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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 increaseto residential tenants under Administrative Code 

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

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

11 5.30 - 5.36; setting certain procedures and 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 #alias Times l'lew 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 fo 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, effici~nt and meets future demand. 

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

g "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 

. · 3 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 Gity a 

16 proposition to incur bonded indebtedness of the City for the- 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 indebt~dness 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 repaymentof the bonds." 

3 The special electior:i 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 

10 be subject to the provisions of Chapter 148 of the City's Administrative Code (the "Local 

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

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

13 c~mtracts, 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 W'.ith 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. 

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

14 specific safety issues 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 1 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. 

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. 

9 · 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 

3 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. 

19 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 ordin\3nce and in all particulars not recited in this ordinance such 

22 election shall be held 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 arid 

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 reliabiHty, 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 iri 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 bo-nds authorized shall be issued upon the order of the 

3 Board. Such bonds shall bear interest at a rate not exceeding applicable 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 df 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 Guidelines, 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 Environment~! 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 

10 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 ofthe 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 cpnsistent with the project as described in the TEP FEI R. 

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

21 relates to funds forthe TEP as reflected in 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 revis.ions_ to the TEP FEIR due to 

I 
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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 ~ore 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. 

g (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 ~his ordina.nce by reference, the Board finds that 

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

3 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 

1 g within the scope of the TEP will be subject to approval of the B~ard 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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1 Report dated May 28, 2014, a copy of which is on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 
I 

2 140509 and incorporates such findings by reference. 

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

4 be for the specific purpose authorized in this ordinance and the proceeds of such bonds will 

5 be applied only for such specific purpose. The City will comply with the requirements of 

6 Sections 53410(c) and 53410(d) of the California Government Code. 

7 Section 15. The Bonds are subject to, an9 incorporate by reference, the applicable 

8 provisions of San Francisco Administrative Code Sections 5.30 - 5.36 (the "Citizens' General 

9 Obligation Bond Oversight Committee"). Under Section 5.31 of the Citizens' General 

. 1 O Obligation Bond Oversight Committee, to the extent permitted by law, one-tenth of one 

11 percent (0.1 % ) of the gross proceeds of the Bonds shall be deposited in a fund established by 

12 the Controller's Office and appropriated by the Board of Supervisors at the direction of the 

13 Citizens' General Obligation Bond Oversight Committee to cover the costs of such committee. 

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

15 Administrative Code are waived. 

16 Section 17. The City hereby declares its official intent to reimburse prior expenditures 

17 of the City incurred or expected to be incurred prior to the issuance and sale of any series of 

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

.19 declares the City's intent to reimburse the City with the proceeds of the Future Bonds for the 

20 expenditures with respect to the Project (the 1'Expenditures" and each, an "Expenditure") 

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

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

23 proceeds of the Future Bonds. 

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

25 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 payabie 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 "prelimin.ary expenditures," costs of 

issuance, certain de mini~is 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: ~· \)crJ.c\. ~ 
Kenneth David Roux 
Deputy City Attorney 

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

AMENDED IN COMMITTEE 
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 on the November 4, 
2014 ballot: · 

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

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

Background Information 
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FILE NO. 140509 

AMENDED IN COMMITIEE 
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. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Date: 

Case 

Block/Lot No.: 

Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

Recommendation: 

Recommended 
By: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

General Plan Referral 

May 28,2014 

2014.0524R 
Transportation 2030 General Obligation Bond 

Various, Citywide 

San. Francisco Munieipal 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: 
415.558.6.409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

Finding the proposed General Obligation Bond, on balance, in conformity 
with the General Plan. The bond would provide up to $500,0001000 for 

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

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

November 2014 ballot. The purpose of the Bond is to improve road conditions, transit service1 and street 
safety in San Francisco. This $500 million Bond will address the urgent need to improve streets and safety 

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

A significant capital, investment in the transit system made possible by this Bond will include improved 

transit service through physiaal changes to transit corridors, improve safety and accessibility of the Muni 

systern1 and jumpstart the long-term renovation program of Muni's maintenance and storage facilities. This 

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

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

These funds will also create safer strf:!ets 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. 

\'VW\v.sfplanning.org 
204 

1 



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, tum restrictions, and_transit-only lanes; and remove stop signs 

and mstall 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 modern 
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 projects along key corridors-The Bond will address 
congestion issues along key ·transit corridors by evaluating and redesigning these streets to 
optimize their performance. 

(5) Improve pedestrian safety through focused engineering efforts at high-injury locations-The Bond 
will address pedestrian safety through building refuge islands, speed tables, corner CUJ:"b 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 of the signals 
(7) Build 'Complete Streets" that enable safe. convenient and comfortable travel for all users and 

provide safer. well-defined bikeways-The Bond aims to address these issues by installing curb 
bulbs, raised crosswalks, improved sidewalks at intersection 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 Elli certified 3/27/14. Categories 2-7 are not defined as a project under 
CEQA Guidelines Sections 15378 & 15060(c)(2) because it does not result in a physical change in the 
environment 

GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE AND BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

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

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

improvements become available, some projects may require project-level General Plan referrals, as 
required by San Francisco Charter §4.105 and § 2A.53 of the Administrative Code, Environmental Review 
and/and other discretionary actions by the Planning Department. 
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GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND TO FUND 
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS 

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

comments are in italic font. 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 

OBJECTIVE I 
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. 

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

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

Francisco is a pedestrian. 

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

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

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

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

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

- - . 

PROVIDING A CO:NVENIENT AND EFFICIENT SYSTEM AS A PREFERABLE ALTERNATIVE TO 

AUTOMOBILE USE. 

POLICY20.9 
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, 
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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-coordirn.i.ted with other: transit services 
and corridors, and as quick and direct as possible. 

Comment: The proposed Bond, if CifJProved, 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 fact1ities to create productive working conditions 
and improve vehicle maintenance 

OBJECTIVE 23 

IMPROVE TIIE CITY'S PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION SYSTEM TO PROVIDE FOR EFFICIENT, 
PLEASANT, AND SAEE MOVEMENT. 

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

cross a street. 

App:i;opriate 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 comer queuing space. The reduced crossing 
distance makes crossing safer, while the increased queuing area reduces the corner overcrowding that 
often spills into the street. Care should be taken not to constrain the movement of bicycles and transit 

vehicles in the design of sidewalk bulbs. Comer bulb.s 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 pe?-estrian safety through building refuge islands, speed tables, 
comer curb bulb-outs, and other counter-measure to improve safety for people walking. 
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RECOMMENDATION: Finding the General Obligation Bond, on balance, 
· iu·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 requrre 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 I structures 
• Additions to existing structures (enlargement)° 

PROPOSITION M FINDINGS- PLANNING CODE SECTION 10t 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.l in that 

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

The project will not displace or restrict access to any existing neighborhood-saving 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 affordahle lwusing and existing neighborhood housing 
will be preserued. · 

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood 
parking. 
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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 protectirig our industrial and service sectors from 
displaeement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for residential 
employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

The project will not displace any individual businesses. 

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

Improvemeri.ts to existing transit facilities will bring them up fo modan 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 Band 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 not inipact parks and open spaces. 
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. SAN FRANCISCO 
,MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTAUONAGENCY 

BOARD.OF DlRECTORS 

J;{ESOLUTIONNo; 14-041 . 

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

WHEREAS, The Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP)-is a·majoz:. SFMTA initiati.ve·to 
improve Muni and help meet the Strategic Plan's mode shift goals; and · · 

WHEREAS, The goals of the TEP are to improve Murii travel speed; reliability and ' . . 
safety, make Muni a: more attractive tran.Sportation mode, improve cost-effectiveness of Muni 
operations and assist in iinplementmg·the Cify's TransitRirst policy; and · 

WHEREAS, The SFMTA applied to the Planning Department.for environmental review 
of"the TEP undetthe California· En\rironni~tal Quality Act, Public Res~urces Code Sections 
21000 et·seq., (CEQA);·o~June 25, 2011, and the:Planning·Department determ,inecl that an 
Environmental Impact Report{EIR) wa,s reqUired anq ptoV:ided public notice of that 
determination by publication in a newspaper of.genera.LcircUlation ori November 9/ 2011; and · 

. WHEREAS, On Jilly 10,.2013, the P.lanning Department published the Traiisit · 
Effectivenes~ Project Draft Environm.tfiltal Ilnpact Report (DEIR) and provided public notice in a 
newspaper of general circulatl<;m of the availability of the DEffi. for public review and: comment 
and ofthe date and-tiine'of.the PlanningCc:iIDDfissfonpublic hearjng·on the DEIR; this notice· 
was m~led to. the Departmenes list·ofpersonhequestin:g·suchnotic.e; and ., . 

. ·WHEREAS~ Notices.of availability of the DEffi. and oftlie date.and time of the public 
hearing were posted at the San Francisco ;County Clerk's Offiqe, on· transit vdiicl~s. and on the 
Plannfu.g Department's web site on July 10, 2013, and copies were provided to all public libraries 
within San Francisco; and · 

WHEREAS,:;On Jilly 1O;2013, copies-o£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 
governin.~t ag~cies, the !after both, directly: and through· the State ·clearinghouse; Wid 

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on the 
"DBm. on August 15, 2013 and r~eived public comment on the DEIR; the period for acceptance 
of written coinments eri.dedon September 17, 2013; and 
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WHEREAS, The Planning Department prepared responses to comments on 
environmental issues received at the public he~g and in writing during the 67 day public 
review period for the DE1R, prepared revisions to the text of the DEIR in response to colil.ments 
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 doCWJ1ent, published on March 13, 2014; and 

·.WHEREAS, The Planning Department prepared a Final Environmental Impact Report 
(FEIR), consii;;ting of the DEIR, any consultations an:d comments received dTJring th,e 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. 2011.0558E.)These files are 
available for public review at the Plmmilig Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and are 
part of the record before the SFMTA Board; a)ld 

"WHEREAS, On March 27, 2014, the Planning Commission reviewed an,d considered the 
FEIR and found that its contents and the procedures through which !he FEIR was prepared, 
publicized, and.reviewed complied with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and 
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code; and 

WHEREAS, The Planning Com.µrission found that the FEIR reflects the independent 
judgment and analysis of.the City and County of San Francisco, i~ adequate, accurate and 
objective~ and that the Responses to Comments document, the Supplemental Service Variants 
Memorandum, and all relevaht errata cont~ no significaiit revisions to the DEIR, and certified 
the completion of the FEIR.in compli!ll.lce with CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines; anP. 

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

RESOLVED, That the SFMT A 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 SF11T A Board of Directors approves at a programmatic and 
conceptual level the Service llµprovements, Service-Related Capital Improvements and both the 
Moderate ·and Expanded Travel Time Reduction Proposals Alternatives identified in the FEIR 
and incorporated herein by tllis reference; and be it further 
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RESOLVED, That, in taking this approval action, the SFMTA Board of Directors adopts 
CEQA Findings, which include rejecting alternatives identified iii the FEIR as infeasible and 

. adopting.a statement of overriding considerations, attached to this Resolution as Enclosure A and 
incmporated herein by this reference; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the SFMTA Board of Dire
11
ctors 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 carry out the actions to 
implement the Project. 

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

Secretary, Municipal Transportation Agency 
Board and Park:ini 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 POLICY FRAMEWORK, .. 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL ·QUALITY Act"FINDINGS: 
FINb1N6s·c>i= FAcf;evAttJA.t10N·Oi= MITIGAtidN' MEASURES AND 

ALTERNATiVES; AND STATEMENT OF OVERRIDiNCfcoNsib'eRATIONS 
SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL :TRANSPORTATION AGENCY . 

- _ ~OARD; OF DIR.E:CTQRS . « · · 

In determining to approve the Transit' Effectiveness Projec({the "Project") cie~cribed.in Section I, 
• - !" •.• -

Project Description''below, the San Franciscci'Mi.micip'arTransportation Ag~ncy Board' of . 
Directors (the "SFMTA Board")'makes a~d adopts thefolloWirig finr;fing~ oftaciaiid ded~ions 
regarding significant impacts, mitigation measures, and alternatives: a'nd adopts th.e statement 
of overri9ing considerations, ~as.~c;:I on suf;istantial eyid~nce in the wholer~~ord .<?fthis 
proce'eci!fo'. and. ~~9~r the _G,~ifor~ia ~IJyiro~riJ~ntal Qu~lity Act ("C?~OA"),.~Cal_ifotnia .Public 
ResoLirc~s-C,ode.Secij?ns ~10q9, ~-~ ~~~~ n:;~Qf.l .. p~rticularjy.E?~ction~ 2108J:,<.md.~j081.5, 
the Guid~lines for l~plem~ntatign .of G~QA C:G~QA ~uidelin~_s"), 14 Califo.rn]?! Gap~ of. 
· R~Q.~1~~~?11~ §ec:~i9ns 19oqo· ~-t 5~8-1 paJ1:icul,ariy Sections 1 so91 throu_gh 1.5093~. 9Q9 ChaP,ter. 31 · 
of the' $a,ri fr~ncisccif.d)T.1!1)!str9five. C9de._ These findings con:ipfise.EN~LQ~VRE 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, t~e ~nyiror~erit.al revie~ 
· process for the Project, the approval aciions to be taken arid the location of records; · 

' I .' < 

- ' . . 
Se_ctjon II iq~_ri#fies th_eJm_p~ct~ :fol!qd not t.o. ~.e ~ignifiC?ant th.at do ,n9t req4ire mitlg~ti<?.n; . . . ' ... ~ ~ . .. ' ' ' 

· Sec,tion Ill identffi.es ·p~t~ntially si~llificarli°i~·p~Ct~ thafcan b~: avoided or reduced t~--le~s-th~n:· 
signifi9ijrit lev~ls tfi16ugt1"i'TiJtig~tidh arid." describes 'th~ disposition of th~·miijg~t1bh. rrie~~ur~~; . 

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

sei;;tion .IVid~ntiffes significant impacts that cannot' lie ·avoided cir reduced "to less:.than.: · 
significant- levels and describes any applicabl~ mitig

0

atiori measures as' well as thef disposltib'fl of 
the mitigation measures; ..... - ' ~ 

Section V evaluates the different ProjeCt al~ematii/es and sets forth the'"economic,· legal, social, 
techriologieal, :and other codsideratiofis·, and' incorporates· by reference the reaso"ns set forth in 
Section VI', "that support approval oftfie .P,roje"yt ahd tlie rejection of th~ altemativss; or . 
elements thereof; a'rialyzed as infeasible;· and· · · :, 

Section VI pr~!:i~nt~· a staJement of O\!~rr.ic;ling cQnsiderations .setting forth specific reasons in 
support of the Board's actions to approve the Project despite its significant and unavoidable 

1. 
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environmental impacts and its rejection of the alternatives not incorporated into the Project as 

infeasible. 

The Mitigation Monitoring ana Reporting Program ("MMRP'.') contqini.rig ·the mitigation measures 
I • ' >- • 

from the Final Environmental 1.inpact Report ("FEIR") that have beeri proposed for.adoption is 

attached _with these findings ?s Atta~h.inent i3 to tt.ie ~sso~iatedJfo~rd pf 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 req4ired to reduce or avoid a significant·adverse impact and that is made a corn;ii~ion of . 

approval. The ·Mfl.'.lRP-al~m specifies the.agency responsib'le for implem~ntatio~ of each measure 

and establishe'i;; 'monito~ing acttions 'and a .monitoring schedule. The full text of the mitigation 
measures i~ set forth. i~'the MMRP.. . . . . ' 

., . t· 

. . 

These findings' are based upon substantiai evidence in the entire record before the SFMTA 

Board. The refe.rences set forth ·in; these findings to certain pages or secti~ns of the Draft 

· Environmental Impact ~eport ("DEIR" or "DEIR") or the Responses to Comrn~nts docuin~rit · 
("RTC") are for ease of reference and are not intended to proVide an e>ehausti_ve list of the 

evidence relied upon for these findings. The DEIR and the Responses to Comments document, 

together with the Supplemental Service Variants Memoranduryi dated M~rch 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 ("TTRPs"), including toe Transit Preferential Streets Toolkit• The TE:P . 

includ~s locations throughout th~ 49-square-mile .City and County of San Francis~o and is a 

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

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

largely under, the jurisdiction of ttie 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 impn;wemer:it?. along· ce,rtajn transportation corridors to more 
- '. . . : ~ . . 

conceptual poli<?Y r~comr:nen~ations. Accordingly,.an,d pursua,nt to CEQA Guidelines S~ctions. 

15161 and 15j 68, the FEI~ an,alyzed portions of the TEP .at Cl "project-level" where· the amount 

and type of information available for those cor:nponents lent itself to. a d~t,alled 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 Service.Policy 
Fram~work, S:of the 12Service,.related Capital Improvements,· arid 6 of the 17 Travel Time·: 
Reduction Proposals (TTRPs} were anc:ilyzed §f a program leveL - · · 

The description provided here surnrnarizes 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 se~ Chapter 2 of the FEIR for 'a more·detai!ed descriptiQ[l of the TEP 
project. · \1 

~ .,_ -. - . .. ·:: 

1. The Service Policy Framework 
. _, 

The·Service_ Policy Framework sets forth transit servi".e delivery objec~ves that support the. 
SFMTA Strategic Plan goals, and iden~ifies ? variety of aptions to implement. these objectiv~s. 
The Service Poiicy Frarfie~ork-wilf g.uide, ho~ inveiitin~nt~-;~~~ niad~ ~o: the. Muni _system and is 

intend~d tc) i,nipf~V~ ~ystem reiiabi_iity an~ r~d~dde 'tra·n~il frayel, tiff)~ as ~~II ~s impro~e:: c~~torn~r 
• - ' • - I,. ~ -. ~ ' . • j - ·' ~ • • • ; • - - • • • ,.. ' '· ';,'I . ·- ; . ' - ' . • . • . [ . ,. . : 

service. These objectives indude the effective allocation of transit resources, the efficient 
delivery of-service, the:frili>fuv~hi~iit ~f s~rvic~:-r~lia~iniy ~nd:red·u.~tion. ih fra~·~it ti-ave! tlm~. and. 
an improvEiment iri. h~storn~r~se~i~e~ _Most imp9rt~iit1y, -tti~ PoJi~y F-r-~~ew.ork ~0µ1ci 'o~g~ni~, . 
Muni transit ·se..Vice into to'ur distilict trahsit.categori~s: · ·! · • • · · 

• , ..... I ,- " •. ~ ' I .. • - ti I : 

• Rapid Network: These heavily used bus and rail n11es ~orm the bac~bo,ne of the Muni 
system. With vehicles arriving frequently and transit priorify enhancem~~ts along the 

.r(J,utes, the R?pid nefy.1grk d!3!ive~ _sp~eQ. ~fld, relia.bi!ity: wh~_th~r <?Ust91}1e~i. are: !leading._ 
- a.c~oss,town,"9~ ~imply trayeling ".lfeY(, bl~g~s:, . .. . . · .. 

• ,Lop~! ~~t,wqrk: .~ISQ. known.a~ .':'Grid''. rc;iµtes, the~eJ011g ~oµt~.s-q9mbi.n~ with· the. Rapiq ! . 

, n~fy<prk to form an .~~P.~{l~i~E;J···c<Jre ~Ysl~m_ tha~ .!~!!? ~t;1~t61J1ers. get to their destinations _ . 
V\'Jth nO' more.t~a!'l,~ .short waJk, or~fi,Sec:lmfess,tr~n.~f~r,._ -: . ··:_ , . . · , . , ., · . _ . . ·-- . . .. 

• " yornm1r1n!tY C.0~11eqt9~:. A.fsq ~~own as ~Qjreul~tor~"; these lightly u~ed~bus routes · 
pr~do!})inan.tly-cir~ul~t~ tQi"oi.Jgp, $~n. Fr~nciscq'.~ -h!ll$i9e. re.$identiql.-.n~JQhoorhoodsi filling 

·.in gap~,in soye~ge ~r;id qonry_~ctiog cystoroer~ fo th~·cqre:n~tWork. . . ' ·' ' ' 
• · · 9pe,ciaU~eq pervice,s: Th~s~ routes augm$nt.existing service during specific times of.day 

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

2. · Service Improvements arid Service Variants 

Th~ Servi~ I mproyef!1er:its a_nd_ Servic~ Var_iqnts include creation of new transit routes, changes 
in the alignment qf some .existing route~. ~liminatjpn of un!'.ferused routes or route segments; 
cf-!ange;; to h,e~dW<!YS and hO!Jf'S! of s~rvice, ch~nge.s to the day of the week for service, and 
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changes to the.mix of local/limited/express service on several rou_tes; The Service · · · 
lmprqvement~ were developed b,ased on a cqmprehensive evaluation of the· overall transit 
network and public input from community meetings. · Spec[fically, these proposals include: 

• Increasing frequency of transit servi.ce ~long.heavily used corridors; 
• creating new routes; · · 
• Changing existing route alignments; · 

• Eliminating underutilized routes or route segments; 
..... · 

• Introducing larger buses on crowded ro1:1tes; 
• Changing the mix of localflimited/express service; 

• Exp_an~ing limited .servi~es. 

In addition, the SFMTA.included_ a nuniber 'of possipie variants to theqe s.ervice changes' 
(in duding recent service v'ariants developed as p$rt of th.e pu!Jlic outreach process ar:id 
summa~rzed in. the S~pplemental Service Vari~nts Me~orandum of March 13, 2014) that are 
proposed as part of the project to allow for flexibility in the pha;ing and implE:;mentation of the 
Service I mprqvements. Proposed Service Variant~ mostJy inclucfe modification~ to p~rtions of 
some routes. ~r change the type of vehicle u~ed on some routt;s. In aciditr9ri, many of the 
service variants work in concert to improve s~r\rice'alang a particular corridor or neighborhood. 

3. Service-Related Capital Improvements , 

Some of the Service Improvements will be supported by Seryice-rel~ted.Capital lm'provements. 
The Service-related Capital Improvements include the following: a) Transfer and Terminal Point 
Improvements, which include installation of overhead wiring and, poles; installation of new 
switches, -bypass rails, and/or transit bulbs; expansion of transit zones; and modification of· 
sidewalks at stops to accommodate substantial passenger interthanges and/or to p'rovide for 
transit vehicle-layovers} b).Overhead Wire Expanslo'n capital improvements to support·service 
routei:{hanges for electric trolley routes and_ provide bypass wires tci allow trolley coaches to 
pass one. another on existing routes; c) Systemwide Capital Infrastructure projects, such as 
installation of riew1accessible platforms to improve system accessibility across the light rail 

. network.· 

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

" 
The Travel Tim~ Reduction Proposals (TTRPs) will implement roadway and transit stop changes 
to r~uce transit delay on the most heavily used routes that make up the backbone of the Muni 
system, which is referred to as the Rapicj Network. The SFMTA has identified a set of 18 
standard roadway and traffic engineering elements that can be used to.reducetransit traveltime 

4. 

218 



Transit Effectiveness Project 
SFMTA Board of Directors 

CEQA Findings 
3/21/2014 

along a- transit corridor .. Collectively, these tools or elements are c'alfed the Transit=Preferential 
Streets-Toolkit ("TPSToolkit"). The TPS Toolkit·efem.ents .will be··applied to 17 Rapid NetWork· · 
transit corridors to improve operation of the Muni system. These·elements include: .,. 

