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ABSTRACT

The Transbay Joint Powers Authority, the City and County of San Francisco, the Peninsula Corridor Joint
Powers Board, and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency propose to construct a new multi-modal
Terminal on the site of the present Transbay Terminal, extend the Peninsula Corridor Service (Caltrain) from
its current San Francisco terminus at Fourth and Townsend Streets to a new underground terminus beneath
the new Terminal, and establish a Redevelopment Area Plan with related development projects, including
transit-oriented development on publicly-owned land in the vicinity of the new multi-modal Terminal. The
project is needed because the present Transbay Terminal, which was built in 1939, does not meet current
building codes, including ADA requirements, or space utilization standards. The need to modemize the
Transbay Terminal provides an opportunity to revitalize the surrounding area with a mix of land uses that
includes both market-rate and affordable housing, and to extend Caltrain service from its current terminus
outside the downtown area into the San Francisco employment core. Increases in Caltrain and other transit
ridership, reductions in non-transit vehicle use and improvements in regional air quality, and revitalization of
the Terminal area are expected to result. Impacts include the loss of the Transbay Terminal, /isted on the
National Register of Historic Places, and loss of the terminal loop ramp, a contributing element to the
historic Bay Bridge, and up to 13 other historic buildings that are contributors to downtown historic districts;
residential and business displacements; localized noise and vibration effects; adverse traffic impacts at seven
intersections; loss of parking, and disruption during construction. Proposed mitigation measures include
historic recordation, sound walls, high-resilience rail facilities, public information and management practices
during construction, temporary bus terminal and bus storage and parking replacement, and pedestrian
measures. Relocation assistance will be provided in accordance with the federal and state relocation acts.



PREFACE

Preface

In 1997, a Draft Environmental Impact Statement / Draft Environmental Impact Report
(Draft EIS/EIR) was circulated for the Caltrain San Francisco Downtown Extension
Project, a public hearing was held, and public comments were received. The present
Final EIS/EIR describes a different —albeit somewhat similar — project to that evaluated
in the 1997 document. Various changes have occurred in project development and
project-related conditions since the earlier environmental document was circulated. This
Preface summarizes how this document responds to these changes.

The project described and evaluated in this new document is consistent with the Transbay
Terminal Study that has been undertaken by the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission / Bay Area Toll Authority in concert with the State of California, the City
and County of San Francisco, AC Transit and other local transit service providers and
other interested parties.

The description of the project alternatives responds to current design criteria to
accommodate high-speed steel-wheel-on-rail technologies currently in use in Europe and
under consideration by the California High-Speed Rail Authority for implementation in
California, including a station in downtown San Francisco.

Many specific subjects have been updated, not only to address changes in area conditions
that have occurred since the 1997 Draft EIS/EIR was issued, but also to reflect the three
components of the present project. Background information and analysis for many
subjects are entirely new, including: ridership, land use, engineering, capital costs, noise
and vibration effects, cultural resources, traffic, transit, parking, and the project financial
plan.

Given the extent of differences between the previous project and the present project, the
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board, the City and County of San Francisco, and the
Federal Transit Administration have not responded to the public comments received on
the 1997 Draft EIS/EIR. Only those comments received on the present document are
addressed.

The Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIS/EIR) was
released for public review on October 4, 2002. Notice of availability of the Draft
EIS/EIR was published in the San Francisco Independent newspaper and posted at the
Planning Department. Five hundred fifty newsletters were sent to the mailing list
announcing the availability of the Draft EIS/EIR, and a letter was sent directly to
property owners whose properties could be directly affected by the Project. Fifty
117X17" posters were posted throughout the Project area, including along Second
Street. Notices were sent to all property owners within 300 feet of the project boundary.

Transbay Terminal / Caltrain Downtown Extension / Redevelopment Project EIS/EIR
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The Draft EIS/EIR was available for on-line review on the Transbay Joint Powers
Authority (TJPA) web site. Three hundred eight two copies, both printed and compact
disc versions, of the Draft EIS/EIR were mailed to agencies and individuals. The
document was also available for review at the following locations:

e Caltrain Headquarters, Second Floor Reception, 1250 San Carlos Ave., San Carlos

e San Francisco Central Library, 100 Larkin Street (at Grove)

o City of Berkeley Central Library, 2090 Kittredge Street (at Shattuck)

e San Francisco Planning Department, 1660 Mission Street, First Floor Public
Information Center

o AC Transit Headquarters, 1660 Franklin Street, Oakland (Board Secretary)

e Main libraries of cities along the Caltrain Corridor

Three public hearings were held.:

o November 12, 2002 at 5:00 pm — San Francisco Redevelopment Agency Commission in
the San Francisco City Hall,

e November 13, 2002 at 7:00 pm (with an open house at 6:30 pm) — Caltrain
Headquarters, San Carlos, California, and

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

At the request of the public, the comment period was extended by the Planning
Commission on November 26 to December 20, 2002.

The final environmental documentation consists of three volumes. Volume I is the Final
EIS/EIR (which is the Draft EIS/EIR as amended). Volume II contains responses to
public comments on the Draft EIS/EIR, and Volume III contains the written comments
and transcripts from the public hearings.

A Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) was adopted in March 2003 by the Transbay Joint
Powers Authority (TJPA) after consideration of the information presented in the Draft
EIS/EIR, public and agency input from the circulation of the Draft EIS/EIR, meetings
among affected stakeholders, community meetings and workshops, and the public
hearings. The LPA consists of the following project components: the Transbay Terminal
West Ramp Alternative with its associated bus ramps, circulation, and off-site storage;
the Caltrain Downtown Fxtension with the “stacked drift” tunneling option for the
segment between Townsend Street and Folsom Street, and the Second-to-Main
Alternative; and the Transbay Redevelopment Plan Area “full build” development
alternative.

Transbay Terminal / Caltrain Downtown Extension / Redevelopment Project EIS/EIR
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SUMMARY

SUMMARY

S.1  PURPOSE AND NEED FOR TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS

The primary purposes of the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment
Project are to:

Improve public access to bus and rail services,

Modemize the Transbay Terminal and improve service,
Reduce non-transit vehicle usage; and

Alleviate blight and revitalize the Transbay Terminal area.

The project is needed because the present Transbay Terminal, which was built in 1939, does not
meet current seismic safety or space utilization standards. The need to modernize the Transbay
Terminal provides an opportunity to revitalize the surrounding area and to extend Caltrain
service from its current terminus outside the downtown area into the San Francisco employment
core. Figure S-1 shows the project’s location.

Undertaking the project components would address the following associated needs:

Provide a multi-modal transit facility that meets future transit needs;
Improve the Terminal as a place for passengers and the public to use and enjoy.
Alleviate the conditions of blight in the Transbay Terminal area;

Revitalize the Transbay Terminal area with a more vibrant mix of land uses that includes
both market-rate and affordable housing;

Facilitate transit use by developing housing next to a major transit hub;

Improve Caltrain service by providing direct access to downtown San Francisco;,

Enhance connectivity between Caltrain and other major transit systems;

Enable direct access to downtown San Francisco for future intercity and/or high-speed rail
service;

Accommodate projected growth in travel demand in the San Jose — San Francisco corridor;

Reduce traffic congestion on US Highway 101 and I-280 between San Jose and San
Francisco and other routes;

Reduce vehicle hours of delay on major freeways in the Peninsula corridor;
Improve regional air quality by reducing auto emissions;

Support local economic development goals; and

Enhance accessibility to employment, retail, and entertainment opportunities.

Transbay Terminal / Caltrain Downtown Extension / Redevelopment Project EIS/EIR S-1
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Figure S-1: Project Location
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Figure S-1: Project Location and Vicinity Map
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The Metropolitan Transportation Commission, State of California, City and County of
San Francisco, and area transit providers (AC Transit, Muni, Golden Gate, SamTrans, and JPB)
have evaluated options for replacement of the 60-year-old Transbay Terminal facility, due to its
age, need for seismic upgrade, and inadequate facility layout. A properly designed, new terminal
would improve space utilization, passenger circulation, signage, security, safety, and the overall
transit-rider experience.

A multi-modal transportation facility would provide a centralized location for public and private
bus and rail services in San Francisco’s growing Financial District/South of Market Area and
would enhance transit access for passengers arriving in and departing San Francisco. With its
location near housing and major retail and commercial opportunities, it would increase transit
ridership, thus reducing the number of non-transit vehicles traveling on area streets, highways,
and bridges. Reduction in automobile vehicle miles of travel would result in reduced vehicular
air emissions and an improvement in air quality.

Extension of the Caltrain Commuter Rail system 1.3 miles to Downtown San Francisco would
close the gap than now exists between the train’s current terminus station at Fourth and
Townsend the employment center of the region, providing a seamless transportation link
between the Peninsula and the heart of San Francisco. It would be consistent with Proposition H
passed by the voter of San Francisco resolving that Caltrain should be extended to the Transbay
Terminal site, and it would enable provision of high-speed rail service for a proposed statewide
system.

The Redevelopment Plan would include a new Transbay Terminal, portions of the Caltrain
Downtown extension within the Project Area, and redevelopment of other underutilized property
in the Transbay Terminal area. Redevelopment activities, including redevelopment of the
Terminal, would benefit from utilization of tax increment financing and the ability to assemble
properties, install public improvements, and provide office, retail/hotel, and residential
development, including affordable housing.

S.2  ALTERNATIVES

A description of the three alternatives evaluated in this Draft EIS/EIR is provided below.
S.2.1 No-Project Alternative

The No-Project Alternative consists of existing Caltrain service with funded improvements, other
committed bus, rail, and roadway improvements, a BART extension to the San Francisco
International Airport, and proposed development in downtown San Francisco in the 2020
horizon year. This is the No-Project Alternative under CEQA and the baseline alternative for
purposes of NEPA.
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Among the funded Caltrain service improvements are: service increases in daily trains between
San Francisco and San Jose, and between San Jose and Gilroy; rehabilitation improvements,
enhancements and additions to the existing Caltrain system; signal system modernization
improvements; track improvements at the new Millbrae Intermodal facility that improve
intermodal connections with BART; Electrification of the entire Caltrain line from Gilroy to its
present San Francisco terminus at Fourth and Townsend Streets.

The No-Project Alternative includes all existing Muni service, plus major planned, ongoing, or
constructed Muni projects, such as the S-Castro-Embarcadero Shuttle, the Third Street Light Rail
project, and the Central Subway. Also included in the No-Project Alternative is existing BART
service, including the extension to the San Francisco International Airport, that also interfaces
with Caltrain and Samtrans bus services at the new Millbrae Intermodal Station. The No-Project
Alternative further includes the changes to Samtrans bus service that were implemented in
August 1999, the completion of Caltrans San Francisco Seismic Retrofit projects, and the
completion of roadway and street improvements planned and programmed by the City and
County of San Francisco’s Department of Parking and Traffic or the Department of Public
Works.

S.2.2 Project Components

The proposed project would be located in Downtown San Francisco (See Figure S-1) and has
three major components:

A new, multi-modal Transbay Terminal on the site of the present Transbay Terminal;
Extension of Caltrain commuter rail service from its current San Francisco terminus at
Fourth and Townsend Streets to a new underground terminus underneath the proposed new
Transbay Terminal; and

o Establishment of a Redevelopment Area Plan with related development projects, including
transit-oriented development on publicly owned land in the vicinity of the new multi-modal
Transbay Terminal.

Two alternatives are under PROJECT COMPONENTS ALTERNATIVES DESIGN OPTIONS
consideration for each of the major - — '&d:::f:d.mr
project components. Other No Undsrground
4 . Loop Ramp fConnection to BART
components of the project include a ot [ Cut-and-Cors Opbion
temporary bus terminal facility to Downi SecondoHain -
. . i ension
be used during construction, a new, Project < _SecondoMission T
permanent off-site bus storage/ forrl il Build ..
oqe en! ind-Cover Option
layover facility, reconstructed bus Development rdeymind
- Conne: 0
ramps leading to the west end of the e
% \No rroun
new Transbay Terminal, and a Project Cenéefion ts BART
redesigned Caltrain storage yard. St sl el
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S.2.2.1 Refinements to the Project and EIS/EIR

Refinements have been made to the Project and EIS/EIR since the Draft EIS/EIR was published.
These refinement include

Adoption of a Locally Preferred Alternative. Following the U.S. Department of
Transportation, Federal Transit Administration guidance and regulations, the Transbay
Joint Powers Authority (TJPA) adopted in March 2003 the West Ramp Transbay Terminal,
Second-to-Main, Tunneling, Full Build Options as the components to be included in the
Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for inclusion in this Final EIS/EIR.

Movement of the Transbay Terminal Footprint to the West. In response to public comment
on the Draft EIS/EIR, the footprint of the new Transbay Terminal is proposed to be moved to
the west (approximately 150 feet) of the location shown in the Draft EIS/EIR.

Elimination of the Temporary Bus Ramps to the Temporary Terminal. In response fo
public comments on the Draft EIS/EIR, AC Transit bus access to the temporary terminal will
no longer make use of a temporary bus ramp between the Bay Bridge and the temporary
terminal during operation of the temporary facility.

Supplemental Air Emissions Assessment and Supplemental Noise Assessment of the
Permanent Off-Site Bus Storage Facility In response to public comments on the Draft
EIS/EIR, a supplemental air emissions assessment and supplemental noise assessment was
made of the proposed permanent off-site bus storage facility under the West Approach to the
Bay Bridge between Second and Fourth Streets..

Refinements to the 2nd-to-Main and 2nd-to-Mission Caltrain Extension Alternatives.
Alignments and Station Layout. In response to public comments on both alternatives for the
Caltrain Extension contained in the Draft EIS/EIR, engineering refinements were made to
the Second-to-Mission and Second-to-Main options for the Caltrain Downtown Extension.
Refinements included changes to the track, platform, and tail track layouts.

Revised Caltrain Operating Plan Assumptions The number of daily Caltrain trains
assumed fo be operated in the Year 2020 has been revised downward from 170 to 132
reflecting more recent planning of the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board.

Revised Project Construction/Implementation Schedule. In response to public comments
on the Draft EIS/EIR, the proposed project construction and implementation schedule has
been refined.

Revised Project Capital Costs. In response to public comments on the Draft EIS/EIR, capital
cost estimates for both the Transbay Terminal and the Caltrain Downtown FExtension have
been refined for the LPA, resulting in an overall cost reduction of $143.7 million in 2003
dollars. The refined costs have been assigned to an anticipated year of expenditure under
the refined implementation schedule, and inflation rates have been applied, providing a year-
of-expenditure cost estimate for the LPA.
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Revised Project Financial Plan. The Project’s financial plan has been refined to reflect the
revised capital costs, the anticipated year of expenditure for various costs, and recent events
regarding various funding sources.

Release of Draft Transbay Redevelopment Project Area Design for Development Vision
and Redevelopment Boundary Revision. In response to public comments on the Draft
EIS/EIR and to advance the planning work for the proposed Transbay Redevelopment Area,
the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency has released for public review the Draft Transbay
Redevelopment Project Area Design for Development Vision (August 2003). The Draft
Vision provides additional detail regarding the possible elements of the final Redevelopment
Area Plan. A revision was also made to the proposed redevelopment area boundary in
response to public comments.

Revisions to the Final EIS/EIR in Response to Public Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR.
Other revisions/refinements have been made in this Final EIS/EIR in response to public
comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR. Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR contains the
comments given on the Draft EIS/EIR and the responses to these comments. As indicated in
Volume 1I, responses at times led to revision to the Final EIS/EIR. All refinements and
revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR are outlined in this Final EIS/EIR in italics.

S.2.2.2 Transbay Terminal Alternatives

Two alternatives are being studied for a new Transbay Terminal. Under either alternative, a new
multi-modal terminal would be located at the same site as the existing terminal at Mission and
First Streets.

Bus ramps would connect directly from the terminal to the Bay Bridge, while an underground
rail facility would allow the extension of Caltrain to downtown and provide space for potential
future East Bay commuter rail and California’s high-speed intercity rail.

S-6
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West Loop Alternative.
The existing western and
eastern bus ramps
between the Transbay
Terminal and the Bay
Bridge would be
demolished, and new
ramps would be
constructed on the west
side of the new Transbay
Terminal, opening up
additional  space  for
development on the east
side. The new bus ramps
would be in
approximately the same
position as the existing
ramps on the west side of
the terminal and
paralleling Essex Street.
Bus turnaround loops
would be provided on
each bus level at the east
end of the terminal. As
the ramps approach the
Bay Bridge, they would
be stacked in a double-
deck configuration. This
alternative includes a
terminal one block (165
feet) wide by two blocks
(1,300 feet) long. It
would include six levels,
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Transbay Terminal West Ramp Alternative
Location of Terminal Components

with four levels above ground and two below. Beginning at the lowest level, these include 1) a
Train Level for Caltrain platforms, 2) Train Mezzanine Level for train passenger ticketing
services, 3) Street Level for Muni vehicles and Golden Gate Transit buses, 4) Concourse Level
for pedestrian circulation and substantial areas for joint development, 5) AC Transit Level, and
6) Upper Bus Level for other bus service (Muni service to Treasure Island, paratransit,
Greyhound, and private operators). This West Ramp Alternative was selected by the Transbay
Joint Powers Authority as the Transbay Terminal component of the Locally Preferred
Alternative. The footprint of the terminal has been moved approximately 150 feet to the west
from its proposed location in the Draft EIS/EIR and would no longer span Beale Street. This
shift reduces Project capital costs but does not affect the Project’s environmental impacts or the
operating efficiency of the terminal.
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Loop Ramp Alternative.
This alternative would
involve the demolition
and reconstruction of both
the existing western and = ]
eastern bus ramps N
between the Transbay
Terminal and the Bay
Bridge. The new
Transbay Terminal would
be one block wide and -
three and three-fourths Pe'ﬁr"‘a'ﬁe“ n‘tf, :
blocks in length. It would . BugRamps
include five levels, with S il £
two levels above ground ' Bl &
and two below. The e
lower four levels (Train, t e AN :
. : {~ Additional Bus Storage (u }
Train Mezzanine, Street, | BayBridge Approach)=- ' © . ' i
and Concourse) would be PSSR el HEEAAN
very similar to the West
Loop Alternative,
although there would be
less area available for =
joint development. The
fifth level would be the
Bus Level, which would
accommodate AC Transit
and all other bus
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Transbay Terminal Loop Ramp Alternative
Location of Terminal Components
S.2.2.3 Caltrain Downtown Extension Alternatives

The Caltrain Downtown Extension Component consists of an extension of Caltrain from the
present San Francisco terminus at Fourth and Townsend Streets to an underground terminal on
the site of the present San Francisco Transbay Terminal at First and Mission Streets, a distance
of some 1.3 miles. The extension would include reconstruction of the current storage yard at
Fourth and Townsend, with provision of three surface platforms and six tracks on the southern
portion of the existing facility near Fourth and King Streets and the addition of a new
underground Caltrain station on the northern portion near Townsend and Fourth Streets.
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Caltrain Downtown Extension tracks would begin its descent at about Berry Street and would
curve east to a new underground station with a center platform near Fourth and Townsend
Streets. From there, the tracks would continue under Townsend Street near Fourth Street, and
continue east under Townsend Street in a cut-and-cover tunnel configuration. It would then
curve north at about Clarence Place just east of Third Street in a cut-and-cover configuration.
Nine buildings would need to be acquired and demolished to accommodate cut-and-cover
construction of the curve from Townsend to Second and Brannan Streets. 4 tunneling option has
been defined for the Caltrain Downtown Extension. Under this option, the extension would be
constructed from near Townsend Street, under Second Street, north to Folsom Street using a
stacked drift tunneling technique. The tunneling option was selected by the Transbay Joint
Powers Authority as the Caltrain Downtown Extension component of the Locally Preferred
Alternative. The alignment would continue under Second Street to Howard Street.

