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Attached please find a copy of the Comments and Responses document on the Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) for the above-referenced project, for your 
review. This document along with the DSEIR is scheduled to be before the Planning 
Commission for Final SEIR certi£icatioll on July 24, 2008. The Planning Commission meeting 
begins at 1:30 pm in Rm. 400 of-Clt)Vi-Ikfl,' iDi: . Carlton Goodlett Place. Please call 558-6422 on 
Monday July 21, or thereafter for a recorded message giving a more precise time that this matter 
will be heard. Please note that the public review period closed on December 10, 2007. 

The Commission does not conduct a hearing to receive comments on the Comments and 
Responses document, and no such hearing is required by the California Environmental Quality 
Act. You may, however, always write to the Commission members or to the President of the 
Commission at 1650 Mission Street and express your opinion about the Comments and Responses 
document, or the Commission's decision to certify the completion of the Final EIR for this project. 

Please note that if you receive a copy of the Comments and Responses document in addition to the 
DEIR, you technically have a copy of the Final EIR. The Draft document was delivered to public 
libraries in the project area and is also posted on the SFMTA website. Thank you for your interest 
in this project. 

We are sending this to you now, so that you will have time to review the document. If you have 
any questions concerning the attached Comments and Responses' lor this process, please contact 
me at (415) 575-6925. 

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. 
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Organization F NAME L NAME Title Address 1 Address 2 City State Zip

No
Copies to 
distrubute Commission/BOS

1 12 Board of Supervisors City Hall, Room 244 1Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place San Francisco CA 94102

2 1
Landmarks Preservation 
Advisory Board Sonya Banks 1650 Mission St., Ste 400 San Francisco CA 94103

3 Recreation & Parks Commission Daniel LaForte McLaren Lodge, Golden Gate Park 501 Stanyan Street San Francisco CA 94117

4 8
San Francisco Planning 
Commission Linda Avery

Commission 
Secretary 1650 Mission St., Ste 400 San Francisco CA 94103

5 Public Agencies

6 2
Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
(BART)( 2 copies) Val Menotti & Marianne Payne 300 Lakeside Dr., 16th Floor Oakland CA 94612

7
California Department of Fish 
and Game Central Coast Region Habitat Conservation P.O. Box 47 Yountville CA 94599

8
California Department of 
Transportation Tim Sable IGR CEQA Branch Office of Transportation Planning-B P.O. Box 23660 Oakland CA 94623

9
California Department of 
Transportation Timothy C. Sable 111 Grand Ave P.O. Box 23660 Oakland CA 94612

10 Chinatown Library 1135 Powell Street San Francisco CA 94108

11

Dir. Office of Environmental 
Policy & Compliance U.S. 
Department of Interior Main Interior Building, MS 2340 1849 C Street, NW Washington DC 20240

12 DPW Will Kwan CCSF Bureau of Architecture 30 Van Ness 4th Floor San Francisco CA 94103
13 5 Federal Transit Administration Alex Smith 201 Mission Street, Room 1650 San Francisco CA 94105

14
Golden Gate Bridge Highway and
Transportation District Mr. Alan Zahradnik

Director of Planning 
and Policy Analysis 1011 Andersen Drive San Rafael CA 94901

15 3
Government Information 
Services San Francisco Main Library, Civic Center 100 Larkin Street San Francisco CA 94102

16
Government Publications 
Department San Francisco State University Library 1630 Holloway Avenue San Francisco CA 94132

17
Hasting College of the Law-
Library 200 McAllister Street San Francisco CA 94102

18 Institute of Government Studies University of California 109 Moses Hall Berkeley CA 94720
19 Main Library 100 Larkin Street San Francisco CA 94102
20 3 Major Environmental Analysis Virna Liza Byrd 1650 Mission St., Ste 400 San Francisco CA 94103

21
Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission Craig Goldblatt 101 8th Street Oakland 94607

22 Mission Bay Library 960 4th Street San Francisco CA 94158

23 MTA Bond M. Yee Traffic Engineering Division 
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7th 
Floor San Francisco CA 94103

24 North Beach Library 2000 Mason Street San Francisco CA 94133
25 Office of Historic Preservation Milford Wayne Donaldson FAIA, SHPO California Department of Parks and Recreation P.O.Box 942896 Sacramento CA 94296