• . Transit St9p _Changes: removing or co11soliq~ting transit. stops; moving stop locations at 
intersections; ai;f ding transit bulbs; adding transit bo~_rdiQg i~lands; increasing transit 
stop lengths; C(Jnverting-flag-stops tp trarisit zones; 

• Land Modifications: establishing transit-only lanes; establishing transit queue · 
jump/bypass lanes; establishing dedicated tum Janes; widening travel lanes through 
·Jane red4ctions; 

• Parking •and Turn' Restrictions; implement tu.ming restrictions;. widening travel lanes - ' · 
through p'arking restrictions; installing traffic signals at uncontrolled and t.Wo:..way·stop- . 

- - cqntrolled -intersections;-installihg traffic signals at all-way-stop-controlied intersections; 
repfacirig' all-way Stbp-'-COhtrofs with' traffic calming measures at iriters·ections; 

... · · Peo~trian Improvements: installing pedestria"il refuge islands; installing pedestrian 
bulbs; anp Widening sidewalk$.'· · 

. .. t· 

The TEP· propos~s to apply the TPS .Toolkit to 17 Rapid Network corridors throughout .the .City: 1. 

Using theTPS Toolkit; tne SFMTA has developed specific.corridor designs for 11 of.the 17 
proposed TTRP corridors: These- corridor 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 
ITR.Ps. (TTRP: 14, TTRP~22 and TTRP..30_ 1')_ include· variants with. different designs on cine or 
more seg111ents of th~ .route:· TTRP routes with· no design' variants· at the project level include 
TTRP.5, TTRP.8x,.TTRP.2a~1,,,TTRP.J,.TTRP.N; TTR.1?;91 TTRP.7"1· and·TIRP.L. The SFMTA 
developed conceptual planning for the remaining 6 TTRP corridors, for wnich 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. 

• .~ • ' < • • • • 

For each of the project-level TTRPs, the SFMTA developed two specific corridor-designs 

compris11d of TP~ Tool~it eler)'letJts: .a moderat~ option, r~f~rred to as the ,uTTR~. Mo9erate , . 
Alterriati,v~;" and arj ewanded 9ption, referred to as the ".TIRP Expand~ Alternative." This 

. ' .. . . ~- ' ' - . ~ . ' 

was ,done ·be.ea use, although the TEP prog~am was E;!xamined in one erivironmentaj, document in 
order to understand ~e full. scope pf its-po~ential cumulative.enyironm~n1aJ impacts, the TEP is 
actu~lly a collection of p:rojects and proposa]l?. which, whne related, may b.e ir:nplem_~nt~d at 
various times and, in many cases, independently of ~a_ch ~ther;. Thus, thes~-altem~til,'.es 
bracket a range of feasible _options that accomplish the SFMTA's objectives for the TEP and 
describe and ~ncilyze the scope .of potential physical 'environmental .Impacts, that w'ould result 

trom implementing a combination of eleme~ts from both alternatives. These ~o alternatives are 
describeff and· analyzed at an equal'level ot'detail in the FElR.. .· , 

f-· • . . 
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Under either alternative, the Service Policy Framework, the Service Improvements, Service 
Variants, the SerV'ice-related Capital Improvements, and the TPS Toolkit as applied to the 
program-level TTRP corridors would be implemented. The difference between the two 
alternative projects is that under the TTRP Moderate Alternative, these elements would be 
implemented in combination with a "moderate" number of TPS Toolkit elements along <?6rtain 
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. S1,1bsequently, SF MT A staff developed project-level details 
for three more of the TTRPs, using the _TPS Toolkit With this additional detail, the TTRP.L, 
TTRP.9, and TTRP. 71_ 1 Mode rat~ anq E~pand_ed Alternatives were analyzed at a project level 
of detail in the RTC ·document. 

0

These three TTRPs would. have the same significant and less­
than-significant f,mpacts as the eight project-level TTRPs analyzed in the DEIR and the same 
mitigation measures would be applicable. Ch~pter 2 of the RTC document, Project Description 
Revisions, provides a detailed description of.the three additional project-level TTRPs and a 

. summary of their significant and !ess-than-sigriificant 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, lm_pc:icts, and Mltig~tion 

· Measures and Chapter 6, Alternatives. Thus1 11 of the 17 TTRPs are "analyzed at the project­
level in the FEIR. In addition, the descriptions and_analyses of TTRP.N and TTRP.5 Moderate 
and Expanded Alternatives were updated in the FEIR ba~ed on minor design modifications to 
these two project components that occurred after the DEIR was published. 

8. Project Objectives 

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

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

• To mak!? Munt a more attractive transportation mode and increase. tr?nsit ridership 
through both attracting new rid~rs and incre~sing use.by current riders by:'serving major 
origin-destination patterns, such as between regional transit connections anq major 
employment sites; providing direct and efficient service through reduction or elimination 

s 
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. of circuitous. route s~gments:· reducing cro\Xding through shifting resources·to Improve 
customer comfort and decreasing pass-ups;- and redesigning routes to maximize · 
ridership. 

• To improve the cost-effectjyeness and productivity of tran.sit operations .by improv,ing 
' ' • 1 

network effi~if?ncy and regucing system re~unqqncy ~y implementing service .. 
m~dffl_cations that ibclude route_ restructuring, fregu~ricy improver:nents, vehicle-type 
changes, and hours of service adjustm_ents .. - . 

• To implement more fully the City's Transit First Policy by providing clear direction for 
managing transportation iii San'Francisc"o.with the goals·of providitlg service to ail 
residents withih a quarter mile of 95 percent of the Muni' serVfce area and prioritizing . 
transit operations in high-fidership corridors over auto.mobile de.lay and on-street . 
parking. · ., 

C. . J;r:ivirqnm~ntal Review' , 
. ' 

The $an F[a~cisco Plari~lpg. Dep~rtpient, as !ead ag_ency, prepared a Notice qf Preparation 
("NOP") and Notice of Public Scoping Meetings on Novern.ber 9, 2,011, and. held two PL1blic 
Scoping Meetings on December 6 and 7, 2011. 

' 
The NOP w~s ,disP:ibuti;id to the.State Cleari~g_hous~ ~nd m~iled.to_ local; state, arid federal 
agenqies ~nd fo other interesteg parties on November 9, 201'1, initiating a-30:-day:-pupl!~ 

• 1' • • . -. . ' - . ~ - . 

. comment period extenqing through ,D~celllber 9, 2011. ,A copy of tjlE:l NOP is available in . 
App~ridix 1 in Volume 2 of the EIR. The Pu~lic Scoping Meetings were held at the SFMT A 
officei>, One South Van Ness Avenu'B, in San Francisco. The' P.uipose of the meetings was to 
present infoimation about· the proposed'Project to the public and receive·public input regarding· ' 
the SCOIJ.ec;>f the l;IR analyses. Attendees Were pro.vide9 an opportunity.to voice comments on 
concems regarding the project; translator5. were available for Chinese- and Sµ,ariish-speakirig· 
attendees If neede.d:. · · · 

Oral comments were provided by 21 individual~ at the Pub!ic Scoping Meetings. During the 
·public r~yi~w.peri9d; 29 public agencies andior other interestea parties'subniitted comment· 
fetters to thePlanriiilg·Department. Comments.raised thefoflowing eoncems· related.to ptiysical · 
en\lironment.al-effects: aesthetics of various transit facilities, including overhead wires; the' 
potential for impacts on archeological resources; air quality impacts related :to potential 
incr~~!>~ in use of prlvat_e passenger vehicles; the effects on tr~ffic flow ·arid potential for 
div~rsi9ns clue to new transit _and p.edestrian bulbs; locations of and .t:fistance between transit 
stops: the potential for shifts in travel modes;- concern a~out loss of parking and loading; · 
ped~strian safety concerns; the envir.onmental review process; suggested use of different 
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approaches to,the transportation i1J1pact a_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 Clearinghouse and mailed to local, state, ·and federal 

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

comment period extending from Januar"Y 24, 2013 through February 22, ~013. 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 <;lt a 

program"."level or a project-level of _detail for both Alternatiye?; presents rrjltigatlon measures for 

impacts found to be significant or potentially significant; and summarizes tlie Project 

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

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

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

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

potential for impacts on the same resources. 

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

that are based on the San Francisco Plannf 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 s?me modifications. 

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

and federal agencies and to interested organlz9tions and lndivfduals for review and comment · 

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

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

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

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

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

'{''RTC"). This document, which provi~~s written response to each comm_eht received on the -

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

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

provided additional updated information and clarification on issues raised by commenters, as 

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

analyses, at a project level, for three transit Travel Time Reduction Proposal (TIRPs )Jar' both 

the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives that had previously been analyzed in the DEIR at a 
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program level; th~ TTRP;L (L Taraval), TTRP.9 (9/9L San Bruno}, and TIRP.·7.1_1 (?.1 Haight-· 
Noriega). 

On March 13, 2013, the Planning Qepartrneht published a Supplemental .Service Variants 
Memorandum, which described and anal~ed .additional service variants developed as part of 
the SFMT A'!i. pub.lie 6Utreac~ p~ocess. The Planni.ng D~partrnent ~ph~lud_ed. that th~se ~dditi.6nal 

' - - . ' - " . - - .: - ' 't· ' . . -"':' " ._ • ' . ,- .- ' ' . ' ' .. 
service variants would have the same environm~n~I impacts and require the same mitigation 
measures as the servic~ variants already described a[ld .. a_n~lyzed in th~ _DEIR., anctthus, no 
additional environmental review was required. nor was recircuJation _of the .DEIR requk~d . 

. l , ... ; ' : . . ..- .,. I" ,. ' • ~ ~ • • .. • • • • l ,. ' - . . -

The Planning Commission. reviewed and. considered the. FEIR, which 'is compris!3d .Of the DEIR, . 
the RTC document and the SUpplemehtal Service Variants Memorandum, Errata dated March 
27, 2014, and all of the supporting information. In certifying·th~'FEIR, the Plan~i.hg Commission 
determined tn'at it does not add·significant new information to the DEIR that would· require 
recirculation .. under CFQA.because the FEIR contains no information revealing (1f~ny new 
significant environmental impact that would r~sult from.the proj~ctpr frotti a n~w mitigation 
measure proposed· to be implemented, (2) a_ny substantial increase in the severity of a . 
previousiy ide'~tifie~ environmental impact, (3>' a·ny feasible p;ojeCt aitem,ati~e o'r ~itlg~tkin 
measure considerably different'from others previo'usJy analYzed th~t would cie~rly J~ssen the 
erwirqnm~ntal imP.acts qf t~e.,project,.tsut that was rejected by_ the proj~ct's,proponents, or (4) 
that the DEIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and concli.Jsory in··nattJre·that 
meanin9fl!(·p,1.,1blic review and cornmentwere,precluded; This SFMTA Boatd concurs in.this -
determi,n~tion. 

D. Approval Actions 
,j_ •• 

1. Planning Commission Action· 

On March 27; 20.14 the Planning Commission certified th~ F:EIR ... 
: . '; ., . 

2. San Ftancisc6 ·Municipal Tran~portation Agency· Board of Ditectors:Actions 

• Approv~I ofth.e Transit.Effectiveness Project, incl~ding the Service POiicy Fr"'riiework:· 
· •. -~Approval of the implementation of certain parking-and traffic measures in acco'rcfance 

.with.Section 201(c) of the TransportatiOrl Code 
. ·: . 

3. San Francisco Board of Superyisors Actions 

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

Additional actio!]S that may be takt?n by the Board of Supervisors are:· 

• Review and._ap.proval of system ~hariges r~l.ated. to any route ·~bandonments. 
• Approval of sidewalk chahg~s, upon referral fro~ the Department of Puplic Works. 

4. Other San Francisco Agency. Actio~s' 
• Approval by the D~partment of Public ·works of sidewalk legi~lation and construction 

perio9 encroachment permits. . 

• Approval by the S~11 Francisc9 R_ecreation and Park Commission of property 
- t - - ~ ' - - -~ 

epcr9aphments, if required. 

• A.pproval by the San Francisco Planning Department of any required General Plan 
Referrafs 

5. Other,..-Local, State, an.d Federal' Ag.encies 
- . 

lmplementatfon of the Project will involve consultation with, or required approvals by, other local, 
•• • f ·f- • • 

state and fedE?raf regulatory agencies, including, but not limited to, the.fqllowing: 

• The ~ransportationAdvisory Staff Committee ("TASC"): Coprdin~tion of _all roadway and 
. transi_t_changes. 

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

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

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

6. Location and Custodian of Records 

The DElR and all documents referenced in or relied on by the Draft a11d FE! R,. the DEIR public 
hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the EIR received during the Notice of 
Prep,aratjon and DEIR public review periods, the administrative record, the Responses to 
Comments document, and the s.upplementa·1 Service Variants Memorandum, and background 
documentation for the FEIR are located at the Planning ~epartment, 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. 
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All information, including written materials.and testimony, concerning· approval· of the Project 

and adoption of these findings, presented to the SFMTA Board or incorporated into reports 

presented to the SFMTA Board·, are iocated at the SFMTA offices at One Soutli Van Ness 

Avenue; 7th floor, San Francisco. 

All files h~ye.be~n available to the Sf,MTA ~oard a!ld ttle public for review in considering tpese 

findings and whether to approve ~he Proje.ct. 

E. Findings about ~ignifican~ Environmental Impacts and f!llitigf!.tic;m Measures . 
" . ' ' . : . ' ' • ' . ~ ~ i " - . ' . . ' . 

The following Sections II, Ill, and IV set o~tthe ~~>'FMTA Boara 6f Difedo'rs' findings aboUt tne 

FEIR's determina~ions regarding sigriificant environmental impacts and the mitigation measures 

proposed to address them. These findings provide the wri,tten am;ilysJs ~nd C9nclusions of the . 
} , , t J' j ~ _ '• ' > ' ' - • - • < , - ' 0 • • l • i • : L 

·SF MT A Bpard ·regarding the environmental Jmp~cts ,of the Projl?ct q.nd the mitigation measllres 

inciud~d as pa~ of the .. FEIR and ad~pted l?Y the SF[vff A B9arq as :P~rt· of 'the. P~oject. To avoid 

dUpli2ati6ii and redundancy, and because th~SFMTA Board agr~e;s' ~ith •. a!ld h.ereby arjop~ •. 
~ - •. . . . . . 

the cbnclusions hi the FE,IR, ~h.ese findings will not repeat the an~:lys)s and, conq[usion.~ in t.h~ 
FEIR, but instead inc6rporate th~m by ref~rence and reiy upon them as substantial evidence 

supporti~g th,ese findings. 

In making theSe findings, the' SFMT A.B~ard h~s .c9nsidered th~ Qpinion~ of SFMTA st~ff· and ... 
• - . - . ·- . . • . ~ - . • . . l - ') t - ~ . - . -· . ' 

other Cjty staff ~nd ex~e~s, o~er a~~ncies, arict l'ryemRers oft~7publiq., The ~fMTA.~oard 

find~ tJ:iafth~ d~t~!111'~~ti?p of slgn~car;ice threshoJ9s: !~. ~ jud~~~pt gecjsion w~hin th.~ : ..... 
discretion of the $FM.TA an~ the City an~ Cou~ty ()f San Fr<;inc.is~o; t~e sig.nifjcan~e thresholds 
used 'ih th~ EiR ar~. ~u.ppo.r_ted by su.~sta,rrtii:!J ey(qene,e ~iri ~~ ~eqor~, locludlng the expert opinion 

ofth~ .~FMTA a~d:~~ s~ff; and the ~ignific~~:ce.~r~sh.olqi; ~~~~:in ·11i~~Ei'R_provig~.rei;isonable 
and i:!ppropriate means of qss~s~i~g ~ti~ ~i!iJnificance of th~ ~qvers~ enyironmept;:1I ~ffects qf th~ 
Proje~t'. . ' . · ' . · · . . , . -. -

These;~findirigs do' not attempt t~ des-cribe the full an~lysis of eath environm~nt~I impact 

contained_in the FEI~,. ln~te~q, a !µII e,xpl~r;i~~ion c;>!_th~se enyironm,enta!,findJflQS ~n.d .. 
conclusions can' oe found in the FEIR, which includes its Initial Study present~d I~ l;:IR .~.ppendix 
2, and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and analysis in th~ FEIR 

supporting the determinatiohs.i'egarding the·Project.impacts ancfmitigatiori measures d~signed 
to address .thdse impacts. In making these findings, the SFMTA Board b(Dire~tor~ ratifies, 

adopts, and incorpoi:ates in· tfiese findings the'determlnatioris · atid ·corictusioris of the FEIR · 

relating to envirdnm'ental im'paCts 'and mitigation meas1ires, exc~pt-tdthe extent any such 

determinations are specifically and expressly modified by these findings. · 
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As set forth below, the SFMTA B_oard adopts and inc9rporates the mitigation measures sefforth 
in the FEIR and the attached MMRP to substantially lessen or avoid the significant impacts of' 
the Project. The SFMTA Board'intends to adopt all the mitigation measures proposed in the 
FEIR. Accordingly, in the event a mitigation measure identified in the ·FEIR has inadvertently 
been omitted in these findings or the MMRP, such mitigation measure is hereby adopted and 
incorporated in the findings below by reference. l'n addition, in the event the language· 
describing a mitigation measure set forth in these findings or theMMRP fails to accurately· 
reflect the mitigation rpeasures in the FEIR due to a clerical error, the langu_age of the policies 
an_d implementation ~e-asures as set forth i~ the FEiR shall controL The impact numbers and 
mitigat[on..measl!re numbers used in these findings reflect .t~e information contained in the . 
FE!R. 

In the'sections II, Ill and IV beiow, th·e same findirigs_are inad.e for a category of environ~ental 
impacts ?:tnd mitigation _measures. Rather than repeat the identical fjndi_ng dozens of ti,mes 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 the mitigation· measures identified in the FE.IR for the Project. 

The findings below include findings relevant to the TTRP Moderate Alternative and to the TTRP 
Expanded Altetn?tive. Under either alternative, the FEIR assumed that the Service PQlicy 
Framework; the Ser.iice Improvements, Service Variants, the Service-related Capital 

. . . 
Improvements, and the TPS TQolkit as applied to the program-level TTRP corridors would be 
implemented. It is not known at this ~ime which specific alternative, or mixt_ure of proposals fr.om 
the two alternatives, will be 'ultimately ~pproved_ by the_ SFMTA Board .for each TIRP corridor. It 
is likely that, over time, a mix of the proposals described in the TTRP Moderate Alternative and .. . . . ~ ' '. ' 

the TIRP Expanded Alternative will be adopt~d and implemented along the yarious 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 both the TIRP 
Moderate Alternative anq the TTRP Expanded Altematiye, as each are d.escribed in ttie. FEIR. 

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

- ' 

Uncfer CEQA, no mitigation 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 proceef:fing, .the Board finds that implementation 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 riot physically.divide an · 
established commu'nity, would not conflict with applicable land use plans, policies, or 
regulations of.an agency with jurisdictic;in ov~r the project adQJ:!ted for the,purpose of 
avoi<;ling or mitigating an environmental effect, or have a substantial adverse impact 01') 

the existing character of the vicinity. 

• Impact C-LU-~:· The prqposedProj~ct, iri COfT1bination with other past, present,. or 
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the proj~ct vicinity, would .nq,t have a. 
cumulatively considerable contribution to a significant cumulative land use or land use 
planni.RQ impact. · ·- · · · · · 

Aesthetics 
• ·l ·, 

... • - . . 
• lmp~cts AE-1 and AE-2: The proposed Project would not have-a substantial adverse 

·effect ori a sq~niq vista or on scenic resources; including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
. qutcroppings, and other features pf the 1?4ilt 6r n!=ltural environment which cq~triqute to a 

scenic public setting. . " · . : · · . 
1 ~ : \' r • : t • '. ' 

• Impact AEi3; The proposed Project would· not degrade:eXisting visual character or 
~u~!ity o~ ~he project sites ar:i~ ~[Jrrqundings. , . , , . . , . , 

• hTJpact AE~:: Th~ proposed_Project would ·not create a hew source·.of substantial light or 
gJarl}thatwoulci ·have a.'.siJbstantiaJ ·adverse effect on day'ofnighttime views. · 

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

•, contr::ipl,ition to a significant.cumulative aesthetics impact. 
'1 - .... _ - : • • -. -: •• -

·r' 

Populati~n and:_ liousin~ , ·' 

• lm~act PH-1.:. 'The .proposed Pt6Ject wquld ... not"lh~~~e ·s~bsta~ti~I population gr6wth 
either directly or indirectly. · · · · · · · 

. .• I ,. • . . ... ~" ' . ,' , . "• ' "' ._-.:: . , ' ," ,_ \ • !. ~ . . ' 

• · Impact PH-2: The proposed· P,rojet;:t would .. nqt di~place ~flX ~x~~tif!Q hpusing units or 
create any def!1and fof. adgitiorial h!Juslng, or Cfisplaoo slJb~tantial numbers of people, 

-.necessitating the construction of replacement housing: · .. · · · 

• 
• •• ' .., \" • ~ ~. , ' , • , "; '• ~ ' + ; ~ ~ ,· t I ·, 

!mp~c~ ~p·H.-:j:~'Th~ prq~~~-~? Pr?ject in con:i~i~~tic;if) ~ti otne~pa~t, pr,esetit: or 
reasonably foreseeable future projects would not r.esult m a c1,.1rnulat1vely considerable 
contribution to significant cumulative impacfS on population 6r housing. · · · · 

..- I '. ' > -
• I ~ ,· .,. 

Cultural and Paleont~logical Resources 

•· Impact CP-1:· The.proposed Project would not ~use a substantial adyer5e change in 
the significance of an historic archit~cturat·resciur6e. . . - .. .' . .. 

• lmpact-Q-CP-1: ine proposed Projebt, ifrcom6ination Witti'past, present, an.d 
. " reason·~bly foreseeable MU re prpjE?Cts ih the vJC:inify, would Jiot re5ul~ in a cumulatively 

considerable coritribution fo significant cumulative 'impacts oh cultural resources or 
archaeological resources. · · · · 
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' . 

• The proposed Projeet 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 
afrstrip. 

• The prop6sed Project would not substantially increase transportation hazards due to ·a 
design feature or incompatible uses. · 

• Impact TR-1:'·1mplementati~n .of the Service Policy Framewo.rk and.the T_EP project 
components would not result in construction-related transportation impacts because of 
their temporary and limited duration. 

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

.. pedestrians and bicyclist:;, loading, emergency vehicle access,, or parking. · 

• Impact TR-4: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objectiye A, ActiQn? 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:·1, A2 and 
A.4, Objective B, Actions 8.1 through 8.4, Objectiye C, Actions c:1 and C.2, and· 
Objective D, Actions D.1 ·throughD.4 would'not result in significant loading impacts. 

• Impact TR-7: Implementation of aU of the TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop Changes, 
Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn Restriction.s, Traffic Signal ?nd Stop Sign · 
Changes, and Pedestrian Improvements, would not result in significant Impacts to local 
or regional transit, pedestrians and bicycles, emergency vehicle access, o~ par~ing. 