Two alternatives are under consideration from Howard Street north: (1) Second-to-Main, and
(2) Second-to-Mission. Engineering for these alternatives has been refined since distribution of
the Draft EIS/EIR. Platform lengths and the length of straight (tangent) platforms were
increased for both options, and additional through tracks were added to both. The lengths and
number of tail tracks were also increased under both options.

Second-to-Main Caltrain Extension Alternative. As the alignment approaches Howard Street
along Second Street, it would curve northeasterly, into the basement of the new Transbay

Terminal. Eleven
buildings would need

to be acquired and H
demolished for this i X
— into the Caltrain Downtown Extension
Terminal. The Locally Preferred Alternative
terminal station (Second-to-Main) F
would have six tracks

e Cut-and-Cover
s Tunnel “I-

and three platforms

and would include a— Opem Cut
approximately 2,000

feet of additional e

tracks (called tail ! ! ¢ 54, !
tracks) in a cut-and- -

cover section leading ( :

from the east end of
the new Terminal.
These tracks would
curve south to Main
Street and continue underneath Main Street to south of Folsom Street. The tail tacks could also
be extended as a separate, independent project at some time in the future, to a San Francisco-to-
Oakland cross-bay alignment for commuter rail and/or high-speed trains. This Second-to-Main
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Alternative was selected by the Transbay Joint Powers Authority as the Caltrain Downtown
Extension component of the Locally Preferred Alternative.

This alternative would include a design option for a pedestrian connection underneath Fremont
Street to the BART Embarcadero Station.

Second-to-Mission Caltrain Extension Alternative. Up to Second and Howard Streets, this
Alternative would follow the same alignment as the Second-to-Main Alternative, although it
would have a deeper profile. At that point, it would provide a different configuration for the
underground station in the Transbay Terminal and for the tail tracks leading out of the terminal.

As this alignment approaches Howard Street, rather than running parallel to the Terminal’s long
axis, this alignment would curve northeasterly at about Tehama Street, cutting diagonally under
the new terminal and exiting out under Mission Street headed towards The Embarcadero. The
southernmost track would branch into four tracks leading to and serving two center platforms
directly under the Transbay Terminal.

The two northernmost tracks would continue on an angle to Mission Boulevard and would serve
two 600-foot side platforms to the north of the Transbay Terminal. These two tracks would
continue to two 1,400-foot tail tracks under Mission Street ending just east of The Embarcadero.
Two additional buildings on Mission Street would need to be acquired north of the Terminal for
this alternative. The tail tracks for this alignment would be used in a manner similar to the uses
described above for the Second-to-Main Alternative.

This alternative also includes a design option for a pedestrian connection underneath Fremont
Street to the BART Embarcadero Station.

S.2.24 Proposed Transbay Redevelopment Plan Area

The Redevelopment Component includes two alternatives: the Full Build Alternative and the
Reduced Scope Alternative. Either of these alternatives would include redevelopment on the
parcels shown in Figure S-2. In response to comments on the Draft EIS/EIR, the redevelopment
area boundary shown on Figure S-2 has been revised from that shown in the Draft EIS/EIR.

Full Build Alternative. This alternative assumes about 7.6 million square feet (sq. ft.) of
residential/office/retail/hotel development, including approximately 5.6 million sq. ft. of
residential development (4,700 residential units including affordable housing), 1.2 million sq. ft.
of office development, 475,000 sq. ft. of hotel development, and 355,000 sq. ft. of retail
development. The Full Build Alternative was selected by the Transbay Joint Powers Authority
as the redevelopment components of the Locally Preferred Alternative.

A review of the proposals contained in the recently released Draft Transbay Redevelopment
Project Area Design for Development Vision (San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, August
2003) shows that this vision would not introduce new adverse impacts beyond those identified in
the Draft EIS/EIR for the Full Build Alternative for the redevelopment component of the Project.
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Figure S-2: Development Levels Assumed for Full
Build & Reduced Scope Redevelopment Alternatives
& Proposed Redevelopment Area Boundary
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SUMMARY

Reduced Scope Alternative. This alternative assumes a lesser amount of commercial and retail
development and is weighted more toward housing. It assumes approximately 4.7 million sq. ft.
of residential/office/retail/hotel development, including 4.1 million sq. ft. of residential (about
3,400 dwelling units), 350,000 sq. ft. of hotel development, and 260,000 sq. ft. of retail
development. No office development is assumed for this Alternative.

S.3 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND PROPOSED
MITIGATION MEASURES

Long-term environmental impacts and proposed mitigation measures are summarized in
Table S-1. Short-term construction-related impacts and proposed mitigation are summarized in
Table S-2. Because the Redevelopment Component of the project would involve separate future
projects, each of which requiring separate environmental review, construction impacts for the
Redevelopment Component are not included in Table S-2. For a full description of impacts and
mitigation, see Chapter 5.
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Table S-1: Summary of Long-term Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures

PROPOSED PROJECT
IMPACT NO-PROJECT TRANSBAY TERMINAL CALTRAIN DOWNTOWN REDEVELOPMENT
CATEGORY ALTERNATIVE | COMPONENT ALTERNATIVES EXTENSION COMPONENT COMPONENT ALTERNATIVES
ALTERNATIVES

Land Use Opportunities for | For both alternatives: Parking lot on For both alternatives (2™ Street Full Build includes 7.6 million sq.
revitalization in Harrison Street between 2™ and 4™ Cut-and Cover Option): loss of ft. of development (5.6 million
Transbay area streets displaced by bus storage. historic buildings would result in residential, 1.2 million office,
would be lesser Mitigation: construct a parking deck | some change in character. 475,600 hotel, 355,400 retail).
than under either | under the freeway between 3 and 4" | Afore buildings would remain Reduced Scope includes 5.4 million
of Streets. under tunneling option sq. ft. of development (4.7 million
Redevelopment residential, 350,000 hotel, 200,000
Alternatives. each office and retail).

Wind No impact No impact No impact Full Build: 9 exceedences of San
Francisco Planning Code pedestrian
comfort criterion and 1 hazard
criterion exceedence.

Reduced Scope: 8 pedestrian
comfort criterion exceedences; 1
hazard criterion exceedence.

Case-by-case mitigation for future
redevelopment projects.

Shadow No impact No impact No impact For both alternatives: some publicly

accessible, open spaces would be
expected to see a diminution in
sunlight during certain periods of the
day and the year. No mitigation is
indicated.
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Table S-1: Summary of Long-term Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures

IMPACT
CATEGORY

NO-PROJECT
ALTERNATIVE

PROPOSED PROJECT

TRANSBAY TERMINAL
COMPONENT ALTERNATIVES

CALTRAIN DOWNTOWN
EXTENSION COMPONENT
ALTERNATIVES

REDEVELOPMENT
COMPONENT ALTERNATIVES

Displacements
and
Relocation

No impact

Both alternatives would take 4
buildings/displace 2 non-residential
units, other currently vacant.

Mitigation would be relocation in
accordance with the federal and state
relocation acts.

2"_to-Main Alternative Cut-and-
cover Option would displace 60
residential units (120 residents) & 48
businesses (1,084 employees).
2"-to-Mission Alternative Cut-and-
cover Option would displace 60
residential units (120 residents) & 58
businesses (1,422 employees).
Second-to-Main Tunneling Option
would displace would displace 23
residential units (46 residents) & 40
businesses (425 employees).
Second-to-Mission Tunneling Option
would displace would displace 23
residential units (46 residents) & 50
businesses (763 employees).
Mitigation: see Transbay Terminal
discussion.

No impact.

Socio-
economics

No impact

No adverse impact. Both alternatives
would increase pedestrian activity
and may contribute to the
intensification of land uses and the
redevelopment of underutilized
parcels; thereby improving the
economic vitality of the area.

No adverse impact. Both alternatives
would provide improved access and
therefore would enhance economic
activity in this area.

No adverse impact. Both alternatives
are expected to provide
socioeconomic benefits by
intensifying the urban character of
the area and resulting in a more
cohesive neighborhood with a
balanced mix of residential and
commercial uses.
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Table S-1: Summary of Long-term Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures

PROPOSED PROJECT
IMPACT NO-PROJECT TRANSBAY TERMINAL CALTRAIN DOWNTOWN REDEVELOPMENT
CATEGORY ALTERNATIVE | COMPONENT ALTERNATIVES EXTENSION COMPONENT COMPONENT ALTERNATIVES
ALTERNATIVES
Community No impact Estimated 2 San Francisco Police | For both alternatives, a life safety Estimated up to 115 San Francisco
Facilities & Dept. officers would patrol new plan would be developed to address Police Dept. officers required/ no
Services Terminal. Additional officers and fire safety issues. new police facilities.
compensation would be required. Develop security plan for future
Life safety plan would address fire projects.
safety issues. Additional fire suppression
Short- and long-term solid waste personnel may be required/no new
management measures are included. facilities likely.

New emergency medical staff may
be required. Likely supported by user
fees.

Parklands, No impact. No adverse impacts. Current concept | No adverse impacts. Private schools | No adverse impacts. New parks
Schools and for the new Transbay Terminal would likely benefit from the proposed as part of redevelopment
Churches includes an open plaza for public use. | improved transit operations. plan. Private schools would likely

benefit from new transit-oriented
development.

Transbay Terminal / Caltrain Downtown Extension / Redevelopment Project EIS/EIR
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Table S-1: Summary of Long-term Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures

IMPACT
CATEGORY

NO-PROJECT
ALTERNATIVE

PROPOSED PROJECT

TRANSBAY TERMINAL
COMPONENT ALTERNATIVES

CALTRAIN DOWNTOWN
EXTENSION COMPONENT
ALTERNATIVES

REDEVELOPMENT
COMPONENT ALTERNATIVES

Fiscal and
Economic
Impacts

No impact.

Both Alternatives: Net real estate
acquisition, demolition, and
relocation costs between $34.6 and
847.0 million (LPA — West Ramp).

Second-to-Main Alternative
Tunneling Option net real estate
acquisition, demolition, and
relocation costs between $44.1 and
$50.6 million (LPA).

Second-to-Mission Alternative
Cut-and-Cover Option net real estate
acquisition, demolition, and
relocation costs between $130.4 and
$137.6 million.

Second-to-Mission Alternative
Tunneling Option net real estate
acquisition, demolition, and
relocation costs between $65.7 and
$69.0 million.

Short-term loss of property tax
revenue may be recouped or
exceeded by new development.

Short-term loss of payroll tax
revenue avoided if businesses
relocate in San Francisco.

Transfer of publicly-owned property
from State to San Francisco
Redevelopment Agency and
Transbay Joint Power Authority to
defray portion new Transbay
Terminal costs.

Air Quality

No impact.

No violation of CAAQS for
permanent bus storage facility.
Current terminal design includes
glass partition between bus
passenger waiting and loading areas

Both Alternatives expected to
produce decrease in vehicle miles
traveled (VMT) with reduction of
emissions from automobiles (reactive
organic gases, carbon monoxide
(CO), oxides of nitrogen, particulate
matter, and oxides of sulphur).

No adverse impact. Incremental
increases in CO concentrations at
study intersections would not exceed
state or federal standards. Locating
development at a transit hub expected
to divert to public transit many trips
that would otherwise be made by
private automobile.
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Table S-1: Summary of Long-term Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures

PROPOSED PROJECT
IMPACT NO-PROJECT TRANSBAY TERMINAL CALTRAIN DOWNTOWN REDEVELOPMENT
CATEGORY | ALTERNATIVE | COMPONENT ALTERNATIVES EXTENSION COMPONENT COMPONENT ALTERNATIVES
ALTERNATIVES
Noise and No impact. Noise impacts from proposed bus Vibration impacts would occur at 4 No impact.
Vibration storage lot west of Second St. would | buildings. Mitigation: use high-
occur at residential uses near facility. | resilience track fasteners or a
Mitigation: construct sound walls resiliently supported tie system.
along south side of the bus storage
lots and along bus ramps leading
from AC Transit lot. Install
absorptive materials on inside of
noise walls. Sound insulate
residential unit on Perry Street.
Geology and No impact Included in discussion of Caltrain Both Alternatives — Cut-and-cover | Apply standard design and
Seismicity Downtown Extension impacts. & Tunneling Options construction techniques for area. See

Address potential for settlement
by applying engineering principles
and conventional construction
techniques.

Address potential liquefaction and
ground deformation through:
Regular track maintenance.

Design & construction of
foundations & shoring systems.

Reinforce/stabilize soils, or
rapid repair contingency plans.

Design for maximum
credible earthquake; use seismically
resistant building structures.

Pile supgorts for cut-and-
cover portions, 4 & Townsend
station.

Caltrain Extension discussion.

Transbay Terminal / Caltrain Downtown Extension / Redevelopment Project EIS/EIR
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Table S-1: Summary of Long-term Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures

PROPOSED PROJECT
IMPACT NO-PROJECT TRANSBAY TERMINAL CALTRAIN DOWNTOWN REDEVELOPMENT
CATEGORY ALTERNATIVE | COMPONENT ALTERNATIVES EXTENSION COMPONENT COMPONENT ALTERNATIVES
ALTERNATIVES
Geology Both Alternatives — Tunneling
Seismicity Option
Due to fractured rock formations,

use “Stacked Drift” and “Spiling” to

prevent tunnel collapse.
Water Resources | No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Floodplain No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact
Utilities No impact Included in discussion of Caltrain Relocation of existing New development to connect to

Downtown Extension alternatives. underground utilities due to cut-and- | existing utility systems.

cover excavation. Mitigation:

coordinate with utility providers;

avoid, relocate, and/or support in

place utilities as necessary.

Substantially reduced impacts

from tunneling Option.
Electric and No impact Included in discussion of Caltrain EMF intensities and exposures are No impact
Magnetic Fields Downtown Extension alternatives. low. No health risks indicated.
(EMF)
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Table S-1: Summary of Long-term Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures

PROPOSED PROJECT
IMPACT NO-PROJECT TRANSBAY TERMINAL CALTRAIN DOWNTOWN REDEVELOPMENT
CATEGORY ALTERNATIVE | COMPONENT ALTERNATIVES EXTENSION COMPONENT COMPONENT ALTERNATIVES
ALTERNATIVES
Historic and No Impact Archaeological resource impacts Previously unidentified No Impact
Cultural included in Caltrain Downtown archaeological sites may exist, and
Resources Extension discussion. could be affected by any Alternative.
Demolition and removal of the Mitigation: Archaeological
Transbay Terminal (on the National Research Design and Treatment Plan.
Register of Historic Places), as well Cut-and-cover Option (Both
as the existing loop ramp Alternatives) would require
(contributing element to the Bay demolition of 13 buildings that
Bridge). Mitigation described under | contribute to historic districts.
Caltrain Downtown Extension. Mitigation measures to be set forth in
a Memorandum of Agreement per
Section 106 of National Historic
Preservation Act.
Tunneling option (Both
Alternatives) would require
demolition of 3 buildings that are
either individually eligible for NRHP
and contribute to historic districts.
Demolition would isolate 3 buildings
in historic district. Mitigation
measures set forth in a Memorandum
of Agreement (MOA) per Section
106 of National Historic Preservation
Act.
Hazardous No Impact No Impact Construct and operate fueling facility | No Impact
Materials to comply with local, state and

Federal regulations; handle and store
fuels and solvents per California
OSHA and local standards for fire
protection and prevention.
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Table S-1: Summary of Long-term Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures

PROPOSED PROJECT
IMPACT NO-PROJECT TRANSBAY TERMINAL CALTRAIN DOWNTOWN REDEVELOPMENT
CATEGORY | ALTERNATIVE | COMPONENT ALTERNATIVES EXTENSION COMPONENT COMPONENT ALTERNATIVES
ALTERNATIVES
Visual/ Aesthetics | Continued No adverse impact. Trench with concrete retaining Under either alternative, Folsom
presence of Bus ramps to the Bay Bridge walls approximately 30 feet deep St. building heights would be taller
existing features would occupy less area than existing | south of Townsend St. and west of than existing. Provisions for
with low visual ramps, and would be split, breaking | 5th St. development would help protect
value, including | up the mass of the ramps, enhancing Cut-and-cover construction views, preserve open space, and
surface parking views. New ramp decks would be between 5™ Street and the Transbay enhance the pedestrian environment.
lots, and in some | less visually intrusive than existing. | Terminal includes demolition of all Under the Full Build Alternative,
cases, For West Ramp Alternative, the existing buildings above the buildings may be broader and shorter,
deteriorated south and east portions of the existing | alternative alignments. It is with setbacks preserved. Under the
buildings. ramp network would be demolished, | anticipated that new buildings would | Reduced Scope Alternative, buildings
opening up views outside of the be constructed, with height and bulk | would be taller and more slender
Transbay Area. similar to those demolished. preserving more of the existing
views.
Safety and No Impact Security at Terminal responsibility of | Security at the Caltrain stations Safety and security provided by
Security Transbay Terminal Joint Powers provided by the JPB via its contract San Francisco Police and Fire
Authority. with Amtrak. Security would Departments.
increase over present levels
commensurate with the increases in
station activity.
Energy No Impact Included in Caltrain Downtown No adverse impact. Overall, Redevelopment would require
Extension discussion. Terminal and Train Extension would | provision of energy from then current
reduce the consumption of energy by | providers.
diverting auto travel to rail and bus.
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Table S-1: Summary of Long-term Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures

PROPOSED PROJECT
IMPACT NO-PROJECT TRANSBAY TERMINAL CALTRAIN DOWNTOWN REDEVELOPMENT
CATEGORY ALTERNATIVE | COMPONENT ALTERNATIVES EXTENSION COMPONENT COMPONENT ALTERNATIVES
ALTERNATIVES
Transit 10,000 For West Ramp Alternative: Either Alternative would Either Alternative would provide
Operations passenger Increase terminal capacity to Increase linked transit trips in the | high-density development (business

Transbay terminal | 35,000 passengers. corridor in 2020 by 10,000/day. and residential) near major multi-
capacity 48 bus bays provided. Result in daily travel time savings | modal transit facility to encourage

32 bus bays. Off-site bus storage. of 7,200 person hours. increased transit usage and defray

Onssite bus For Full Loop Ramp Alternative: Reduce VMT in Caltrain corridor | portion of Transbay Terminal costs.
storage Increase terminal capacity to by 260,000. Less transit-oriented development
35,000 passengers. Reduce BART San Mateo under Reduced Scope Alternative.
Provide 51 bus bays. County entries/exits, but increase
Maintain some on-site bus BART-Caltrain transfers in
storage and use Off-site-bus storage. | San Francisco.
Reduce Muni and Samtrans
service ($4 million annual savings)
Increase transfers between
Caltrain and other transit service.

Traffic Impacts No Impact All project components included in All project components included in 7 intersections with adverse traffic

the Redevelopment impact
discussion.

the Redevelopment impact
discussion.

impacts (significant under City and
County of San Francisco guidelines)
Mitigation: The City may request
developers to contribute to the new
Integrated Transportation
Management System (ITMS)
program.