26 10
Office of Human and Natural 
Resources, TPE-30 

Ms. Tawanna 
M. Glover Federal Transit Administration, Room 9413 400 7th Street, SW Washington DC 20590

27 Recreation & Park Department Daniel Laforte McLaren Lodge, Golden Gate Park 501 Stanyan Street San Francisco CA 94117

28
San Francisco Redevelopment 
Agency Amy Neches Yerba Buena Center

One South Van Ness Ave, 5th 
Floor San Francisco CA 94102

29 SF Landmarks Preservation Courtney
Damkroger-
Hansen Advisory Board 2626 Hyde Street San Francisco CA 94109

30 SF Landmarks Preservation Karl Hasz Advisory Board 300 Brannan St., Suite 501 San Francisco CA 94107

31 SFCTA-CAC Brian Larkin 100 Van Ness Avenue, 26th Floor San Francisco CA 94102

32 SFMTA Roberta Boomer
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7th 
Floor San Francisco CA 94102

33 SFMTA Sophia Simplicaino
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7th 
Floor San Francisco CA 94102
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34 SFMTA CAC Frank Markowitz
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7th 
Floor San Francisco CA 94102

35 Stanford University Libraries Jonsson Library of Government Documents State & Local Document Division Stanford CA 94305

36
State Office of Historic 
Preservation Lucinda Woodward Local Gov and Info Management Unit P.O. Box 942896 Sacramento CA 94296

37 15
State Office of Intergovernmental 
Management State Clearinghouse 1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 P.O. Box 3044 Sacramento CA 95812

38 TJPA Joyce Oishi 201 Mission Street, Suite 2750 San Francisco CA 94105

39
U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency-Region 9 Carol Sax 75 Hawthorne Street San Francisco CA 94105

Commenting on the DEIS/DEIR:

40
Chinatown Community 
Development Center  Cindy Wu

Community Planning 
Manager 1525 Grant Avenue San Francisco CA 94133

41
Chinatown Community 
Development Center ( CCDC) Gordon Chin Executive Director 1525 Grant Avenue San Francisco CA 94133

42
Chinatown Families Economic 
Self-Sufficiency Homer Teng 777 Stockton Street, Suite 104 San Francisco CA 94108

43 Chinatown TRIP Harvey Louie President 838 Grant Avenue, Suite 414 San Francisco CA 94108

44 Chinese Chamber of Commerce Sidney Chan & Wayne Hu 730 Sacramento Street San Francisco CA 94108
45 Chinese Culture Center Sabina Chen 750 Kearny Street, 3rd Floor San Francisco CA 94108

46 Community Tenants Association
Yuk Gui  Zhong 
& Anna Chang 1525 Grant Avenue San Francisco CA 94133

47 CYC Sarah Wan 1038 Post Street San Francisco CA 94108
48 Donaldina Cameron House Doreen Der-McCloud Executive Director 920 Sacramento Street San Francisco CA 94108
49 EPA, Region IX Nova Blazej 75 Hawthorne Street San Francisco CA 94105

50
Landmarks Preservation 
Advisory Board Bridget Maley President 1650 Mission St., Ste 400 San Francisco CA 94103

51
Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission Steve Heminger Executive Director 101 Eighth Street Oakland CA 94607

52 Pillsbury Winthrop LLP J. Gregg Miller, Jr 50 Fremont Street San Francisco CA 94105

53
Ping Yuen Residents 
Improvement Association Guang Wu Chen President 799 Pacific Avenue San Francisco CA 94133

54
Presbyterian Church in 
Chinatown David Mote, Mary Wong Leong 925 Stockton Street San Francisco CA 94108

55
Presbyterian Church in 
Chinatown Cynthia Joe member 1526 Funston Avenue San Francisco CA 94122

56 RENEW SF Wells Whitney, Chair of the Board 1308 Montgomery Street San Francisco CA 94133
57 RENEW SF Claudine Cheng Treasurer 101 Lombard, Ste 305 E San Francisco CA 94111