• 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 of TPS Toolkit element categor:Y Traffic Sisnal and Stop 
Sign Changes would not result. in significa~t loading. imp~cts. 

•' Impact TR-12: ·Implementation of program.:.level Service-related Capital Improvements 
. projects (ITPl.2, TTPl.3, TTPl.4:, OWE.6, and SCl.1) would not result in signiflcar;it 

impacts to local or regional transit, traffic operations, p~destrians and bicyclists, loading, 
emergency vehicle access, or parking. · · · · 

• Impact TR-13: Implementation bf 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 
corridor~ woul9 not result in significar.it impacts Jo local or regional transit,. pedestrians 
and bicyclists, ·emergency vehicle acce,ss,.or parking.· 

• Impact TR-15:. Implementation of any TPS Toolkit elemen\s within the following 
categories: Transit Sfop Changes, Parking and' Turn Restrictions •. and Traffic Signal and. 
Stop Sign Changes, along the: program-level TTRP corridors would not result in 
significant impacts on traffic operations~ 
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• Impact-TR-W: .Implementation of ·any of.the TPS·Toolkit elements ·within the category 
Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes along the program level TTRP·corridors would not 

. resul~.in signif!c~nt l9ading impact~ . 

. • imp~6t TR-.1'8~ lmplement~tion -~f ,the Service I111prov~·ments or Service Variants would 
not result in significant impacts to local:or regional transit, 'fraffic operations, pedestrians 
and bicyclists, loading, emergency vehfcle access, orpatldng. · 

• linpact TR.:.19: ·lniplerfientatidn of the proj~ct-level ~er'vii::e-relat~d Capital Improvement 
p~ojects (TIPL2, OWE.1, QWf;.: 1= Va,iiant; OVVE.2; OWE.3, OWE.4, OWE.5,. aild SCl.2) 
Would not result·in_ significailtJmpacts fo local or regionaltran~it, tra~copera~i<:>ns, 
p~estrians and bicyclists, loading, emergency vehiCle access; or parking. 

• Impact TR•20: .Implementation oftne project-level TrRP Moderate Alternative ~or the 
lTRP.J, lTRP:L,.TTRP.N, TTRP.'5;'TTRP:BX, TTRP.9, TTRP.14Variant1, TTRP~14 
Variant 2, TTRP..22 1, TTRP.28 1, TTRP.30 1, or TTRP. 71 1 would n6t result in 
significant impacts To local or regionartransit ·. · · · · - · · 

• .. Impact TR.:.21 :: linplemeintatiori ofth"e· project-level TTRP Exp~hdeg Altefnative tor the 
· TTRP.J, ITRP.L,TTRPN, TTRP.s; TTRP.B>(;TTRP:9, TT.RP:14, TTRP;22 1, ITRP.22 f 
Variant~, TTRP.22; · 1 Vaiiant 2, 'TIRP.28 :1, ITRP.30 1; TIRP;3Q' 1 Vari1i'nt 1, · -
ITRF?.30.;;_ 1 Variant2; or URPi 71_21 ·'would not result iii sighitlcanfimpacts.to local or 
regional transit. · ' · -. 

• lmpaet.TR-22: lmplti!mehtatfon ofthe·p~oject:..Jevel TTRP Moderate Alternative foMhe 
lTRP.J, TTRP:L,.'[[RP.N, TTRP.'S;TTRP;BX, TTRP:9, rr·RP.1"4V<;iriant1, TTRP.14 

. Variant 2, TTRP.22 1, TTRP;2B'·t,"ITRP.30 .1, orlTRP.71 1 would have Iess-than-
~ignifi~n~ trqffic i!]'lpa~s at 7a.·~J.(dy inte~s~~ion~. . . -

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

e ·.impact TR.:.23: · lmplementation'.ofthe ptoject:levelTTRP Expanded AltematiVe for the 
. tTRP.J; 1TR.P..L, TIRP.N, TTRl?.5; TTRP.ax: lTRP;9, TTRP.2B.:!1, orlTRP:t1_J would 

have less-than-signJficant traffic impai::ts at40 study intersections. ' · 

• Impact TR-25:· lmplernehtation of the project-level TTRr:14· Expanded Alternative would 
have Iess-than-signifjcanf traffic:impactS at19 ·sti:Jdy.iritersediOris under Existing plus 
Seivice·1m·pr6vemeht§. ahd the IT.RP; f4'E#>anded'Alfemative conditions.- · ' , · . 

.. ~ •· • -...· ,-~ ' ~,"!:~I ' :_ • • • ,•. ' • I. I •. t l • •. :_ 

• Impact TR-29: lmp!ementation ofthe project-level TTRP.22 1 Expanded Alternative 
· would:have·less~thah.:,significant traffic impacts" at six study irtfei'Sections tlla'.t Would . 
c::iperat~ ;;it levei:af se,tVice (~'LOS~}'D.or betfef under EXisting'pius Service Improvements 
qnd the lTRP.·2?!..~ ~and~ed AlterfiatiVe"conditions. · .. , ·. · · ,., :, · . · 

• ' • • ; ; • ; : . '° •. I . ._ ~ < : - • -< ~~.'.'. , _;· . '·~ : •' - ' • •, , -·' ' _: • 

• Impact TR-33: Implementation of the project-level TTRP .. 2~~1 Expa{lded.Altemative 
Variant 1 would have less-than-signJficant traffic impacts at six study intersections that 
"'1ould operate.at'LOSD or better under:.Existing·pJus·service lmprovemerits:aild the 
TTRP.22...:.1 EXpanded AltematiVe Variant 1 :condition"$. · : . · · . · · 

'... . . ... .. ~ . . . ' . ~ -

• impact lR-37: im~lem~ntation of tne project~level TrRP.22. 1. Exp~nded°Altemative 
Variant 2 would have less-than-significant traffic impacts at Six study interseCtions that 
would operate atLOS'D or oefter under:Existing plus Service Improvements and the 
TTRP.22_.:1 Expand ea Altemawe \iariant ·2 conditions; . · ' · . .·. . . 

. : . . ' .. ' ' . ; -.~-. f . "". : . • . ; ' 

• Impact T~-3_9: tm,plem~ntati.ori oUhe project"'level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
would have less.:than-significant traffic impacts at niilE! study intersections that would 
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-operate.atLO.$ P or better under Existing plus SerVice Improvements aria the -
TTRP.30.:-1 ExpandedAlternative conditions. , -

• Impact TR-4 f: -Implementation of the projecHevel TIRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
, _Variant 1-would have less-than-significant-traffic impacts at nine study intersections that 
· · would oper:ate at LO~ P or b,etter under Existing plljs Ser\iice Improvements and the 

TTRP.30_ 1 Expanqed Alternative Variant 1 conditio~s: 

• lrnp~ct TR-43: lrnplementatton of.the project~l~vel TIRP.30.;...1' Expanded Alternative 
Variant 2 would h.ave less-than-significant traffic impacts at nine-study intersections that 
wo1,1_ld operate at LGS Do( better under Existing plus Service Improvements and the 
TTRP.30_.::1 ExpandE!d Alternative Variant 2 conditions. 

• Impact TR-44' lmpl~mentation of the project-level TIRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TIRP.5, TTRP.8X, TIRP.9, TIRP.14Variant1, TIRP:14 
Variant 2. TTRP.22;_ 1, TIRP.28_1,. TIRP.30.....,1, orTIRP.71_1 would not result in 
significant impacts to pedestrians and bicyclists. -

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

• lmppct TR-46: Implementation qf the project-level TIRP Moderate Alternative f9r the 
TTRP.J, TTRP1.,, TIRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.BX, TIRP.9, TTRP.22_ 1, ITRP.28_·1, or 
TTRP.71_; 1 wo1.1ld not result in significant loading impacfs. 

• Impact TR-4 7: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.BX, TTRP.9, TTRP.22_1, TIRP.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 TIRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TIRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TIRP.9, TIRP.14 Variant:1, TTRP.14 
Variant 2, TT~P.22~ 1, TTRP.28'--1, TTR.P.30_1, orTIRP.7-1_1 would not result in 
significant impacts on emergency vehicle access. 

- . . 
• Im pact TR-56: lmp!eme,ntation of the project-level TTRP E;xpanded Alternative for the 

TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TIRP.N, TIRP.5,·TIRP.BX, TTRP.9, TIRP.14, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1. 
Variant 1; TIRP.22_ 1 Variant 2, TIRP.28~ 1·, TTRP.-30_:,-1, TTRp. 30_ 1 Variant 1, 
TTRP.30_1 Variant4, ·or TIRP.71_ 1 would not result in significant impacts on 
emer~~ncy vehicle access. ·. . . . -- ' ·. < < • , • 

• Impact TR~57: Implementation of the project-level TIRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TIRP.L, TIRP.N, TIRP.5, TTRP.BX, TIRP.9, TIRP .. 14Variant1, TIRP.14 
Variant2, TIRP.22_1, TIRP.2_8_1, TTRP.30_1, orTTRP.71_1 would not result in? 
·significant parking impact:. . . _ · · _ _ · · - · . · 

• lmp(ict TR-:~!3: -Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TIRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRl?~BX,:TTRP.9, TIRP.14, TIRP.22_J, TTRP.22_ 1 
Variant 1, TIRP.22_1Variant2_, TIRP.28_1, T'fRP.30_1, TIRP.30~ . ...1Variant1, 
TTRP.30_ 1 Variant 2, or TTRP.71 1 would not result 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 fore$eeable aevelopment in San 
Francisco, would riot contribute eorisiderably' to ndership -~~the! regional transit 
screenlines on AC Transi~ Caltfain, Golden Gate Transit,· SamTraris, and other regional 
ferry service under: 2035 Cumulative plus Service lmpr~vements only conditi?ns: 

• lmpaet.c-rR-5·: Th~TPS Tqolkit eieme~ts
7

as applied.-in the progra~-leveJ.TIRP 
corridors~ and Ser'Vice Improvements with the TIRP Moderate Alternative. would not 
contribute considerably to ridership at the regional transit screenlfnes on AC Transit, 
Calttain, Golden Gate Transit, ·samTrans, ·and other regional .ferry' service under 2035 
cu'Ilulative plu~ Service lmprovenii?nts·and the TTRP ModerateAiterriative eonditions. 

. , . " 
• IITJP~~ C-T~~6: The TPS Tqo!kit ~!~men!? a~.applied in proQran),.levelTTRP corridors, 

_ arid .S.ervjce lmpro":en,ien~s with theTTRP ~xpanqed Alternatht~, in com_bination with 
past, present ~nq reasonably foreseecible developr:n~ntJn San Franci::;co, woul~ not 
contribute considerably to ridership at the regional transit screeniines. on AC Transit, 
Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, SamTrans, a_nd othl;lr regional terry serVice under 2035 
Cumulative plus Service Improvements 'and ttieTTRP EXpanded Alternativ~ conditions. 

• impact ·~TR~8: ip1p!ementatian of .ttie si;ir:vi~e P~licy F~mew.ork c;:>bjective t:-.. A~tions 
_A.1; A/? amtA.4, ·objective· 8, .ll,.ction_s 8.1 through 8.4:; Objective _c, Agion~ Q.1 and C.2, 
ati~:t'Obje~ive 0, Actions D .. 1 through D,4anq ~riy of the TF~S.Toolkft el~ments Within 
categories: Transit Stop Cha.nges, Parking ;;ind Turn Restrictions, and Traffi.c Signal and 
Stop Sigfl· Changes, in combination with pas( present and reasonably foreseeable 
development in San Fra:n'Cisco,· would have' less'"than-slgntfieant traffic impacts under 
2035 Qumulative.plus Ser\rice Improvements and the TTRP Moderate Alternative 
conditions, and-therefore weuld ncit c0htribUte to any significant cumulative traffic 
impacts. · · . · · - · .- · · . . · · · .. · · · . · : . · -

. • ; lfnpa~ C-TR-~O: ·Implementation of th~ Se-~ic~ Policy ~~81J:!E!W~tJ( Objective A, Actions 
A.1, A'2, and A.4, Objective 8, Actions 8.1 through 8.4, Objective C, Actions C.1 and C.2, 
ang 6.bjectiye D,, A~tions D:'~ throi.Jg!i.D.4 a~i:f ~ny of the TPS Toolkit elements· wfthin 
categ·ories: Transit Stop Changes, Parking arid Turh Re5tridions, and!Traffic Signal and 
StQp"·Sign Ctfanges; fn.co.r'!bil']~tioii witli p~st;_'present an·q-reas~nal;i.ly fore~~~a_ble 
deVelopme.nt in ·san Fral)cisco, 'would have·less:than~significant traffh;: irnpacts under 
20.as Cumulatiye~ plus Service lmprovem~nts and the TTRP Expanaed Alternative 
conditjqns; and therefore would not GC>htribute.to any significant cumulative traffic 

. imP,~cls. · · 
, ' 

• Impact C-TR~11: .lmplefnentation.oqhe Service Improvements or-Service Variants, in . 
combiratie>n with paSt, .present and r~asonably forese~ble deveJopiTient in San · 
F,.rancisco; would have·less.-than-significarit traffiq impacts .under 2035 Cumulative plus 
Service Improvements only'COhditions, and therefore would not contribute to any 
signifieant cumulative traffic impacts. 

• Impact C-TR-12: Implementation ofthe,TIRP Mod~rateAlternative for~e TIRP.J, 
ITRP.L; TIRP;N, TTRP:5; TTRP.BX, TTRP.9, TTRP.14 Variant 1, TIRP~14 Variant 2, 
TTRP.22...:..1, TIRP.28_1, TTRP.30..::_1, orTTRP.71_1 would-have-less-tha_n-sighificant 

· traffic impacts un_der 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements ·and the TTRP 
Moder~te Alternative conditions, and therefore would not contribute to any significant 
cumulative traffic impacts. 
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• Impact C.:-TR-38: Implementation of the TTRP Expanded Alternative for the TTRP.J, 
TTRP.L, TTRP.N; TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP:14, TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1 
Variant 1., TTRP.22 1Variant2, TTRP.28 1, TTRP.30 1, TTRP.30 1Variant1, 
TIRP.30_ 1 Variantz, or ITRP.71_ 1, in combination With past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable development in San Francisco,would not contribute considerably to 
significant cumulative traffic impacts at 16 study intersections that would, op~rate at LOS 
E or LOS F uliaer 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Expanded 
Alternatfve conditions. · · · ·· · · · · 

. ~ . 

• Impact C-TR:39: Implementation of the TTRP Expanded Alternative for the TTRP.J, 
TIRP.L, DRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22_ 1, TIRP.22_ 1 Variant . 
1, TTRP.22 1Variant2, TTRP.28 1, TTRP.30 1, TTRP.30 1Variant1, TTRP.30 1 

. Variant 2, Or TTRP.71_j would not result in significant CL!mUl03tive traffic impacts at 48 
study intersections that would operate at LOS Dor better under 2035 Cumulative plus 
Service Improvements and the TTRP Expanded Alternative conditions. . ' . 

• Impact C-TR-40: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework and any of the TPS 
Toolkit elements within categories: Transit Stop ChC1nges, Lane Modifications; Parking 
and Turn Restrictions,_ and Traffic.Signal and Stop Sign Changes, and Pedestriim 
Improvements as applied in program-level TTRP corridors; Service Improvements or 
Service Variants, and Service-related Capital Improvements, in combination with past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable devel9pment in San Francisco, wou'lq 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, TTRP.9, TTRP.14 Variant 1 and TTRP Variant 2, TTRP.22_ 1, TTRP.28_ 1, 
TTRP.30_ 1, or TTRP.71_ 1, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable development in San Francisco, would have less-than-significant cumulative 
pedestrian and bicycle impacts. · · 

• Impact C-TR-42: Implementation of the Service Improvements orServiceVariants and 
the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative for the TTRP.J, TTRP.L,. TTRP.N, TTRP.5, 
TTRP.BX, TTRP.9, TTRP.14, TTRP.22_ ti TTRP.22_ 1Variant1, TTRP.22_ 1Variant2, 
TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, TTRP.30_1Variant1, TTRP.30_1 Variant2, orTTRP.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 Polley Framework Objective A, Actions A.1, A.2 
and A.4, Objective B, Actions B.1 through B.4, Objective C, Actions C.1 and C.2, and 
Objective D, Actions D.1 through D.4, TPS Toolkit Category Traffic Signal and Stop Sign 
Changes as applied in program-level TTRP corridors, Service Improvements or Service 
Variants., and Service-related Capital Improvements, in combination with past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would have less-than­
significant cumulative loading impa~ts. 

• Impact c., TR-47: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.51 TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.22_ 1, TTRP.28_ 1, or 
TTRP. 71_ 1, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development 
in Sar:t Francisco, would have less-thar17significant cumulative loading impacts. 
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• . Impact C:TR-48: Implementation of.the project .. level TTRP Expanded Alternative for-the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TIRP.5, TTRP.BX, TTRP.9,.TTRP.22_1, TTRP.22~.-1Variant1, 
TTRP.2-2 1 Variant 2,TTRP.28 _ _.1, or lTRP.71_ 1, in combination with past, present and 
reasonabi"y foreseeable development.in· San Francisco, would have less·ttian-significant 

· cumulative· loadir)g impacts. · . 

• Impact C-TR-50: Implementation bf th~ Servic~ Policy'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 .the TPS Toolkit elements Within categories: Transit 
Stop Changes and Tr~:ffic Signal and St9p, ~jgn Changes, and Pede~trian Improvements 
as applied in program-level TTRP corridors, Service Improvement~. ar:id Service:related 
C~pital lmpr6veri1ents, in corr\hinatlori with past; pre·~ent and· reasonably foreseeable 
developmerit·ih 'sari Fran~iscci, would have ·1ess:than;.sign!ficant cljrr(ulatlv'e par!<ing 
impacts. '· · ·.. ·· ' · .. -. · · · · · · _ · _ _ 

• l~pa~ C..T~-.51:- l~Rleroei:i_t;;itic;m Qf~~ pr9je~-leveIURP.ModerateAltemativeforthe 
TTRP.J, TTRf.L, TJ"RP.N'; TTRP.5.; TTRRax. TTRgs, TTRP.24.:.1. TTRP.2~_ 1, · 
TTRP.30 1, orTTRP.71 1, in combination with past, present and reasonably 

. foreseeable development in San Fraiicisco, Woulqhave less-thail'-Signfficant cumulative 
parl<ing i.rnP?iCts~ · · : '- · - · ·· ·, · · · ; · 

• · j~p§l~t?fR.~53: l_~ple~entation gf !he proj~ct-level.TIRP ~:qJanded.Alternativefor the 
TTRP.J, TTRP.L,·TTRP.N, TTRP.5,TTRP,BX1 TTRP.9,JTRP.14;TTRP.28_1, TTRP.30_1, 
TTRP:30_ 1 V~riant.1, TTRP.30_ 1 Varj~nt 2, ~r TTR~.71_ 1 .. ir;i _combination With past, . 
pr'esetjfand reasonably foreseeable 9~velapnient ih Sari Francisco, would have less-

. th~n~significanf climµlative parking impa~: - · · · · · · · · 
~ ~ O '~ ~·· o O •• • 0 I 

0 
0 "' ' ' 0 • , ' T ' • i 

Noise{and. Vibration· · 

• The proposed Project is not located within an 'airport 18nd· use plan area, Within two miles 
o~ ~.pyblic gr P.~blic ':JS~ ailp_9rt,. or_in the ""._ic!riity qf a pri\(~t~ airstrip_, and theref9rewould 

, no~ ~~pq~~ peppl~ ~~siding or wqrking: in !l:le proje_ct are~- ti;>, excessive _noi~e .,[eyE!ls . 

.• : lnipabt NG-1: Construction activitl~; ocqurrlng:indiredly as a reslilt-~fthe'.pfo~osed 
Service Policy Framework, and as p'roposed" under the TEP for tfie" Ser.iice . ' 
Imerpy~~ent~ _,n~ ·~~rvJce_ Vari_ar:i~, Servic~relate,q Capital. lmproverflents. C!nd lTRPs 
a~9 ~P. yan;;i,n.ts wpiJ!~ n~~ f~U,lt iQ .a syb~~nt\al t~mpOJ"?lry _qr; periodiq- Iricrea~e in 
noise !~y~l!?. abov~. ~xi~ting ,ambi¢nt cqnditions. ) , · .. , . _ 
• .. i. • • .., , • . • 

. •' lnipaci'Nd-2: Constfuction_ activities, ·occurring "indirectly as'a res'uit 'of the proposed 
Service Policy Framework, and as proposed under the TEP for the Service . ·; · · 

. _lmpr9x~rrie,n_ts an~ Sef'{i~e Vari~nts, S~rvice~~la_t~d Qapital_lrnp_roveQJ!=ln~s •. and TTRPs 
~!1d TT_RPYaria_nts would notexpose p~rs9ns,~r:id,s~ructµre~ to·exc,e~siv~.temp_orary 
_gro_ung-~o~e vi~ration pr grourid-borne noj~e _level_s.;_ 

• lmpact N0-3: The proposed Service Po1icy Framework and operation of the Service 
Improvements and ·service Variants would' not res'ulfin a. substantial increase in 
permanent noise levels along' affected transit routes above existing ambient conditions. 

• Impact N0-4: The prop'o~~d Seivice Policy Framework and the 'servjte.lmprovements 
a!1d Service Variants proposed by the-TE~ wo!JI~ not expose people t!) or· ge'nerate 
excessivei'ground-bome vibration or noise level.s along affeCted fransit routes. 
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. • Impact C-N0-1: The Sef"Vice 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, o~ reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not increase co·nstruction 
nofse and vibration or operational noise and Vibration levels along affected transit routes 

. substantial!¥ abov~ existing ambient c~ndi_tion.s ... 

Air Quality 
' ' 

• ·The proposed Project would hot result in significant odor impacts. 

• Impact AO~ 1:. The Se~ce Policy Framework and construction activities proposed under 
the s'ervice Improvements and Service Var[ ants; Service-rel~ted Capital Improvements, 
and TTRPs and TTRP Va.riarits would not ·result in a violation of air quality standards or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quaHty violation; nor would it result 
in a cumulatively considerable net increase of criteria air pollutants, for which the project 
region i~ in nonattairiment under an.applicable ambient air quality !itandarq. 

• Impact A0-:2: The Service P91icy Fra.mework ~nd cons~ruction actfvities proposed_ under 
the Service Improvements and Service Variants, Service-related C~pital Improvements, 
and TTRPs and TTRP Variants would not generate emissions of PM2.s and toxic air 
contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, at levels that would expose sensitive 

·receptors to substanUal pollutant concentrations. · 

• l_rnpactAQ-3: ·fh~ $ervice Po.licyFramework and the.propo~ed project:-level Serv,ice 
Improvements and Service Variants in combination with the TTRi:s and TTRP Variants 
would not result in a violation·of air quality standards or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality viof ation nor result in a cumulatively consider:able net 
increase of any criteria air pollutantfor which the project region is in nonattainment 
under ap applicable ambient air quality !?t;mdard .. 