Transbay Terminal / Caltrain Downtown Extension / Redevelopment Project EIS/EIR
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Table S-1: Summary of Long-term Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures

PROPOSED PROJECT
IMPACT NO-PROJECT TRANSBAY TERMINAL CALTRAIN DOWNTOWN REDEVELOPMENT
CATEGORY | ALTERNATIVE | COMPONENT ALTERNATIVES EXTENSION COMPONENT COMPONENT ALTERNATIVES
ALTERNATIVES
Parking No Impact All project components included in All project components included in Approximately 1,950 (14 percent of

the Redevelopment discussion.

the Redevelopment discussion.

study area parking) off-street parking
spaces would be eliminated,
including 260 spaces within the
current Transbay Terminal building.
Development (business and
residential) near major multi-modal
transit facility expected to encourage
increased transit usage with reduced
parking demand.

Non-motorized
Traffic

11 corners and 2
crosswalks would
operate at
pedestrian Level
of Service F.

All project components included in
the Caltrain Downtown Extension
impact discussion.

11 corners and 2 crosswalks
would operate at pedestrian Level of
Service F. Although not required,
pedestrian mitigation measures are
suggested.

A total of 232 bicycle storage
spaces would be needed at the new
Transbay Terminal.

All project components included in
the Caltrain Downtown Extension
impact discussion.
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Table S-2: Summary of Construction Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures

IMPACT CATEGORY NO-PROJECT
ALTERNATIVE PROPOSED PROJECT
| Transit Operations No Impact For the Downtown Extension 2™ Street Cut-and-Cover Option:
- Muni’s Line 10 would be re-routed.
- Potential re-striping of 3™ Street could affect the performance of Muni Lines 15, 30, 45 and 81X.
Vehicular Traffic No Impact Transbay Terminal construction would affect access to 4 loading docks on Minna Street.

Both Caltrain Alternatives - Cut-and-Cover Option would require:
A total of 31 trucks per hour.

Block-by-block closures of 2nd St.

3rd Street would be restriped as detour with 3 northbound and 2 southbound lanes. On-street parking
will be prohibited, and the bus lane will be a mixed flow lane.

A left-turn lane will be added on Howard at the 3*/Howard intersection.

Temporary closure or alternative access for 21 driveways (2™ to Main Alternative), or 11 driveways
(2™ to Mission Alternative).

The 2™ Street Tunneling Option would reduce the number of driveways affected.

Tunneling Option for Caltrain Extension Alternatives would require detour plans and parking removal
only for the block of Second Street between Howard and Folsom Streets (Both Caltrain Extension
Alternatives) and for Main Street between Howard and Harrison (Second-to-Main Alternative) or for Mission
Street between Beale and The Embarcadero (for Second-to-Mission Alternative).

Contra-flow lanes to the temporary terminal would:

Eliminate 2 southbound traffic lanes & 12 curbside parking spaces on Beale Street between Howard
and Folsom Streets.

Reduce Folsom Street from 4 to 2 lanes between Essex and Main streets. 9 parking spaces would be
removed.

Main St. would be reduced from 3 to 2 lanes between Howard and Folsom. 48 motorcycle parking
spaces & 9 automobile spaces would be removed.

On-street parking spaces on Howard St. would be removed between Beale and Main.

Convert Essex northbound lanes to southbound lanes. Add a contraflow lane.
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Table S-2: Summary of Construction Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures

IMPACT CATEGORY

NO-PROJECT
ALTERNATIVE

PROPOSED PROJECT

Parking Impacts

No Impact

For both Downtown Extension alternatives (Cut-and-Cover Option), on-street parking would be
temporarily removed along Townsend, 2™, and 3™ streets. 2™ Street parking would be closed and re-opened
on a block-by-block basis. Parking on 3" Street would be removed to accommodate detour for 2™ Street
traffic. Contractor would post dates and times of parking closures and openings.

Tunneling Option for both Downtown Extension Alternatives. Parking removal and detours would be
required only for 2™ and 3™ Streets only between Folsom and Howard. Contractor would post dates and times
of parking closures and openings. Tunneling Option would not require temporary removal of parking on 3™
Street. One block of parking on Second Street would be required between Folsom and Howard Streets.

Pedestrians and Bicycle
Traffic

No Impact

Temporary bus terminals would have the following impacts:

Casual carpool queues on the east side of Beale Street would be temporarily relocated to the west side of
Beale Street.

Walk and bicycle distances to the temporary terminal would be increased by 4 blocks for most pedestrians
and bicyclists.

Neighborhoods &
Businesses

No Impact

Most substantial impacts would occur on streets affected by cut-and-cover construction. Residential uses
would be subject to reduced vehicle access, increased traffic congestion, increased noise, and construction-
related dust. Businesses would experience the same type of disruptions, with the greatest impact to retail
establishments, which rely on visibility and walk-in traffic.

For Cut-and-Cover Options — Both Alternatives, this includes Townsend, 2" Street between Brannan and
Streets.

For Second-to-Main Alternative, this includes Main Street.

For Second-to-Mission Alternative, this includes Mission Streets.

For Both Alternatives Tunneling Option, this includes Second Street between Folsom and Howard.

Mitigation: conduct outreach to affected residents and businesses; develop traffic management plan; maintain
a field office and information telephone line; post informational signs; maintain sidewalks during construction
where feasible; install construction decking flush with adjacent surfaces; install construction fencing.

Community Facilities
& Services

No Impact

Safety & security services would be provided by San Francisco Police and other security personnel.

Any impacts to emergency access due to change in traffic conditions would likely be minor and not affect
emergency response times.

The San Francisco Fire Department would review project plans to ensure provision of adequate life safety
measures and emergency access during construction.

The amount of construction debris could be adequately accommodated by existing landfills.
Mitigation: construction specifications will require the use of recycled construction materials where feasible,
and include specification regarding the recycling of construction and demolition debris.
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Table S-2: Summary of Construction Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures

IMPACT CATEGORY

NO-PROJECT
ALTERNATIVE

PROPOSED PROJECT

Parks, Schools,
Religions Institutions

No Impact

For all alternatives/construction options: construction-related traffic delays may inconvenience persons
gaining access to these facilities.

Air Quality

No Impact

For all Alternatives and Options:
Temporary emissions of nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide, and sulfur oxides, and dust (PM;).
Mitigation would include:
Water active construction areas at least twice daily.
Cover trucks hauling loose materials or require trucks to maintain 2 feet of freeboard.
Pave, apply water 3 times/day, or apply soil stabilizers on unpaved roads, parking and staging areas.
Sweep daily paved access roads, parking and staging areas.
Sweep streets daily if visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public streets.
Install sandbags or other erosion control measures.

Replant vegetation as quickly as possible.

Noise & Vibration

No Impact

For all Alternatives and Options, noise and vibration from construction activities could intrude on nearby
residents and workers.
Mitigation would include:

Construct a sound wall as necessary for construction site.

Comply with San Francisco Noise Ordinance.

Conduct noise and vibration monitoring.

Conduct inspection and noise testing of equipment.

Implement community liaison program.

Include noise control requirements in construction specifications.

Limit use & hours of construction high vibration-generating techniques.

Water Resources

No Impact

For all Alternatives and Options:

Grading, tunneling, and utility excavations would increase the sediment load to storm sewers, and wind-
transported soils could affect nearby surface waters.

Construction dewatering would locally result in temporary lowering of the water table and could promote
downward migration of contaminants.
Mitigation would include:

Manage construction spoils to minimize wind dispersion.

Dewater in stages and discharge dewatered effluent to sanitary sewer.

Test groundwater samples to obtain a batch discharge permit from San Francisco Public Works
Department; treat effluent prior to discharge if necessary.
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Table S-2: Summary of Construction Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures

IMPACT CATEGORY

NO-PROJECT
ALTERNATIVE

PROPOSED PROJECT

Utilities

No Impact

Impacts for overall project were addressed in prior table. If necessary, disruptions to service during
construction would be short-term and carefully scheduled with advance notice given to affected customers.

Electromagnetic Fields

No Impact

No Impact

Historical and Cultural
Resources

No Impact

Caltrain Extension Alternatives and Options require construction easement at the southeast corner of 166-178
Townsend Street, a contributor to the significance of the Rincon Point / South Beach Historic Warehouse —
Industrial District.

Proposed mitigation: underpin the building prior to construction.

For archeology:

If buried cultural materials are unearthed during construction, work in the vicinity would be halted until a
qualified archaeologist can assess significance. If human remains are encountered during construction, no
further disturbance shall occur until the County Coroner has made the necessary findings.

Long-term impacts to archaeological and historical resources are addressed in Section 5.14.

Hazardous Materials

No Impact

Potential for direct impacts from pre-existing hazardous waste at 7 sites, indirect impacts from 27 sites.
Exposure to asbestos or lead could result from demolition of the Transbay Terminal, which may have
asbestos containing materials (ACM) and/or lead-based paint.
Mitigation measures would include:
Conduct further site investigation and develop mitigation plan for disposal of contaminated soil and
discharge of contaminated effluent.
Workers who may have contact with contaminated soil or groundwater would be required to have
appropriate health and safety training.
A worker health and safety plan would be developed, implemented and monitored.
Any ACM and/or lead-based paint in the Terminal would be identified. If necessary asbestos will be
abated and lead-based paint removed prior to demolition.

Aesthetics/ Visual
Impacts

No Impact

Construction equipment and supplies would be visible, and evidence of construction activity would be
noticeable to area residents, employees, and visitors.
Mitigation is not required, but the project contractor will minimize "spill over" light or glare effects on
adjacent areas at night. The TJPA and JPB, through on-site field office, will make all efforts possible to
minimize specific aesthetic and visual effects of construction identified by neighborhood businesses and
residents.

Geologic Impacts

No Impact

For both Downtown Extension Alternatives - Cut-and-Cover Option, poor quality bedrock under Second
Street from Brannan Street to Folsom Street would be addressed by special shoring techniques.

For the both Downtown Extension Alternatives Tunneling Option, specialized tunneling techniques are
recommended including “spiling” and “stacked drift.”
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Table S-2: Summary of Construction Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures

IMPACT CATEGORY

NO-PROJECT
ALTERNATIVE

PROPOSED PROJECT

Safety and Security

No Impact

To ensure safety during construction, best construction management practices would be required to be in
place:

Construction and staging areas would be fenced and lighted.

Recognized safety practice requirements would be followed for the use of heavy equipment and the
movement of construction materials.

The Construction Manager would be responsible for job site safety and security.

Emergency response personnel within San Francisco would be available for immediate response on
an as-needed basis.
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S.4  ESTIMATED CAPITAL COSTS

The Locally Preferred Alternative for the rebuilt Transbay Terminal and the underground Caltrain
Extension is estimated to cost $2.083 billion escalated to year of expenditure. Selection of another
alternative other than the LPA would result in higher capital costs. The Transbay Terminal
component, West Ramp Alternative, of the Project is estimated to cost $7,101.68 million escalated
to year of expenditure. The Second-to-Main, tunneling Alternative for the Caltrain Extension
Alternative is estimated to cost $971.84 million escalated to year of expenditure.

Tables S-3 and S-4 summarize capital costs for the Locally Preferred Alternative components of the
new Transbay Terminal and Caltrain Downtown Extension improvements, respectively. Cost
estimates include net land acquisition costs and all agency costs for project oversight as well as
general project contingency and reserve.

Table S-3: Transbay Terminal Capital Cost Estimate

West Ramp Alternative (LPA)
(Millions of Dollars — Year of Expenditure)

Activity Cost Estimate
Operations Analysis, Preliminary Engineering,
Geotechnical Engineering), Program Review/Value $107.87

Engineering, Final Design & Permitting, Owner Costs
Acquire Property, Design, Construct Temporary

Terminals $328.29
(Transit and Greyhound)

Acquire Property & Demolish Buildings to Build

i $36.54
Terminal
Demolish Existing Terminal & Ramps, Construct New

. $909.22
Terminal & Ramps
Construct Permanent Off Site Bus Storage Facility $24.45

TOTAL COST ESTIMATE $1,106.37

Notes:

o Costs escalated to year of anticipated expenditure between 2004 and 2011.

o Costs are for West Ramp Alternative

o Other qualifications and assumptions apply, including coordination with
Caltrans during the retrofit of the Western Approach and bus ramp retrofit
projects.

o Total assumes high end of 2001 real estate estimate escalated fto year of
expenditure.

o Construction costs include a 25% construction contingency, 8% for
construction management, and 10% project reserve. Owner costs are factored
into each category.

Source: MTC, SMWM, Oppenheim/Lewis, Sedway Group, Parsons, 2003
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Table S-4: Capital Cost Estimate for Caltrain Downtown Extension
Second-to-Main Street Tunneling Option — Locally Preferred Alternative
(Millions of Dollars — Year of Expenditure)

Activity Cost Estimate
Operations Analysis, Preliminary Engineering, Geotechnical
Engineering, Program Review/ Value Engineering, Final Design & 876.83
Permitting, Owner Costs
Acquire Property & Demolish Buildings along Extension
Acquisition/Relocation for Train Subway 382.85
Demolition $1.24
Resale Proceeds (831.12)
Subtotal $52.97
Design and Relocate Utility Lines along Extension 352.90
Construct Surface Rail & Improvements at Train Yard $813.37
Construct Cut-and-Cover and Retained-Cut — Caltrain Extension $427.13
Reconstruct Streets 87.09
Construct Train Tunnel $287.70
Construct Track & Systems Facilities $58.54
TOTAL COST ESTIMATE - Caltrain Downtown Extension $976.53

Notes:

project reserve. Owner costs are factored into each category.
Metro/BART Station is estimated to cost 845.3 million.

locomotives if the Caltrain corridor is not electrified.

Source: Parsons, 2003

o Costs escalated to year of anticipated expenditure between 2004 and 2011.

o Costs are for Second-to-Main Tunneling Alternative, the Locally Preferred Alternative.
e Total assumes high end of 2001 real estate estimate escalated to year of expenditure.

e Construction costs include a 25% construction contingency, 8% for construction management, and 10%

o The optional underground pedestrian connection from the train mezzanine to The Embarcadero Muni

o An additional 3235 million could need to be added to the Project costs for purchase of dual mode

S.5  PROJECT’S INCLUSION IN REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN

The Transbay Terminal / Caltrain Downtown Extension / Redevelopment Project is included as one
of the top funding priorities in the financially constrained portion (called “Track 17) of the Regional
Transit Expansion Policy (RTEP).1 The RTEP is the transit expansion element of the 2001
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).

The 2001 RTP, including the RTEP, was adopted by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission
in March 2002. The Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/ Redevelopment Project is
therefore included in the financially constrained 2001 RTP.

1 The Project is identified as the “Caltrain Downtown Extension/Rebuilt Transbay Terminal” in the RTEP and RTP.

Transbay Terminal / Caltrain Downtown Extension / Redevelopment Project EIS/EIR S-29



SUMMARY

The 2003 Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) was federally approved in February 2003. The
proposed Project is included in the 2003 TIP for Preliminary Engineering and design.

S.6  PROPOSED FUNDING BY SOURCE

Table S-1 presents a funding plan for the LPA that was adopted by the TJPA Board and described
in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS/EIR. These funding options are based on the funding plan developed
jointly by the City and County of San Francisco, the San Francisco County Transportation
Authority, the JPB, and MTC as part of MTC Resolution 3434. The financial plan in this Final
EIS/EIR is based on financial projections and governmental actions that are not finalized.

Table S-1 identifies revenue sources to fund the expected financing cost of the project. The other
Sunding options have also been developed using Resolution 3434 funding plan as the point of
departure, with adjustments as necessary within the framework of project eligibility and assumed
overall availability of the different funding sources.

All improvements to the Transbay Terminal/Extension project could be classified as Transportation
Improvements under Title 23 and are therefore eligible for a subordinated loan from the federal
government as a part of USDOT's TIFIA program, which was authorized in TEA-21. This program
may provide various forms of credit support for large transportation projects for up to one-third of a
project's total cost. Revenues that could be pledged to such a loan include:

Tolls from the San Francisco Bay Bridge,

Lease income on retail space within the terminal,

Sale or lease of properties transferred to the Transbay Joint Powers Authority, and

Tax Increment Revenues on project areas created by the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency.
Passenger facility fees.

While additional consideration could be given to the relative contribution of various funding
sources to the project, to avoid speculation regarding the funding sources to be used and the
viability of the financially constrained plan, the variations on the funding plan shown in Table S-1
are based on existing funding sources. There are, however, prospects for additional funding from
new sources.
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Table S-5: Project Estimated Capital Costs and Funding Sources
(Millions of YOE Dollars)
Transbay Terminal West Ramp
Second-to-Main
Caltrain Extension Alternative f
Tunnel Option
Capital Costs and TIFIA Debt Service
Total Capital $2,082.9
Debt Service $1,857.2
Total Cost $3,940.1
Funding Source
Local/State
[Regional Measure 1 $53.0
[RTIP [1] $23.0
San Mateo Sales Tax [2] $27.0
San Francisco Sales Tax Reauthorization [3] $295.0
AB1171 [4] $150.0
and Sales [5] $287.9
Tax Increment [6] $534.2
INet Operating Revenues [7] $140.2
Bridge Toll Increase (SB 916) [8] $150.0
[High Speed Rail Bonds [9] $475.0
[Other [10] $182.5
[PEC [11] $873.0
[Leveraged Lease Transaction [/2] $50.2
Federal
TIFIA Loan $689.7
Section 1601 [13] $9.4
Total Funds $3,940.1
Notes:

[1] Per MTC’s RTP, which assumes $23 million in RTIP (Regional Transportation Improvement Program), STP (Surface Transportation
Program), and CMAQ (Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program) funds.

[2] San Mateo County contribution (per MTC’s RTP).

[3] San Francisco County contribution per Expenditure Plan for the Reauthorization of the Local Sales Tax for Transportation,
approved June 17, 2003, escalated to YOE $s. Approved by voters November 2003.

[4] Per MTC’s RTP. New Source of discretionary funds to MTC, pursuant to State law passed in October 2001 to complete the seismic
retrofit of Bay Area bridges and related projects, consistent with Regional Measure 1.

[5] Per valuation by CB Richard Ellis for San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, August 2003, escalated to year of expenditure.
[6] Tax Increment amounts from Seifel Consulting, August 8, 2003 for San Francisco Redevelopment Agency.

[7] Per Jones, Lang LaSalle and Nancy Whelan Consulting, September 2003. Includes $3 million in annual BATA bridge toll operating
support per MTC Resolution 3434 and SB 916 (proposed).

[8] Regional Measure 2, which includes $150 million for the Project, was passed by the voters in Bay Area counties on March 2, 2004.
[9] Per SB 1856, funding for the Caltrain Downtown Extension may be provided as a part of the High Speed Rail bond initiative. The
bond may be approved by the voters in November 2004.
[10] Other includes potential funding from the following sources: Proposition 42, federal earmarks and additional local sales tax.
[11] A Passenger Facility Charge (PFC) is assumed for Caltrain, AC Transit and High Speed Rail passengers. The PCF would be $0.75
for Caltrain passengers, $0.25 for AC Transit passengers and $3 for High Speed Rail passengers.

[12] The Terminal Facility's value is assumed to be $1.003 or $1.163 billion and the net benefit rate to be 5%. Leveraged lease
transactions are encouraged by the FTA as innovative financing mechanism.

[13] Per MTC’s RTP, which assumes $9.37 million in Section 1601 design grant.