58
Saints Peter and Paul Salesian 
School

Lisa Harris, 
Principal

Russ Gumina, 
Director

Father John Itzaina, 
Pastor 660 Filbert Street San Francisco CA 94133

59 SFMTA Peter Straus Service Planning 1 South Van Ness, 7th Floor San Francisco CA 94103
60 State Clearing House Terry Roberts Director P.O. Box 3044 Sacramento CA 95812
61 Telegraph Hill Dwellers Vedica Puri P.O. Box 330159 San Francisco CA 94133

62 TJPA Robert Beck
Senior Program 
Manager 201 Mission Street San Francisco CA 94105

63
Tenants and Owners 
Development Corp. John Elberling 230 Fourth Street San Francisco CA 94103

64 Daniel Faessler 409 8th Ave San Francisco CA 94118
65 Gerald Cauthen 900 Paramount Road Oakland CA 94610
66 Howard Wong 128 Varenness Street San Francisco CA 94133
67 Jeanne Quock 59 Temescal Terrace San Francisco CA 94118
68 Joan Wood P.O. Box 330214 San Francisco CA 94133
69 June Fraps 378 Chestnut St San Francisco CA 94133
70 Larry Chin 770 Stockton Street San Francisco CA 94123
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71 Lee Goodin 600 Chestnut Street # 408 San Francisco CA 94133
72 Mark Scott 358 Frederick St. #3 San Francisco CA 94117
73 Mary E. Gilpatrick 946 Stockton Street Apt. 9A San Francisco CA 94108
74 Michael Wiebracht 735 El Camino Real, # 205 Burlingame CA 94010
75 Moraya Khan 946 Stockton Street., # 17F San Francisco CA 94108
76 Peter Hartman 300 Third Street, No. 310 San Francisco CA 94107
77 Ron Lee 819 Stockton Street, 2nd Floor San Francisco CA 94108

NO ADDRESS Comments: Tony Huang
NO ADDRESS Comments: Alan Ma
NO ADDRESS Comments: Connie Zhang
Email only goodshoped35110s@gmail.com
List of Preparers

78
City and County of San Francisco
Planning Department Bill Wycko

Environmental Review
Officer Major Environmental Analysis (MEA) 1650 Mission St., Ste 400 San Francisco CA 94102

79
City and County of San Francisco
Planning Department Joan A. Kugler

EIS/EIR Management 
and Oversight 128 Laidley Street San Francisco CA 94131

80
City and County of San Francisco
Planning Department Randall Dean Archaeology 1650 Mission St., Ste 400 San Francisco CA 94102

81 City Attorney's Office Susan Cleveland-Knowles Deputy City Attorney City Hall, Room 235 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place San Francisco CA 94102
82 City Attorney's Office Audrey Williams-Pearson Deputy City Attorney City Hall, Room 235 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place San Francisco CA 94102
83 EnviroTrans Solutions, Inc Rebecca Kohlstrand SEIS/SEIR Manager 1333 Broadway, Suite 300 Oakland CA 94612
84 Garcia and Associates Carole Denardo Historic Properties 2601 Mission Street, Suite 600 San Francisco CA 94110
85 Geomatrix Peggy Peisch Hazardous Materials 2101 Webster Street Oakland CA 94612
86 LSW Consulting Luba Wyznyckyi Traffic Analysis 3990 20th Street San Francisco CA 94114
87 Neighborhood Planning Tim Frye Historic Architecture 1650 Mission St., Ste 400 San Francisco CA 94102
88 Neighborhood Planning Ericka Jackson SEIR Reviewer 1650 Mission St., Ste 400 San Francisco CA 94102
89 Neighborhood Planning Jim Miller SEIR Reviewer 1650 Mission St., Ste 400 San Francisco CA 94102
90 Neighborhood Planning Sue Exline SEIR Reviewer 1650 Mission St., Ste 400 San Francisco CA 94102
91 PB/Wong Team Gary Griggs Project Manager 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco CA 94107
92 PB/Wong Team Cliff Wong Project Engineer 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco CA 94107

93 PB/Wong Team Marilyn Duffey
Environmental Lead, 
Visual Resources 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco CA 94107

94 PB/Wong Team Matt Fowler

Alternatives, 
Engineering, 
Construction Methods 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco CA 94107