• Impact 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 
_contamina,nts, tncludin~ diesel particulate matter, at !eve.ls that would expose sensitive 
receptors to ~ubstantial pollutant concentrations. 

• Impact Aq~s: The Ser-Vice Pblic.:;y Framework, arid constryction and operation of the 
proposedTEP, including the Service lmprovements~and Service Variants, Service:. 
related Capltal Improvements, and TTRPs and TIRP Variants, would not conflict with or 
obstr:uct Implementation of the 2019 Clean Air Plari, the Bay Area's applicable air quality 
plan. · 

• Impact C-AQ-1: The Service Policy Framework, and construction and operation ~f the 
proposed TEP, incluaing the Service Improvements arid Service Variants, .service­
related Capital Improvements, and"TTRPs arid TTRP Variants, in c6mbination with past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable future projects, would not resu.lt ill a cumulatively 
considerabl!;l net increas.e 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 Improvements and Service Variants, Service­
related Capital Improvements, a~d TTRPs and TTRP Variants, in combination with past, 
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present and reasonably foreseeable·fi.rture projects·; would not generate emissions of 
PMz:s·and toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate.matter, at levels that would 
expose s'ensitii.te receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

• l_mp~ct C-GG-1: The_ propq~ed Project ~ould ge!l~rate greenhouse gas emissions, but . 
ri<?t. ln levels th~ woLd~. ·r~u!t in a ~igh!fica11t imp~ct !)n the·environment, 9r c;:onflict with 
P:rY (:!oli,9y, pl~f\·,, Qr regµl~tion ad9pted for th~. purpose of redu~ing greenhou~e gas 
emissions .. : .. 

Wind and Shadow . . , 
. . ·. ' ' . . ..... "'. - ' . .' . ~ '. ~ . ., ' 

• Impact WS-:.1.: The proposed Project woµld ,not ~lter winds ifl a manner that would 
substantialiy affect public areas. . . . 

• Im pad WS-2: The proposed Project would not create new shadow tnat substantial!{ . 
affects outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas. 

Recreation 
, L < ;f/ I· i • • 

• ; irn·P.~ct RE·J,: R~~3;' The p~op.osed·Proj~ct ~ould'.f'!~t re!§~!t in the incre~sed .use\of 
existix1g p~igl)J:>.or,h~od or regional parks.or other recre~tipn f~cilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration would occur or be accelerated, nor-r~sult,in the degradation of 
recreational resources. · · 

. . l. ~ . . . ' . \ .. : ... - . 'L I • - - • • J • 

• Impact RE-2: J.l)~proposed.pr9ject woul~ not include recn~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 combination with other'past, present, or 
.rea$oriably foreseeable Mure projects would not ·res1.,1If in a' cumulatively considerable 
contribution. t~ signific~n~ 'cumul~ti.Ve impacts oh recreation. · - ' · 

<' 

Utilities and Services Systems 

-. . .... ~--:, .. ·1 ·-· • : ·{:. ; • ·; "'1~:·~1 :-· . • - -

• - Impact UT-1, UT~~: J~~_pr~posed Proje~ YiOYld not exceed. ~e wastewater treatment 
requirements of the Regional Water Q4ality Contrq_I Board;_'result in a determination that 
·the wastewater"treattrientptovider has i[ladequate'·caj:)acity to serve the 'projeCt; or 
·require or resu~ irfthe 1construction ·of new 'or the expansiol"! of existing ·water, · 
. wastewater 'treatment or· stofrriwater drainage facilities . ~ 'i. ! . 

-~- '. • .. • ~ l 

• lmpac:f UT-3: The proposed Project would have sUfficient water supply_ available from 
· . existing ehtitlements and would not require 11ew or expanded water supply resources or 
- entitlements. · · · · ·· -

• Impact UT-4: The proposed Project would increase the amoµnt of s9ljd 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.statut~ and r!3gulatiqns rE71ated to solid waste. 
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4! _. Impact C-UT-1: Ttie proposed Project in combination with other past; present, or 
. reasonably foreseeable future projects would- not result f n a cumulatively considerable 

contribution.to significant cumulative impacts on utHlties and service systems. 

Public Services 

• Impact Ps.:.1: The proposed Project would nqt result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts as,sociat~d w~h)he 'provision of police. pro_tection, fire protect!on, sqtiools, and 
library services in order to ·maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or _other 

- performance objectives. · 

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

Biological Resource~ _ 

• Impact s1~1. B-2, 81-3: The proposed Project would not affect any specia.1 status -
species, riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community, or federally protected 
wetlands; would not interfere with the movement of native resident or wildlife species or 
With established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors; and would not conflict with 

-any loc1:1I policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree -
· preservation policy or ordinance_. ·· - - - - -

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

Geology and Soils 

• Impact GE'."1: Implementation of the proposed Project would not result frrnxposure of 
people and structures to potentl_al substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving rupture of a known earthquake fault, seismic ground-shaking, 
liquefacUon, late~al spreading, or landslides. 

• Impact GE-2: The implementation of the proposed Project would not result in substantial 
--- -erosion, loss of tops~il. or adverse impacts to topographical features. - _ · 

• _lmpactGE-~: The implementation of thE? proposed Project would not locate sensitive 
land uses on geologic units or soils that are e>::pansive, unst9ble, or that wo1,.1ld become 
unstable as a result of futur~ uses, and p(>tentially result in on-or off-site la_ndslide, lateral 
spreading; subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse. · 

.. • - . 
• Impact C-GE-1; The propo?ed Project would not result in a cumulatively.considerable 

contribution to significant cumulative impaCts on geology and soils. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

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

Impact HY-2, HY-3: The "propo~ed.Pr~j~ct. ~o'fod not substantially deplete groun~water 
suppli~s or interf~re subst~ntially with gro~ndwater .recharge, .and ~ould n9t _sub~te\ntially 
alter existing drainage patterns in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or . 
siltation. · · ,. -- · ' : · · · · · 

Impact HY-4, HY-s:·T.he i.niPl~menfation of.th~ propo~ed_Proje,~ ~ould,n~t e~ose, · . 
people or structures tb substantial risk ·of loss due to'flooding, or to a sighificalit'risk of · 
loss, injury.: or deatti involvlrig ·inundation by seiche, t~unami; or mudflow, oi"'as if result of 
the ~ilt.Jr~.of a resei;voir. .. . . 

Impact C-HY· 1: The 'proposed ProjeC:t woµld° not resultin a cumulatively'con'sideraole 
contribution to significant cumulative impacts on water quality and hydrology. 

Hazar<;fs and HazCirdou~ MatE7rials . 

. • . Impact HZ-3: .Jmp}~lll.t?tjt~tion of the propose.~ _Pro~e9t ~~uiq not creat~ ~ ?Jgnjficant. 
hazard to the publiC or the environment by location on a h82;ardous materia_ls 'site. 

" ~ : · f ~ • ,. • • I 
1

'. '. F •-..', , , , > ' i ! f ; -' . ·; · ~- - • 

• l.!:Jlpa_ct HZ_-4: !rnple~en~tiori of.~he pfopqsed_Pr9j~ct woulp nqt.exµ,ose p~ople or 
structures to a significant risk of loss, injury,· or death invohiirig fires; ahd would. not 
interfere with the implementation of an emerg~cy response P,lan. . 

. . .. ' . ~ -
• Impact C-HZ-1: The·proposed Pr~jectwould not result in a Cl;Jmulatively considerable 

conm,qution to ~_ignift~nt,~1,1roulative. imp~cts with re~pect to hazards and ,hazardous 
materials.. ' -. . " . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

·t • ' • . I ,; • 

Mineral and Energy Resources 

' l '!, r - + '• : •• ' •• : ' r •. r '1".; ' 

• . ln:iRact, ME-1: Th~ ·p.n:ipps~g .Pn:iject wo\.!I~ .. not.re$u!t in. the. los~ .. _of:availa~i)ity_of.a ~~own 
· mineral resource or a locally:impoljahfffiirieral resource recovery site, 

• . ·ji:rip~cl. M~-~: Th.e ~r9J?~~_ep ~r~j~~~ wq~j~ ·9~t ;e~ult i~ ~~ ~~e-~f·,~;gi:, am9unts .of fuel,. 
water; or en.ergy, or use these 111 a w~steful man!Jer. . 

. . - :-I • ~ \ . • " ~ ... • ' ~ ' • 1 • • • ' • 

• lf'!'IP~«tl G,:-ME::.1 :· fhe~ptop9s~. ~roj~~t VJOU}g not r~sult .i.n ~ ,cumulativ~ly .@n?iperap!e , 
Conttibutfon' to' sig'nifi~nt CUft"iuhative impacts on J'Tlin~r:af ang ~(lergy r!?$OUrces. . 

" t : " 
1 

I ' t_ ' ' ' I I ,_1· • - ~ ' -· , " ' 

Agriculture and Forest Resources 

• I mp~ct AF-~: ·The proposed Proje~ would no~ have a substantial adverse effect on 
< ' • ' ~ • ~ • I ' . 

agricuitui-e or forest resources. . - , 

. ···. 
Growth;.lnducing linpacts· 

' . . 

• lmpact.GR-1: lmpl~mentation.of the Service Policy framework arid.the TEP project 
components would riot result in groWth inducin'g impacts. . . '• 
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. FINDINGS.OF POTENTIALLY.SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CAN BE AVOIDED OR 
REDUCED TO A LESS·THAN·SfGNlFICANT LEVEL THROUGH MITIGATION AND 
THE DISPOSITION Qf UfE MITIGATION MEA$UR.ES 

CEQA requires agencies to adopt mitjgation measures that would avoid or substan!ially lessen 
a project's identified' significant impacts or potential signific~rit impacts if such measures are 
feasible (unless mitigation to such leve.ls is achieved through adoption of a project_ alternative). 
The fin(!i~gs in thii Section Ill arid in Section IV concern mitigation measures set forth in the 
·EIR. . Th~se-findings discuss' mitigation mea~un~s as identified in_the Fl=IR and, recommended 
for adoption by the SFMT A Board of Directors. The full text of the mitigation measures is 
contained in tt:ie FEIR and in A~?chrnent B, t.he Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

The SFMTA Board adopts all of the mitigation measures identified in the F~IR. The SFMTA 
Board finds that all of the mitigation measures are appropriate ana Masible. Based on the 
analysis contained in the FEIR, other considerations in the record, and the significance 
thresholds in the EIR, the SFMTA Board finds that th~ impacts identified in this Section Ill will be 

..c'" - • - • ' ~ • • ' ' . ' • ' ' 

reduced to a less-than-significant level through implementation of the m_itigatlon m~asures 
contained in the FEIR, imposed as conditions of approvi;il, and set forth in Attachment B. 

" . . . - ,. -

Cultural and Paleontological Resources ·· 

• 'Impact CP-2·: ~The proposed Project could cause a ~ubstanti~I adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to CEQA Gu;delines 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.avation ·depth and/ or. be lopated in an area where 
the potential for effecto~ archaeological resources is li~ely. However, to avt!id pot~ntialadverse 
irhpc:(cts on archaeological resources where the presence of the resource cannot.be known, 
foreseen, or predicted, the Accidental Discover}i Archaeologicai Mitigation M~asure Will be 
implemented for all TEP components. This mitigation· measure requires that upon ai;:cidental 
discovery of ah archaeologic~I 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 Archeological Resources. 

The construction of the following four TEP components has the potential. to advers~ly affect 
archaeological resources: TTRP.22_2; ITRP.9; and two Service-related Capital Improvements, 
OWE.1 New Overhead Wiring - Reroute ~3 Stanyari onto Valencia Str~et, and SC1.2 Sansome 
.Street Contraflow Lane. TTRP.9 includes_a seg~~nt .ofB~yshl)re B<?ulevard, and TTf~P. 22_2 
includes a segment of Richardson Avenue. These segments occur along the historic shoreline, 

24. 

238 



Transit Effectiveness Project 
SFMTA Board of Directors 

CEQA Findings 
3/21/2014 

est4qry; ti~al marsh or lagoon, or watercourse and such sites'l'nay include prehistoric. 
arch?~r;>logic;:il resources: The ins~allatioh ·of overhead -~ire support·pol~s and duct banks along 
a two-block portion of Valencia Street {OWE:1) Will be constructed· in the Mission Dolores area 
in which there is a potential for significant archaeologic~I resources .from the HispanicPeriod.­
ThE;'l,-installation ·of tr:affic 111ast arms alon,g a'thr8e-bl9cl<- portion of Sansome Street (SGl.2) will 
occur in an area with the potential for .impa_cts to archaeological tesoui"ees from the Verba 
Bl!ena perjqd: Construqion in these areas could resuit h significant impacts on archaeqlogical 
resources if the A~ch~e.ological Mo11itoring mitigation: measure is not iinpleinented: 
lmplem~n.tation·of the Archaeological Monitoring mitigation measure requires review by· the ,. 
Plp.nr:dng.pepartment archeologist once' engineering design aetails .are kn9Wn. If.determined~ 

neQe~sarY _by thePlann_ing Department, the:SFMTA would b~ required to'h.ire an archaeolaglcal 
co.nsuJt_a.nt to be present anp monitor'·construction activities associated with these fourTEP 
components-(a.s necessary), redirect'constructic;m activities if'an intact archaeological deposit is 
encountered, evaluate the deposit, and either re-design the project or implement'a"data 
recovery program.· 

_!vf~igq~ip~ Mea,:!!_ure M-C.R-2~: .. ~rc;~~e,o.togif41 /y1Qnft.ori?f1 
. ". ., ' ' .. 

•t • ~ > ~,I '' 0 ~ < ' .! .• . ~ • ... ' ' •• 
• Jmpact CP-3: :rfie.propcised Project could directly or indirectly destroy a unique 

paleontolpgicaJ.resourQe or.site Qr. unique:g.eplogic featµre. . . 
' - . . -. ~ ~ . . ' -. - . . . .,_ . . ."" ·- -

G'iven the shaiiow' excav~hon depths ·ofrEP cc>nstruction activities a~d pfe~fous ground' 
disturbahce;ffiat j~ common wlthinfh'e public rtght~of-way, to:ere i~ a~low prob~bllity si . 
encountering ~ignificant paleontblogicai"tesour~~ in th~~ course ~i pr?ject''can~tn.icti~n~. 
However, the presence of sh~l!QW Raleor;:itc;>lpgical re~ources within afei:,is of.exQava~i9n under 
the proposed Proje~ cann~t be cont!usi~eiy ruled' o~t.; Oisturban~ of p~ieontologlcal 
res9urc~s.~ql,ll,d _imp_~i(.'tf1,e.a.bi!ity"'qf-p~lf?9fl~Ol9gi~I r~i;;ourc~s tQ yielci·irrlportant scientific . 
information. The Paleontological Resources Accidental Discove_ry:mitigationJneasure Will apply 
in th~ event that .. any indication of a paleontological resource is encountered in the course of 
TEP. projecfconstruction·~ctivities~ and'if thEf re5ource may be imp6rtarit, a qualified .. 
paleqritologi_cal co'n~ult?tnt will ·be retained' to" design ·ahd:implemeht- ·a saniplin~f ahd -data · 
rei:::<:>'\iery program~ ' · · '· - - • ., • 

MiVga~io~ Me~sure. M~CP-3: ·Pal~o'ntol~gical R_es~urces. Accid~n_talDis90very _ 
- 1· l • ~ - - . ' '; ' • •• ' 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• 

• • ' •• ~ • J ' • . ' . 
lmpactHz..,1:-. lmpl~mentatitm of the proposed Projectw<;>uld not create a si~nificant 
h.azard thrpugh routir:teJr~nsport1 use, di~PP~?tl. _handling, or·emission· of hazardous·. 
mate~ial~ or thrqugh re~sona~ly foreseeable upset ~nd c;tccident con_ditions involving the 
release' of haiardotJs materials' into the environment I , ' 

, r ~ 
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The use. storage,- and disposcil of hazardo!Js materials is regulated by numerous local, state; 

and fed~ral laws and r~gulations. Excavation in the poblic-right-of-way is·regulated under the · 

PubHc Worl<s Code, which states that excavation contractors are subject to all applicable 

hazardous material guidelines-for dispo·sal,. handling, releas·e, and treatment_ of hazardous· 

material; site remediation; and worker Si=!fety and training. Additionally, Article 20 of the Publfc 

Works Code-and Article- 22A of the San Francisco Health Code require envii'ohmental 

investigation at construction sites where contaminated fill materials may be encquntered. The 

SFMTA and con.~truction contractors will adhere to these regulations; However, to ensure that 

potential significant impacts from release qfhaz~rdous materials during construction are 

reduced to less-than-significant levels·, the S_FMTA 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 Within the same area be tested and •. 
' . 

if found to contain hazardous materials, be transported and disposed of in compliance with 

local, state and federal requirements. 

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

• Impact HZ-2: Implementation ofthe proposed project would not substantially emit 
hazardous emissions or acutely hazardous materials near schools. . . . 

To ensure that construction and operation of the program- and,proJect-lev_el TEP components 

will not result in significa_nt hazardous materials er:nissi.ons or the han?ling of acu~ely hazardous 

materials near schools, the SFMTA and corn~tructjon contractors are requi_red to implement the 

Hazardous Materials Soil Testing mitigation measure listed above . 
.; 

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

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

THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL · 

Based on substpntial evid.ence)n the whole r~cord ·of these proceedings, the SFMTA ~oard of 

Dfrectors finds t_hat, where feasible, ch~nges 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 that the mitigation measures in the FEIR and pesc;ribed below are 
' .. . . .,. . .. . 

appropriate, and that changes have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project that, 

pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21002 and CEQA Guidelines Se~tion 150~1, may 

substantially lessen, but do not avoid (i.e., reduce to less-than-significant levels), the potentially 

significant envirorimental effects associated with implementation of the Project that are 

described below. The SFMTABoard adopts ali ofthe mitigation measures and improvement 

measures set forth in the Mitigation Monitpring and Reporting Plan' (MMRP), ~ttached as 

Attachment B. But, the SFMTA Board further finds that for the impacts listed below, despite · 
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the implementation ·otall feasible mitigation measures, the effects remain significant .and 

unavoidable. -- , , 

" . 
Based on substantial evig~ryce iri the:whole r~cord, includjng_the expe~ oplnio.n 9f SFMTA and 

Planning Department. staff and co"nsult~n~s to .t~ose st~ff, the SFM;r~ Board_. also fil)d~ tha~ fof 
some impacts identified in the FEIR, as noted below in this Section IV, no feasible mitigation 

measures were identified th tl']e F-EIR 'and: those impacts remaiA significant and unavoidable. For 

a detailed,explanation of the "lack offeasible' mitigation measures 'for some of the following 

impacts, and of t~e re_C!sons ~Y ~rtain mitigation m_easures .• alttJ~~g~. t~hnologic:;:1lly feasible, 

' may be subject to uncertafnty, including fuoding-r~lated uncertainty, pleas~ see the relevant 

discussions in the FEIR.: ' .. 
~. '• 

Th~, S~MTA Board detertnin~~. that the following significant impacts on ttie environment,· as . 

refl~cted- in the.FEIR, ~r~: uriav~j~ap!e, but. und~r Pi:Jb{ic Res~urc~s. ~de:§§. 219~1:(9)(3)_and. 
(b}, and CEQA Guidelines§§ 15091(a)(3), 15092(b)(2)(B), and 15093, the SFMTA ~o~rd· 

.deteri:nines that the impacts are acceptable due to the overriding considerC!~ons described in 

Se~tion VI below. This finding is supported by:si.Jbstan~jal evidef1ce ih the record of this ·. . 

proceeding. . · 

Transportation and Girculation 
.- ~ . . . ' . ' . . 

• Impact TR-3: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Action A:3, and 
0.~je~tiye C, Acticin.s. C.3, thraug~ C.5 ITliilY resyl,t ill signii'ica~t ~r~ffic impact~ .. 

-~ · Mitigation Measure-M-TR-8: Optfmization·a; intetsecii~n:dperiiti<:/hs. 
• ~ - ~ - • ';.' ,- • :~. • ~ • !.,, <I • ' • ' ~ • ! '-. • • ~ '• 

Because this measure may ri'ot be aaequate to mitigate impacts to· interaectioiHraffic operafibns 

to lesS-tha·n~significant ·1evels,· and because the feasibility' of 'provi~ing ·a'dditiohal \t~hicle ·ca'p~CitY 
is unknown and it is not always possible to optimize an intersection such that level of service wiff 

improve to level of service ("LOS") D o~ better, the impact on traffic operations remains 
significantand unavoidable. · · · ·· ., · -

"I' , ' ' 
• Impact TR-5: li;nplementation of tlie Poiicy Frameworl< Objective 'A, Action A.3 and 

Objective C, Action~ C.3 t~raygh C.5 may r~S?Ult in ~igr;iif~cant. loading ir;t1pacts. . ;, ~ . ~· . ' - . . . ·' ,. ·', 

Mit!,fl,,~.tion Measure M-TR-1 o; Provi~ion of Replacemen_t Comm~rcial Loading 
Spaces · · ·. · 

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

Mitigation M~asure M~ T~4B: Enforcem~n.t,of Parkl(lg V{olatipns,_· · 
' : . . • • j ..._. . - • ' •• ~' - • • 

These measur~s could reduce ~ignificpn,~ 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 ~m the same block and side of the street or within 250 feet an an adjacent side 
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street, the feasibility of providing replacement commercial loading spaces pursuant to Mitigation· 

Measure M-TR-10 qannot be assured in every situation. And because the effectiveness of the 

use of camera video enforcement of parking regulations along ·new transit-only lanes is not 

known, the feasibility of Mitigation Measure M:..TR-48 is ·uncertain. -Thetefore;the impact o'f loss·· 

of on:..street commercial loading spaces remains significant and ·unavoidable. · · -

· • · Impact .TR.,8: Implementation of-the following TPS :roolkit categories: Lane 
. Modjfi~citions and Pedes1;rian Jmprovernents may res1:1It in significant traffic impacts. 

- Miugatfon Measure M-TR-B: Optimiiatidn of lntersectiq[I Operations· 
. ·. ' ' 

Because this measure may not be adequate to _mitigate intersection traffic operathns to less­

than-significant 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 wiff 

Improve to L_os· D o.r better, the impact on traffic ()Perations rema_ins_ significant and· · · 

unavoidable:· · · 

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

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-1 O: Provision of Replacement Commerciai Loading 
_Spaces · 

White this me.asure could reduce signlficant loading impacts, in some locations on-street parking 

may not be available to convert to commercfal loading spaces on the same block and side of the 
I ' •• • 

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

comrnercl;al loading spaces pursuarit to Mitig~tion Me~sure M-TR-·10 cannot be assured. 

Therefore, the fmpac;t, of loss of on-street comm~rciaJ loading spaces remains signifi.cant and 

unavofda.bl~ .. 