Sources: San Francisco County Transportation Authority, Seifel Consulting, Jones, Lang LaSalle, Openheim/Lewis, Peninsula Corridor
Joint Powers Board, Sedway Group, Nancy Whelan Consulting, Parsons Transportation Group, 2001, 2002, 2003, and 2004.
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S.7  ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

The West Ramp Transbay Terminal, Second-to-Main, Tunneling Option, Full Build is the
environmentally superior alternative in that it:

e Fully meets the purpose and need for the project,

Provides the most efficient transit service within the new terminal,

e Provides better views and opportunities for coordinated development in downtown San
Francisco with fewer adverse land use impacts,

e Requires the least amount of property acquisition, including the fewest historic structures,
therefore involving the fewest business and residential relocations,

e Provides dense transit oriented development near a multi-modal transit facility to help defray the
costs (via tax-increment financing) for a multi-modal transit facility, thus encouraging increased
transit use,

e Has the lowest level of construction impacts on properties along Second and Third Streets.

This alternative was selected by the Transbay Joint Powers Authority as the Locally Preferred
Alternative.

S.8  ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

Resolution is required regarding the ultimate disposition of California high-speed rail voter
initiative that is pending on a future election ballot, as well as the future implementation of the
Caltrain electrification program.
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CHAPTER 1: PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROJECT

1.1 PURPOSE

The primary purposes of the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment
Project are to:

e Improve public access to bus and rail services;

e Modernize the Transbay Terminal and improve service;

e Reduce non-transit vehicle usage; and

e Alleviate blight and revitalize the Transbay Terminal area.

The project is needed because the present Transbay Terminal, which was built in 1939, does not
meet current seismic safety or space utilization standards. The need to modernize the Transbay
Terminal provides an opportunity to revitalize the surrounding area and to extend Caltrain
service from its current terminus outside the downtown area into the San Francisco employment
core.

Undertaking these project components would address the following associated needs:

Provide a multi-modal transit facility that meets future transit needs;

Improve the Terminal as a place for passengers and the public to use and enjoy.

Alleviate conditions of blight in the Transbay Terminal Area;

Revitalize the Transbay Terminal area with a more vibrant mix of land uses that includes

both market-rate and affordable housing;

Facilitate transit use by developing housing next to a major transit hub;

Improve Caltrain service by providing direct access to downtown San Francisco;

Enhance connectivity between Caltrain and other major transit systems;

Enable direct access to downtown San Francisco for future intercity and/or high-speed rail

service;

Accommodate projected growth in travel demand in the San Jose — San Francisco corridor;

e Reduce traffic congestion on US Highway 101 and I-280 between San Jose and San
Francisco and other routes;

e Reduce vehicle hours of delay on major freeways in the Peninsula corridor;

e Improve regional air quality by reducing auto emissions;

e Support local economic development goals; and

e Enhance accessibility to employment, retail, and entertainment opportunities.

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), State of California, City and County of
San Francisco, and area transit providers (AC Transit, Muni, Golden Gate, SamTrans, and JPB)
have evaluated options for replacement of the 60-year-old Transbay Terminal facility, due to its
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age, need for seismic upgrade, and inadequate facility layout. A properly designed, new terminal
would improve space utilization, passenger circulation, signage, security, safety, and the overall
transit-rider experience.

A multi-modal transportation facility would provide a centralized location for public and private
bus (AC Transit, Muni, Golden Gate, Greyhound), paratransit, and rail (Caltrain) services in
San Francisco’s growing Financial District/South of Market Area and would enhance transit
access for passengers arriving in and departing San Francisco. The extension of the Caltrain
system from its current terminus at Fourth and Townsend Streets to a new Transbay Terminal at
First and Mission Streets would improve access for residents and workers in San Francisco’s
high-density financial district and improve connections to other local and regional transit
providers. Additionally, a multi-modal terminal facility and Caltrain extension would facilitate
future expansion of regional express train service and implementation of statewide high-speed
rail service.

A new, multi-modal transportation facility close to housing and major retail and commercial
opportunities would increase transit ridership, thus reducing the number of non-transit vehicles
traveling on area streets, highways, and bridges. Reduction in automobile vehicle miles of travel
would result in reduced vehicular air emissions and an improvement in air quality.

1.2 NEED

The project location and vicinity are shown in Figure 1.2-1. This section discusses the existing
deficiencies in the Transbay Terminal and its surrounding area and the other transportation
problems that the proposed project will address. In identifying current and future needs in the
Terminal vicinity and the Caltrain corridor that would be served by the Project, the following
paragraphs also summarize past efforts that have been taken to address these needs.

1.2.1 PREVIOUS EFFORTS TO IDENTIFY AND ADDRESS DEFICIENCIES IN THE EXISTING
TRANSBAY TERMINAL STRUCTURE AND OPPORTUNITIES FOR COORDINATING
REDEVELOPMENT

A decade of planning preceded current efforts to identify replacement solutions for the Transbay
Terminal, which does not meet modern seismic safety or space utilization standards. The present
Transbay Terminal building, which extends across both Fremont and First Streets, the related
loading areas in the “hump” and crescent areas above and fronting on Mission Street, and the
loop ramps connecting to the Bay Bridge occupy a large site. Much of this area is underused,
which has long generated interest in developing a more efficient transportation facility that
would free land for other uses.

1-2 Transbay Terminal / Caltrain Downtown Extension / Redevelopment Project EIS/EIR



CHAPTER 1: PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROJECT

Transbay Terminal

Caltrain Downtown Extension

Locally Preferred Alternative

(2nd-to-Main)

Cut-and-Cover
Tunnel
Open Cut

~

Slath
Fitth
Fourth

Third
X

Colin P. Kalty Jr.

Ll
§
H

un B
LET T f

—T

.._\L‘;i‘l.l -
L ll_la-‘Q IJ BPELIM I‘“

_ L=

Ciemenuna i 3
E D i Folsom
§ i
!nnflu f
E
f

o

e

Figure 1.2-1: Project Location and Vicinity Map

Transbay Terminal / Caltrain Downtown Extension / Redevelopment Project EIS/EIR

1-3



CHAPTER 1: PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROJECT

The present terminal building does not meet current building or seismic safety codes, and the
1989 Loma Prieta earthquake raised seismic safety concerns about the terminal structure.
Caltrans, as the Terminal owner and operator, reviewed the need for its seismic retrofit. As part
of this effort, Caltrans determined that the access ramps to and from the Bay Bridge to the
Terminal are seismically deficient and in need of repair or replacement.

In November 1992, Caltrans and the Office of the State Architect released alternative designs for
improvements to the existing Terminal. In December 1992, the City of San Francisco and
Caltrans agreed that, given the high estimated costs to bring the existing Terminal building to
seismic and code compliance, it was reasonable also to consider its replacement.

In November 1993, Caltrans and the MTC - the transportation planning, financing, and
coordinating agency for the nine-county Bay Area region — conducted a “Transit Needs Study”
to identify operational needs for an upgraded or new facility (for example, numbers of bus bays,
necessary space for bus operations and passenger facilities) while Caltrans proceeded with
critical seismic and safety improvements. Based on the City and County of San Francisco
Planning Department’s October 1993 “Transit Terminal Study,” preliminary alternatives were
proposed in a City Planning Department Report to the Mayor.

In June 1994, the City and County of San Francisco and Caltrans agreed to undertake a study for
alternatives to replace the Transbay Terminal. In December 1994, the San Francisco Board of
Supervisors created the Transbay Redevelopment Survey Area to prepare a land use and
transportation plan. During 1995 and 1996, terminal upgrade and replacement alternatives were
studied by the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and Planning Department, Caltrans, a
Policy Advisory Committee representing the transit operators using the Transbay Terminal, a
Citizens Advisory Committee, and a Technical Advisory Committee.

The Transit Terminal Decision Report (released in October 1995) yielded three primary options:
(1) a new transit terminal on the site of the present Transbay Terminal, (2) a new terminal
between Main and Beale Streets, south of the 201 Mission Street building and north of Folsom
Street, and (3) a surface terminal at the Main/Beale site. On March 4, 1996, the San Francisco
Board of Supervisors recommended the Main/Beale site (identified as Main/Beale North) as the
City’s preferred bus terminal alternative and recommended locating the proposed new Caltrain
terminal underground at the site of the existing Transbay Terminal. The Board of Supervisors
subsequently reversed this action, as discussed below at the end of this Section 1.2.1.

The September 1995 Transbay Terminal Reconfiguration Structural Analysis Report prepared
for the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board (JPB) in support of the 1997 Caltrain San
Francisco Downtown Extension Project Conceptual Design Draft EIS/EIR considered whether
the existing Transbay Terminal, retrofitted to withstand a maximum credible earthquake event,
could accommodate a Caltrain Extension above-ground. This would avoid having to demolish
the Terminal to construct the train box below ground level on the existing site. The structural
analysis showed that the structure could be strengthened to take a new bus deck plus a train
station and conform to the seismic provisions of the latest Uniform Building Code. Such a
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strengthening would further limit space utilization within the Terminal, however, which would
render the building impractical for multiple uses, including retail or commercial space.
Following retrofit, commercial and passenger uses of the levels above the parking structure
would be severely limited because the new shear walls would occupy substantial amounts of
space, reducing the maximum size of the remaining rentable units and compromising pedestrian
and customer flows. Given the costs and construction impacts of seismic retrofit, these
limitations weighed against retrofit in comparison with the advantages of a new and more
functional structure. Viewed from the perspective of the present study, seismic retrofit of the
existing Terminal would not address the project purposes to modernize the Transbay Terminal,
improve services, and revitalize the Terminal area.

In 1997, the City prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Transbay
Terminal Redevelopment Area Plan and construction of a new Transbay Terminal at the
Main/Beale site. This project was terminated before the Draft EIR was circulated.

On January 1, 1998, MTC began operations as the Bay Area Toll Authority (BATA), created by
the California Legislature to administer toll revenues on the Bay Area’s seven state-owned toll
bridges. In December of that year, BATA entered into a consultant contract to conduct the
“Transbay Terminal Improvement Plan” study. A Transbay Panel working group was formed,
consisting of public and private agencies and organizations that would be affected by the project.
An Executive Committee was also formed, consisting of executive staff representatives and
policy board members from AC Transit, the City and County of San Francisco, the JPB,
Caltrans, and MTC. In February 1999, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors passed a
resolution repealing its former endorsement of the Main/Beale site for a new terminal and urging
the “City and County of San Francisco to work expeditiously with AC Transit, the MTC and
Caltrans to retain AC Transit regional bus service at the current Transbay Terminal site.”

The Transbay Terminal Improvement Plan study proceeded in two phases. Phase 1 identified
terminal components and functional requirements to guide the development of design concepts
for the new facility. This phase was completed in 1999. Phase 2 evaluated three terminal design
concepts — named after Dickens novels — and BATA selected a concept (called “Great
Expectations™) to be carried forward for additional analysis. During 2000, refinements were
made to the design concept to meet the needs of the transit operators that would use the new
terminal, and project cost estimates and an implementation plan were developed. The “Great
Expectations” concept is the basis for the Transbay Terminal West Ramp Alternative component
of the proposed project (see Section 2.2.1.1). Another alternative evaluated by the Transbay
Terminal Improvement Plan study, called “Our Mutual Friend,” is the basis for the Transbay
Terminal Loop Ramp Alternative component of the proposed project (see Section 2.2.1.2).
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1.2.2 PROVIDING A MULTI-MODAL TRANSIT FACILITY THAT MEETS FUTURE TRANSIT
NEEDS

A critical element in the Transbay Terminal Improvement Plan has been to ensure that design,
construction, and operation of the new Transbay Terminal meet specific performance criteria to
maximize the usefulness of the facility for transit operations. This need focuses on future (Year
2020) circulation, storage, loading, and passenger space requirements for AC Transit, Muni,
Golden Gate, Greyhound, and paratransit services as well as a Caltrain and high-speed train
station in downtown San Francisco. A new multi-modal transit facility on the site of the present
Transbay Terminal would improve space utilization and improve operations for the various
transit service providers.

1.2.2.1 AC Transit
Estimates of current and future AC Transit ridership summarized in Transbay Terminal

Improvement Plan Working Paper 3.5: Summary of Phase 1 Findings by the Transbay Panel
(June 11, 1999) are presented in Table 1.2-1.

Table 1.2-1: Estimates of Current and Future AC Transit Ridership

1998 All-Day 1998 PM Peak 1998 PM Peak 2020 All Day 2020 AM Peak One
(Actual) Period (4:00-7:00) One Hour (Forecasts) Hour (Forecasts)
13,000 5,720 3,400 18,000 — 23,000 4,500 — 6,100
Assuming: 55% of daily total travel demand is eastbound, 45% westbound

44% transit growth 1990 — 2020

29.5% transit growth 1998 — 2020

80% of daily ridership occurs in the peak period

60% of peak period ridership occurs in the peak one hour

Source: Transbay Terminal Improvement Plan Working Paper 3.5: Summary of Phase 1 Findings by the Transbay Panel
(June 11, 1999)

The lower end of the range for the projected 2020 ridership is based on the 1998 Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP) EIR. Other estimates are higher. The San Francisco Bay Crossing
Study (1991) projected AC Transit patronage levels would grow more rapidly and reach higher
levels sooner than the RTP EIR forecasts. This study projected 2010 weekday ridership in the
18,000 to 21,000 range, which suggests peak one-hour ridership of 4,800 to 5,600. Even if
growth between 2010 and 2020 were as low as one percent per year, weekday ridership could
reach the 20,000 to 23,000 range, with peak hour/peak direction ridership in the range of 5,300 to
6,100 by 2020. This is almost twice current (1998) ridership levels. AC Transit’s own study of
potential Transbay service demand estimated 25 to 50 percent increases. Depending on the
forecast method and assumptions, AC Transit’s passenger-per-peak-hour ridership could be in
the range of 4,500 to 6,100 by 2020.

It is the peak vehicle movements that define terminal space requirements. The Transbay
Terminal Improvement Plan estimated that — even assuming higher bus loads (as a result of
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improved schedules, marketing, and the use of higher capacity buses) — AC Transit could require
31 new stops within the terminal as opposed to the current 24 (or essentially the entire length of
platforms two and three) to meet this level of future service. Increasing bus service also
increases terminal or terminal area midday bus storage requirements. Accommodating AC
Transit’s space requirements in a new, multi-modal transit facility would ensure that AC Transit
would be able to meet its future service needs to the horizon year.

1.2.2.2 Muni

Currently, Muni buses and trolleys with one exception do not use the interior of the Transbay
Terminal, but 11 Muni routes serve the Terminal, and four terminate there, one inside the
terminal and three in the “hump” area on the north side between Fremont and First Streets. Bus
stacking and queuing and conflicts with pedestrians are already problems during peak commute
hours because this area is somewhat undersized for Muni’s current operation. Traffic congestion
on Fremont Street, which is a major off-ramp for Bay Bridge commuters, delays Muni in the
morning peak; evening buses are delayed by queuing along First Street, which is a major on-
ramp to the Bay Bridge. About 80 percent of current Muni riders who use the Transbay Terminal
are transferring to other bus operations there (primarily AC Transit), while five percent transfer
to another Muni line and the remaining 15 percent walk to their destinations, primarily in the
Financial District.'

Muni has no plan to increase service to the Transbay Terminal, but a new Terminal that
improves the circulation patterns for its routes could greatly facilitate current and future Muni
service and improve intermodal connectivity. Also, Muni’s needs would change dramatically if
a new regional or intercity rail service, such as Caltrain, Amtrak intercity, and/or California
High-Speed Rail were added to the terminal. These needs have not been documented, but
estimates for as much as 50 percent more space for Muni operations have been cited.”

1.2.2.3 Golden Gate Transit

Golden Gate Transit (operated by the Golden Gate Bridge, Highway, and Transportation District,
GGBHTD) does not operate or seek to operate within the Transbay Terminal although it
currently leases ramp bays as nighttime layover locations. The key issue with a new multi-modal
transit facility for Golden Gate Transit is midday bus storage. Golden Gate currently stores 125
buses at Main / Folsom under a temporary lease with Caltrans; this lease terminates soon and
Golden Gate needs to find alternative midday storage. Although Golden Gate does not plan to
expand its services to the Transbay Terminal, its current and future operations are linked to the
storage issue. Without a nearby location to store its buses in the midday, Golden Gate’s San
Francisco operations cannot increase and current operations are jeopardized. Providing storage

! Muni memorandum by John Katz, July 27, 1998, quoted in Transbay Terminal Improvement Plan Working Paper 3.5: Summary
of Phase 1 Findings by the Transbay Panel (June 11, 1999).

2 Ibid.
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for Golden Gate buses in concert with the new terminal facility is a key component of the new
terminal’s functional requirements.

1.2.2.4 Greyhound

Greyhound, a private bus company and package delivery service, has invested extensively in the
current Transbay Terminal, making major tenant improvements to its bus deck area. In
exchange, Greyhound was given a long-term lease with buy-back provisions that require its
compensation if its space were made temporarily or permanently unavailable. Greyhound is the
only operator in the Terminal with a long-term lease, with nearly 20 years remaining.
Greyhound relocated to the Transbay Terminal from its former terminal on Sixth Street because
of the regional transit connections offered. While it does not keep statistics, the carrier believes
that many of its passengers travel to and from the Terminal area on other public transit services.
Greyhound currently operates from an island on the second level bus deck and makes extensive
use of the ramp structures from the freeway into the Terminal. Greyhound operates about 86
buses per day, with additional service during peak and holiday periods; approximately 100,000
annual passengers are served at Greyhound’s Transbay Terminal location. The current bus
island accommodates 13 over-the-road coaches in a parallel configuration. Greyhound does not
store buses in the Terminal nor does it plan to increase its level of service but it has needs for
added space to provide passenger amenities, including ticketing, waiting and retail areas. A new
multi-modal transit terminal that improves space utilization for all operators would meet these
needs.

1.2.2.5 SamTrans

SamTrans provides connections to the Daly City and Colma BART stations, the San Francisco
International Airport, and downtown San Francisco. Nine lines provide commute service
between San Mateo County and the Transbay Terminal. Seven of these lines operate only during
peak periods. SamTrans currently operates from the circular driveway at the front of the
Transbay Terminal.

1.2.2.6 Regional Paratransit

The Transbay Terminal is a connection point for several regional paratransit services, including
East Bay Paratransit Consortium, SamTrans’ Redi-Wheels, Golden Gate Transit’s Whistlestop
Wheels, and Muni’s paratransit. Current numbers of riders are small, but all operators anticipate
substantial increases in ridership that would require them to increase services to the Transbay
Terminal. Operators have stated that paratransit demand may be depressed because the current
facility is not fully accessible. A modern multi-modal transit facility that meets Americans with
Disability Act (ADA) accessibility requirements in providing accessible pathways for
connections between paratransit and fixed-route services would address this need.
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1.2.3 PROVIDING A MORE VITAL MIX OF DEVELOPMENT IN THE TRANSBAY TERMINAL
AREA TO ADDRESS UNDERUSE OF LAND

Like the current project, many of the previous efforts to upgrade or replace the existing Transbay
Terminal have recognized the opportunity to improve the surrounding area at the same time. Use
of the terminal and its surrounding area has fluctuated over the facility’s 60-year life span, with
increasing private automobile ownership and usage and the replacement of the “Key System”
trains with transbay bus routes. The large footprint of the terminal building crossing Fremont
and First Streets above-ground blocks views and makes underlying sidewalks and streets dark.
The large, deteriorating building reduces the attractiveness of the adjoining area for
development. The 1994 Transbay Redevelopment Survey Area, which included the Transbay
Terminal and its associated ramp structures as well as vacant land left from demolition of the
Terminal Separator Structure and the Embarcadero Freeway in the wake of the 1989 Loma Prieta
earthquake, characterized the area as blighted.