95 PB/Wong Team Steven Wolfe 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco CA 94107
96 PB/Wong Team Ivy Edmonds-Hess Air Quality, Energy 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco CA 94107
97 PB/Wong Team Tara Cok Section 4(f) 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco CA 94107
98 PB/Wong Team Liz Fowler Socioeconomics 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco CA 94107
99 PB/Wong Team Rob Malone Land use 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco CA 94107

100 PB/Wong Team Joe Castiglione
Travel Demand 
Forecasting 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco CA 94107

101 PB/Wong Team Mona Tamari
Architectural 
Simulations 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco CA 94107

102 PB/Wong Team Susan MacKenzie Document Control 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco CA 94107
103 PB/Wong Team Robert Jansen Architecture 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco CA 94107
104 PB/Wong Team Betty Chau Public Outreach 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco CA 94107

105
San Francisco Department of 
Parking and Traffic Javad Mirabdal Traffic Analysis

One South Van Ness Ave, 3rd 
Floor San Francisco CA 94102

106
San Francisco Department of 
Parking and Traffic Dustin White Bicycle Analysis

One South Van Ness Ave, 3rd 
Floor San Francisco CA 94102

107
San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency (MTA) John Funghi Program Manager

One South Van Ness Ave, 3rd 
Floor San Francisco CA 94103
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108
San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency (MTA) Bill Neilson Project Engineer 821 Howard Street, 2nd Floor San Francisco CA 94103

109
San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency (MTA) David Greenaway Environmental Lead 821 Howard Street, 2nd Floor San Francisco CA 94103

110
San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency (MTA) Dan Rosen Transit Analysis

One South Van Ness Ave, 3rd 
Floor San Francisco CA 94103

111
Sonoma State University, 
Anthropoligical Studies Center Adrian Praetzellis Archaeology 1801 E. Cotati Avenue Rohnert Park CA 94928
Other Interested Parties 

112 District 3 Democratic Club Arthur Chang P.O. Box 26709 San Francisco CA 94126
113 Edaw Inc. Tammy Chan 150 Chestnut Street San Francisco CA 94111
114 Friends of Washington Square June Osterberg 722 Filbert Street San Francisco CA 94133
115 Levine & Baker LLP Richard E. Levine 1 Maritime Plaza, Suite 400 San Francisco CA 94111
116 Madison Marquette Tory Hill 909 Montgomery Street Ste 200 San Francisco CA 94133

117
San Francisco Architectural 
Heritage Executive Director 2007 Franklin Street San Francisco CA 94109

118
San Francisco Chamber of 
Commerce

235 Montgomery Street, 12th 
Street San Francisco CA 94104

119
San Francisco Convention & 
Visitors Bureau Dale Hess Executive Director 201 3rd Street, Suite 900 San Francisco CA 94103

120
San Francisco Planning & Urban 
Research Association Gabriel Metcalf Executive Director 312 Sutter Street San Francisco CA 94108

121 San Francisco Tomorrow Jane Morrison President 44 Woodland Ave San Francisco CA 94117
122 Speedway Printing Harry B. Newhall President 475 4th Street San Francisco CA 94107
123 Telegraph Hill Dwellers Nan Roth 1436 Kearny Street San Francisco CA 94133
124 Telegraph Hill Dwellers Nancy Shanahan 224 Filbert Street San Francisco CA 94133

125
Telegraph Hill-Friends of 
Washington Square June Fraps 378 Chestnut Street San Francisco CA 94133

126 Deborah Hagan 946 Stockton Street # 16D San Francisco CA 94108
127 Doris Lininbach 155 St. Germain Ave. San Francisco CA 94114
128 Gary Larssen 241 Cherry Way Hayward CA 94541
129 Greg Justice 170 La Rue Road # 361 Davis CA 95616
130 Howard Chabner 1930 Fell Street San Francisco CA 94117
131 Linda Chapman 630 Mason Street #301 San Francisco CA 94108
132 Pat Buchovich 235 Montgomery Street San Francisco CA 94104
133 Virginia Toy 950 Stockton Street, # 398 San Francisco CA 94108