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

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

Because this measure may not b~ adequat~ io mitig~te intersection traffic-operation~ to less­

than-signmcant levels, and because the feasibility of providing additional vehicle capacity is 

unknown and it is not a~ay§ 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 {allowing TPS Toblk:it categories: Transit Stop 
-- - Ch9nges, L~ne Modifications, Parking and.Tum Restrictions, and 'Pedestrian 

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

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

While this measure could r~duce sign.ificapt lo~~in~ irm~acts, in some l_ocati9ns on-stre.et parking 
may n!Jt be availaple to conv~rt. to cqmmercial loading spac,es. on the, sam~ block and side of the 
street or-Within 250 feet on an adjacent side street; the feasibility of providing replacement 
commerclal loading spaces pursuant to Mitigation Measure M-TR~10 cannot oe assured. . 
Therefore, the impact of loss of on-street commercial loading spaces remains significant and 
unavoid~ble.' . . . . - . . . . . . 

• . hgpact TR-24: I111plementation of the proj~ct-Jevel nR~. H Exp~nged Alternative would 
result in a sfgnificant traffic in:ipact at the inte[?ectipn of Rand.all Street/San Jose Avenue 
that would operate at LOS E or LOS F condition~ under Existing plus Service . 
Improvements and the TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative conditions. 

• : • • ~ ! .. • • ' • • 1' t _j < • , L .I.' 

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

• Impact TR-26: Implementation of the project-level TT~P.22_ 1 Expanded Alterna~ve 
woulq re~1,1lt i~ a significant tr~ffiqJmRac,t ~Uhe if')~_rsection of-16th/Bryant streets that · 
would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative conditions. . . 

. '-. ·M(tigation-Measuie -M~ TR-26: /nteraection Restriping at i<fhiaryant streets . .. 
. ' .·. . "' ' - • l • •.· . ,. . ... •.· . ' •. 

Implementation of:Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would reconfigure the irite~section of 16th and 
Bryant Streets such that the westbo~nd a~pro~ch-Would be a through Ian~ and dedicated right 
turn-pocket.and the eastbo4r;id appro9~~woulc:t_be to a shared through/right Ian~. . 

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

• Impact TR-27: · Implementation of the i?roJeet-!~vel TtRP.22_ 1 Expa11ded Alternative 
would- result ih a-significant traffic impact at the intersection of 1·6th Street/Potrero 
Aver:iue that. would_ operate at LOS s c:>r LOS F condition~ under Existing plus Service 
I mprovenients and theTTRP.22_ 1 Exp'arided Alternative conditions. 

No 'teasibl.e 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 Alternative 
would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Seventh streets that 
would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions Linder Existing plus Service Improvements 
i;ind the TIRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative conditions. 

No feasible mitigzition measures are ~vailable and the impact remains significant and 

unavoidable. 

• Impact TR-30: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Bryant. 
streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the TIRP,~2_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 conditions. 

- · Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping a·t 1 f1h !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. 

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

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

unavoidable. 

• Impact TR-32: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.22_1 ExpandedAltemative 
Variant 1 would result in a signfficant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Seventh 
streets that would operate at LOS E or LOS F c9nditions under Existi,ng plus Service 
Improvements and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative. conditions. 

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

unavoidable. 

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

- Mjtigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping at 1 ffh/Bryant streets 

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

D or better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, traffic impacts at the intersection of 16th and 

Bryant streets would remain signifi_cant and unavoidable. 
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• Impact TR-35: lmplementati~n 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 under Existing 
plus Service Improvements and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 
conditions. · 

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

·unavoidable; -

• -Impact TR-36: Implementation of the ·project-level TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
.Variant 2 wo_uJd result in a signifjc~nt traffic impact at the intersection of 161h/Seventh 
streets that W!'.>uld operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the TTRp.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions. 

No fe<!isible· initigati_ori' measures are availablei and the impact remains signiffcant an<;! 
unavoid~ble. ' · · · . . . :. . . . . . . - · 

• Impact TR-3~:· lmplem~ntati9n of th~ project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
would result in a significant traffic imp_act at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green 
Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under Existing plus 
Service lmprovern«?nts and the ITRP.30_ 1 Expal'.l~.e~'AJte~native conditions. . . 

No fea~ible rnitig?tiJ'.ln m~asures are ayaila~le.and the impact remains signific~nt and 
unavoidable. . . 

• Impact TR-40: Implementation of tf:le project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative 
. ; Variant 1 ~o~ld r~\.dt ~n.asignificant traffi_c impact _at ·th~_.intf!rsection of Columbus 

Av~nue/Green Street/~tockton Street 'that would operate·at LOS E conditions under 
·Existjrig plus Servict? lmprovementS'and the ITRP.3b_f Expanded Aiterriative_\iariant 1 

-_ c·qnditioM~. · ·. · · · · · · · · ., · · 

No feasible mitigation measur~s.~re availab!e an~ th~ i111p;:ict.remaj1,1s significant and 
unavoidable. 

• -·Impact TR-42: Implementation of th~ project-level TTRP.30_ 1 ExJ:>anded-Alteniative · 
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic i(l'lpact at the intersectiqn of .Colum~us 

. Avenue/Green Street/stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under 
E~~ting pl1:1s_ Servic~ Improvements ~nd the TTRP.30."J ~panded Alternative Variant 2 
conpij:ions. . - . . -. . . - . . > ' ' • • •• 

No fe?sJble mitig~tion tneasi.!res are available and the impact r~mains' significant and 
- . • • ' f ' l ~,.. • ' ... ( ~ '' • 

unavoidable. 

• 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 fvlission Street 
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such tha~ the existing loading demand dudng the peak hour of loading activities could 
not be accommodated within on~str!=!et loading supply and may create a potentially 
hazardous congition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, 9r 
pedestrians'. 

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

With implem.entation 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 c;>f, camera video ·enforcement of parkiAg regulations along new transit­

only lanes is not known, the feasibility of this measure is uncertain ,and im.pacts on this corridor ' 

remain significant and unavoidable. . . 

• lrnpac~ TJ~,:49: lmplernentation of projeyt-level TTRP.14 Moderate Alternative Variant 2. 
would resultin a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Mission Street 
such that the existing loading demand dudng the peak hour of loading activities-could 
not be accommodated within on-street loading .supply and may create a potentially 
hazardous condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or 
pedestrians. · 

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

Because the effectiveness of the use of camera \ljdeo enforcement of parking regulations aiong 

new transit-only lanes is not known, the feasibHity of this measure is uncertain and impacts on 

this corridor remain significant and unavoidable. 

• Impact TR-50: lmplemen~ation of project-level TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would 
·result rn 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 ha~ardous 
condition or significant delay that may affecttraffic, 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-levelTIRP.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 b~ 
accommodated within on~street loading supply and may create a potentially haz.ardous 
condition m significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians. 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Vio/~tions 
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.Because the effectiveness of the use of Gamera vipeo enforcement of parking reg~l'.'ltions along 
new transjt-only'Ianes is not known, tfle feasibility of this meas~re, is uriceitain and· knpacts· on 
this corridor remain significant and unavoidable. ' 

• Im pact TR-52: Implementation of project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternative would 
result in a reduction in on-street commercici(Joadii:ig supply, on Stockton Street suchtnat 
the e?<isting loading demand dur]ng th~· peak hour of loadif"!g ~~ti0fi~:; coJ.Jld not be · 
accommodated withiri ori-str~et loading_ supply and may c;r~a!e. a potentially h~ard9us 
condition' or sigriiffoant delay that 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-:only lanes is·not known, the feasibility of this measure is uncertain and impacts on 

.•. ··• r.. • . ~ , ··~ . • ~ , , • . , 

this corridor remain significant and unavoidable. · ·· 
. ~... . . 

• · : Impact TR•53: · lmpleni_eiifa~i-oii 9f project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Expandeq Aiternative Variant 
1 would re.s.ulfin a r~au¢fi6nin ·on"s~reefcoriJtnercial loac;iing suppl{on Stocktqn Street 

' such that th~ e)clsting"loading' dema~d di.iring the peak.hour of 1diildlng aetiylties could 
riot be a'Ccbiiim6date"(f withlrfori-sfreet foac;iing supply and ;may create ·a potentially 
hazardous coripii:iori'or"signifiearit deiay "that may affec(traffic, transit, biCycies, or 
pedestrians . . :; 

- Mitigation Mefl~Ure M-TR-48: Enforcement of parking Violations 
.... - . ' . - . . ' .· : .. ~ ... - : . ;,: . . . . ~. . : '. •, ' _, ' . 

Because the effectiv~ness of the use of camera video er;-iforcement of parking tegulatiohs along 
new transit-o'niy lanes is notknoym, the feasit>ility of this measure is uncertain and·impacts bil · 

this corridor remai~ significant apd;una~6idaole... . 
' • •" : • • 1-. ~·- ! ,1 ••• ". ' ' •' 

• Im pact TR-54:. Implementation of project-level TTRP.30_ 1 Expanded Alternat~v.~ .Variant 
2 would result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Street 
--~~ph t~~! t_9e ~~sting JCia;di~~ pem'1m9 9ur_t~9, th~. peak, ~qur. of. loadir:ig ~c~i~~ie~ ~oulq 
nqt be- a~qi;>IT.,![!Od~~~~' with!'l ~l)~~t~~~t Io~drng supply ~m9 '1'.'CIY ere.ate_ a, Pe>tentra,lly 
,h.~;;1rc;f o.li.s cori~itiOri. 6t'signifjc!3ht del~y tha,t may a1fect tr~ffic, transj~. bicY.cl~. or 
;-'~ede~tnaris· ... :_: -,_ · ;. . .· :.- · · . · . " . ... . 

. , . .··.: :- Mffig~tio,~ M~~~ure, ~:-,TR-;48: E~fojqement of Parf:<ing Violf;ltlans · . 

• l . .. • . 

Becaus~; :the eff~ctiveness pf:th_e_,!fs.e·.of 9C1mera v!deo enforcement qf p~.rking rElgulations along 
new transit-only lanes is not known, the feasibili_ty of this measure is uncertain and impacts on 
this corridor remain significant ana unavoidable. ' ' 

• . : Impact C-TR-1: The Service Policy Framework and Service Improvements· ot Servi'ce 
Variants; in combination With past, pres'ent and reasonably fores~able development in 
San Francisco;· would,,coritnbute considerably to a·significant cur,m.ilative impact on 
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. tr!3nsit, resulting in an exceedance of Muni's capacity utilization standard on the Mission 
corridor within the Southeast screenline of the Downtown screen lines under 2035 
Cumulative plus Service i'niprovements only 9onditlons. ·' · · · ·. 

- Mitigation Measure M-C- TR-1: SFMTA Monitorir;g of_ Muni Service 

lmpleiner:itatiori of this Mitigation Measure would reduce the i::Limt.ilatlve impact on the affected 

corridor to.a less-than-significant level. However, becal.1$e the SFMTA cann9fcom'mit to future 

funding appropriations 11or b.e certain of its ~.bility to provide additional ~r:;rvice citywide to 

maintain the capacity utilization standard, among other service goals, the feasibility of this 

mitigation measur'e ·is uncertain, and the· cumulative impact on transit 'remains significant and 

unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-2: The Service Policy Framework, TPS Toolkit elements a's applied in the 
·program-level TTRP corridors, and the Service Improvements with the TTRP, Moderate 
Alternative, in combination with past, pre$ent and reasonably foreseeable development 
in San-Frar1~ispo, would contri~ute Gpnsiderably to.sigf!ificant c4ml!,lative ifllpacts-0n· 
transit, resulting .in exceectances of Muni's ·capacity utiJi:.?;~tfon standar~ on the . 
Fulton~!-Jayes corridor within th!=! Northwe.st $Cree111ine a'(1~ on the Ml~~i~m corridor within 
the South_east screenline of tpe Downtown scre!:lnlines under.203? Cqmulative plus 
?.er\rice Improvements and the TTRP Moderate Alternative cond!tiof'.ls. .. , . 

- M;t;gation Measure M•C-TR-1: SFMTA Monitoring of M11ni Service 

Implementation .of this Mitigation Measure would reduce the cumulative impact on the affected 

corridor to a le~s.,.than-significant level. However, be.cause the SFMTA cannot commit to future· . 

funding appropriations nor be certain of its ability to provide additional service citywide to 

maintain the cap~city utilization standard; among other service goals, the feas(bilfty of this 

mitigation measure is uncertain, and the cumulative impact on transit remains sig11tficant and 

unavoidable. 

• Impact ·c~rR-3: The Service Policy Framewor_k, th~:TPS Toolkit el~n:ie11ts a~ applied in 
the program-level TTRP c.orridors, anq the ·service Improvements with the TTRP . 
Expanded-Alternative, in combination with past, present and reasonaoly foreseeable 
development in San Francisco, would contribute considerably to signific-arit cumulative 
impacts on tran·stt, resulting in exceedances of Muni's c~p.~city,l,ltilization standard on the 
Fulton!Hayes corridor within the Northwestscreenline and on the Missiori corridor within 
the Southeast screenline of the Downtown screenlines under 2035 Cumulative 
conditions plus Service I mproverrrents '.and the TTRP Expand~d Alternative conditions. 

- Mitigation Meaqure M-c:... TR-1: SFMTA Monitoring of Mpnf.Service 

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

· corrid.or to a less.::than-signjficant level. However, because the SFMTA cannot commit to future 

funding appropriations no'r be certain of its ability to prov[de additionai service citywi~e 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 imeact on transit remains significant and 
unavoidable. · 

- • Impact C-TR-7: Implementation of the S~fvice'Poiiby Frameworl_< Objedive A, Action 
A.3 and Objecllve c; Actions 0:3 ttifough C.5 and TP$ Toolkit categories: :Larie ... 
Mo~ificati.ons a'.'d Pedestrian lmprovem~nt~ ~~ ~pplie<;f_in program-level TIRP C!Jfridors, 
iii combination with past; present and reasonably foreseeable developme'nt in San 
Francisco, would result in cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along tne· corridors· 
under 2035 Cumulalive plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Moderate Alternative 
co1;1piti91i~;. · _ . ,, .. · 

•) ·. 
- Mitiga_tion M~asure M.-TR-8:_ Opti.mization·ot Intersection Operations 

Becau!ie,fhis.rne.a~ure may not pe adequate to mitigate intersection-traffic operatiens to less-· 
tharrsignificaryt levels, and because the feasibility of providing additional vehicle capacity is 

· - unknown and it is not always possible to optimize a:n intersection such that level of service will 
impr6ve.fo·Lo·s Dor better, the feasibility" of mitigatio'ri is iiofassured. Tli~refore; the · 

cumulativeimp·a~_on traffic ope_ratiom~ rehl~i.ns slg~ificant an~ u~·avoidabJe 
.. - .. , • • • ' •• < -

• Impact C-TR-9: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework Objective A, Action 
A.3 ~nd ObjectJve C, Ac~ons,C.3 thrpugh C .. 5 and TPS Toolkit categories:_ Lane . 
M·odificatlo.ris and Pedestrian Improvements 'as applied irl program-level TJRP corriqor~ 
would result in cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along the corridors··under 2035 
Cumulative pl.us Service lmprove111ents and the ITRP Expanded Altema~ive conditions. 
' • ~ ., ' .·.. . ' Ii . . .• ' . • . . . ' .. -· : ; • ' .. • • •• ; ' .: " 

:- · Mitigation Measure M'-1H-B: Optimization oft ntersection Operations ., 
' • • • ,·, • - ,· r t :" 

Because this measure niay not be adequ;:i.te to mitigate intersectior;t traffic operati_ons to less­
than~signifieant levels:: and because ttle1feasil!>ifity of providing additi~na1: vehide'6~pacify i~ .. 
unknown and it is not always possible to optimize an if"!tersection such that leven>t'service will 
imp~ov~ to LO~ D or ~ej:ter,_tpe etfeqtiven~s~. qf t~is l)litigatior.i m~a,sure is not _as~u_red, and _ 
mitigation is infeas!bl~/ Thej:~fore, the ·CUrTIUlath{~ irnp~ti(o~ 'tr~ffic operations rem~ins-. 

. significant and unavoidable. 

• · hrip~ct e-TR-13: Implementation of the 2035 c'umulative plus' $erviee Improvements 
and the TTRP.J Expanded Alternative would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic 
impacts at the intersection of Market/Church/14th streets during the p.m. peak hour. 

- . .. 

No feasibl~ mitig~tion ~easures are_ av~Ha,ble an~ the cumui~tiv~ impact i-em,ains sfgnifi~nt' 
and unavoidabl~. 

• . Impact C-TR-14: 'Implementation of the 2035'Gurriulative pli.Js 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~k hour . 
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No feasible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative Impact remains significarit 
and Ul}aVQi.dable. 

• Impact C-TR-15: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
<;ind the _TTRH8X ExHanded Alternative woujd resµlt in cum[.!lative traffic impacts at the 
int~rsection of Gen~va Avenueicarter Street. during the p.1)1. p_eak hour. 

No feasible mitigation r:neasu_r~s ?re available'. aJ1d tht? cumulative impa.ct rerii.ains signif'iC.ant 
and unavoidable. . 

_,. Impact C-TR-16: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.8X Expanded Alternative would result in cumulatrve traffic impacts at the 
intersection of Geneva Avenue/Moscow $treet 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 C':Jmulative ph.is_,Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would result iri project and cumulative traffic 
impacts at the intersection of Randall StreetiSan Jose Avenue during the a.m. peak 
hou~ . 

No feasible mitigation measureS? ar:e available and the cumulati'~e impact remains significant . 
and un'avoidable. · - · .. 

• Impact C-TR-18:. Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus SerVlce Improvements 
and the TTRP.14 E~panded Alternative .woulq result in cumulci.tlvetraffic impacts at the 
int~rsection of Mission/Fifth streets during the a.m. peak hour. 

No feasible mitigation measure~ ~re ?Vailable and t.~e cumulative impact remains significant 
and unayoidable. 

• · 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 TIRP.22_1 ·Expanded Alternative w'ould result in project arid cumulative traffic. 
impacts atthelntersection of 16th/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak hour. 

~ [1AWgation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping at 1 r/1/Bryant streets 
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Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-TR-26 would hot Improve intersection operation? to LOS 
D or better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, cumulative traffic impacts at the intersection of 
16th and Bryant streets remain significant and unavoidable.· 

• Impact C:-TR.;21: lmpfementatiOn of tne 2035 Cumuiative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Van ant 1 would- result in project and traffic 
c4mulative impacts at the interseCtion of 16th/Bryant streets during the p.m. pe,cik hour . 

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

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Res_triping at 16'h!Bryant stteets 

lmplement~tion of ¥,~igation M~~ure M-TR-26 would-not.improve inter.section operatio.ns to LOS 
Dor.better during t'1e p.m. peak hour; therefore, cumulativetrafficJmpa~ts at the intersection of 
16th and Bryant streets remain signifk:ant and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-22: lmplem,ent~fibn of the 2035 ·curnulative{plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded· Alternative Variant 2 would result.in projecl and · · · 
~umulative traffic impacts at th.e intersection of 16th/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak 

. hour. · · " · · · -
t ·' < 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-26:· Intersection Restriping at 16"' !Bryant streets 

Implementatiori·ofMitigation· Measure M;.TR•26 would-t1ot improve intersectio~ ·operatisns to' LOS 
Dor better during the p.m. peak hour; therefore, cumulative traffic impacts at the.iritersectic;m of,.. 
16th and Bryanrstreets remain significant and unavoidaple. · 

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

•· ,:Impact CltR.:.23·:-·lmplerner:itatjon·of the 2035 Cui:nuiatiye pi~s ~ervtce.lm'provements 
and the TIRP.22~J Expanded Altemafive·would'resuit ·ir;· project ·and cumulatiVe traffic 
impacts at the intersection of 1 Bth/Potrero streets during the p.m. peak hour. ·· .. ·:·~,...:-. ··:·'"," · .... .- ... ".·:· ~,.~ .. ··. :'-=:·. 

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

. ; 

• - lmp~-ct C-TR-24~ Implementation of the 2035 6uinu!ative plus· Seivice Improvements 
arid tlie TTRP.22.:_ 1 Expanded Alternative Vanant 1 wouid- resuit llfp·rojecl ·and ' 
cu.~ul.atiVe t~affic impacts at the interse~tiph of 16111/Potfero ;;treets ~yring tn.e p.m. peak . 
hour. , · · · ' · · · -· · · · · · · · · · · · · 

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

{ I;", 

• lnipact C•TR-25; Implementation ofthe2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project ahd . 
cumulative traffic impacts at the intersectfon ot 1·sth1F>otrero streets dliring the· p'.m. peak 
hou~ · · 
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No f~asible mitigation measures are available and the cumulative impact remains significarit 

and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-26: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
. and the TIRP.2Z 1 Expande~ Alt~rnative would r_e~L!I~ in cumulative traffic impacts at the 

· intersection of 1 ellit.PV1:1er:is ~treets during tll~ p.m. p~ak hour.. . · 

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

and unavoidable. 

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

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

and unavoidable. 

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

No feasible mitigation measures are §!Vailable and the cumulative impact remains significant 

and unavoidable. 

• Impact C-TR-29: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service.Improvements 
plus the TTRP.22_ 1 Expand~d Alternative would res.ult in cumulative tr?ffic impacts at 
the intersection of 161!1/Fourtr stre~ts during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours.. · 

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

and unavoidable. 

•· Impact C-TR-30: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in cumulative traffic 
impacts ~t the interse~~ion of 16th/Fourth streets dtlring 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 
imp,acts at the,intersectfqn of 16th/Fourth streets during the a.m,. and p.m. peak hours. - . . 

No feasible mi~fgation meas1,.1res are ayailable af\d the cumulative impact remains significant 

and unavoidable. 
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• · Impact c-TR-32: lmplementatio"n qf the 2035 cu_mulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_::.1 Exparided·Alternative wo"uld·result'iii project: and cumtil_ative traffic 
impacts-at-the intersection of 16il!(Seventh streets during"the·a.m. and p.m. peak hours. 

No fea~ibl~ mitigation-measures are available aa~ the cumulative !rripact fem·ains significant 
and unavoidable. 

•. . lrripad C-TR-33: Implementation" of the 2035 Cumul~tive plus Servip~ Improvements 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 ExpandedAlternatfve Variant 1 would result in project and 
C!JIT1UIC1tive ~raffi~ imp<!¢~ at the intersectjon of 161h/S~.venth.strefi!tl? durif!g the a.m. ;:ind 
p,m. 1:l'eak hours. · · · · · · · · · 

f ' -~ • -. ' - ~ • ., ' • -

No feasib.te: mitigation measures are· available and the cumulative impact remains sigriificarit 
and unavoidable. . ' · 1 • • ;. • • • . .. • -

{ ' ' '." 

· • Impact C-TR-~4: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative pl.I.!? Sf?ryiC~ lmprov~ments 
and the TTRP.22_ 1 Expandeq A~ternative Variant 2 would result in project and 
cw:nul_atiye tr~ffiC::.ilT\pacts._at th~ ]nter~ectiqn of t61h/Seve:nth streets d1.,1ring.th~ a.m. and 
P-i:rt~ peak_hq'urs:;. ··.· . . . . ,. . . . .. r . 