Construction of either a joint transit terminal or transit facilities in close proximity to one another
would serve the interests of both Caltrain and other regional transit riders, creating an intermodal
transit hub in the area. The transit hub would concentrate a large transit user population into a
confined area, thereby focusing potential economic and joint development opportunities. A more
efficient functional terminal design would also support City urban design goals and provide for
development of some of the surrounding properties to higher and better uses. Such coordination
offers an opportunity to achieve integrated development of transportation facilities and other land
uses in the project area.

The redevelopment component of the project focuses on the right mix of uses to revitalize the
area, support the transit program, while adding significant amounts of housing to the South of
Market area. Placing new housing close to an intermodal transit hub supports transit usage and
reduces the potential for increased private auto use of area streets. Another major objective of
the redevelopment component of the project is to generate sufficient revenue to substantially
offset the costs of the new terminal. (See Section 2.2.3).

1.2.4 CLOSING THE “GAP” — ADDRESSING THE LACK OF DIRECT CALTRAIN SERVICE INTO
DOWNTOWN SAN FRANCISCO

1.24.1 Historical Support for the Extension of Caltrain into Downtown
San Francisco

The underlying need for the Caltrain Downtown Extension component of the project relates to
one central issue: getting the trains as close as possible to where most riders want to go. The
concept of passenger train service directly into downtown San Francisco has been the subject of
public scrutiny and debate for over a century. Currently, Caltrain’s San Francisco service
terminates at Fourth and Townsend Streets — over one mile from the downtown core. The
distance between the Fourth and Townsend Streets station and most downtown San Francisco
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job destinations is beyond walking distance for the majority of train riders and requires a transfer
to the San Francisco Muni Metro light rail line or Muni bus service to complete the journey.

Figure 1.2-2 illustrates the one-mile "gap" that currently exists between major downtown San
Francisco activity and employment centers and the present Caltrain terminus.

In 1987, the MTC identified an underground Caltrain extension to a station near the current
Transbay Terminal site as "the single most important improvement that can be made to the
Peninsula commuter line..."> Increases of over 125 percent in future Caltrain ridership to and
from San Francisco have been forecast for such an extension (see Table 3.1-14). Work done for
the Intercity High Speed Rail Commission, the predecessor to the current California High Speed
Rail Authority, estimated a potential loss of 200,000 annual high-speed rail riders if the Caltrain
terminal is not extended to the Transbay Terminal site (Charles River Associates, August 1996).

In March of 1997, the JPB and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) released for public
review a Draft Environmental Impact Statement / Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft
EIS/EIR) for the extension of Caltrain commuter rail from its Fourth and Townsend terminus in
San Francisco to the site of the present Transbay Terminal. This Draft EIS/EIR reviewed a
single “build” alternative with a train alignment along Seventh, Townsend, and Colin P. Kelly
Streets and between Second and Essex Streets to the Transbay Terminal. It considered
alignment options for the segment along Townsend Street and for the mined tunnel segment
under Rincon Hill between Townsend and Folsom Streets. Although the Draft EIS/EIR was
circulated and comments received, the environmental process did not proceed due to lack of
sufficient funding for the project.

The voters of San Francisco have re-emphasized the critical importance of extending Caltrain
service into the downtown core. Following certification of an initiative petition in December
1998, San Francisco voters in November 1999 approved Proposition H. This proposition
provides that Caltrain should be extended from its present terminus at Fourth and Townsend
Streets to the site of the present Transbay Terminal at First and Mission Streets. The proposition
also states that the San Francisco Mayor, Board of Supervisors, and all city officers and agencies,
including the Redevelopment Agency, “shall adopt such further ordinances and resolutions and
take all other actions as necessary to effectuate the prompt extension of Caltrain downtown to
said station.” Proposition H also calls for no conflicting use or development of the Transbay
Terminal site or of the proposed Caltrain extension right-of-way.

3 MTC/IPB Interim Upgrade Study, 1987.

1-10 Transbay Terminal / Caltrain Downtown Extension / Redevelopment Project EIS/EIR



CHAPTER 1: PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROJECT

Figure 1.2-2: Gap Between Downtown Activity Center and Caltrain Station

1.2.4.2 Travel Delay Costs of Transfers from Caltrain Station to Downtown
Employment Locations

The top twelve Caltrain origin-destination station pairs (by ridership volume) all include the
Fourth and Townsend terminal as one major trip end. About 60 percent of the Caltrain riders
disembarking at the Fourth and Townsend Streets station ride the Muni Metro or bus routes that
connect the Caltrain terminus to downtown San Francisco employment centers. Most of these
riders would be directly served, and their numbers increased, by eliminating the transit transfer
link.

Based on the JPB’s May 2000 Caltrain On-Board Survey, nearly half (49 percent) of the daily
work trips emanating from any of the nine counties with destinations in the City of San Francisco
were destined for the area typically identified as downtown San Francisco. As described above,
the San Francisco Financial District and central downtown area (as well as the Civic Center area)
are beyond walking distance from the Caltrain San Francisco terminus but accessible by Muni
bus or Metro. The required transfer from one transit system to another adds to travel time and
costs and discourages transit use.
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Figure 1.2-3 illustrates existing typical morning peak period travel times by various transit
modes between primary Peninsula origins and downtown San Francisco. For this study, the
assumed point of origin is the downtown of each respective city and the California and
Montgomery Streets intersection in downtown San Francisco.

The travel times include average delay or wait times required to transfer between modes (equal
to one-half the time spacing -- or headway -- between scheduled bus or Caltrain and Muni train
trips) in addition to the time spent in the transit vehicle and time required to reach the final
destination.

As Figure 1.2-3 shows, a trip from San Jose, Redwood City or Millbrae to downtown
San Francisco remains highly competitive on Caltrain compared with SamTrans buses. Even
with the additional several minutes transfer time between Caltrain and Muni at Fourth and
Townsend, Caltrain is the faster mode. Compared to the auto, however, Caltrain is usually a
longer trip. The auto provides almost door-to-door service, but the travel time is unpredictable
due to possible congestion and/or traffic accidents. Reducing Caltrain travel time and
inconvenience by eliminating the transfer at Fourth and Townsend would make the service more
competitive with the auto and more reliable overall. Caltrain's increased reliability could offset
much of its travel time disadvantage under typical conditions when compared to the auto.

Relocating Caltrain’s San Francisco terminus to the Transbay Terminal area has been projected
to result in a seven percent reduction in the number of person hours of auto travel." Morning
peak hour delay would be expected to be reduced by 20 percent. Implementation of the Caltrain
Extension would result in daily travel time savings of 7,200 person hours, which includes 5,700
person hours saved for Caltrain riders and 1,500 person hours for roadway travelers in the
corridor. Using FTA procedures, this represents an approximate $20 million per year savings
(7,200 hours/day x $11.26/hour x 250 work days/year).

1.24.3 Negative Impact of Transfer on Potential Caltrain Ridership

Possibly the most significant “cost” of the intermodal transfer currently required at the Fourth
and Townsend Station to reach downtown San Francisco is not the cost of added travel time but
the adverse impact on Caltrain ridership. Over and above the travel time delay is the
inconvenience of even well-coordinated transfers.

4 August 27, 1996 memo from Korve Engineering to ICF Kaiser Engineers.
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According to research studies, passengers find transfers one of the most discomforting aspects of
transit travel and regard them as “equivalent to three to four minutes of extra waiting time” in
addition to the actual transfer time.” Passengers may be willing to pay double the base fare to
avoid a transfer. Transfer elasticity studies of bus services have estimated that each additional
transfer can lead to over a 50 percent decline in ridership.’

Transit users consider rail service more reliable and comfortable than bus services and therefore,
the transfer impact could be somewhat greater for a commuter rail service. In any case, the rail-
to-rail or rail-to-bus Caltrain-to-Muni transfer at the Fourth and Townsend Station can be
assumed to depress San Francisco-bound Caltrain ridership by at least 50 percent below its
potential with direct rail access to downtown San Francisco.

With the completion of the BART San Francisco Airport (SFO) Extension (see Section 1.4.1,
BART Extension to San Francisco International Airport), riders are able to transfer between
BART and Caltrain by crossing the platform at the new Millbrae intermodal station. This
supplements Muni service for Peninsula commuters destined to/from San Francisco employment
centroids along the BART corridor. Ridership projections conducted for this EIS/EIR show that
not only would a substantial number of riders who would transfer to BART at Millbrae in the
absence of a Caltrain Downtown Extension stay on Caltrain for their entire trip once the
Extension is in place, but they also indicate a real increase in new Caltrain riders with the
Caltrain Downtown Extension (see Section 3.1.6, Projected Caltrain Patronage and Accessibility
Improvements). This demonstrates that there is a real benefit in removing the transfer “penalty”
altogether as compared with adding new transfer options.

1.2.4.4 Intermodal Connections

Transit operators in the nine-county Bay Area have developed routes and schedules to facilitate
inter-operator connectivity. Numerous fare prepayment and pass arrangements are available
among operators. Nonetheless, connections between Caltrain and other Bay Area transit
operators are constrained by the distance between the Caltrain terminus at Fourth and Townsend
Streets and most other downtown transit destinations. Figure 1.2-4 highlights the downtown
station locations and pick-up/drop-off points of the major transit operators.

’ Econometrics, Incorporated, Patronage Impacts of Changes in Transit Fares and Services, U.S. Department of Transportation,
September 1980.

6 Elasticity is an empirically derived or research-estimated measure comparing a change in behavior resulting from a change in a
factor that influences behavior. In this case, it is the change in riders due to the change in number of transfers required
(Econometrics, Incorporated).
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Bus corridors are shown for Muni, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit, and SamTrans routes that
serve the downtown. At present, only Muni bus routes and the Muni Metro provide transit
connections at the Caltrain terminal in San Francisco, with 20 Metro trains meeting all Caltrain
trains arriving between 6:16 and 8:59 AM. Nine Muni bus routes also serve the Fourth and
Townsend Caltrain station, including three commuter shuttles linking rail passengers with
downtown destinations.

Muni also provides the only public transit connection between the Fourth and Townsend Caltrain
Terminal and the Transbay Terminal, which is the primary drop-off/pick-up location for bus
passengers using nearly all of the other area transit services: AC Transit, SamTrans, and Golden
Gate Transit. Muni is also the only connecting transit link between Caltrain and the Ferry
Building, which is the main access point for Marin, Solano, and Alameda County ferry services.

Currently, Muni Metro provides the only direct transit connection between Caltrain and BART,
the major regional rail transit operator in the Bay Area, which links San Francisco to the East
Bay and northern San Mateo County. Following completion of the BART San Francisco Airport
(SFO) Extension, Peninsula riders will be able to transfer between BART and Caltrain by
crossing the platform at the new Millbrae intermodal station. Amtrak buses serve San Francisco
Caltrain passengers connecting with intercity Amtrak trains in Emeryville or Oakland in the East
Bay. At San Jose, Caltrain meets most of the daily Capitol Corridor trains or buses to and from
Sacramento, and three Caltrain trains connect with the Coast Starlight to Los Angeles.

Compared with the existing Caltrain Station at 4th Street and Townsend, the proposed Caltrain
Station at the Transbay Terminal will provide more convenient connections between Caltrain
services and Muni, BART, AC Transit, Sam Trans, Golden Gate, and private carriers. The
station will also allow Caltrain passengers from the Peninsula to reach downtown without
transferring to other modes of travel.

See Section 3.1 for a detailed discussion of current transit services in the project vicinity and to
and from the Caltrain Terminal.

1.2.4.5 Accommodating Future High Speed Rail

The preamble to Proposition H notes that the California High Speed Rail Commission identified
San Francisco as the preferred destination for a bullet train from Los Angeles to the Bay Area.
The preamble goes on to state that:

“. .. .as part of the extension of Caltrain downtown, a new or rebuilt terminal
shall be constructed on the present site of the Transbay Transit Terminal serving
Caltrain, regional and intercity bus lines, MUNI, and high speed rail, and having a
convenient connection to BART and MUNI Metro.” (emphasis added)

In June 2000, the California High Speed Rail Authority issued its Final Business Plan for
Building a High-Speed Train System for California. This document recommends that the
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Governor and state legislature initiate a state-level program EIR and federal-level EIS for a
statewide high-speed train network. Alignments for Bay Area access presented in this document
include the Caltrain corridor. The Business Plan states that terminating the high-speed trains at
the Transbay Terminal in San Francisco should be included in environmental studies.

The JPB and the City and County of San Francisco have subsequently evaluated the
compatibility of Caltrain track geometry and platforms with future high-speed trains. As a result
of this analysis, new Caltrain downtown extension alignments have been identified for this
EIS/EIR, as described in Chapter 2. These alignments have a track geometry (e.g., curve radii)
that would enable high-speed train equipment that is currently in use in Europe and Japan to use
the Caltrain downtown extension tracks, with high-speed train platforms in the basement of the
new Transbay Terminal (see Section 2.2.2.4).

1.2.5 CURRENT AND FUTURE TRANSPORTATION DEMAND IN THE CALTRAIN SERVICE AREA
1.2.5.1 Current Downtown Area Employment

Figure 1.2-5 provides a comparison of Year 2000 employment in San Francisco by district. The
seven districts shown are based upon major travel analysis zones that the Association of Bay
Area Governments (ABAG) and the MTC have adopted for projecting demographic and travel
data. Data for the Year 1990, as reported in the 1997 Caltrain San Francisco Downtown
Extension Draft EIS/EIR, show the San Francisco CBD containing nearly 60 percent of
downtown area employment, and the downtown area accounted for 60 percent of total San
Francisco employment. More recent data indicate a shift in San Francisco employment from the
CBD to the South of Market area. San Francisco downtown areas included in districts 1-N, 1-S,
C-3E and C-3W (See Figure 1.2-5) encompass nearly all “downtown” work locations for the
purposes of this study. The area extends from the San Francisco Bay west to South Van Ness
Avenue and south to Townsend Street. The downtown area also contains the Union Square,
Market Street Downtown Retail, and Embarcadero Center shopping districts. According to San
Francisco Planning Department, the downtown area provided approximately 321,000 jobs, or 51
percent of San Francisco's total employment in the Year 2000. Nearly one-third of these jobs
were located in the district C-3E portion of the area, as shown in Figure 1.2-5. The C-3E District
largely encompasses what is commonly referred to as the City's CBD.

During the decade from 1980 to 1990, San Francisco experienced a 5.4 percent increase in
employment while San Mateo and Santa Clara counties each experienced increases of almost 23
percent. In 1990, Santa Clara County, with its fast-growing, high-technology companies, had the
greatest number of jobs in the Bay Area, compared with other counties. This regional growth
emphasizes the fast-growing, two-directional nature of corridor travel demand and the potential
for Caltrain to serve both of these travel markets. These trends have become more pronounced
during the decade from 1990 to 2000. For example, in February 2000, morning peak period
Caltrain ridership (that is, before 9:00 AM) was 60 percent northbound and 40 percent
southbound.
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1.2.5.2 Characteristics of Journeys to Downtown San Francisco Employment

The 1990 U.S. Census journey-to-work data indicate that the largest proportion (54 percent) of
San Francisco employees live in San Francisco, and that this group has the highest transit mode
share for travel to work (54 percent). Of the 482,700 reported daily work trips to the downtown
(there are more work trips to or from the downtown than the number of employees due to
multiple trips by employees, deliveries, visiting workers, etc.), just over 50 percent emanate from
elsewhere in San Francisco, about 26 percent come from the East Bay, and 14 percent come from
the South Bay (San Mateo and Santa Clara counties). Figure 1.2-6 presents the worker place of
residence breakdown for each downtown employment district and for the four downtown
districts combined.

According to “Commute Patterns to Downtown San Francisco,” a memorandum to the Transbay
Study Technical Advisory Committee from the San Francisco Planning Department (Badiner,
6/30/95), the overall mode split for journeys to work in downtown San Francisco was 54 percent
transit, 30 percent drive alone, and 16 percent ride share. San Francisco-originating work trips
had the highest transit mode share (61 percent transit) of all Bay Area residence regions.
Commuters from the East Bay were next with a 55 percent transit mode share. San Francisco-
destined commuters from the South Bay had the highest drive alone mode share (44 percent),
and the lowest transit mode share (37 percent) compared with commuters from the other primary
regions. This modal split was assumed as the baseline for current conditions. Caltrain ridership
projections were developed from current ridership defined by on-board surveys in February
2001, with future (2020) mode splits estimated from adjustments to the previous Caltrain
ridership study (Korve, 1996).

This modal split information reflects the superiority of high-quality, high-capacity, direct transit
access to downtown San Francisco for San Francisco and East Bay residents relative to that
afforded South Bay residents. Relocating the Caltrain Terminal closer to downtown would
improve transit accessibility and result in substantially increased transit ridership for San
Francisco-bound commuters from the Peninsula and South Bay. Figure 1.2-7 shows the major
destinations by zip code area of northbound Caltrain commuters. The CBD centered along
Market Street (zip code zones 94104, 94105, and 94111) dominates with 58 percent of all
destinations. The highest proportion of Caltrain rider destinations (22 percent) is within the
94105 area containing the Transbay Terminal site.

Relocating the Caltrain terminus to the current Transbay Terminal site would not only better
serve the San Francisco CBD, it would also improve accessibility to Santa Clara County's
“Silicon Valley” jobs for San Francisco residents by offering better transit connections within the
downtown core and better access for the area's expanding residential population. The high
transit mode share among San Francisco residents highlights the potential for the extended
Caltrain to capture San Francisco riders “reverse commuting” to South Bay jobs.
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1.2.53 Future Downtown Area Employment and Travel Demand

Based on San Francisco Planning Department data, employment is expected to continue to grow
by nearly 16 percent during the next 20 years, but anticipated growth is concentrated in a few
areas. District 3, which covers the area east of Twin Peaks and south of Townsend Street to the
County line (See Figure 1.2-5) — and which is beyond the “downtown” area identified for this
study — was projected to experience an increase in employment of about 30 percent. These
changes will shift the balance of downtown San Francisco employment concentration somewhat
southward, although the CBD will retain its lead in all City employment. As of 2000, the CBD
(District C-3E) contained about 30 percent of all employment citywide. The San Francisco
Planning Department anticipates that by 2020, this area will contain about 27 percent of citywide
employment. In contrast, areas to the south (Districts 1-S and 3) will increase their share of
citywide employment by almost four percent, from 37 percent to over 40.4 percent, as a result of
adding over 62,000 jobs in this 20-year period.

Table 1.2-2 summarizes anticipated changes in San Francisco employment by workplace
location.

Table 1.2-2: Anticipated Changes in San Francisco Employment by District

District 2000 Percentage 2020 Percentage % Change
Workplace[1] Employment of Total Employment of Total 2000-2020
C-3 East 187,082 29.7 198,170 27.1 59
C-3 West 45,968 7.3 52,194 7.1 13.5
1-North 55,915 8.9 61939 8.5 10.8
1-South 32,040 5.1 34,380 4.7 7.3
2 86,004 13.7 99,729 13.6 16.0
3 201,276 32.0 261,524 35.7 29.9
San Francisco Total 628,860 100.0% 731,659 100.0% 16.3%

[1] Districts numbers and boundaries shown on Figure 1.2-5
Source: San Francisco Planning Department, 2001.
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1.2.6 CURRENT AND FUTURE ROADWAY CONGESTION

Economic growth and the corresponding demand for transportation services in the San Francisco
Bay Area have exceeded the region's ability to increase roadway capacity. Existing demand for
north-south travel along the Peninsula via U.S. 101 and I-280 regularly exceeds existing highway
capacities and results in congestion that is increasing in both frequency and duration. Currently,
U.S. 101 is the most severely congested freeway through the corridor (Transactions, MTC,
August 2001). Between San Francisco and San Jose a number of roadway segments are at or
over capacity during the peak commute hour.