Public Hearing Speakers:
134 Jonathan Leong 946 Stockton Street #14D San Francisco CA 94108
135 Adopt-an-Alleyway Inna Chen 1525 Grant Avenue San Francisco CA 94108

136
Chinatown Community 
Development Center Cindy Wu 1525 Grant Avenue San Francisco CA 94133

137
Chinatown Photographic 
Association Ben Lee

138 Chinese Affirmative Action Ronnie Rhoe 17 Walter Lum Place San Francisco CA 94108
139 Donaldina Cameron House Doreen Der-McLeod 920 Sacramento Street San Francisco CA 94108

140
North Beach Merchants 
Association Tony Gantner 235 Chestnut Street San Francisco CA 94133

141
Ping Yuen Resident 
Improvement Association Guang Wu-Chen 799 Pacific Ave San Francisco CA 94133

142
Presbyterian Church in 
Chinatown David Lee 925 Stockton Street San Francisco CA 94108

143
San Francisco Chinese 
Progressive Association Leon Chow 1042 Grant Ave, 5th Floor San Francisco CA 94133

144
San Francisco Planning and 
Urban Research Association Stephen Taber 312 Sutter Street, Suite 500 San Francisco CA 94108

145
South of Market Community 
Action Network April Vernanocin 965 Mission St # 220� San Francisco CA 94103
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146 Visitacion Valley Agents Alliance Marlene Tran San Francisco CA

147
Visitacion Valley Community 
Development Corporation Ken Nim 1099 Sunnydale Avenue� San Francisco CA 94134

148
Visitacion Valley Parent 
Association Bonnie Shiu 17 Walter U. Lum Place San Francisco CA 94108

149 Ernestine Weiss

150
Ellman, Burke, Hoffman & 
Johnson James Andrew 601 California Street, 19th Floor San Francisco CA 94108

151
San Francisco Planning & Urban 
Research (SPUR) Art Michel 1520 6th Avenue San Francisco CA 94122

152 Market Street Association Carolyn Diamond 870 Market Street, Suite 456 San Francisco CA 94102

153
South Park Improvement 
Association Charles Segalas 3 Los Conejos Orinda CA 94563

154 Yerba Buena Alliance Chi-Hsin Shao 130 Sutter Street, Suite 468 San Francisco CA 94104
155 Grassroots Enterprise David Chiu 1635 Clay Street Apt. 1 San Francisco CA 94109

156
Campus Planning, UCSF Mission
Bay Diane Wong 3333 California Street, Suite 11 San Francisco CA 94118

157 Potrero Boosters Dick Millet 250 Connecticut Street #5 San Francisco CA 94107

158
Bayview Hunters Point Project 
Area Committee (BVHP PAC) Dorris M. Vincent 1661 Palou Avenue San Francisco CA 94124

159
Visitacion Valley Planning 
Alliance Fran Martin 186 Arleta Avenue San Francisco CA 94134

160

San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority - Citizen 
Advisory Committee Jackie Sachs 2698 California Street #404 San Francisco CA 94115

161
Union Square Business 
Association Leigh Ann Baughman 323 Geary Street, Suite 703 San Francisco CA 94102

162 Union Square Association Linda Mjellem 323 Geary Street, Suite 408 San Francisco CA 94102
163 Planning for Elders Michael Kwok 980 Howard Street, Apt. 406 San Francisco CA 94103
164 San Francisco Tomorrow Norman Rolfe 2233 Larkin Street San Francisco CA 94109

165 59
Residents of the Southeast 
Sector (ROSES) Pauline Peele 1578 Innes Street San Francisco CA 94124

166
Museum PARC, Yerba Buena 
resident Peter Hartman 300 Third Street, #310 San Francisco CA 94107

167 192 Chinese Chamber of Commerce Rose Pak 730 Sacramento Street San Francisco CA 94108

168 Visitacion Valley Baptist Church Samson Wong 61 Leland Avenue San Francisco CA 94134
169 RENEW SF Wells Whitney 1308 Montgomery Street San Francisco CA 94133