~ -, ' ' • ,. • .~I 

No fe~slble niitigatidn measures 'c=lre ~vailable and tli~ c~'rT1i.iiativ~ .impact 'cernains ~ignificant 
and ·unavoidable. . ·. ·. ·• · 

• Impact C~TR-35: lmple.m~ntation of the· 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements 
and the TI'.RP,30;.:;_ 1 Expa·nded A:lte_rnative would r~sLilt in proj~ ?[ld cumulative· traffic . 
impacts.atthe)l}tE!rse~ij;m. <;>f Cph.i.IJlpu~ Ave.n!J~Gr~en ~tre~t/$t.o.~ktqn Stre~t. · .. 

No feasible mitigation meas.ur~ are avaflable and the cumuiative impact remains significant 
and unavoidable. 

.,. - .... "" ,,· ., . ·' 

• ;n:ip,~~-C-:TRi~~;:,.{lllei:rn:~n!~~ipP, of~e.?,03~ Cu!)i~!~~Y~ pJ~.s ~~pti~~-l~prov~~ents 
ana the TTRP.30 _ _,1 !=Xf?~~-~~~ Alt~f~fl~!~e Vanant 1 ~~!:!Id. resuJt· 1~ project _and · ... 
cumulative traffic· impacts at the intersection of Colurnbus Avenue/Green Street/Stockton 

· Street. . . - . · · .. · · 
_,:' ' . ,.,. . 

No fe~_sit?!e mi~g~~<?ll r:ii~as1,1res a~~ availabl13.ci11<;f.the .c1:1mulat!ve impciqt (e1_1'1ains l3iQ'lificant 
·and unavoidable. _, 

•< '< •or 

. ,. 

• Impact C-TR-37: lmplementa~ion of tlie 2035 Cumuiative plus Service fmprovements 
·: a.nd, the/ffRP.30_ 1 ~~p.and~q Alternative Variant 2 wo.uld~ res_ult i.n project and 
· cuniul~tlve traffiC'.impactS ·at ftle intersection 'of Coilihitius Avenue/Gree·n.Stfeet/Stockton 
street.··.-. :_ · · · · · · • ·, · " " · · · - · 

No feasib.i~ ryiitigation mea§Ur'es a.re avail~:bl~ Ci!}~ the cui;nulative imp~~t r~mains significant 
and· unavoidabie. · · · · 
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• Impact C-TR-43: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 and 
·. objective C,· Actions C.3 through C.5, and TPS Toolkit Categories: Transit Stop -, 

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

. cumulative loading impacts. 

- Mitigation Measur? fvf- TR-1 O: Provision of Rep/qcement Commercial Loading 
Spaces. . · · • · · · ·. · · · . . · · · 

While this measure could reduce significant loadin'g'•frnpacts, in some locatJon~ 6n-sfreet parking 

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

street or within 250 feet on an adjacent side street, :the feasibility of providing replacem·ent 

commercial loading spa~s pursuant to Mitigation Measure M-i-'R-10 cannot be assured. 

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

significant and unavoida~le. 

• Impact C-TR-44': ·Implementation of the project:..level TTRP Mode~ate Alternative 
including the TTRP.14 Variant 1, TTRP.14 Variant 2, and TTRP.30_ 1 in combina~ion with 
past, present and other reasonc;ibly foreseeable development in San Francisco, wou,ld 
result in cumulative loading impacts. · · · 

- Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of Parking Viol auons 

Because the effectiveness of the-use of camera video enforc!=lment of P?trking regulations along 

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

cumulative impacts on t~is corridor remain significant and unavpidable. 

• Impact C-TR~45: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Expanded Alternative 
including the TTRP.14, TTRP.30_ 1, TTRP.30_ 1 Variant 1, and TTRP.30_ 1 Variant 2, in 
combination with pas(pre~ent and reason8:bly foreseeable developme_nt in. 9an 
Francisco, would.result in project ar:id cumi.Jlat[ve loai;ling 'impacts. 
. . . ·' . - ' '. ·~ - ' . 

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

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

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

cumulative impacts on these corridors remain significant and unavoidable. ' 
' " - - ~ ' 

• lmpaqt C-TR-49: Implementation of tl)e ServiCe Pol[pyFramework .. ObjectiveA, Action 
A.3 and Objective·c, Actions C.3, C.4 and C.5, and the TPS Toolkit categories: Lane 
Modifications, Parking and Tum Restrictions, and Pedestrian Improvements as applied 
in program-level TIRP corridors, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable develo'pment in San Franciisco, may result In significant cumulative par/<ing 
impacts. 
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- Mffigation Measunfe M.;C-TR-49: EXplore .. the /mp/einentation of Parking 
Management Strategies. 

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

. . I 

• Impact C.. TR-52: Implementation of the pn~je(?t-lev.e! TTRP fyloderate Altematiye for the 
TTRP.14 Variant 1 or the TTRP.14 Variant 2; in· combination with past, pre5ent and 
rea~on~bly forese~able. development in San Francisc(), would result in significant 

. cumulatiye parking i~pact~. . . . .. · ' . ' . . ·. . 

- · Mffigation Measure M-C-TR-49: Exp/ere the implementation· of Parking 
. , Manag(}m~ot strategies·· · . . ,. · , · . ' · · . -

It is uncertain whether parking managemef')t strategies wo.uld mitigate this sig~ifici:lnt cumu!ati~e 
parking. i~pact to a less-than~significant level. ."Th~~~f~re,- fec;isibility of this mitigation ~e<:Jsure 
cann9t b~ ~s~ured, and the cumulative.impact ~emain~ signific~nt ~pd unavqidable. . . 

• • '. • • • ·-. • c - • • • ' • 

• impact c:. TR.;54: lrriplementation of the projeCt-level ITRP Expanded Alternative for the 
TTRP.22_ 1, TTRP.22 .. J Variant 1;·or TTR.P.22_ 1 Variant 2, in combination with past, 

• · present and reason~ply fore.seeable developl!lent In San fr~ncisco, would result in 
significant cumulative parking impacts.·· · . · . 

- Mffig~tionMeasure M-C-TR.:49: Explore the Implementation. of Parking 
Management ~tegies 

It is uncertain whether· patkir'lg' rrianageinent strategies would mitigate this· significant_ cumulative 
parking impact fo ale5~than-'§ignificanflevel.

1 

Therefore, feasibiiify of thi~ mitigation meas~re 
" cannot be assured,· and the cunii.Jlative impact remains significant and unavoidable. 

'l... • ~ -. 

V. ·. EVALUATION.OF'·RROJECT ALTERNATIVES · 

This Se9tion describE?S tile alternatives· to the project' analyzeq in ih~ FEt R ~nd the reasons for 
finding the alternatives inf~asibl~ ~ii4 rejecting ttiei'n as required by Public Reso~rces Code 
section· 21081 (a)(3) and CEOA.~uideiines Secti6h 15091 {a)(3) ... This ~~·ction. also 6utli~~s th.e 
reasons for approving the TEP as proposed. . . . 

CEQA mandates that.an. EIR evaluate a reasonable range qf alte~atives to the project that 
would ''feasibly attain m~~t ot'the'basic objeclive~ of the 'project, bu~ w9uld avoid .. or substantially 
lessen .effects of the prbject, anci evaluate ttie c~mparative merits of the project." (GEQA 
Guidelines Section 14126.S(a}.} CEQA requires that every ·EIR al~o .. evaluate a "No Project" 
alternative. Alternatives prbvide the decisionmakers With a ~asis of comparison to the Project in 
terms of their signtticanr~mpacts and their ability to meet project obj~ctives. This comparative: 

., - . . . - : . . ' - ' . 
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analysis is µsed to consider reasonably, potenti<~lly feasible options for minimizing 

environmental consequences of the Proposed Project. 

The Aitematives listed below and rejected are rejected as infeasible based upon substantial 

evidenc;;e, in the record, including evi,qence 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 Approying Proposed Project . - ,, - . . ' 

As discusseq_abo.v.e iri Section I and in Chapter 2 of the FEIR, the TEP consists of a Service 

Policy Framework, Service Improvements, 12 Service-Related Capital Improvements, and 

. Travel Time Reduction Proposals (TTRPs) (which apply various items from the Transit 

Preferential Streets "Toolkit") along 17 transit c~rridors. Forthe purposes of environnien~al 
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 o·rder to understand the full scope of its potential environmental impacts, the TEP is 

actually a collection of projects and prop.osals, which, while related, may be implemented at 

. various times and, in many cases, independently of each other. . 
Thus, the FEIR defined and analyzed the proposed project as tw<;> alternatives fn 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 SerVice Policy Framework, the Service Improvements, Service Variants, 

the Service-related Capital Improvements, and the TPS Toolkit_as applied to the program-level 

TTRP corridors. The difference between the two alternative projects 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 ofTPS Toolkit elements along the s~me Rapid Network corridors. Th~ 

rationale behind this is that the TTRP Moderate Alternative 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 TIRP proposals included in the 

TEP will be implemented. Implementation of various TTRP proposals will depend on community 

and stakeholder input, as wel_l ·as a n:iyriad of policy and budQetary considerations. It is likely . 

that; over time, 'the SFMTA will implement at a project-level a collection of TIRP proposals that 

fall somewhere in between the TTRP Moderate cmd l;~panded Alternatives analyzed in the 

FEIR. However, at this-time, it is not _known whether a .given project along a TfRP corridor will 
include components of the Moderate Alternative or the Expanded Alternative, or a mixture of the 
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two. Because of this, the SFMTA Board is not now rejecting either the TIRP Moderate 
Altefl"!;:itive 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 continu$ 
to develop ~pecific project propos;:ils for each TTRP corridor. Once .. any ~uch projects are 
proposed for approval, the ~FMTA Boar~. wo~ld adopt as n~c~sa.ry findings t~ reject.· . 
alternatives,tq ~hose P.rpposed TJ:RP prqjects .. 

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

B. 

• Support and implement the City's Transit First Policy by ~roviding clear direction for 
managing modal allocation of space on the transportation system .for the City ~f San 
Francisco, 

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

• lmpr:ove the cust~mer experience on the? transit sy~tem. 

• Improve transit system reliability.: 

• Improve transit travel times. 
• i, 

• · Improve safe!)' for pedestrian·s, bicy~list~. and transit riders~ 

• Realign transit routes to elimi~ate underused routes arid increase headways on heavily­
. used routes~ 

• Reduce <?fOWding on heayi!y-used route!:? .. 
' . . -.. ·. ' . 1 

• Improve accessibil.ity· to thetransit-syst~m: 

• Attract more passengers to the transit system and increa~e the use of transit by existing 
riders. 

• R'~du~e the use '9f aGto~~biles on City.stree,s . 
'. • j ~ • : 

Alt~r:oatives ·R.~j~.~t~d and Reasons for Rejection 

The SEMTA Board of Direct.ors rejects the No ProjectAltematiVt? described alida'nalyzed in the 
FEIR'becaLlse the SFMTA Bdard·finds that there is substantial eviden.ce,'fr1c!i.Jging evfdence cif 
economic, .legal, ·social, technological, and· other ci:>nsiderations d~scribed .in this Section in . 
addition to those described-in Seqtiori "! beiowunder CEQAGUidelines Section 15d91(a)(3), 
that make' this alternative infeasible. In making these determinations, the SF,MTA Board is ' . 
aware that CEQA defines "feasibility"·to m~~m .-capable bf being ·accomplished in a successful 
manlier within a. reason:able period of time, taking into' account edJriornic, erivironi'nental,.sociai, 
legal, and techriological factors·.~ The SFrlh°TA Boa'rd i~ ~lso aware that under CEQA case law 
. the concept.of "f~asibility" enc~mpasses (i) the qGestion ohvhet~e~ a particular alternative 
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 standpornt 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 FEIR_:_the TTRP Moderate Alten:1ative 
and the TTRP Expanded Alternative-included Implementation of the Service Policy 

. . . ~ 

Framework, the Service Improvements, Service Variants, the Service-related Capital 
Improvements, and.the TPS.Toolkit as applied to the.program-level TTRP·corridors, rejecting 
the No .ProjectAJtemative rejects every alt~rnative that would fail to implement these TEP . . ' 

propos?ls as infeasible. 

1. Alternative A: No Project 

Under the No Project AJtematJve, 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 Prop'osals. 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, so.me 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 platformswould continue to be 
added on a location-by-location basis when feasible. However, no scheduled program of 
irr1provements would be implemented without adoption of the TE_P. 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 n~cessary. 

The No Project Alternative would not provide for an organized, comprehensive, coordinated 
program of transjt system improvements. Transit system reliability and ~fficiency would not 
Improve,· and crowding on some routes would not be expected to change substantially from 
existing conditions. Under cumulative conditions with the No Project Alternative._ the transit 
syste~ would become more ~rowded as growth and development continue to occur. in the_ City. 
Transit travel times would. not improve on a coordinated basis. A mod~ shift from automobiles to 
transit use would not occur, resulting in_ ad~itional a~tomobile congesti!:m. The No Project 
Altematjve would not help the City suppprt the Transit First Policy. Additionally, traffic 
congestion will continue to degrade the performance of. the surface transit system leading to 
increas_ing operating costs porn by the City of San Francisco tax pay<?rs. As 9osts continue to 
increase, and on time perfprman.ce continues to degr~de, resources. tha_t had originally been 
identified to_ provide additional service will be u~ed to supplement exis!ing operatiOns. This 
spiral of increased operational. subsh;lies with no increase in :5ervice may re?Ult in lower 
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. ridership, which leads to qecreasihg revenue a·ild a·downward spiral in the sustainability bf the 
transit ·system and mobility for residents .and yisitors to ttie City of San Francisco. 

For these rea,soni;;, the SFMTA Board.finds that, on ba{ance,.the Proje~t i~ preferable to th~ _No· 
. Projec;;t Alternative and the No Project Alternative is rejecle~ as infeasible. . 

..• , • r . : . . . . 

2 .. Alternatives Considered and Rejected in the EIR 

Alternative locations for the TEP_wou!d not be feasible.b~cause tlie Project is a systeinWide 
program to. improve the existing transit infrastructure and service in San Francisco; therefore, 
aitemative locations outside of San Francisco are rejected.~ Alternative locations for transit 
impr~verrie~ts.on streets oth~r than those proposed are rejected as infea~ible because of the. 
need·to maintaih cohriectivity·and geogr~phic .coverage within.the existing transit arid overall' 
transportation netw~rk: . . . . . 

TheSFMTA considered sever~! potential alternatives to a~pects.ofthe TEP's TTRP Moderate 
and Expand~d Alternatives. Thes~ alt~matives include trae following: 

• : Tran~it..:onlY. streets ~lqng hi~h tranS!it ridership _corridors ... 

• , TratJ~it-only lc;ines a!oi:ig. tbe i?ntir~ty of al! existi11g fou~-:-lane (or mor~) tral}sJt corridors. 
• Stop sign removal and replacement with traffic signals at a!I stop sign locations on transit 

corri~on~. 
• Stop .corasolidatlon and optimizatioR standards as recomwended in best practices 

,literature. 
. . . 

· • · ~oute terminal relpcation and optimization for some roUt:es Wit!J terminal locations at 
uri'productive route segrljents or in- low-trans!f demand locatiohs. · ·, ·. ' · 

• Fleet mode clfa.nge by route: such as· servicing ~ome routes that currently operate with 
existing trolley vehicles with the dlesel fleet or vice v~rs~. . . 

• Additional exte~sions: fo existi~g ro~es, 
.. .• . Modification of.route tails (swapping Orie roUte segtnent-with a different route segment to . 

serve the same~ ttansifoorridor): 

• 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 improveq direct.nes5·by, for example, reducing the number of 
· turns (~treamlini~g i~ iri~luded in the TEP for.some ro~tes). · · · · 

• ·Modifying freq4ency for all routes (frequency modifications, both increased and 
decreased frequency, is included iri:the TEP.for sonie r~utes). "· · . 

• Reducihg_the sp~n_9f service_for some rout~.. ,, 
" 
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• Farsic:je boarding at all signalized intersections (farside boarding at signalized· 
intersections is induded in the TEP for many routes1 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 FEI R. Th~--SFfl.IJTA Board concurs with the 
findings·in the EIR, and rejects these alternatives as infeasible for the reasons ·set ferth therein. 

VII. STATEMENT OF,OVERRl.DING CONSIDERATIONS· 

. . 
Pursuant 10 .CEQA § 21.081 arid CEQA Guidelines§ 15093, th~ SFry'ITA Bo_a(p of Qirectors 
hereby finds, after c_onsideration of the FEIR and the evidence in the rec!Jr'd, that each of th.e 
specific overriding economic, legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project as set 

' ~ . ~ . . . ... ... 
forth belpw independently and collectively outweighs the sig_nificant and unavoidable impacts 
and is an overriding consideration warranting approvafof the. Project. Any one of the reasons 

\for approval cited belo.w is sufficient to justify approval of the Project. Thus, even if a court were 
to conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial evidence, the SfMTA .Board will 
stand by its d'etermination that each individual reason is sufficient. The substantial evidence · 
supporting the varipus benefits can be found i'n the preceding findings, whic~ are incorporated 
by reference into this Section, and in the.documents found in the Record of Proceedings, as 
defined in Section I. · 

On the basis of the above findings ·and the substantial evidence in the whole record of this 
proceeding; the SFMTA Board specially finds that there are significant benefits of the Project in 
spite of the unavoidable significant impacts, and therefore makes.this Statement.of Overriding 
Considerations. The SFMTA Board further finds'that, as part of the process of obtaining Project 
approvql, all significant effects on the environment from implementation of the Project have 
been eliminated or substantially lessened where feastble. All mitigation measures identified in 
the EIR for the Pro!ect are adqpted as part of this app~oval action. T~e SFMTA Board has· 
detem:iined that any remain,ing significant effects on the environm~r:it found to be unavqidable 
are acceptable due to the following specific overriding economic, technical, le(Jal,.sociai and 
other considerations . 

. The Project will h~ve the foOowing benefits: 

• The Service Policy Fraineyv-ork ·and the 'TEP will support and implement the City's Transit 
First Policy. 

• Improved transit service with the TEP,, includi_ng improved (reduced) transit travel times, 
increas~d efficiency and improved reliabilfty, wiil make Murii a more attractive 
transportation mode, resulting in more use of transit a'rid less automobile travel 
throughout the City. 
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• Implementing the TEP will improve safety for pedestrians, biCyclists, and transit riders. 

• Improved network efficiency and reduced system redundancy with implementation of the 
TEP will improve the cost-effectiveness of transit operations. 

• Implementation of the TEP capital projects will support increased access for seniors and. 
people with disabilit~es by expanding accessible rail stops and making platfonn 
upgrades. 

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

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

• Finite public resources wilf be redirected to better match travel demand and trip patterns 
based on existing community neegs. 

Having considered these benefits, the SFMT A Board of Directors finds that the benefrt:s of the 
TEP.outweigh the unavoidable <11dverse_environmental effects, and that the adverse 
environmental effects are therefore acceptable. 

47 

261 



262 



N> 
a> 
c:..:> 

"·:;. 

EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM FOR THE TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

-
'\'Adopted:Mltlgatlon1·Measures ·, .:, '· 

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

MlilGA:Y-10,N'.ftllEASURES,AGREED. T.0-BY· SF.MTA 

Mitjgat~on ".Me!l~1fre M~P-:2il.: A~.cide'1taLDisc,overy 
of A'rcheological Res.ources : . -

The. following .mltlg;;itjo11 ~~asur~ is· requiredito:a~oid 
any potential adver~e .effect from the proposed .project · 
on accider:iJally ,d!SCOVE:)r!ad buried:or $Ubmerged­
historicaLresources,as,defined in' CEQA .Guidelines 
Section 1"596.is(a)(c), .. The project.sponsor~s~all , 
distribute the Planning Department archaeological and 
Pli!leo'ntologiCaJ r~source "A..4EBT' sheet to the project 
_prim~.contr,actor; to.any·project;s,ubcontractor,.(including 
demolilion,;excav:atioJJ;;gradlng, foundatioo,Jpilia.dfiving, 
etc. firms); andJq any utilities firm.involved.in· soils 
dlst,urblng actiyitjes within,the_prpject site. i;>dor,to,any 
~oils disturbiryg ,activitie,s. being, undertaken,--each . 
9ontracto,ris responsible.for· ensuring that the iALERT" 
sheet is 'circulated to all field personnel, including 
machine:operators, field crew, pile- drivers, supervis9ry 
personnel; etc. The· project sponsor:shall-provid.~ the: 
Environmental Review-Officer (E.RO).with ~ sigried 
affidavit from the resp-onsible pa'rties (prime ·contractor, 
subcoiitractor(s), and 'u!ilitles· firm) t~:rthe'E;Ro-- _ 
confhming·that all field personnel ti'ave ritceiv'~d copi~s 
of the Alert Sheet. . · 

' . . "'.' ., . ~ t f ·' -~·.: ~ ,,/."'::••; .,• 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

SFMTAand 
project 
contractors 

. ... '. ~ ' •';" 

Prior to soils 
disturbance 
activities 

.... 

,; \ ·:. ;~ 

Mitigation 
Action 

SFMT A to distribute 
Planning_ Department 
"ALERT" she.et·and'' 
provide signed affidavit 
from project contractor, 
subcontractor(s} arid 
utilities firm(s) stating·· 
that all field peraonnel 
h.ave. received copies 
of the "AlERT" sheet. 

,, :,_· _,-,,., 

ADMINISTRATIVE'DRAFT 2- SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

ERO to receive 
signed· affidavit. 

. ".1 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Prior to any soil 
disturbing activities. 

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

;. 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
Augusi 16, :2013 



N> 
en 
.;:. 

EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROG~M (continued) 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Should 'any:indication of an archaeological resource be 
encouritered·dlirihg;any sciils·drsturbing activity of the 
project, the prdjeCt. Head Foreman and/or project 
sponsor shall immediately notifythe 'ERO and shall 
immedfately"suspend any soils disturbing activities in th'e 
Vicinity of the·discoveiry until the ERO has determined 
what additional measures should be undertaken. 

If the E,RO determlries,that an archaeological resource 
may b.e presentwithin the project $ite, the project 
sponsor .shall retain tlle·services of an archaeological 
consultant frpm the. pool of qualified archaeological 
consultants main~air:ied :by the Planning: Depar.tment 
·archaeologist. The archaeological consultant shall .. 
advise:the ERO. as ·to. whether the discov~ry. is an 
archaeological resource, :retains sufficient integrity, and 
is of potential scientific/historicaVcuttural,signfficance. If 
an arch;aeologi_cal· resource is present; the . 
ar.chaeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the 
archaeological r_esource. The archaeological .consultant 
sh~ll.make,a recommendation as to what action; if ciny, 
is warranted .... Based on .this information, the ERO may 
r~uire, if warranted:· specific additional measures tq. be 
implementei:l by the .Project sponsor. · ·· 

Measures might: include: preservation in·situ of the 
archaecilogical resource, ah archaeological monitoring 
prograr,n; orcan-archaeological tes,ting program. lfan 
archaeological monitoring.program or archaeological 
testing programis,required, it shall·be·consistent with 
the Environmental Planning division guidelines for such 
programs. The ERO may also require that the project 
sponsorimmediately implement a site security program 
if the archaeological resource is.at risk from vandalism, 
looting, or other damaging actions. 