Segments considerably over capacity during the evening peak include the area between 1-80 and
the 1-280 / U.S. 101 interchange in San Francisco; south of Broadway Avenue in Burlingame to
just north of the San Mateo Bridge in San Mateo; the areas north of the State Route 84 and State
Route 237 interchanges in Woodside and Santa Clara, respectively; and the area from the San
Tomas Expressway to the Capitol Expressway interchange in San Jose. Other segments of the
roadway are approaching capacity. No roadway segment in the peak direction (generally
southbound in the evening peak and northbound in the morning peak) operates better than level
of service (LOS) D during the peak hour, with the majority of segments at LOS E or F. In the
non-peak direction, only two short segments near the I-880 interchange and the San Mateo
Bridge have been observed to operate on average at LOS C or better. (See Table 1.2-3 for
definitions of freeway levels of service.)

Table 1.2-3: Level of Service Criteria for Freeways[”
Level of Description Volume/Capacity Ratio
Service P & Speed
A Free-flow conditions with a high level of maneuverability. 0.0605'[21&13 0
B Free-flow conditions but presence of other vehicles is noticeable. 0.30 to 0.47
Minor disruptions easily absorbed. 65 mph
C Minor disruptions cause significant local deterioration. 0.47 10 0.70
64 mph
D Borders on unstable flow with ability to maneuver severely restricted 0.70 to 0.89
due to congestion. 61 mph
E Conditions at or near capacity. Disruptions cannot be dissipated and 0.89 to 1.00
cause queues to form. 53 mph
F Forced or breakdown flow with queues forming at locations where Greater than 1.00
demand exceeds capacity. Variable
Note: [1] Based on a design speed of 65 miles per hour.
Source: Transportation Research Board, Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report 209 (Washington, D.C.,
1994), p. 3-9

Without future roadway improvements, congestion on corridor freeways is bound to worsen to
the point where travel is diverted and the peak periods spread into the midday and to later in the
evening. Bottlenecks will constrain movement through the corridor. MTC's travel projections
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for the Peninsula corridor, based on the planned future transit (no Caltrain extension) and
highway capacities for the year 2005, indicate that northbound morning peak-hour vehicle
demand at the U.S. 101 / I-280 interchange in San Francisco would be approximately 22,000
vehicles, exceeding the existing interchange capacity by 57 percent. These high levels of
congestion will take a toll on economic development by constraining goods and people
movements.

Opportunities to improve highway capacity are constrained by a number of factors, including the
need for extensive and costly right-of-way acquisitions and potentially significant environmental
impacts, such as displacements of residences, businesses, and natural resources. For these
reasons, substantial capacity improvements to U.S. 101 and I-280 cannot be assumed to address
long-term travel demands in the corridor, and Caltrain provides a vital transportation alternative
to costly highway capacity expansion. By increasing transit ridership, the Caltrain Downtown
Extension would ease congestion on Peninsula freeways.

1.2.7 FUTURE PARKING DEMAND IN DOWNTOWN SAN FRANCISCO

A shift in corridor travel from auto to transit with an extension of Caltrain service would reduce
parking demand in downtown San Francisco. An estimated 2,000 fewer parking spaces would
be required in the area based on the projected increase in Caltrain ridership directly attributable
to the Caltrain Extension. This reduction in demand would offset most of the existing parking
loss attributable to the project (see Chapters 5). Less parking-related traffic would reduce
congestion on local streets. The reduction in parking demand and supply attributable to the
Caltrain Extension supports City of San Francisco General Plan objectives to reduce the need for
parking in downtown San Francisco and elsewhere.

1.2.8 CORRIDOR TRAVEL AND AIR QUALITY

High rates of auto ownership and vehicle miles of travel have contributed to air quality problems
throughout California. Several of the pollutants of concern include ozone, nitrogen oxides and
sulfur dioxides (precursors of smog); carbon monoxide; and particulate matter.

The San Francisco Bay Area's air quality has improved in recent years, largely in response to
technological improvements in motor vehicles and less polluting fuels. The project study area is
within the Bay Area Air Basin (BAAB), for which air quality conditions are monitored by the
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). According to the BAAQMD, the
BAAB is in attainment with national standards for carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxides
(NOy), sulfur dioxide (SOy), and annual particulate matter (PMjg). It is designated non-
attainment for ozone (Os3) and unclassified for PM,s and 24-hour PM;,. With respect to
California standards, the BAAB has attainment status for CO, NOy, and SOy. It is designated
non-attainment for O3 and PM;.
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Because transportation is the major contributor to Os, increasing auto travel threatens the area's
improvement in air quality. Growing congestion will add to the potential problems because of
increased emissions of vehicles operating in stop-and-go traffic. Shifting commuters and other
travelers to higher occupancy modes is highly desirable to restrain the growth in auto travel. A
new multi-modal transit facility in the heart of San Francisco’s employment center will serve this
goal. Developing a transit-oriented mix of land uses in the vicinity of that multi-modal facility
also supports this objective. Improved Caltrain service offers the greatest potential for increased
high occupancy travel along the San Francisco Peninsula, particularly in southern San Mateo and
Santa Clara counties, the areas with the most severe air quality problems in the corridor. Based
upon projections of potential Caltrain use in 2020, over 8,000 daily auto trips would be removed
from corridor roadways as a result of extending Caltrain service to a downtown San Francisco
terminal.

1.3 PROJECT SPONSORS

Three agencies are cooperating in planning and developing this Transbay Terminal / Caltrain
Downtown Extension / Redevelopment project: the City and County of San Francisco, the San
Francisco Redevelopment Agency, and the Peninsula Corridor (Caltrain) Joint Powers Board
(JPB).

A joint exercise of powers agreement, signed on April 2, 2001, created the Transbay Joint Power
Authority (TJPA), consisting of the City and County of San Francisco, AC Transit, and the JPB.
Pursuant to the agreement, the TJPA was formed to "develop, design, construct and operate a
new transit terminal and related facilities on and adjacent to the existing Transbay Terminal site. "
The new TJPA 1is governed by a five-member board of directors, appointed respectively by the
JPB, AC Transit, the San Francisco Mayor, the Muni Board of Directors, and the San Francisco
Board of Supervisors (this member is to be a San Francisco Supervisor).

The TJPA is the entity that is obligated to implement and operate the new transit terminal.
Because the project is in the City and County of San Francisco, however, the City's cooperation
is necessary. The joint powers agreement creating the TJPA designated the City as the
Administrator for the project. ~When the City approved agreement in Board of Supervisors
Resolution 104-01 it supported the project by urging the California legislature to enact
legislation to provide land, funding and other measure needed to support the proposed Terminal
Plan and Caltrain Extension. The Resolution also urges BATA to allocate funds from existing
seismic surcharge revenues to fund JPA operations and contracts for the Terminal Plan and
Caltrain Extension until other funds become available. Finally, it urges the Transbay JPA
Directors to approve agreements and leases with AC Transit to ensure that design, construction,
and operation of the new Transbay Terminal meet specific performance criteria to maximize the
usefulness of the facility for transit operations.
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1.4 OTHER RELATED PROJECTS

The following paragraphs highlight a few related projects for their coordination or cumulative
impact issues and their potential to support or be served by the Caltrain Extension. Section 3.1.5,
Future Rail Transit and Bus Services, describes projects planned by individual transit operators.
Further detail and an evaluation of land use impacts and development opportunities with the
proposed project are presented in Chapters 4 and 5 of this document.

1.4.1 BART EXTENSION TO SAN FRANCISCO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT

The BART — San Francisco International Airport (SFO) Extension provides 8.7 miles of new
revenue service track extending southward from the present Colma Station roughly paralleling
El Camino Real and the Caltrain right-of-way, entering and exiting the new San Francisco
International Airport Station within SFO on aerial track, and then continuing roughly parallel
with El Camino Real and the Caltrain right-of-way to the new Millbrae intermodal station. The
BART - SFO Extension includes four new stations: South San Francisco, San Bruno,
San Francisco International Airport, and Millbrae. The project provides direct transit access to
SFO and constructs the first cross-platform connection between a commuter rail (Caltrain) and
rapid rail transit (BART) system west of the Mississippi River.

The BART — SFO Extension is projected to serve 70,000 daily transit trips and to eliminate
10,000 daily auto trips to SFO by 2010. The extension opened on June 22, 2003.

1.4.2 MILLBRAE INTERMODAL STATION

The Millbrae intermodal station serves both Caltrain and the new BART — SFO Extension. The
existing Caltrain Millbrae Station platform has been relocated approximately 800 feet north to
the new Millbrae Avenue intermodal station, which incorporates three BART tracks with one
center and one side platform to facilitate train movements. One Caltrain / BART platform
provides for cross-platform transfers; other transfers are accommodated via an aerial walkway.
About 3,000 parking spaces are provided with a pedestrian bridge to connect between the new
parking structure and surface lots and the BART and Caltrain mezzanines.

1.4.3 THIRD STREET LIGHT RAIL

Muni, the City of San Francisco, and the San Francisco County Transportation Authority have
initiated the Third Street Light Rail Project to reestablish rail service along Third Street in the
Bayshore Corridor. Construction of the new light rail line is expected to occur in two phases:

e Phase 1 is currently under design and will extend Muni Metro light rail service south from its
current terminal at Fourth and King Streets. The line will cross the Fourth Street Bridge and
run along Third Street and Bayshore Boulevard, ending at the Bayshore Caltrain Station in
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Visitacion Valley. Tracks will be constructed primarily in the center of the street to improve
safety and reliability, and 19 stops will be provided. This phase of the Third Street LRT
Project, the Initial Operating Segment (10S), is expected to be open for full service in 2005;
an early partial opening may occur in late 2004.

e Phase 2 would extend light rail service north from King Street along Third Street, entering a
new Central Subway near Bryant Street, crossing beneath Market Street and running under
Geary and Stockton Streets to Stockton and Clay Streets. Underground subway stations
would be located at Moscone Center, Market Street, Union Square and Clay Street in
Chinatown. Muni and the City are actively pursuing funding for the Central Subway.

A new Metro East Operating and Maintenance Facility is expected to be built on approximately
13 tol7 acres at 25th and Illinois Streets to store, maintain and dispatch light rail vehicles.

1.4.4 MISSION BAY

Mission Bay is a 300-acre site located south and west of Pacific Bell Park (San Francisco Giants’
baseball stadium) and bounded by Townsend, Mariposa, and Seventh Streets, and China Basin
that is being developed by Catellus Development Corporation. Over the next decade, it is slated
to contain a new 43-acre University of California at San Francisco (UCSF) satellite campus as
well as 6,000 apartments, 850,000 square feet of retail shops, up to 6.8 million square feet of
commercial space, 49 acres of parks and open space, and a 500-room conference hotel. The
UCSF complex and a large residential block are currently under construction.’

The JPB has a permanent surface easement on property within the Mission Bay project area that
is currently used for railroad purposes.

1.4.5S BAY BRIDGE WEST APPROACH, SEISMIC RETROFIT PROJECT

The Bay Bridge West Approach, Seismic Retrofit Project is a Caltrans project that will demolish
and reconstruct the West Approach to the Bay Bridge. This section of Interstate 80 runs between
the Fifth Street on/off ramps and the First Street on ramp near the western anchorage of the Bay
Bridge. The project includes modifications to the on and off ramps in the Transbay Transit
Terminal area. New sections of freeway will be built, as well as temporary freeway sections,
before demolishing old portions of the freeway. Work is targeted for completion in Winter 2009.

7 San Francisco Chronicle, Monday, October 23, 2000, pages Al and A15; and Monday, March 19, 2001, p. E1 and E4.
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1.5 USES OF THIS DOCUMENT

This document is a Final Environmental Impact Statement / Final Environmental Impact Report
(Final EIS/EIR), prepared pursuant to the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEPA, and the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

This document will be used by federal, state, regional, and local agencies to assess the
environmental impacts of the project on resources under their jurisdiction or to make
discretionary decisions regarding the project. The Federal Transit Administration, the State of
California, and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency will use this document and the Final
EIS/EIR in deciding whether and how to fund the project and in refining the project to minimize
its adverse impacts.

1.6 PERMITS AND APPROVALS REQUIRED

Anticipated permits and approvals that would be required for this project are shown in
Table 1.2-4.

Table 1.2-4: Permits and Approvals Anticipated to be Required

Agency Approval or Permit

State Water Resources Control Board General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit.

Permits required for public safety considerations of

California Public Utilities Commission underground Caltrain Extension and Terminal.

California Public Resources Code Section 5027 requiring
approval from the State Legislature prior to demolition of "any
California State Legislature building or structure that is listed on the National Register of
Historic Places and is transferred from state ownership to
another public agency.”

San Francisco Bureau of Environmental Health Permit required for drilling or other subsurface exploration.

Approval required for construction in public rights-of-way.

Batch Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit required for de-
watering effluent discharge to the combined sewer system
providing the quality of the effluent meets the NPDES General
Permit discharge standards. Article 20 of San Francisco
Municipal Code requires preparation of a Site Mitigation Plan if
soil sampling and analysis indicate presence of hazardous waste
in soil subject to construction disturbance.

San Francisco Department of Public Works

Approval required for municipal public transit realignments,
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency | surface street changes, traffic operation changes, traffic control
measures, and on-street parking changes..

1-28 Transbay Terminal / Caltrain Downtown Extension / Redevelopment Project EIS/EIR



CHAPTER 1: PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROJECT

Table 1.2-4: Permits and Approvals Anticipated to be Required

Agency Approval or Permit

Certification of CEQA environmental document.

Review and approval of Project, including Redevelopment Plan,
for consistency with provisions of the Planning Code and with
San Francisco Planning Department/Commission | the General Plan. Review and approval of property acquisition,
including eminent domain, for consistency with General Plan.

Certificate of Appropriateness for modification/demolition of
historic resources

Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board Certification of CEQA environmental document.

Approval of General Plan amendments.
] ) Adoption of Redevelopment Plan.

San Francisco Board of Supervisors o ) ) ) )
Approval of property acquisitions, including eminent domain.

Approvals required for use of City rights-of-way.

San Francisco Redevelopment Commission Adoption of Redevelopment Plan.

Review and inclusion of the project in the Countywide
San Francisco County Transportation Authority Transportation Plan and Capital Improvement Program of the
Congestion Management Program for San Francisco.
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CHAPTER 2: DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

The proposed project has three major components:
¢ A new, multi-modal Transbay Terminal on the site of the present Transbay Terminal;

e Extension of Caltrain commuter rail service from its current San Francisco terminus at
Fourth and Townsend Streets to a new underground terminus underneath the proposed new
Transbay Terminal; and

e Establishment of a Redevelopment Area Plan with related development projects, including
transit-oriented development in the vicinity of the new multi-modal Transbay Terminal.

Other subordinate components of the project include a temporary bus terminal facility to be used
during construction of the new Transbay Terminal; a new, permanent off-site bus storage/layover
facility; reconstructed bus ramps leading to the new Transbay Terminal; and a redesigned
Caltrain storage yard. Figure 1.2-1 (in Chapter 1) shows the project location.

As described in this chapter, alternatives and options are under consideration for major project
components. Section 2.1 describes the No-Project Alternative. Section 2.2 describes proposed
project components, alternatives, and build options under consideration. Section 2.3 describes
project component alternatives previously considered but subsequently withdrawn from
consideration along with the reasons for their withdrawal.

2.1 NO-PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

The No-Project Alternative consists of existing Caltrain service with funded improvements, other
committed bus, rail, and roadway improvements, a BART extension to the San Francisco
International Airport, and proposed development in downtown San Francisco in the 2020
horizon year'. This is the No-Project Alternative under CEQA and the baseline alternative for
purposes of NEPA.

Under the No-Project Alternative, the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency would not develop
or implement a Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment Area. The publicly-
owned properties would not be transferred to the Transbay Joint Powers Authority (7.JPA), but
likely would be developed or sold for development by the state. This development would occur
in the absence of a Redevelopment Plan most likely under existing zoning designations and local
land use controls.

' The horizon year of 2020 was chosen because it is the horizon year for the current (not-updated) MTC regional model as well
as for the San Francisco land use projections, on which ridership forecasts are based.

Transbay Terminal / Caltrain Downtown Extension / Redevelopment Project EIS/EIR 2-1



CHAPTER 2: DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

2.1.1 CALTRAIN OPERATIONS AND CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS UNDER THE NO-PROJECT
ALTERNATIVE

Caltrain trains consist of diesel-hauled, bi-level “gallery” cars that provide peak period service in
both northbound and southbound directions between Gilroy and San Francisco. A total of 80
daily trains operate over the Peninsula Commute Joint Powers Board (JPB)-owned, northern
portion of the route between San Jose and San Francisco. Caltrain operates four trains
northbound in the morning and four trains southbound in the evening over the southern portion
of the Corridor from San Jose to Gilroy, which is owned by the Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR).

JPB has programmed service increases to over //4 daily trains in the San Francisco to San Jose
segment and over 20 daily trains in the San Jose to Gilroy segment within the next 10 years,
including additional track, signal, station, and terminal capacity improvements to provide for the
increased levels of service. JPB anticipates operating /32 daily trains in the 2020 horizon year.

JPB has programmed a series of rehabilitation improvements, enhancements and additions to the
existing system that would provide an improved level of service. The following Caltrain
facilities will exist at the completion of these projects, consistent with the Caltrain Rapid Rail
Study adopted by the JPB in 1998:

e Rehabilitation of the Existing System — long-term repairs, reconstruction and modernization
of the existing tracks, signals, bridges, stations, rolling stock and other systems.

e Enhancements and Capacity Improvements — additions and betterments to the rail system,
including additional tracks; enhanced signal and communications systems, cab signals,
Automatic Train Stop (ATS), and fiber optics; new stations; new shops; buildings and
support facilities; vehicular and pedestrian grade separations; and new rolling stock. Also
included in this category are grade crossing and station closures and consolidations.

e Increased Caltrain Express service consisting of 20 additional trains per day with an
approximate 45-minute travel time between San Francisco and San Jose.

e A variety of passenger station improvements to permit simpler ticketing arrangements and
create improved station amenities.

Signal system modernization improvements include a new Centralized Train Control (CTC)
system, reverse signaling capabilities, additional train crossovers, and state-of-the-art active
warning devices. The CTC would be operated from a new Central Equipment Maintenance and
Operations Facility at the Lenzen Maintenance Facility in San Jose, and the existing Operations
Center near Diridon Station in San Jose would be phased out.

Track and associated passenger platform improvements at the new Millbrae Intermodal facility
are being constructed to improve the interface of the BART extension to San Francisco Airport
with Caltrain at the Millbrae Intermodal Station (see Section 1.4.2).
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The No-Project Alternative also includes electrification of the entire Caltrain line from Gilroy to
its present San Francisco terminus at Fourth and Townsend Streets. The Caltrain Electrification
Program would provide for the conversion from diesel-hauled to electric-hauled trains and would
require the installation of some 150 to 170 single track miles of overhead contact system (OCS)
for the distribution of electrical power to the electric rolling stock. Electric rolling stock would
consist of locomotives or electrical multiple unit (EMU) cars. The OCS would be powered from
a 25 kV, 60 Hz, single-phase, alternating current (ac) supply system that would require the
installation of two or three traction power substations, one or two switching stations, and nine or
ten paralleling stations. This power supply and distribution system and voltage are compatible
with the requirements of high-speed rail, and therefore will accommodate future development of
high-speed rail in the Caltrain corridor without major overhaul of the new electrification
facilities. The Caltrain Electrification Program is being evaluated by the JPB in a separate
environmental document.