170
San Francisco Planning 
Commission Christina Olague President 22 Terra Vista, Apt. C1 San Francisco CA 94115

171 Ron Miguel Vice President 600 De Haro Street San Francisco CA 94107

172 Michael J Antonini 2827 Franklin Street San Francisco CA 94123
173 Gwyneth Borden 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco CA 94103

174
San Francisco International 
Airport William L. Lee

Director of 
International 
Economic & Tourism 
Development P.O. Box 8097 San Francisco CA 94128

175
San Francisco Planning 
Department Kathrin Moore 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco CA 94103

176
San Francisco Planning 
Department Hisashi Sugaya 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco CA 94103

177
San Francisco Planning 
Department John Rahaim Director of Planning  1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco CA 94103

178
San Francisco Planning 
Department Lawrence Badiner Zoning Administrator 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco CA 94103



request only FEIS-FEIR 07.10.08

179
San Francisco Planning 
Department Linda Avery

Commission 
Secretary 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco CA 94103



 
 

FINAL SEIS/SEIR (Vol. II with errata) ADDITIONAL DISTRIBUTION 
 
 
Name Company Address # of copies 
Marlene Wong Transpacific Geotechnical 639 Clay Street, San Francisco, Ca 94111 1 hard copy 
Virnaliza Byrd Planning Department 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, San Francisco, Ca 4 hard copies 
Hoi Yung Poon Poon Associates hoi@poonassociates.com electronic copy 
Lisa Carboni Caltrans P.O. Box 23660, Oakland, Ca 94623 1 hard copy, 2 CDs 
Andre Boursse SFMTA 1 South Van Ness, San Francisco, Ca 94103 1 hard copy 
  (Contract Compliance)  
David Pilpel  2151 27th Avenue, San Francisco, Ca 1 hard copy 
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1.0    INTRODUCTION 

This document contains all public comments received on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Statement/Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIS/SEIR) prepared for the Central 

Subway Project and the responses to those comments.  Following this introduction, Chapter 2.0 contains a 

list of all persons and organizations who submitted written comments on the Draft SEIS/SEIR during the 

public review period from October 17 through December 10, 2007 or who testified at the San Francisco 

Planning Commission public hearing on the Draft SEIS/SEIR held on November 15, 2007. 

Chapters 3.0 and 4.0 contain the comments and responses.  Section 3.0 contains written comment letters 

received by the Planning Department during the public comment period.  Section 4.0 contains transcribed 

comments made at the public hearing on the Draft SEIS/SEIR and the responses to each of those 

comments.  Comments are grouped by person commenting, rather than by topic, to allow commenters to 

easily find the responses to their comment(s).  As the subject matter of one comment may overlap with 

that of others, the reader may be referred to another response for a complete answer to a particular 

comment.  Each comment letter on the Draft SEIS/SEIR has been given a letter identifier and each 

comment has been given an identifying number.  The comments made at the public hearing have each 

been given a comment number.  Each substantive comment on the Draft SEIS/SEIR is labeled with a 

number in the margin, and the responses to each comment follows each letter. 

Chapter 5.0 contains the staff initiated changes to the Draft SEIS/SEIR.  The staff-initiated changes, made 

by the preparers, revise text of the Draft SEIS/SEIR to correct or clarify information presented in the 

Final SEIS/SEIR.  All the revisions to the text of Volume I, whether from responses to comments or staff 

initiated changes, are shown by underlining the text.  Text that was deleted is shown with a strikeout. 

The responses to comments included in the Final SEIS/SEIR, Volume II, respond solely to comments on 

the adequacy of the approach, analysis, and information in the Draft SEIS/SEIR.  Some comments 

received did not pertain to physical environmental effects of the Project, but responses may be included to 

provide information for use by decision makers.  Comments regarding the merits of and need for the 

Central Subway Project will be considered by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency  
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(MTA) as part of the project approval process.  A decision regarding approval of the Project will be made 

subsequent to certification (determination of completeness) of the Final SEIS/SEIR.  In order to approve 

the Project, the MTA will need to adopt a “Statement of Overriding Considerations,” as required by 

CEQA, to explain the public good that would be achieved by implementation of the project despite the 

significant and unavoidable impacts that have been identified in the environmental document. 