MONITORJNG AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility Monitoring/ 
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting 

Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility 
Monitoring 
Schedule 

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 
. project 
contractor's . 
Head Foreman 

SFMTAand 
project 
.archaeological 
consultant 

When determined 
necessary by the 
ERO 

~.' 

If required, SFMTA to 
retain an 
archaeological 
consultant from the 
pool of qualified 
~rchaeological 
consultants: 

Project archaeological 
consultant to advise 
ERO regarding the 
stafus· of the·· 
archeoJogical 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 

if additional disturbance 
measures are activities 
necessary 

ERO to determine 
if additional 
measures are 
necessary to 
implement 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REP6RTiNG; PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

,•' ,• . 
!. 

· A~qpt~ti)'i1~ig~t1or{Me~~ure.5 · · ,.' ·, " 

Responsibility 
for Mitigati,on Mitigation 

Action lmplem,entatior'I Schedule 

The.project.archa:eological consultant shall submit a: SFMTA and 
Final Archeological Resources Report'(FARR·) terthe · project 
ERO' that.eval0ates4he· historical' s_ighiflcance'of•any · ... archaeological 
discovered archaeqlogisal resoliroe·iind·describirig the consultant 
archaeological and 'historical'reseiatch methods ~ ·· 
employed in·:the archaeological monito.ringldata·rebover}t 
program(s) undertaken. ·1nfomil\ltion thaFmay put-at risk 
any:archaeological~resource· shall·be .. proviaed· in a 
separate removable insert.within_ the'.flnal report. ·. -
Cop'les of ttie Draft FARR' shail"be. sent to t\i~ EBO for 
review ~nd:appr~v~[::·on,c~;appti;>:~ecj·by'.tpe.E~Q, 
copies of the·FARR shall be distributed ·as follows:· 
c.a11tomia'Archaea1091C:al.site! $-u~ey Nqrt~·wast.' ~ 
I ntOrinatlori Geiiter'_(NWI Cf shall recei~~ orie '( 1) cdpy 

. and·t~ei ERO shall .re·9·eive 'a copy oO~e tra.n~rriitt:~Lof .. 
~he:·FARRto the '('JW1p·. Th·e .~miironnier:i~?i1;·p1ati!iing · 
division of the" PJannir)g· Department sha[l 'r~ci.Eiive q,ne '· 
bound copy, one:·unbound cpP,y;_~nd._Ol'JEf!Jr\l~cked' .. 
se~rch~!J.le Pqrtable Do<?~n;nent: Forniat'(P_DF) c;:c;igy on 
CD.'of·t~e FAR.R' along With C(Jpies· of any. formal site 
recordatjon.forms.(CADPR 523 series) and/or . ..,· . 
documentafion'foi' nomination to'the'NRHP/C.RHR. In . 
insta'nces of,hi,gh 'pµblic j~t~~est:or'int~_rpretiv~:v~lue, th.e 
ERO may ~ecj1,1lre~·a ~ifferent fin·~1. ~eport content, format, 
and'distribution.than that·pr!3sented above. 

' - ~ ' 1,· ~ . . 

When determined SFMTA and project 
necessary by the. - archaeological 

. ERO consultant to prepare 
draft and final·FARR 

. ' 
'·" ' " . .. :·,, :'' .. _ ;' ":~ ... < " : ~.<>):"":•:,'.'. •, "·' 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

ERO to review and 
approve final 
FARR 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

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

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility Monitoring/ 
. for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting · Monitoring 

Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility' Schedule 

Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b: Archaeological SFMTA and Prior to soils SFMTA to consult with Project Consultation with 
Monitoring Planning disturbance Planning Department archeolcigical Planning 
Based on the reasonable potential that archaeological Department archaeologist. ·consultant, Department 
resources may be ·present within the project site, the Planning Archeologist to 
folio.wing measures. snail b_e undert~ken to.avoid any If required SFMTA to · Department occ~r on~e . 
potentially significant adverse·effept from the proposed choose ar~haeological eng1~eenng design 
project on buried or submerged'histoncal resources. . consultant from the ,~etat~s for th~ 
Once engineering.c!esign details for the identified projects pool of qualified 1dent1fied proiect~ 
(OWE.1,_·0WE.1 Varian~'SCl.2, TTRP.9 and TTRP.22_2) archaeological are known; tfmehne 
?nd ~th.er projects_·in_ archaeologically sensitive ~reas, as consultants for .subsequent, 
identified by the Environmental:Review Officer, are actions determined 
known. the project sponsor.shall cohsult with the Plannfng following meeting. 
Department archeolog1st regarding the specific aspects .of 
these propos~ls thafwould require monitoring. If required 
by the p~nning Departmemt archeologist, the project 
sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological 
consultant from the 'pool of qualified archaeological 
consultants maintained ·by tlie Planning Department 
archaeplogist. lhe'archaeological consultant shall 
undertake an archaeological monitoring program. ·An 
plans ahd reports prepared ·by the consultanfas specified 
herein shall be submitted fjrst and:directly tb the · 
Environmental·Review Officer (ERO) foneview and 
comment, and shall be·considered·draft reports subject to 
revision until final approval by the·ERO. "Archaeological 
monitoring and/or data-recovery progranisrequired by 
this m·easure could suspend construction of the project for 
up.to a maximum' of four weeks. ·At the direction of the 
ERO, the-suspension ofConstroctioncan be ·extended 
beyond four weeks only if such a sw;;pension is the only 
feasible means to reauce·to a'less than significant level 
potential effects on a significant archaeological resource 
as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a)(c). 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 - SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM {continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Arohaeo/ogica/ monitoring program (AMP). The 
archaeological ,monitoring program shall minimally 
include the following provisions: 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

SFMTA and If archaP.ological 
project monitoring is · 
archaeological implemented, prior 
consultant, In to any soils-
consultation with disturbing 
ERO activities, and 

during soils 

Mitigation 
Action· 

Project archaeological 
consultant to prepare 
Archaeological 
Monitoring Program 
(AMP) In consultation 
with. the ERO 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

SFMTA and 
project 
archaeological 
consultant, in 
consultation with 
ERO 

• . The archaeological consultant, project sponsor, and 
ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the AMP 
reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing 
activities commencing. The ERO, in consultation with 
the project archaeologist, shall determine what project Archaeological 
activities shall be archaeologically monitored. In most monitor and 
cases, any soils dist1.1_rblng activities, such as SFMTA and 
~emolitiqn,. foundation.removal, ,excay{ition, grading, SFMTA's 

disturbing . 
construction at an Archaeological . Arch.aeolog1cal 

utilities. inStallation, fou ndatipn work,· driving ·of piles construction 
(foundation, shoring,. etc.),. site rer:nediatlon,·etc~,,shall contractors 
require archaeological monitor,ing• becaus~ of the . 
po~ential.risk tliese,activities pose.to archaeological 
r~so_urces:and tc;>Jh1;1ir depo~itional. context. . . 

• The archaeological consultant shall·advise all project 
contractors to 'be on the alert· for-evidence of the 
presence ofthe,expected resource(s),·of how to 
Identify the· evidence ofthe exJ)'ected· resource(s), and 
of.the appropriate•prbtoccil In the everitof apparent 
discovery of an archaeolbgicarresourc·e •. - · 

• 

• 

The arehaeological n:\.or:iit~r(s)· ~h~ll qe'pi'esent cin the 
p-roject sifo according· to a schedule ag~eed upon by 
the archaeoiogical consliltarit and the ERO until the 
ERO h~s>in consultatioh;with·the archaeological 
colif!iUitant, determined ~hat_p,roject 'c'onstn.iction 
activities 'could h"ave n_o'effects on. significant . 
archaeologlcaldeposlts. " · · -

The archaeological monitor shall record and be 
authorized to collect soil samples and 
artifactuaVecofactual material as warranted for 
analysis. 

·-: 

location. Y consulta~t to advise a!I monitor t~ 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 shall t~mporanly . 
retained, prior to red.lr~~t construction 
any soils-disturbing act1v1t1es a,s n~cessa.ry 
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-SUBJECTTO CHANGE 
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Monitoring · 
Schedule 

Considered 
complete on finding 
by ERO that AMP is 
implemented. 

CASE NO, 2011.0SSSE 
Mnrch 2014 



N 
O'> 
00 

EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

• 
Adopted Mitigation Measures 

If an intact archaeological deposit is encountered, all 
soil~ 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 p[(e driving activity shall 
be terminated ·until an appropriate evaluation of the 
resource has been made ih consultationwith the 
ERO. The archaeological consultant shall 
immediately nptify the ERO of the encountered 
archaeological deposit. The archaeological . 
consultant shall, after making.a reasonable effort to 
assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the 
encountered archaeological deposit, present the 
findings ofthiS assessment to the ERO.· · 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

. Responsibility Monitoring/ 
for · Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring 

Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule 

'· 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2- susjecT TO CHANGE 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility 

Adopted Mitigation-Measures · 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

Consultation with:Descendant,Commu_nities:. On . . . Archaeological 
discovery of.an archaeological site~ ;:;:issoclated.with:,, _monitor and 
descendant Native Americans or the Overseas Chinese, SFMTA and 
an appri;Jprii:lte r:epres,entatlve2 9(the ~escelJdant group SFMTA's 
and the. ERO shall be contacte~. The· repr~sentative of construction 
the descendant group shall'be given the opportllriity to contractors 
monitor archaeological field investigations of the site and 
to consulf with 'ERO regardlng--appropriate · ·; : · · 
archaeological treatment.of the .site,:of;recoveredi data 
from the site, and, if .applicable, any interpretative: · 
treatment of the associated·archaeologicalisite. •A copy 
of the Final.ArchaeologicaLResources Report shall be 
provided.to the·representative. of the,.descend;:int group!· 

If the· ERO,··ln consultation with the :archaeological 
consultant; ·dete'rmines that a significant archaeological 
resource is present ~and tliat the resciurce 'could'be ·· 
adversely affected by the proposed· project, aftiie • 
dlscretio·n df the project. sponsor, ei~her:. 
A) The proposed· project shall be re-designed so as to 

avoid any adverse effect .or:i' the significant . . 
archaeofog ical. resource; pr. ~ · 

B). An.archaeolqglcal data recovery program shall'be · 
. implement~d;: ul}less the ERO-defermlnes,.that·~he-­
archa~ologica,I resource iS! of gr!'!~t.er::int~rpretiv~ 
than.research significance and that interpretive 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 
arctiaeological 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 
archaeciloglcal 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 "archaeological site" is intended here to minimally include any arch,aeolqgi~al deposit, featur~, burial, or evidence of b~rial. 

Monitoring 
Schedule 

Conslqered 
complete on _ 
notification of the 
appropriate 
descendantgroup, 
provision of an 
opportunity to 
monitor construction 
site work, and 
completion and . 
approval of the 
FARR by ERO, if 
necessary. 

2 . . . . . . 

An "appropriate representative" of the descen.dant group:is. here ·defined to mean, in ttie 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. . · · · · · · · · · · · · -
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility Monitoring/ , 
for Mitigation Mitigation. Reporting Monitoring 

Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility . 'Schedule 

If an archaeological data recovery program is required SFMTA and Considered Consultant to prepare Final ADRP to be Considered 
by the ERO, the archaeological data recovery program project complete once Archaeological Data submitted to ERO complete on finding 
shall be. conducted in accord with an archaeological data archaeological verification of 
recovery plan (ADRP). The project archaeological consultant, In curation occurs. 
consultant, project sponsor; and ERO shall meet and consultation with 
consult on the scope of the APRP. The archaeological ERO 
consultant shall prepare a draft ADRP that shall be 
submitted to the ERO for review and approval, The 
ADRP shall identif{how the proposed data recovery 
program will preseirve the sigr:iificant information the 
archaeological resource is expected to contain. That is, 
the.ADRP will identifywhat scientific/historical research · 
questions are applicable to the expected resource, what 
data classes the resource Js expected to possess., and 
how theexJ)ected data classes would address the 
applicable research questions~ Data recovery, in 
general, should be limited to the portions ofthe historical 
property that could be adversely affected by the 
proposed project, Destructive data-recovery methods 
shall not be applied to portions of the archaeological 
resourcesdf nondestructive methods are practicaJ. 

The scope of the ADRP shali include the folloWing . 
elements: · 

,., · Field. Methods and Procedures~ Descriptions of 
proposed field strategie.s; proced1.i'res·, and 
· op~r~tion~. · · 

• Cataloguing and.Laboratory Analysis. Description of 
selected cataloguing system arid artifact analysis 

. procequres. · · 

• Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and 
rationale for field and post-field discard and 
deaccession policies. 

Recovery Program in by ERO that ADRP · 
consultation with ERO. is implemented~ 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PRO:GRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Adopted Mitigation Measures -lrnplementation Schedule 

• Interpretive Program. Consideration of an qn-site/off­
site public interpretive ·program during the course of 
the archaeological data recciverY"program. 

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

• Final Report. Description of proposed report format 
and distribution cif results. . 

• _ c_uratfon. D_~sC::fiptlon oftne.prsx:~i:lure~ anc:i: __ 
repgm_mendations for the curation of aoy.reqovered 
d1;1ti:(hi:iving Rdtentia! re~earch value,Jderitifl~ti<;m of 
appropd~e curli!tio.n 'f~cil~i~s. and 'a s·~minary·of the 
accessior policie5 _c;if ,the 'curation:fa·cmi:l_es. 

.·· 

·~ . 
,.:: .. "· 

: , .. 

Mitigation 
Ac.ti on 

' i ,; ;·.-~ :.: ~ 
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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 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Human Remains, Associated or Unassociated Funerary­
Objects. The treatment of human remains and of 
assocjated or unassociC!ted 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 
appoint a Most Ukely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. 
Code Sec. 5097.98). The archaeological consultant, 
project sponsor; and MLD shall make all reasonable 
efforts tci develop an agreement for the treatment of, 
with appropriate dignity, human rema.ins and associated 
or unassociated~funerary'objects (CEQA Guidelines 
Sec. 15064.S(d)). lhe agreerhenf should take into 
consideration the appropriate excavation, removal,· 
recordation, analysis, curation, possession, and final 
disposition of the human remains and assoeiated 9r 
unassociated funerary objects. 

Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

SFMTAand 
project 
archaeological 
consuitant, in 
consultation with 
ERO 

Ongoing 
throughout soils­
disturbing activities 

Mitigation . 
Action 

If applicable, upon 
discovery of human · 
remains and/or 
associated or 
unassociated funerary 
objects, tl"!e consultant 
shall notifythe 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. 
archaeologic;al 
consultant and the 
SFMTA, shairmake 
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 

Gonsidered 
complete on 
notification of the 
San Francisco 
County Coroner and 
NAHC, if necessary. 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION' MONITORING AND ~EPdRTING 'PROGRAM. (continued). 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Final Archaeological Resources Report. The 
archaeological·consultant shall'subtnit a Draft FinaJ 

· Archaeological Resour-ces•Repoit"(FARR) tO·th-e ERO 
that·evaluates the·historical significance of any ~ . · · 
discovered·archaeological resource·ancfdes·cribes the· 
arcflaeological'and· historica1·reseiafcii"rniiithods 
employed·ln'the arcihae,dldgicalitestlng/moiiitoring/data 
recovery prpgram(s) j;indeftakeri: infohii_atioh tti1:1tmay 
put· at-risk' any archaeological resource shall be'pravlded 
in a sepiiirate removable'iJisert within the draft final . 
report.~ · · ' 

Copi~s oftheDraft FARR shall be se~t to the ERO fqr 
review and approval. Once ·approved. by th~ ERO copies 
of the FARR shall be distributed·as folio'llis: California. 
Archaeological Site Survey·Northw~sf'Infoimation. · · 
Center'(NW18) shall receive one ·(1) ·copy· and ttie ERO 
shall' receive"a'copy·of the"transmittal ·of tile ·FARR to· the 
NWIC. "'Fhe" Environmental· Planning diVision ·af the 
Planning Departmi:iht' shall· receive· one bound, one 
uribouri.d, arid on.e unl_ocked searchabl~ -PQF copy on,, 
CD of the FA8R 'along with_ cop!es bf any for:mal site 
recordation'forms (CA'D~R523 sanes), a·11d/or. 
dbcunieritation for nomination to the·NRHP/CRHR. In 
instances bf.high public-interest 0-r-ii:iterpre~ive ~alue,Jhe 
ERO may require a-different final 'rl?port"conJerit,'forihat, 
and distri~u.tior than that presented abo_ve. · · · 

; i <; .. ··,:: -: 

MONITORING AND REPORTlNG PROGRAM 

Responsibility Monitoring/' 
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring 

Implementation Sched1:1le Action Responsibility Schedule 

SFMTA and If applicable, upon If applicable, If applicabl~,-the Considered 
project completion of consultant to prepare ERO to rev1e~ and complete on 
archaeological cataloguing and draft and final approve t~e Final approval of.final 
consultant, In analysis of Archeological Archeolog1cal FARR. 
consultation with recovered data and Resources Report Resciurces Report 
ERO findings reports. 

,,- ~ . 

If applicable, upon 
approval of Final 
Archaeological 
Resources Report 
by ERO 

-~ .. 1~ ·:·!••'•'·•I'.,.~:~,•: ••:•; 
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If applicable, 
consultant to 
transmit final, 
approved 
documentE1tion 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 
appr6varby the 
ERO;· 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility Monitoring/ 
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring 

Adopted Mitigation Measures Implementation Schedule Action Responsibility Schedule 

Mitigation Measure.M•CP-3: Paleontological SFMTA and During construction Project SFMT~ and ERO 
Resources Accidental Discovery project contractor/SFMTA to 
In order to avoid any potential adverse effect in the contractor's notify the ERO and 
event of accidental discovery of a. palecintological Head Foreman one of Its i;tesignated 
resource during' construction. of the project~ the project paleontologists and 
sponsor shall be responsible for ensuring that all.project s~spe~d soils: .. 
contractors and subcontraCtors involved in soil- disturb mg activities. 
disfurbing activities associated witli the project comply 
with the following ·procedures in the event of discovery of 

. a paleontologicalresource. Paleontological remains, or 
resource, can' take the fonn of Whole or portions of 
marine shell, bones, tusk .• horn and teeth from fish, 
reptiles, mammals, and lower order animals. In the case 
of Megafauha; the remains, although partial, may be· 
large in scale. Also paleoritological resources'include 
petrified wood and rock impressions of plant or anirryal 
parts. · · ·· · 

Should any indication of a paleontological resource be 
encountered during any soil- disturbing activity of the 
proje'ct, the project foreman and/or project sponsor shall 
immediately notify the CityPlanriirig Department's 
Environmental Review bfficer (ERO) and one of its 
designated paleontologists '(currently, Dr~ Jean De 
Mouthe/Dr:·Peter Ro'Opriarine inthe-Geology 
Department of the California Academy of Sciences) ·and 
' immediately suspend any soil-disturbing activities in the 

· vicinity of the discov.ery·until the ERO .. hasdetennined 
what additib'rial measures are needed. 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 -SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
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During construction, 
upon indication that 
a paleontological 

resource has been 
encountered 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REP.ORTl:NG PR0G-RAM (continued) 

, .. MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

ResponsiQ.ility 
. _ . . . , for Mitigation 

A~Qpted Ml.tlg.atfon Measi:J~es. ·• · · Implementation Schedule 

' ~: .. 

If the ERO determines -thafa potentially-s!gnificant · • SFMTA and The project 
paleontological· resource rmay be present-within-the · project paleontological 
project site, .. tbe.project.·spqnsor~shall retain the services paleontologlcal consultant to 
of a ,qualified:paleootologlcal consultant;with-,expertise in con_sultant In consult with-the 
Californla1paleontolog}/i.to . .desigh anc!.;imP!E!ment a.~ consultation with ERO as indicated; 
Palepntologi~al.R,esqurces.M~igation.P.lan:(PS.MMP). the ERO. compl1:1ted when 
The·PRMMP sha,11 include a.:description of-:dlscovery~ ·' ERO accepts final 
procedures; samplin,g .• and data.reqoyery~pr:ocedures; report 
procedures.for the«preparation,.;ldentification,· analysis, 

. and curation:ofJossii·specimens and data recovered;· 
and procedures for the preparation-and.distribution:of a·, 
final- paleontologicaJ. discover.y report'(PDR.)i. ·- -- : · · 
documenting tbe.paleontologic,al find.•. ;.; 
The:PRMMP'shall be consistent with ttie•Society fa{ · 
Vertebrate Paleontology Standard~Guidellnes'for:tiie 
mitigation ·of. consth'Jction..:related ·adver6e· impacts-' to 
paleontplogicaJ'resources and the requirements ufthe 
designated'repositcirytfot any ,fossils collected. fo the 
event:of a~verified·paleontologlcal aiscoverY;·the , . 
remaining: construction and soil-disturbing activities 
.within those-geological units specified as 
paleontolqgically .. sensitive, in'.thf!. P.RMMP sh?ill ·be 
monitored :by the prcij ect· paleontolog ical' consultant-.­

The 1co·nsu1tant' s·work· shall-be' ccihducted· i ri"a·ccordance 
with this mitigation measure'anclat'the airedlon of-tlie 
City:s. ERO. Plans and reports prepared by the 
consultant ~hall--be•submitt!'!d:for,·review and appro\,'.al by 
the•ERO .. 

. :'1 '. 

-' ~ ' ' , 
J .·1. \•• 

.:.-·> 

· ... 

Mitigation 
Action 

SFMTA to retain 
appropriately qualified 
·consultant to prepare 
PRMMP, carry out 
monitoring, and 
reporting 

... 
ADMINISTRAllVS DRAFT 2- SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
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Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

ERO to approve 
final PRMMP 

Project 
. paleontologlcal 

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 
appr.oval of final 
PRMMP. 

Considered 
complete. on 
approval of final 
documentation by 
ERO. 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND. REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

Adopted Mitigatiori Measures 
1-·· ·----· ........... - --c--·-·-c·----.... --:----c ........ ·~ .. -----.. -·cc--.. - ... -,-._ .. , ..... ., ..... , ...... . 