Electrification of the Caltrain line is scheduled to be implemented by 2006. It is currently
programmed under Track 1 of the 2001 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), and will be funded
entirely from local sources. The environmental review process for this program is expected to be
completed during 2004, and it is assumed that the Electrification Program would be in place
prior to implementation of the Caltrain Downtown Extension component of the present project.

Should electrification not be implemented in advance of the Downtown Extension, however, the
extension could still be implemented using dual-mode (diesel-electric) locomotives. Dual-mode
locomotives would enable Caltrain service to switch from diesel powered to electric powered
propulsion before entering downtown San Francisco. A more detailed discussion of this
propulsion option is provided in the 1997 Draft EIS/EIR for the Caltrain Downtown Extension.
Should this option be necessary, the purchase of dual-mode locomotives would need to be added
to the project costs for the Downtown Extension component. These potential costs are estimated
to be $235 million in 2002 dollars for 34 locomotives.

2.1.2 MUNI FACILITIES AND RELATED BUS SERVICE UNDER THE NO-PROJECT ALTERNATIVE

The No-Project Alternative includes all current San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) service
at existing levels plus the following major planned, ongoing, or constructed projects:

e S-Castro-Embarcadero Shuttle — new eastbound and westbound service between the Castro
and Embarcadero stations;

e Third Street Light Rail project — extension of Muni Metro light rail service south from its
current terminus at Fourth and Townsend Streets. The Third Street Light Rail line will cross
the Fourth Street Bridge and run along Third Street and Bayshore Boulevard, ending at the
Bayshore Caltrain Station in Visitacion Valley; and

e (Central Subway — extension of Third Street light rail service northward from King Street
along Third Street, entering a new central subway near Bryant Street, crossing beneath
Market Street and running under Geary and Stockton Street to Stockton and Clay Streets.
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The Third Street LRT Project Initial Operating Segment (I0S) is expected to be open for full
service in 2005; an early partial opening may occur in late 2004. The Central Subway project
is scheduled to be constructed by 2012 but is not presently funded. Muni and the San Francisco
County Transportation Authority are actively pursuing funding, and the project is included in the
No-Project Alternative in anticipation of funding being included in the 2001 Regional
Transportation Plan in time for the Central Subway to be completed within the horizon year for
the present project. Other planned, ongoing, or completed service changes and improvements
included in the No-Project Alternative are summarized in Table 2.1-1.

2.1.3 BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT SYSTEM (BART)

On June 22, 2003, the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) opened an
extension to San Francisco International Airport that also interfaces with Caltrain and SamTrans
bus services at the new Millbrae Intermodal Station. Extensions from Hayward to Warm Springs
and from Warm Springs to Santa Clara are also planned.

2.1.4 SAN MATEO COUNTY TRANSIT SYSTEM (SAMTRANS)

In August 1999, SamTrans introduced a variety of changes to improve the efficiency of its core
system. The changes reallocated service from areas of little demand to areas of greater demand.
In many instances, routes were consolidated to increase service efficiency and permit increased
frequency.

2.1.5 ROADWAY AND STREET IMPROVEMENTS

The No-Project Alternative assumes the completion of Caltrans San Francisco Seismic Retrofit
projects, as follows:

Yerba Buena Island Viaduct and tunnel

West Span of the Bay Bridge (from Yerba Buena Island to the San Francisco Anchorage)
Elevated West Approach to the Bay Bridge (from the Anchorage to the Fifth Street ramp)
Elevated Bayshore Viaduct (I-80 from Fourth Street to Sixteenth Street)
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No-Project Alternative

Table 2.1-1: Other Muni Service Changes and Improvements Included in the

Service Change Description Status Source
Caltrain Express Consolidation of 80x and 82x lines concurrent with the .
Bus Service . . . Implemented | Muni SRTP
. extension of N-Judah to Caltrain Terminal at Fourth and
Consolidation (80x ) . . o June 1999 2000
/81 / 82x) Townsend; consideration to elimination of 81x
Relocation of the Ferry Terminal off-street bus turn-
Ferry Bus Terminal around to new curb-side terminals on the surrounding Implemented | Muni SRTP
. streets, to allow development of the current bus turn-
Relocation . Fall 2001 2000
around area as a hotel, to produce revenue for Muni
projects
Muni's F-Line Historic streetcar service opened for .
. Muni
. service from Castro/Market Streets along the
F-Line . , . March 2000 comments on
Embarcadero to Fisherman's Wharfin 2000, and
. : . DEIS 2002
currently carries approximately 20,000 riders per day.
Muni's E-Line station improvements on The .
. o Under Muni
. Embarcadero and King Streets for historic streetcar .
E-Line . . , . construction comments on
service between Fisherman's Wharf and 4th/King Streets | .
. S in 2003 DEIS 2002
will be under construction in 2003.
. 15-Third line to be completely discontinued with .
11i151; Third Street implementation of the Third Street Light Rail project in 2005 g/([)lg(l)l SRTP
ull operation in
1l jon in 2005
gg;ﬁiiiﬁs Downtown terminal for the 6 Parnassus line changed Implemented | Muni SRTP
Terminal from Ferry Terminal to Transbay Terminal March 2000 2000
Extended service hours, days, and frequencies; outbound
route moved from Howard Street to Harrison Street Implemented Revised
12-Folsom (between Embarcadero and 11™ Streets); service extended Fetlzrua SOMA
to Embarcadero, connecting with F-Market line at the 2001 Ty Action Plan,
Ferry Building; 83-Pacific route abandoned, replaced by 12/5/00
increased service on 12-Folsom
. . Revised
Extend N-Owl buses from current inner terminal at Ferry | Implemented SOMA
N-Owl Service Terminal to the Caltrain Fourth and Townsend terminal, February .
via Embarcadero and King Streets 2001 Action Plan,
12/5/00
47-Van Ness motor coach (originally called line “42W”’) Revised
47-Van Ness — New Van Ness corridor line with terminals in eastern Implemented | SOMA
Motor Coach Fisherman’s Wharf and at the Caltrain Fourth and Spring 2001 Action Plan,
Townsend terminal. 12/5/00
10-Townsend (originally called line 42E) — new line
connecting Fisherman’s Wharf, the Financial District, Revised
10-Townsend Caltrain, SOMA, and Potrero Hill with terminals at Van Implemented | SOMA
Ness and North Point. Initial service will be between the | Spring 2001 Action Plan,
northern terminal in Fisherman’s Wharf and a temporary 12/5/00
southern terminal at Seventh and De Haro.
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Table 2.1-1: Other Muni Service Changes and Improvements Included in the
No-Project Alternative

Revised
Implemented | SOMA
Spring 2001 Action Plan,
12/5/00

Additional 9-San Bruno trolley coach service (two
9-San Bruno additional coaches) between the vicinity of San Francisco
General Hospital and the Ferry Terminal on weekdays

Extension of Third Street light rail service from King
Street along Third Street, entering a new central subway
Central Subway near Bryant Street, crossing beneath Market Street and
running under Geary and Stockton Streets to Stockton
and Clay Street.

To open in Muni SRTP
2012 2000

Notes: SRTP = Short Range Transit Plan, SOMA = South of Market Area

e FElevated Central Freeway (US 101 — connects 1-80 with Market Street, with the proposed
Octavia Boulevard providing the connection to Oak and Fell streets)

These projects have all entered or completed construction. Retrofit construction on the Yerba
Buena viaduct and tunnel was completed in 2000. Retrofit of the west Bay Bridge span piers is
complete. Retrofit of the west span towers and bridge structure is scheduled to be completed by
Spring 2003, and the west approach by Spring 2007. The Central Freeway retrofit is scheduled
for completion by September 2005.

Other roadway and street improvements planned and programmed by the City and County of
San Francisco’s Department of Parking and Traffic or the Department of Public Works include
two projects in the vicinity of the Transbay Terminal/Downtown Caltrain Extension project:
striping a transit-only lane along Third Street, and providing a new King Street access roadway
at Fifth Street into Mission Bay (from south of King Street across Mission Creek).

2.2 PROJECT COMPONENTS

The proposed project includes three major components, each with two alternatives, as follow:

(1) A new Transbay Terminal to serve as a multi-modal transit/transportation facility that
incorporates the principles of sustainability and environmental responsibility at the site of
the current Transbay Terminal at First and Mission Streets in downtown San Francisco.

(2) An underground extension of Caltrain commuter rail service from its current
San Francisco terminus at Fourth and Townsend Streets to a new underground terminus
in the basement of the proposed new Transbay Terminal.

3) Adoption of a Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Project Area and related
development projects, including transit-oriented development. The plan and related
development would permit tax increment financing to assist in financing of the
transportation improvements and other redevelopment projects.
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Two alternatives are under
consideration for each major
prOjeCt Components. Other PROJECT COMPONENTS ALTERNATIVES DESIGN OPTIONS

components of the project Transbay West Ramp {Eommcsionin BART
include a temporary bus Terminal Gl

terminal facility to be used
during construction, a new,
permanent  off-site  bus Prgect
storage/  layover facility,
reconstructed  bus  ramps
leading to the west end of the
new Transbay Terminal, and a No
redesigned Caltrain storage Project
yard. A schematic diagram of
the  project components,
alternatives, and  design
options is shown on the right.

Mo Underground
f"Connection to BART
wCut-and-Cover Option

OR
Tunneling Option

Caltrain
Dawntawn Second-to-Main
Extension

T, Second-to-Mission

Tunneling Option
Transit OR

Oriented Full Build "Cut-and-Cover Option
Development

Underground
["Connection to BART

OR

AHo Underground
Connection to BART

Reduced Scope

Currently Planned and Pregrammed Transit & Roadway Improvements

2.2.1 REFINEMENTS TO THE PROJECT AND EIS/EIR

Refinements have been made to the Project and EIS/EIR since the Draft EIS/EIR was published.
Under both the federal and state environmental processes, refinements are often made to the
EIS/EIR in response to both public comments and any additional project planning that have
occurred.  The Federal Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration
(DOT/FTA) procedures and regulations also call for selection of a Locally Preferred Alternative
(LPA) from among the various project alternatives evaluated in the Draft EIS/EIR. Detailed
analysis and mitigation measures are provided for the LPA and the other alternatives in this
Final EIS/EIR. Per CEQA Section 15088.5, none of the refinements identified below and
evaluated in this Final EIS/EIR introduce significant new information or new adverse impacts
that cannot be mitigated.

2.2.1.1 Adoption of a Locally Preferred Alternative

Following the DOT/FTA guidance and regulations, the TJPA adopted in March 2003 the West
Ramp Transbay Terminal, Second-to-Main, Tunneling, Full Build Options as the components to
be included in the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) for inclusion in the Final EIS/EIR. A
Locally Preferred Alternative Report for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown
Extension/Redevelopment Project (March 2003°) was prepared in advance of the LPA selection
and is incorporated herein by reference.

? This LPA report is available for public review by appointment in case file 2000.048E at the Planning Department
at 1660 Mission Street, San Francisco.
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2.2.1.2 Movement of the Transbay Terminal Footprint to the West

In response to public comment on the Draft EIS/EIR, the co-lead agencies — the City and County
of San Francisco, the JPB, the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and FTA — propose to
relocate the footprint of the new Transbay Terminal to the west (approximately 150 feet) of the
location shown in the Draft EIS/EIR. This would result in the terminal structure no longer
spanning Beale Street, thus reducing capital costs without substantially changing environmental
effects or the operations and efficiency of the terminal.  This change is described in
Section 2.2.2.

2.2.1.3 Elimination of the Temporary Bus Ramps to the Temporary Terminal

In response to public comment regarding the need to reduce overall project costs, AC Transit
bus access to the temporary terminal will no longer make use of a temporary bus ramp between
the Bay Bridge and the temporary terminal during operation of the temporary facility. The
proposed access to/from the temporary terminal for AC Transit buses is described in

Section 2.2.2, and the impacts and mitigation measures associated with this access are detailed
in Section 5.21.1.1 of the Final EIS/EIR.

2.2.14 Supplemental Air Emissions Assessment of the Permanent Off-Site Bus
Storage Facility

In response to public comments on the Draft EIS/EIR, the co-lead agencies completed a
supplemental air emissions assessment of the proposed permanent off-site bus storage facility
under the West Approach to the Bay Bridge between Second and Fourth Streets. Findings of this
supplemental analysis are provided in Section 5.7.3 and were used to respond to questions and
comments raised during the public review period (please see Volume Il of this Final EIS/EIR).

2.2.1.5 Supplemental Noise Assessment for the Permanent Off-Site Bus Storage
Facility

In response to public comments on the Draft EIS/EIR, the co-lead agencies completed a
supplemental noise assessment of the proposed permanent off-site bus storage facility under the
West Approach of the Bay Bridge between Second and Fourth Streets. Findings of this
supplemental analysis are provided in Section 5.8.6 and were used to respond to questions and
comments raised during the public review period (please see Volume II of this Final EIS/EIR).

2.2.1.6 Refinements to the 2nd-to-Main and 2nd-to-Mission Caltrain Extension
Alternative Alignments and Station Layout

In response to public comments on both alternatives for the Caltrain Extension, the JPB,
working with the TJPA, the City and County of San Francisco and the Redevelopment Agency,
developed engineering refinements to the Second-to-Mission and Second-to-Main options for the
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Caltrain Downtown Extension that appeared in the Draft EIS/EIR. Refinements include changes
to the track, platform, and tail track layouts. Section 2.2.3 describes these revisions. Meetings
were held to discuss these refinements with the public.

2.2.1.7 Revised Caltrain Operating Plan Assumptions

The number of daily Caltrain trains assumed to be operated in the Year 2020 has been revised
downward from 170 to 132, as shown in Section 3.1.6.2 in this Final EIS/EIR, reflecting more
recent planning of the JPB. Train ridership projections have been revised to reflect this new
assumed Caltrain service level, as described in Section 3.1.6.2 and 5.19.2.

2.2.1.8 Revised Project Construction/Implementation Schedule

In response to public comments, the co-lead agencies have refined and updated the proposed
project construction and implementation schedule, which is shown in Figure 5.20-8,
Section 5.20.

2.2.1.9 Revised Project Capital Costs

In response to public comments on the Draft EIS/EIR, the co-lead agencies have refined the
capital cost estimates for both the new Transbay Terminal and the Caltrain Downtown
Extension. The refined costs are provided for the Locally Preferred Alternative and the
refinement results in an overall cost reduction of 8143.7 million in 2003 dollars for the Project.
The refined costs have been assigned to an anticipated year of expenditure assuming the refined
construction/implementation schedule (shown in Figure 5.20-8), and inflation rates have been
applied to provide a year-of-expenditure cost estimate for the LPA, thus providing a more
accurate estimate of the Project’s overall costs. These revised costs are provided in Chapter 6
and in Section 2.2.2.4 for the Transbay Terminal and Section 2.2.3.5 for the Caltrain Downtown
Extension. If an alternative other than the LPA were to be chosen, capital costs for the Project
would increase.

2.2.1.10 Revised Project Financial Plan

The Project’s financial plan has been refined to reflect the revised capital costs, the anticipated
vear of expenditure for various costs, and recent events regarding various funding sources. The

refined financial plan is provided in Chapter 6 of this Final EIS/EIR.

2.2.1.11 Release of Draft Transbay Redevelopment Project Area Design for
Development Vision/Redevelopment Boundary Revision

In response to public comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and to advance the planning work for the
proposed Transbay Redevelopment Area, the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency has released
for public review the Draft Transbay Redevelopment Project Area Design for Development
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Vision (August 2003). Development of the Draft Transbay Redevelopment Project Area Design

for Development Vision involved extensive public input and involvement. The Draft Vision
provides additional detail regarding the possible elements of the final Redevelopment Area Plan,
as described in Section 2.2.4.  This section also describes revisions to the proposed
redevelopment area boundary made in response to public comments.

2.2.1.12 Revisions in Response to Public Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR

Other revisions/refinements have been made in this Final EIS/EIR in response to public
comments received on the Draft EIS/EIR. Volume Il of this Final EIS/EIR contains the
comments given on the Draft EIS/EIR and the responses to these comments. As indicated in
Volume II, responses at times led to revisions to the Final EIS/EIR. All refinements and
revisions to the Draft EIS/EIR are outlined in this Final EIS/EIR in italics.

2.2.2 TRANSBAY TERMINAL ALTERNATIVES

Two alternatives were studied for a
new Transbay Terminal.  Under e

either alternative, a new multi-modal ” 2

terminal would be located at the £ & . / :

same site as the existing terminal at TR = SRV =l

Mission and First Streets (see figure R [ranatey verminat] RS

to the right). Hetoms &/ ¥ '.

Howard Howard i

Bus ramps would connect directly e e ey 2 §o § ;'i'
. . ' r *‘ﬁ‘lmmi i - g |

from the terminal to the Bay Bridge, s 4 A ;

. . eqe Folsom t . ¥ Folsom

while an underground rail facility | 9" B 1

would allow the extension of [ mgii - d 5i§_ i % i 3 : l /

Caltrain to dowptown and provide o | Wt L -, '

space for potential future East Bay ;'-f'-' ”::}‘Jf b/

commuter rail and California’s high-
speed intercity rail.

With either Transbay Terminal -
Alternative, facilities would be . Brannan

included for AC Transit, Greyhound, 3 3 % £ 4
Greyhound Package Express, Muni A « 8 f
buses and trolley coaches, Golden Townsend 3 g

Gate Transit (GGT) basic service

. . . Kirg
buses, taxi service, and easily

accessible bicycle storage. SamTrans buses would operate on local streets adjacent to the new
terminal. Each alternative would include space for retail and cultural uses. Under current plans,
full or partial acquisition of five parcels of land and demolition of five buildings would be
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required for either Transbay Terminal Alternative and for the Temporary Terminal described in
Section 2.2.1.3.

One concept for the terminal would incorporate sustainable design features that would allow the
building to use site-specific wind, daylight and shading to reduce the building’s energy needs.
The design of the roof and exterior walls would facilitate natural ventilation and natural lighting
of the interior. Mechanical cooling would be used only for enclosed office areas and data
equipment rooms. Photovoltaic panels are proposed on the roof structure to capture solar energy.
Rainwater would be captured for maintenance and irrigation of landscaping.

2.2.2.1 Transbay Terminal West Ramp Alternative

Figure 2.2-1 shows the Transbay Terminal West Ramp Alternative, including the locations of
bus ramps leading to the terminal and off-site bus storage. This figure reflects the revised
location of the terminal (moved to the West) and the relocated permanent bus access ramps. The
Transbay Terminal West Ramp Alternative was selected in March 2003 by the TJPA as the
Transbay Terminal Component of the LPA.

As developed during the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) study,’ conceptual
plans for this alternative include a terminal one block (165 feet) wide by three blocks (1,300 feet)
long. It would include six levels, with four levels above ground and two below. The currently
proposed terminal floor plan is described below.

Train Level: Train platforms would be two levels below grade. The actual location of platforms would vary
for the two Caltrain Downtown Extension alternatives. Under either of the Caltrain Downtown
Extension alternatives, there would be a direct connection to the train platforms from the
Transbay Terminal.