The text of the SEIS/SEIR, with the recommended text changes incorporated, is contained in Volume I of 

this Final SEIS/SEIR. 
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3.0   WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This chapter includes a copy of the comment letters received during the public review period on the Draft 

SEIS/SEIR and responses to those comments.  Each letter is labeled with a letter identifier and each 

substantive comment on the Draft SEIS/SEIR is labeled with a number in the margin of the letter.  The 

responses to each comment in each letter are presented immediately following the letter. 

Text changes to the Draft SEIS/SEIR resulting from comments are also presented in this chapter and are 

included as part of the responses.  Text that has been added is underlined and text that has been deleted is 

shown with a strikethrough.  The intent of these text changes is to clarify or amplify information already 

provided in the Draft SEIS/SEIR.  The text changes do not present any new information that would alter 

the analysis or conclusions presented in the Draft SEIS/SEIR. 
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Letter A 

 

A-1

A-2

A-3
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A-4

A-6

A-7

A-5

A-3
Cont. 
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Reponses to Letter A 

A-1 

Commenter’s opposition to the project due to displacement of residences and businesses is noted.  

Comments received at public meetings have been responded to and the project alternatives have been 

modified and refined throughout the project’s history in response to public input.  The project 

development history is outlined in the SEIS/SEIR on pages 2-52 through 2-62.  As detailed in Section 1.3 

of Volume I, there is a need for transportation improvements in the Central Subway Corridor to meet 

expanding population and employment.  The majority of letters and comments received during the 55-day 

public comment period for the SEIS/SEIR expressed support for the Central Subway Project.  Many of 

these letters and comments came from Chinatown residents and community organizations in support of 

the project. 

A-2 

The Central Subway Project is projected to generate approximately 18,470 to 21,010 net new transit 

riders on the corridor compared to the No Project Alternative by 2030.  The increase is ridership can be 

attributed to improvements in service reliability and reductions in travel time (over 10 minutes savings 

between Fourth and King Streets and Chinatown).  The buses currently serving Chinatown and Union 

Square are routinely delayed by surface congestion on Stockton Street due to the narrow width of the 

street and competing demands for street space by autos, buses, bicycles, trucks, and pedestrians.  In 2030, 

these bus lines would carry about 5,280 passengers during the p.m. peak period in the Central Subway 

corridor.  By providing an exclusive transit right-of-way underground, the congestion problems would be 

reduced.  Trains would be able to operate much faster as they would not be subject to surface congestion 

and traffic controls and there would be only a limited number of stops.  This not only improves service to 

existing transit passengers, but is also expected to generate new transit riders to the system. 

Achieving these transit improvements would require an extended construction period of from 5½ to 6 

years that would result in disruption to the residents and businesses along the corridor.  These impacts are 

described in Chapter 6.0, Construction Methods, Impacts, and Mitigation, of the SEIS/SEIR.  The San 

Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) will ultimately make the decision as to whether 

the project should be approved based on the project benefits and impacts and responses to public 

comments outlined in the Final SEIS/SEIR. 
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A-3 

During the planning and project development phase of the Central Subway, public presentations were 

made to community groups and stakeholders along the corridor.  Many of these meetings were held in 

Chinatown or with representatives from the Chinatown community.  Informational materials pertaining to 

the project have been made available in English, Chinese, and Spanish to ensure a broad distribution of 

information.  The newsletter on the Central Subway website is posted in Chinese.  Representatives of the 

project have attended community events in Chinatown, such as the Harvest Moon and Chinese New Year 

festivals, to distribute project-related information.  In addition the Community Advisory Group for the 

project included representatives from the Chinese Chamber of Commerce, Chinatown Community 

Development Center, and Chinatown TRIP.  Chapter 11.0 Coordination and Consultation provides a 

summary of the outreach effort conducted for the project.  

To provide opportunities for public comment during the environmental review process, a public scoping 

meeting was held in June 2005 and additional public meetings were held in October 2006 to inform the 

public of updates to the project.  When the Draft SEIS/SEIR was released on October 17, 2007, a press 

conference was held in Chinatown with the Chinese press and an article about the Central Subway and the 

availability of the environmental document was published in Chinese the following day in the Sing Tao 

Daily newspaper.  The Draft SEIS/SEIR was mailed to those who had previously requested copies, the 

Notice of Availability was mailed to those expressing general interest in the project, multi-lingual 

postcards were mailed to property owners along the corridor, copies of the Notice of Availability were 

posted along the corridor (including notices in Chinese posted on November 6, 2007 in Chinatown), and 

two public meetings (one in South of Market and one in Chinatown) describing the project and the 

environmental impacts were held prior to the formal public hearing at the Planning Commission. 