[Hazarosand.Hazardous~Materials .. :· ... ·· .·.·.·,·_-. · 
,,; : ... ~"-~._.:..:._.:..:.~. ·-· .;, • .:. ··•·· ·• •• : •• ~,:.· ... : •• ,;_ ~'-~ •••• : :._.:- • •~'- ,·; : ••• • .·'.,..:~.•- -- .: •• T ,,, • .:., • .,. • ,', 

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

ln·order to·protect both constructionworkers·andthe' 
public from exposure to haza"rdous ·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 tlie TEP proje'ct or construction manager 
determines any extenuating circumstances exist, 
such as odors, unusual color or presence of foreign 
material. The reuse, .. remediation, or .disposal of any 
soil tested-and found to contain· hazardous.materials 

· under these circumstances shall be.in compliance 
- with the.requirements ·Of the San-Francisco 

.Department of Public Health {DPH) and oth!'lr _ 
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 reused and encapsulated 
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 ar~a of excavation. The 
transportation and disposal of the soil shall be in 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Responsibility Mon.itoring/ 
for Mitigation Mitigation Reporting Monitoring 

Implementation Schedule Action · · Responsibility Schedule 
--.~·,-'" •-- -·--·-·•·•···--•--•-•···· ••.- ·-• ·•--···;·: •• •---···-;-·:-:~·-...._; ·-:---·---:-·-•--- -~·-~•-;··•-·- __ .._..,.,., _____ ,_. .. _,__, ~-:·~,·--·w-,,-,-<."t•·:-·'-·•·--""l··-.,...·•T"·•·-:·-•••· --•.··.-• ,,_.,,.., ------;-·- --~--w'-~'"""l 

SFMTA 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~1ion of 
Steps 1 -3. 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT~2 - SUBJECT TO CHANGE 

Considered 
complete on review · 
and approval by 
DPH of the soil and 
groundwater testing 
results, along with 
maps showing the 
location of the · 
excavated soil and/ 
or groundwater 
containing the 
hazardous 
materials .. 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATiON MONITORING AND REPOltf.ING PROGRAM (continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

" .Adopted:Miti.gation Measures · 

· co'rtjpliance .. witti:OPH, i;;tkit€o .a~d fed~f.~i ' · · · ·· 
' r'egUifements. Ttie·project.'spcinscfr shall be'· · 

• ,... • ' • ' l • • " 'I •I • • 'j. • ' ..,_, 1 . .• '·" ' I " 
0

. • ~ '! , ,. , 

· : ·re'sponslqle for reporting .the. tes.t .re.s~.~~rof an.Y, ;;~ii . 
·· with. haiard9us material con_tenttb'DPH'wittiiri 21 · 

days· oMhe completion oftesting; ·accompanied with 
· . a map-showing the.excavatiorMocaticin. · · 

3) :1fthe,prop·osed excavation·-~ctivitles·encbunter: · .. · 
· ·. ·ground~ater, ·the :gro~ridwater·shall l:ie -tested:for 

hazardous materials~·· Copies cif the test results ·shall 
be submitted to· DPH withln:21' days:bf-the 
completion of'testlng,,-Any dewate_riflg:shall adhere 
t_o-DPH;:sppue, anchitate re_quirements. · · .. ·: 

htlie-''event thafa subse~iuent'ordlnahce or regul~tions 
· are ~dopte~'f)y 'PPH·~f°-v~rninQ'th~: hab_dling_and)~stin.g 
of-~azardous mate_rials'.ericbµQtf:!re~ ·during col']struction 
withtn' th~· public i'ig~t;.cif::way;_Dl:::lH ~h~U b'e,givenJ:h~ 
. opti_on ~o require the projet:t;',~pbnsor to ~dh~r:e to the 
impleiTJen_tatibji · of'the new. ordinane'.e! o~ ·~egl{lati¢ns-in 
lieu ~f the''above r~_(:fuiremen~_!'!;ifth~y p/o~ide' ~,imilar 
~~fety pr,?tectirin_ ftjr: l:i~th con~tructl_ori.:wofke.r~ ~f!d_ the · 
public.·-·~· · · ·· · · 

Responsibility 
for ·Mitigation 

Implementation Schedule 

.. :;.~ ·, 

Mitigation 
Action 

ADMINISTRATIVE DRAFT 2 :_SUBJECT TO CHANGE 
TRANSIT EFFECTIVEN.ESS PROJECT '(CITY'\YIDE) 
MITIGATION MONITORING A'ND REPOR'.flING PROGRAM Exhibit 2-15 

Monitoring/ 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

·Monitoring 
·Schedule 
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EXHIBIT 2: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM {continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

MITIGATION MEASURES IN DEIR 

i~~~~~;~~.~~~,~~~~~{~~o~:·, .. ·-: , .. :' . ~:,.· ... 
Mitigation Measure M~TR-8: Optimization of 
Intersection Operations 
The final design of program-level TTRPs that-include 
TP9 Toolkit elements from the Lane Modifications and · 
Pedestrian I_mprovements categories s_hall integrate 
design elements from the followir;ig~iriterseetio.n· . 
geometries and t~affic cont~ormeasures to the greatest 
extent feasible with.out compromising the purpose ofthe 
project. Potentjal intersection geometry optimization 
measures in~lude left or right turn pockets, turn 
prohibitions, restrlping to add l:idditional 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 
final 'design·shall ehsure·that transit, pedestrian, and 
bicycle travel-are accommodated, is within the confines . 
of feasible traffic engineering solutions; and 'does' not 

· conflict with overall City•policies ·related to transportation. 

Mitigation-Measure M-i:R•10:Provision of 
Replacement Commercial Loading Spaces · 
Where feasible; the SFMTA shail'install·new commercial 
loading spabes of similar length on·the same7block and 
side ofthe street, or within 250 'fe,efon atjjacent side 
streets', bfwhere conimercial'loading spaces would be 
permanently removed, fo order to provide1equally 
convenient loading space(s). These loading spaces 
shall only be replaced on streets with commercial uses. 

·Responsibility 
for Mitigation 

Implementation .. Schedule 

SFMTA 

SFMTA 

.... '-- ··' 

During 
development of 
detailed designs 
for the program­
level TTRP 
proposals. 

During 
clevelopment of 
detailed designs 
for the p"rogram­
level TTRP 

. proposals. 

Mitigation 
Action 

Monitoring! 
Reporting 
Responsibility 

·---.. -·-.,--:-·----··'"-·- ·- ~-:...-----·-

.... ~ ' ---- . 

Optimize intersection 
geometries and traffic 
control measures 

SFMTA, Planning 
Department 

· Where feasible, install SFMTA with 
new commercial review by Planning 
loading spaces. Department, 
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Monitoring 
Schedule 

Prior to completion 
of detailed designs 
for the program­
Ievel TTRP 
proposals. 

Prior to or 
concurrent with·the 
removal of on-street 
commercial loading 
spaces. 
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!EXHIBIT 2: MITJGATION MQNITORlNG AND REPORTING 'PR.OGRAM.(continued) 

MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 

Adopted Mitigation Measures 

Mitig~tion Measure M-TR-26: Intersection Restriping 
at 16th/Bryant streets· 
The SFMTA shall reconfigure the proposed changes at 
the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets converting the 
westbound approach of 161

h Street at Bryant Street from 
what is proposed to be a shared through-right turn lane 
to a through lane and a dedicated right-tum pocket 
adjacent to the through lane, and reconfigure the 
eastbound approach from what is proposed to be a 
sep.arate through lane and a dedicated right-turn pocket 
adjacent to the through lane to a shared through/right 
lane 

Mitigation Measure M-TR-48: Enforcement of 
Parking Violations 
On streets where Implementation of project-level 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 Monitorin!J of 
Muni Service · · · · · " ·· -

Th~·SFMTA, ~hall, to the eXtent.feasible and con~istent 
with annual 6ucjget app,ropri~ticins,.,C:'on!inue ,to,,ryionjtor 
Muni,ser:vlce.cltyw!de,. ·reporUng. as r1¥1l:llred 9n,se.rvic;:.e 
goals, .including the capacity .utjlization1 sta_ndi;ird, 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 

- ;.r . _; ~ 

Ongoing after 
implementation of 
Tf RP 
improvements. 

Ongoing, after 
impl~menti:ltion of 
TEP 
improvements. 

Monitoring/ 
Mitig~tion Reporting 
Action Responsibility 

Reconfigure Planning 
westbound and Department, 
eastbound approaches SFMTA 
of 16th Street at Bryant 
Street 

Enforce parking SFMTA 
regulations and/or 

. install video cameras 
- on transit vehicles. 

SFMTAto monitor SFMTA 
transit·ser'/ice goals 
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 explore wljether 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 AND REPORTING PROGRAM (continued) 

J!;j~;~e~i~~jjj~"'lr~~I [I
.----~-·~~--·-· ,-,·-

}l?r~i~r~~r~a:~·~,~;1::·~-~~~ 
Improvement Measure l·TR-1: Con~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.ni. (7 to 9 
a.m.) and p.m. (4 to 6 p.m.) peak.commute periods. 
2) All construction· activities shall adhere to .the 
provisions fn the City of San Francisco'51 Regulations for 
Working·fn 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 
constru~ion through its existing website and other. 
available means, such as distribution of flyers, emails, 
and portable message or informational signs .. 
Information provided shall include contact name(s) for 
the SFMTA project manager, public information officer, 
and/or the SFMTA General Enforcement Division 
contact number {311 ). 
3) Construction contractors shall en'ci:>urage 
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 

Througholitthe 
construction 
duration for any 
TEP component 
requiring 
construction. 

SFMTA and project SFMTA 
construction 
contractor(s) to 
coordinate construction 
related activities with 
DPW, the Fire 
Department, the 
Planning Department, 
and any other City 
agencies. 
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Considered 
complete after 
completion of 
construction 
activities. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission·Motion 19105 

Hearing Date: 
Date: 
Case No.: 

Project Address: 
Zoning: 
Block/Lot: 

Project Sponsor: 

Staff Contact: 

HEARING DATE: March 27, 2014 

March 27, 2014 

March 13, 2014 

2011.0558£ 

Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP), Citywide 

Not applicable 

Not applicable 

Sean l(en:nedy, TEP Manager 

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (the SFMT A) 

One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor 

San Francisco, CA 94103 

Debra Dwyer-(415) 575-9031 

Debra.Dwyer@sfgov.org 

ADOPTING FIN.DINGS RELATED TO THE CERTIFICATION OF A FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
FOR THE TRANSIT EFFECTIVENESS PROJECT AND SERVICE POL!CY FRAMEWORK. 

MOVED, that the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter "Com.mission") 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 Section 21000 et seq., hereinafter "CEQA:"), the State CEQA Guidelines (Cal. 

Admin. Code Title 14, Section 15000 et seq., (hereinafter "CEQA Guidelines") and Chapter 31 of the 

San Francisco Administrative Code (hereinafter "Chapter 31"): 

A. The Department determined that an Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "EIR") was 

required and provided public notice of that detenni.xl.ation 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 review and comment and ofthe date and time of the Planning Commission public 

hearing on the DEIR; this notice was mailed to the Departmerit' s list of pe:rsons 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 "."ehicles, and on the Planning Department's 

www.sfplanning.org 
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1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
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web site by Department staff on July 10, 2013. In addition, copies of the NOA were provided to all 
public libraries within Sari Francisco. 

D. On July 10, 201.3, 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 Oearinghouse 

onJuly 10, 2013. 

2.. The Commission held a duly advertised public hearing on said DEIR on August 15, 2013 at which 

opportunity for public comment was given, and public comment was received on the DEIR. The 
period for acceptance of written comments ended on September 17, 2013. 

3. The Department prepared responses to com.Inents on environmental issues received at the public 

hearing and.in writing du.ring 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 
becam~.available· during the public review period, and corrected errors in the DEIR. This material 
was presented in a Responses to Comments document, published on March 13, 2014, distributed to 
the Commission and all parties who commented on the..DEIR, and made available to others upon 
request at the Department. 

4. A Final Environmental Impact Report (hereinafter "FEIR") has been prepared by the Department, 
consisting of the DEIR, any consultations and comments received during the review process, any 
additional information that becarr1e available, the Responses to Comments document, and any_ Errata 
to the FEIR, all as required by law. 

5. Project EIR files have been made available for review by the Commission and the public. These files 
are available for public review at the Department at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, and are part of the . 
record before. the Commission. 

6. On March 27, 2014, the Commission reviewed and considered the FEIR and hereby does find that the 
. contents of said report and the procedures through which the FEIR was prepared, publicized, and 

reviewed comply with the provisions of CEQA, the CEQA Guidelines, and Chapter 31 of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code. 

7. The Planning_ Commission hereby does find that the FEIR 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 THE COMPLETION of said FEIR in compliance with CEQA and the 

CEQA Guidelines. 

8. The Commission, in certifying the completion of said FEIR, hereby does find that the project 
described in the EIR 

A. will have the following unavoidable significant project-specific effects on the environment: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Program Level Components 

Service Policy Framework: Objectives A and C 

CASE NO. 2011.0558E 
Transit Effectiveness Project 

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

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

TPS Toolkit Categories and Program level TIRPs: 

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

• Impact TR-10: Implementation of the following TPS Toolkit categories: Transit Stop 
Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking and Tum 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 resu.lt 1n significant traffic impacts; 

Affected Intersections by program-level TIRP corridor 

o ·TTRP.l, at the intersections of: California/Arguello and California/Park Presidio, 

California/Cherry, California/Locust, California/Presidio, and California/Divisadero 

o TTRP.22_2, at the intersection of: Fillmore/Lombard 

o TTRP.K, at the interseetions 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 Tum Restrictions, and Pedestrian 
Improvements, along the program-level TIRP corridors may result in significant loading 
impacts; 

Project Level Components: 

TIRP.14 Moderate Alternative Variant 1 

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

TTRP.14 Moderate Alternative Variant 2 

• Impact TR-49: Implementation of p~oject-level TIRP.14 Moderate Alternative Variant 2 
would result in a reduction in on-street co:n:U:nercial loading supply on Mission Street such 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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that the existing loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be 
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous 
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; 

TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative 

• Impact TR-24: Implementation of the project-level TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative would 
result in a significant traffic impact at i;:he intersection of Randall Street/San Jose Avenue 
that would operate at LOSE 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; 

TIRP-22_1 Expanded Alternative 

a 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 conditi.ons under Existing plus Service Improvements and the 
1TRP 22_1 Expanded Alternative conditions; 

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

• Impact TR-2~: Implementation of the project~level TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would 
result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of 16th/Seventh streets that would 
operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service Improvements and the 
TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative conditions; 

TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 

• 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 
street~ 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 1TRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 would result in a $ignificant 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 ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 conditions; 

• Impact TR-32: Implem~ntation 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 

streets that w;uld operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the TIRP.22_1 Expand~d Alternative conditions; 
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.. Impact TR-34: Implementation of the project-level ITRP.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 ITRP.22_1 Expa.i:ided 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 TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions; 

• Impact TR-36: Implementation of the project-level ITRP.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 TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 conditions; 

ITRP.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 ITRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative would 
result in a sigrti.ficant traffic impact at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green 

· Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under Existing plus Service 
Improvements and the TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative conditions; · 

• Impact TR-52: Implementation of project-level 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 TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 1 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Columbus 
Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street that would operate at LOS E conditions under 
Existing plus Service Improvements and the TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 
conditions; 

• Impact TR-53: Implementation of project-level TIRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 
would result in a reduction in on-street commercial loading supply on Stockton Street such 
that the existing lo~ding demand during the peak hour of loading activities could not be 
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accommodated with!n 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 TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative 
Variant 2 would result in a significant traffic impact at the intersection of Columbus 
Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Streetthat would operate at LOS E conditions under 
Existing plus Service Improvements and the TTRP,30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 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 peak hour of loading activities. could not be 
accommodated within on-street loading supply and may create a potentially hazardous 
condition or significant delay that may affect traffic, transit, bicycles, or pedestrians; and 

B. will have the following significant cumulative effects on the environment: 

• Impact C-TR-1: The Service Policy Framework and Service Improvements or SerVice 
Variants, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San 
·Francisco, would contribute considerably to a sigpificant cumulative' impact on transit, 
resulting in an exceedance of Muni's capacity utilization standard on the Mission corridor 
within the Southeast screen.line 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 ITRP corridors, and the Service Improvements with the TfRP 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 Downtown screenlines under 2035 Cumulative plus Service 
Improvements and the TTRP Moderate Alternative conditions; 

• Impact C-TR-3: The Service Policy Frameworkj the TPS Toolkit elements as applied in the 
program-level ITRP corridors, and the Service Impro:vements with the TIRP Expanded 
Alternative, i~ 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 co:r:tditions plus Service 
Improvements and the TTRP Expanded Alternative conditions;. 

-
• Impact C-TR-7: Implementation of the Service Policy Framework Objective A, Action.A-3 

SAN FRANCISCO 

·and Objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5 and TPS Toolkit categories: Lane Modifications 
and Pedestrian Improvements as applied in program-level TIRP corridors, in combination 
with past, present and reasonably fore~eeable development in San Francisco, would result 
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~n cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along the corridors under 2035 Cumulative 
plus Service Improvements and the TIRP Moderate Alternative conditions; 

• Im pad 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 1TRP corridors would result in 
cumulative traffic impacts at intersections along the corridors under 2035 Cumulative plus 
Service Improvements and the i:TRP Expanded Alternative conditions; 

• Impact C-TR-43: Implementation of the Policy Framework Objective A, Action A.3 and 
Objective C, Actions C.3 through C.5, and TPS Toolkit Categories: Transit Stop Changes, 
Lane Modifications, Parking and.Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian Improvements as 
applied to the program-level TIRP 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 ~he 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, ~arking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestr!an 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; 

TTRP.J Expanded Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-13: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.J Expanded Alternative would contribute considerably to cumulative traffic 
impacts at the intersecti.on 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 TIRP.5 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of Fulton Street/Masonic Avenue during the p.m. peak hour; 

TTRP.8?C Expanded Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-15: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus· Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.8X Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of Geneva Avenue/Carter Street during the p.m. peak hour; 

• . Impact C-TR-16: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service ImprQvements and 
the 1TRP.8X Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative traffic impacts at the 
intersection of Geneva Avenue/Moscow Street during the p.in. peak hour; 

TTRP.14Variant1 Moderate Alternative 

• Impact c~TR-44: Implementation of the project-lev.el TIRP Moderate Alternafrve including 
the TIRP.14Variant1, TTRP.14 Variant 2, and TTRP.30_1 in combination with past, present 

· SAN FRt.NCISCO 
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and other reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in 
cumulative loading impacts; 

• Impact C-TR-52: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative for the 
·_TIRP.14 Variant 1 or the TIRP.14 Variant 2, in combination with past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable development in San ·Francisco; would result in significant 
cumulative parking impacts; 

·. TTRP.14 Variant 2 Moderate Alternative 

• Iinpact C-TR-44: Implementation of the project-level TTRP Moderate Alternative including 
the TTRP.14Variant1, TIRP.14 Variant 2, and Tl'RP.30_1 in combination with past, present 
and other reasonably foreseeable dev~lopment in San Francisco, would result in 
cumulative loading impacts; 

• Impact C-TR--52: Iffiplementation of the project-level TIRP Moderate Alternative for the 
TIRP.14Variant1 or the TIRP.14 Variant 2, in combination with past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant 
cumulative parking impacts; 

. TIRP.14 Expanded Alternative 

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

• Impact C-TR-18: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the T1RP.14 Expanded Alternative would result in cumulative ):raffic impacts at the 
intersection of Mission/Fifth streets during the a.m. peak hour; 

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

• Impact C-TR-45: Implementation of the project-level TIRP Expanded Alterri.ative 
including the TTRP.14, TTRP.30_1, TIRP.30_1Variant1, and TIRP.30_1Variant2, in 
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable developrile~t ·in San Francisco, 
would result in_ project and cumulative loading impacts; 

TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative 

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

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

• Impact C-TR-29: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements plus 
the ITRP -22_1 Exparided 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 
1;:he ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would result in project and cumulative traffic impacts 
at the intersection of 16th/Seventh sh·eets during the a.m. and p.m. ,peak.hours; 

• Impact C-TR-54: Implementation of the project-level TIRP Expanded Alternative for the 
1TRP.22_1, TTRP.22_1Variant1, or TTRP.22_1Variant2, in combination with past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant 
cumulative parking impadsi 

TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 

• 

• 

Impact C-TR-21: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TTRP-22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and traffic 
cumulative impacts at the intersection of 16th/Bryant streets during the p.m. peak hour; 

Impact C-TR-24: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in project and cumulative 
traffic impacts at the intersection of 16th/Potrero streets durL11g the p.m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-27: Imple~entation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
.the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in cumulative traffic impacts at 
the intersection of 16th/Owens streets dtiring the p.m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-30: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus-Service Improvements and 
the TIRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would result in cumulative traffic impacts at 
the intersection of 16thfFourtl:i 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 TIRP Expanded Alternative for the 
ITRI;'.22_1, TTRP.22_1. Variant 1, or ITRP.22_1 Variant 2, in combination with past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, would result in significant 
cumulative parking impacts; 

ITRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 

• Impact C-TR-22: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the 'I}RP.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 16th/Potrero streets dtiring the p.m. peak hour; 

• 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 
th.e intersection of 16.th/Owens streets d1.:1-ring the p.m. peak hour; 

• Impact C-TR-31: 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 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-'"1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and cumulative 
traffic impacts at the intersection of 16th/Seventh streets during the a.m. and p.rn. peak 
hours; 

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

TIRP.30_1 Moderate Alternative 

• Impact C-TR-44: Implementation of the project-level TIF.P Moderate Alternative including 
the ITRP.14 Variant 1, TIRP.14 Variant 2, and TIRP.30_1 in combination with past, present 
and other reasonably foreseeable development in San ·Francisco, would resuJ.t in 
cumulative loading impacts; 

TIRP.30_1 ExpandedAlternative 

• 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 impa_cts 
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_1Variant1, and TIRP.30_1·Variant 2, 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 ITRP.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 TIRP Expanded Alternative 
including the TIRP.14, TTRP.30_1, TIRP.30_1 Variant 1, and ITRP.30_1 Variant 2, in 
combination with past, pr~sent and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, 
would result in project and cl.imulative loading impacts; and 
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-------------·---------------------------------------
TIRP-30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 

• Impact C-TR-37: Implementation of the 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and 
the TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would result in project and cu~ulative 
traffic impacts at the intersection of Columbus Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street; and 

• Im pact C-TR-45: Implementation of the project-level 'ITRP Expanded Alternative 
including the ITRP.14, ITRP.30_1, 'ITRP.30_1 Variant 1, and ITRP.30_1Variant2, in 
combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable development in San Francisco, 
would resuH 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. 

AYES: Wu, Fong, Hillis, Borden, Sugaya, and Moore 

NOES: Antonini . 

ABSENT: None 

ADOPTED: March 27, 2014 
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City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD!TTY 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, Di~ector, 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; incorporatin.g 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 o·n the Status of vyomen 
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 . 

1f\1.,.,Mayor Edwin M. Le~ . 

Transportation and fio~ 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 thatthe 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. 

Shm.ild you have any questions, please contact Jason Elliott (415) 554-5105. 

1 DR. CARL TON B. GOODLETT PLP.CE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

TELEPHONE:?:Qe) 554-6141 



Wong, Linda (BOS) 

crom: 
.>ent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Wong, Linda (BOS) 
Thursday, May 29, 2014 9:21 AM 
Rosenfield, Ben (CON) 
Zmuda; Monique 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

FW: BOS File No. 140509 - Initiative Ordinance Referral 
140509.pdf; File 140509 - Initiative Ordinance Referral.pdf 

Hi Ben, 

The attached Initiative Ordinance is also beirig 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); Gfvner, 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, Adrien.ne (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); 
1v'lonroe, John (POL); Ballard, Sarah (REC); McArthur, Margaret (REC); Rainey, Louise (DSS); Vasquez, Cynthia (WOM); 
Blackman, Sue (UB); Krell, Rebekah (ART); Page_Pjtchie, 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: (4J.5) 554-5163 
monica.guzman@sfgov.org I board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org 
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