m. peak hour; 
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• Impact C-TR-26: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of 161h/Owens streets during thep.m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-29: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements plus 
the ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the' 
intersection of 16th/Fourth streets during the a.m: and p.m. peak hours; 

• Impact C-TR-32: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic impacts 
at the intersection of 16th/Seventh streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours; 

• Impact C-TR-54: Implementation of the project-level ITRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TIRP.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; 

TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 

• 

• 

Impact C-TR-21: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the ITRP22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and traffic 
cumulative impacts at the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak hour; 

Impact C-TR-24: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and cumulative 
traffic impacts at the intersection of 16th/Potrero streets during the p.m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-27: Implementation of the2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
_the ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in cumulative traffic impacts at 
the intersection of 16th/Owens streets during the p.m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-30: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus·Service Improvements and 
the ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in cumulative traffic impacts at 
the intersection of 16th/Fourth: streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours; 

• 

• 

Impact C-TR-33: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and cumulative 
traffic impacts at the intersection of 16th/Seventh streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours; 

Impact C-TR-54: Impl~mentation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TI~22_1, TIRP22_1_ Variant 1, or ITRP.22_1Variant2, in combination with past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant 
cumulative parking impacts; 

TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 

• Impact C-TR-22: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the zyRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and cumulative 
traffic impacts at the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak hour; 
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• Impact C-TR-25: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and cumulative 
traffic impacts at the intersection of 161h/Potrero streets dtiring the p.m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-28: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in cumulative traffic impacts at 
the intersection Gf 161h/Owens streets during the p.m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-31: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in cumulative traffic impacts at 
the intersection of 16th/Fourth streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours; 

• Impact- C-TR-34: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the ITRP.22 .... J Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and cumulative 
traffic impacts at the intersection of 16th/Seventh streets during the a.m. and p.m. peak 
hours; 

• Impact C-TR-54: Implementation: of the project-level TIRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TIRP.22_1, TIRP.22_1Variant1, or TIRP.22_1Variant2, in combination with past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant 
cumulative parking impacts; 

TIRP.30_1 Moderate Alternative 

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

TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative 

• . Impact C-TR-35: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the ITRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic impacts 
at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street; 

• Impact C-TR-45: Implementation of the project-level TIRP Expanded Alternative 
including the TIRP.14, .TIRP.30_1, TIRP.30_1 Variant 1, and ITRP.30_1Variant2, in 
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, 
would result in project and cumulative loading impacts; 

TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 

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

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

• Impact C-TR-45: Implementation of the project-level TIRX' Expanded Alternative 
including the TIRP.14, TIRP.30_lr TIRP.30_1 Variant 1, and TIRP.30_1Variant2, in 
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, 
would result in project and cumulative loading impacts; and 
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---------------·----------------------------------------
TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 

• Impact C-TR-37: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and cu;mulative 
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 
in~luding the TIRP.14, TTRP.30_1, TIRP.30_1 Variant l, and TfRP.30_1 Variant 2, in 
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, 
would resuU in project and cumulative loading impacts. 

i hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was ADOPTED by the Planning Commission at its regular 
meeting of March 27, 2014. 

A YES: Wu, Fong, Hillis, Borden, Sugaya, and Moore 

NOES: Antonini 

ABSENT: None 

ADOPTED: March 27, 2014 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDDffTY No. 554-5227 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Jason Elliott, Mayor's Office 
Jon Givner, Office of the City Attorney 
Naomi Kelly,· City Administrator 
John St. Croix, Executive Director, Ethics Commission 
John Rahaim, Director, Planning Department 
Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
Maria Su, Director, Department of Children, Youth and Their Families 
Barbara Carlson, Director, Office of Early Care and Education 
Laurel Kloomok, Executive Director, First Five Commission 
Phimy Truong, Director, Youth Commission 
Bevan 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. 
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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 legislative file. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please call me at (415) 554-7719' or .email: 
linda.wong@sfgov.org. To submit documentation, please forward to me at the Board of 
Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 
94102. 

c: AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning 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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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

SAN FRANCISCO 

EDWIN M. LEE 
MAYOR 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

DATE: 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors . 

'f\1··'Mayor Edwin M. Le~ . 

Transportation and ~ Improvement General Obligation Bond Election 

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 
Administrative Code Section 2A.53. 

Please note this item is cosponsored by Supervisors Tang, Chiu, Wiener, Avalos, Kim, 
' Breed, Farrell, Mar, Yee, Cohen and Campos. 

I request that this item be calendared in Budget and Finance Committee. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Jason Elliott (415) 554-5105. 

1 DR. CARL TON 8. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, C"\4Ff¥1QNIA 94102-4681 

TELEPHONE: (4~~)~54-6141 



Wong, Linda (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi Ben, 

Wong, Linda (BOS) 
Thursday, May 29, 2014 9:21 AM 
Rosenfield, Ben (CON) 
Zmuda, Monique 
FW: BOS File No. 140509 - Initiative Ordinance Referral 
140509.pdf; File 140509 - Initiative Ordinance Referral.pdf 

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, Trent (DSS); Murase, Emily (WOM); Herrera, Luis (UB); DeCaigny, Tom (ART); Maria Su (CHF); Carlson, 
Barbara (DSS) 
::c: 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 (UB); 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 Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
Phone: (415) 554-7708 I Fax: (4i5) 554-5163 
monica.guzman@sfgov.org I board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org 
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