Train A train mezzanine would be one level below the street level — one level above the train
Mezzanine platforms. It would accommodate train passenger ticketing services and passenger queuing.
Level: Building mechanical systems would also be located on this level. This level would have

sufficient space and would be designed so as not to preclude Muni Metro tracks leading from the
proposed Third Street and Geary Corridor alignments.

Street Level:  As shown in Figure 2.2-2, the portion of the terminal on street level between Beale and Fremont
Streets would accommodate Muni buses and trolley coaches, as well as Golden Gate Transit
basic service buses. A4 traffic signal would be provided for Muni and GGT as they exit this
facility onto Fremont Street. The west side would include some retail. A lobby for
Greyhound/Greyhound Package Express is assumed on the east side of Beale Street.

Concourse The second floor would function as a pedestrian concourse, connecting the various blocks one
Level: full story (20 feet) above street level. This area is currently assumed to include 150,000 to
225,000 square feet of retail, entertainment, conference, and educational and cultural space.

3 Transbay Terminal Improvement Plan Study, Metropolitan Transportation Commission, 2001.
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AC Transit The third floor (Lower Bus Level) would be 40 feet above street level, and would accommodate

Level: the transbay AC Transit commuter operation. It would permit 26 articulated and four standard
buses simultaneously to serve arriving and departing passengers. As shown in Figure 2.2-3, Bus
Deck 1 would be served by ramps that connect directly to the Bay Bridge. An interior full loop
would be provided for bus circulation with two lanes — one through lane and one turnout lane.

Upper Bus The fourth floor (Upper Bus Level) would be 60 feet above street level, and would consist of a

Level: partial level on the north side of the building, shown in Figure 2.2-3. It would provide half-loop
service with two bus lanes — one through lane and one turnout/parking lane — to bus lines other
than AC Transit. This would include Muni service to Treasure Island, paratransit, Greyhound,
and private operators. Six bus bays would be included, plus 700 feet of straight curb.

Vertical circulation — escalators and elevators — would be provided between all of the levels for
pedestrian/passenger flows. Conceptual plans for this terminal alternative include approximately
200,000 square feet of transit-oriented and retail development and 900,000 square feet of transit
support and loading areas and mechanical support, yielding a total floor area just over one
million square feet.*

Bus Ramps and Circulation. As shown in Figure 2.2-1, the direct bus ramps would be on the
west side of the building, offering dedicated connections between the Bay Bridge and Transbay
Terminal Bus levels 1 and 2. These ramps would be in generally the same position as the
existing ramps on the west side of the terminal and paralleling Essex Street. Figure 2.2-4 shows
the location of the refined West Ramp leading to the terminal that has been moved to the west.

Construction of these ramps would require the acquisition and demolition of one building east of
the ramps and south of Howard Street and the removal of a portion of the back of the building
east of the ramps and north of Howard Street. Existing bus ramps would need to be demolished
and reconstructed to accommodate the new Terminal.

The ramp leading to and coming from the lower bus level would be a two-way ramp, with a
single 12-foot lane in each direction. A minimum 20-foot width would be provided to allow
vehicles to pass and continue bus service in the event of a vehicle breakdown. The ramp would
divide into two at the entrance to the terminal, with an upper level ramp and a lower level ramp.
Figure 2.2-5 shows a visual simulation of the stacked ramp configuration across Howard Street.

The upper level connection would have one lane functioning as an entrance to the upper bus
level. The lower level bus ramp would have two lanes, functioning as both an entrance and an
exit for lower bus level. Bus turnaround loops would be provided on each bus level at the east
end of the terminal (see Figure 2.2-3).

* Possible use of a new Terminal for a transit operator emergency control center has been proposed by the San
Francisco Redevelopment Agency and may be evaluated in the future by the 7JPA.
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Buses would travel from the upper bus level down an exit ramp inside the terminal to the lower
(AC Transit) bus level, and all buses would depart the terminal on the lower bus ramp to the Bay
Bridge. At the Bay Bridge approach connection, the ramps would again be divided and stacked.
The lower level would provide access to the bridge for eastbound buses leaving the terminal,
while the upper level would serve westbound buses coming from the bridge and destined for the
terminal. Current conceptual designs would allow for the staging of at least four buses on the
ramp at the entrance to the terminal approaching the lower bus level. This configuration,
together with the bus ramp storage link (described below) would include a total of 235,000

square feet of ramp area.

Figure 2.2-4: Transbay Terminal Off-Site Bus Storage Link Ramp
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AL 2 72 T

SamTrans bus service would operate on Mission Street using all bus stops for passenger
alighting, and would terminate on either Mission Street between Fremont and Beale or on
Howard Street between Beale and Fremont. After layover, SamTrans buses would load on
Fremont, immediately south of the terminal (about 100 feet north of the Howard/Fremont
intersection) and would then make stops on Mission Street for passenger boarding.
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View from Howard Street
Mear First Street
Looking Morthwest

Fig 2A Existing Conditions Fig 2B West Ramp Alternative

SOURCE: Parsons.

Figure 2.2-5: Visual Simulation of Staked Ramps at Howard Street
West Ramp Alternative

AC Transit Bus Storage. As shown on Figure 2.2-1 and detailed in Figure 2.2-6, bus storage
would be off-site, under the west Bay Bridge approaches between Second and Fourth Streets.
AC Transit storage would be at-grade between Second and Third Streets. Two optional
conceptual designs have been developed for bus storage at this site. The storage area would
accommodate either 42 or 53 buses, depending upon the selected layout for storing of the
vehicles. Access to this bus storage area would be via Fourth Street and a two-way “storage
link” ramp that would connect with the Transbay Terminal bus ramps. The plans include a
building to house a lounge and restrooms for the drivers and office space for supervisory
personnel. A 10- to 12-foot noise wall would be provided along the southern boundary of the AC
Transit off-site bus facility. Noise wall would also be provided along the bus ramps adjoining
this facility.

Golden Gate Transit Bus Storage. Golden Gate Transit weekday bus storage would be under
the west approaches to the Bay Bridge, between Third and Fourth Streets. Based on current
conceptual designs, approximately 140 buses could be accommodated on a paved at-grade lot.
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The lot could be available for other uses in the evening and on weekends when Golden Gate
Transit stores its buses elsewhere. A 10- to 12-foot noise wall is proposed along the southern
boundary of the Golden Gate Transit off-site bus facility and a portion of the eastern boundary

of this facility.

To minimize the impacts on neighborhood parking near the bus storage lot, a single level parking
structure is proposed in the location shown on Figure 2.2-6. This structure, as currently
conceived, would provide parking for up to 300 vehicles on two levels.

2.2.2.2 Transbay Terminal Loop Ramp Alternative

Figure 2.2-7 shows the Transbay Terminal Loop Ramp Alternative. This alternative would
involve the demolition and reconstruction of both the existing western and eastern bus ramps
between the Transbay Terminal and the Bay Bridge. The new Transbay Terminal would be one
block wide and three and three-fourths blocks in length. It would include five levels, with two
levels above ground and two below. The currently proposed terminal floor plan is described
below.

Train Level:  Train platforms would be two levels below grade. The actual location of platforms
would vary for the two Caltrain Downtown Extension alternatives. Under any of the
Caltrain Downtown Extension alternatives, there would be a direct connection to the
train platforms from the Transbay Terminal.

Train A train mezzanine would be one level below the street level — one level above the train
Mezzanine platforms. It would accommodate train passenger ticketing services and passenger
Level: queuing. Building mechanical systems would also be located on this level. This level

would have sufficient space and would be designed so as not to preclude Muni Metro
tracks leading from the proposed Third Street and Geary Corridor alignments.

Street Level:  As shown in Figure 2.2-2, the portion of the terminal on street level between Beale and
Fremont Streets would accommodate Muni buses and trolley coaches, as well as Golden
Gate Transit basic service buses. 4 traffic signal would be provided for Muni and GGT as
they exit this facility onto Fremont Street. The west side would include some retail. A lobby
for Greyhound/Greyhound Package Express is assumed on the east side of Beale Street.

Concourse The second floor would function as a pedestrian concourse, connecting the various

Level: blocks one full story (20 feet) above street level. This area would include 150,000 to
225,000 square feet of retail, entertainment, conference, and educational and cultural
space.

Bus Level The third floor would be 40 feet above street level, and would accommodate AC Transit

and all other bus operators. There would be 51 bus bays, served by three one-way bus
lanes. The elevated transit loop would be in the same general location as the existing
Transbay Terminal bus ramps and would connect directly to the Bay Bridge. Buses
would enter the terminal from the east and exit to the west.
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Vertical circulation — escalators and elevators — would be provided between all of the levels for
pedestrian/passenger flows. Bus operations for the Transbay Terminal Loop Ramp Alternative
would be very similar to the current facility, with AC Transit and other bus operators operating
on the second floor, and with buses entering from the east and exiting to the west. Muni and
Golden Gate Transit operations would be moved to between Beale and Fremont Streets at street
level, as described for the Transbay Terminal West Ramp Alternative.

Preliminary plans for this terminal alternative include approximately 175,000 square feet of
transit-oriented and retail development and 750,000 square feet of transit support and loading
areas and mechanical support, yielding a total floor area just under one million square feet.’

Bus Ramps and Circulation. The Transbay Terminal Loop Ramp Alternative would involve
the demolition and construction of new bus ramp structures, providing for a full one-way loop of
bus circulation through the Transbay Terminal with direct connections to the Bay Bridge on both
the east and west sides of the terminal (See Figure 2.2-7). A total of 380,000 square feet of ramp
area would be provided. Construction of these ramps would require the acquisition and
demolition of one building east of the ramps and south of Howard Street and the removal of a
portion of the back of the building east of the ramps and north of Howard Street. SamTrans bus
operations would be as described for the West Ramp Alternative.

Bus Storage. The Loop Ramp Alternative would allow for approximately 120 standard 40-foot
buses to be stored on the eastern bus ramps, with the remaining bus storage off-site at one or
both bus storage sites described under the West Ramp Alternative.

2.2.2.3 Transbay Terminal Construction

Temporary Bus Facilities. During construction of the new Transbay Terminal, two temporary
surface terminals would be built. A temporary terminal for Greyhound buses would be located
on Folsom Street between Fremont and Beale Streets. As shown in Figure 2.2-8, a temporary
terminal for AC Transit buses would be located on the block bounded by Beale, Howard, Main,
and Folsom Streets. A minimum of 16 saw-tooth bus spaces for AC Transit and eight bus spaces
for Greyhound buses would be provided, based on preliminary plans. Amenities would be
minimal and would include ticketing for AC Transit and Greyhound, restrooms, and sheltered
waiting areas. Access to all operational areas would meet the requirements of the Americans
with Disabilities Act.

Golden Gate Transit currently uses a site at Eighth and Harrison Streets for bus storage. Muni
operations would be located on the curbs surrounding the temporary terminal block, with four
drop-off bays (two of them trolley-ready) and four pick-up bays (all trolley-ready).

> Possible use of a new Terminal for a transit operator emergency control center has been proposed by the San
Francisco Redevelopment Agency and may be evaluated in the future by the Transbay Joint Powers Authority.
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Figure 2.2 8: Layout of Temporary Bus Terminal
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Contra-flow lanes would be designed along Beale and Folsom Streets to accommodate right-
hand drop-off and boarding for Muni. Golden Gate Transit would be allocated three bays on the
curb with an additional four to five layover spaces on the north side of Folsom Street between
Fremont and Beale Streets. During operation of the temporary terminal, SamTrans express bus
service would operate via Mission, Beale, Folsom and Main Streets to an endpoint on Beale
Street between Howard and Folsom, or as an alternative, on Main Street between Folsom and
Howard. Buses would alight passengers at all bus stops prior to the endpoint. Leaving the
endpoint, buses would be in service and stop at all bus stops for passenger boarding.

In response to public comment regarding the need to reduce overall project costs, AC Transit
bus access to the temporary terminal will no longer make use of a temporary bus ramp between
the Bay Bridge and the temporary terminal during operation of the temporary facility. Without a
temporary bus ramp, the AC Transit buses exiting the freeway would use local streets to gain
access to the temporary terminal. Buses exiting the I-80 freeway would go north up Fremont
from the Harrison Street ramp, turn east on Folsom and proceed eastbound toward the
temporary terminal. For the return trips, there would be a contra-flow lane along Folsom from
Main Street to Essex Street for buses exiting the terminal. Buses would then have a protected
left-turn movement from Folsom onto Essex Street. Once on Essex, the buses would travel on a
dedicated bus lane toward the freeway on-ramp. Northbound traffic lanes on Essex Street would
be temporarily eliminated during operation of the temporary terminal to allow for the dedicated
bus lanes leading south to the freeway.

Construction of the new Transbay Terminal facilities would be staged to allow for development
of the new terminal and ramps at approximately the same locations as the old terminal and
ramps. Before commencement of construction of the new terminal and ramps, the following
conditions are assumed:

e (altrans would have completed construction of the proposed off-ramp from the Bay Bridge
to Fremont and Folsom Streets.

e The existing Transbay Terminal access ramp over Fremont and Beale Streets would be
removed

Construction would be phased to first construct the temporary terminals, with all associated
infrastructure. This would enable bus operations to proceed unimpeded during construction.
Upon completion of the temporary terminals, all bus operations would be removed from the
existing Transbay Terminal. The existing terminal and access ramps would be demolished.
Construction of the new terminal and access ramps would then commence in one large
construction area.

2.2.24 Transbay Terminal Capital Costs
Cost estimates shown in the Draft EIS/EIR for the two Transbay Terminal Alternatives were:

West Ramp Alternative at $1.02 billion and Loop Ramp Alternative at $1.19 billion to start of
construction assumed in the Draft EIS/EIR to be October 2002. These estimates include the cost
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of a train-ready basement, ramp development, the off-site bus storage facility, the temporary
terminal, and the mid-point estimate for real estate. Capital costs for the Transbay Terminal
West Ramp Alternative (the Locally Preferred Alternative) have been refined and are shown in
Table 2.2-1. These costs assume a refined construction schedule as shown in Figure 5.20-8, with
all costs escalated to the actual year of expenditures.

Table 2.2-1: Transbay Terminal Capital Cost Estimate
West Ramp Alternative (LPA)
(Millions of Dollars — Year of Expenditure)

Activity Cost Estimate
Operations Analysis, Preliminary Engineering, Geotechnical
Engineering), Program Review/Value Engineering, Final 3107.87

Design & Permitting, Owner Costs
Acquire Property, Design, Construct Temporary Terminals

(Transit and Greyhound) $28.29
Acquire Property & Demolish Buildings to Build Terminal $36.54
Demolish Existing Terminal & Ramps, Construct New

: $909.22
Terminal & Ramps
Construct Permanent Off Site Bus Storage Facility $24.45

TOTAL COST ESTIMATE $1,106.37

Notes:

e Costs escalated to year of anticipated expenditure between 2004 and 201 1.

e Costs are for West Ramp Alternative

e Other qualifications and assumptions apply, including coordination with Caltrans during
the retrofit of the Western Approach and bus ramp retrofit projects.
Total assumes high end of 2001 real estate estimate escalated to year of expenditure.

e Construction costs include a 25% construction contingency, 8% for construction
management, and 10% project reserve. Owner costs are factored into each category.

Source: MTC, SMWM, Oppenheim/Lewis, Sedway Group, Parsons, 2003

2.2.3 CALTRAIN DOWNTOWN EXTENSION ALTERNATIVES

The Caltrain Downtown Extension Component consists of an extension of Caltrain from the
present San Francisco terminus (and storage yard) at Fourth and Townsend Streets to an
underground terminal on the site of the present San Francisco Transbay Terminal at First and
Mission Streets, a distance of some 1.3 miles. The extension would consist of two to four tracks
branching to several additional tracks into the basement of the proposed new Transbay Terminal.

Two Caltrain Extension alternatives are under consideration (1) Second-to-Main, and
(2) Second-to-Mission. Both alternatives were refined in response to public comments on the
Draft EIS/EIR. These revisions are shown in the Locally Preferred Alternative Report, (March
2003). Platform lengths and the length of straight (tangent) platforms were increased for both
refined options, and additional through tracks were added to both. The lengths and number of
tail tracks were also increased under both options. The refined alignments include three tracks
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from the Fourth and Townsend Station through to the terminal. The Draft EIS/EIR included only
two tracks for the tunnel portion between Townsend and Second Streets. The refined option
includes a third track in this segment to improve rail operations and capacity. Additional train
storage capacity was also provided by the refined tail track layouts for both options.
Figure 2.2-9 shows the overall Second-to-Main Caltrain alignment — the Locally Preferred
Alternative for the Caltrain component

Figures 2.2-10 through 2.2-18 show the plan and profiles for the Second-to-Main Street
Alternative. Figures 2.2-10 through 2.2-14 and 2.2-79 through 2.2-22 show the plan and profiles
for the Second-to-Mission Street Alternative.

The extension would include reconstruction of the current storage yard at Fourth and Townsend,
with provision of three surface platforms and six tracks on the southern portion of the existing
facility near Fourth and King Streets and the addition of a new underground Caltrain station on
the northern portion near Townsend and Fourth Streets.

The Caltrain Extension project would begin just north of Sixteenth Street, where additional
tracks and sidings would be added as the alignment approaches the Fourth and Townsend
location. Four Caltrain tracks are proposed to cross an extension of Common Street to the West.
From this location, the easternmost track would turn east into a reconstructed surface portion of
the Fourth and Townsend storage facility and station. This track would then branch into six
tracks leading to three surface platforms terminating at the current Fourth and Townsend Station
(see Figure 2.2-13).

These tracks would not continue to the new Transbay Terminal but would terminate at the Fourth
and Townsend Street Station. Platforms would be provided between these tracks for limited
Caltrain service including, for example, special ballpark trains or non-electrified trains that could
arrive from Dumbarton or from areas south of Gilroy, e.g., Monterey. The three westernmost
tracks (closest to Seventh Street) at Common Street would begin to descend at approximately
Berry Street and would curve east to a new underground station with a center platform near
Fourth and Townsend Streets. These three tracks would lead to a new underground station at
Fourth and Townsend, with two tracks serving a center-platform station (see Figures 2.2-13). An
additional fourth track coming from the East would pass north of these three tracks and the new
underground platform. This fourth track would head to the west (toward Seventh Street) and
would branch into five depressed storage tracks to be located to the south of Townsend Street
between the new station platform and Seventh Street.

% The extension of Common Street across the Caltrain right-of-way was included in the Mission Bay Subsequent
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR). A Notice of Determination was posted for this SEIR on November 3, 1998.
The California Public Utilities Commission approved the new at-grade crossing on May 18, 2000 as a replacement
for two crossing that were closed at Berry and King Streets in the Mission Bay development. The new Common
Street crossing is therefore assumed as part of the No-Project Alternative for this Transbay Terminal/Caltrain
Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project EIS/EIR.
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Figure 2.2-9: Caltrain Downtown Extension
Second-to-Main Alternative — Locally Preferred Alternative
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The four tracks passing the Fourth and Townsend underground station would merge into two
tracks under Townsend Street near Fourth Street. The alignment would then continue east under
Townsend Street in a cut-and-cover tunnel configuration. It would then curve north at about
Clarence Place just east of Third Street in a cut-and-cover configuration. For the current cut-
and-cover option, eleven parcels with ten buildings would need to be acquired and demolished
for this 1,100-foot long curve with 716- and 736-foot radii curves from Townsend to Second and
Brannan Streets. (These buildings would remain for the tunneling option described below in
Section 2.2.2.3.) The alignment would continue as a cut-and-cover sect