On October 31, the Sing Tao Daily announced the November 8 meeting at the Gordon J. Lau Elementary 

School located at 950 Clay Street in Chinatown.  At the November 8 Chinatown meeting the presentation 

was made in Chinese as well as English and presentation materials, including the Executive Summary of 

the Draft SEIS/SEIR were provided in Chinese.  Copies of the Draft SEIS/SEIR were available for review 

at the San Francisco Planning Department, the San Francisco main library and branch libraries, including 

the Chinatown library at 1135 Powell Street; and the Chinatown Resource Center, Chinatown 

Transportation Research and Improvement Project (TRIP), Chinatown Community Development Center 

(CCDC), and Chinese Chamber of Commerce. 

 

A-4 
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Section 2.4.4 Screening of Design Options/Alternatives Not Carried Forward (pages 2-58 to 2-62) 

describes the screening process used to identify the two station alternatives analyzed in the SEIS/SEIR for 

Chinatown.  The project team involved in the screening process included representatives of SFMTA, the 

Community Advisory Group, the CCDC, and the engineering consultants.  Four potential station sites in 

Chinatown along Stockton Street were assessed.  Screening criteria used to evaluate the alternatives 

included: building size and height, accessibility for passengers, ability to accommodate station facilities 

and vent shafts, access to the station site by construction equipment, space for construction materials, 

extent of business and residential displacement, post construction transit-oriented development potential, 

possible environmental impacts (noise, historic property, parkland), and consistency with the project 

boundaries established in the certified 1998 EIS/EIR for the Third Street Light Rail Project.  Two 

alternative locations for the station emerged from the screening assessment: the property at 814-828 

Stockton Street and the property at 933-949 Stockton Street.  These two properties are analyzed in the 

SEIS/SEIR.   

Mitigation for displaced residents and businesses is described in SEIS/SEIR Section 6.5.2 Acquisition and 

Displacement, on pages 6-48 through 6-54.  Mitigation measures include the development of a detailed 

relocation plan designed to minimize impacts on businesses and residents.  Copies of the Draft 

SEIS/SEIR were mailed to the property owners identified for displacement by the project, if approved, 

and notices of the availability of the draft document were sent to residents and businesses along the 

corridor. 

The Notice of Availability and the public hearing before the Planning Commission was posted along the 

project corridor from October 17 through December 10, 2007.  In the Chinatown area, these notices were 

both in English and in Chinese. 

Following the selection by San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) of a Locally 

Preferred Alternative (LPA), approval of the Final SEIS/SEIR by the San Francisco Planning 

Commission, and issuance of the Record of Decision (ROD) by the Federal Transit Administration 

(FTA), which is expected to be completed by fall 2008, the SFMTA would send a certified Notice of 

Intent to the property owners on the intent to appraise and possibly acquire the property.  The SFMTA 

would offer funding assistance to the property owner to hire legal counsel and an independent appraiser.  

The city would review and approve the appraisal and an offer letter would be provided as a basis for 

negotiation of price and conditions.  The responsibility to notify tenants would initially be the SFMTA in 

cooperation with the property owners.  The transit-oriented development proposed as an independent 

project to be built above the Chinatown Station would also include units of low-income housing and retail 
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space, however, the proposed transit-oriented development would not mitigate to a less-than-significant 

level, the impacts to displaced residents and businesses. 

A-5 

As shown from the Noise and Vibration evaluation in Chapter 5, pg. 5-79, the FTA vibration criteria of 

72 Vdb would not be exceeded during operation in the Chinatown portion of the Central Subway Project 

(page 5-79 and Tables 5-9 and 5-12) for wood-frame buildings.  Noise and vibration during construction 

would need to meet the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29, Regulation of Noise), which limits 

noise from construction equipment to 80 dBA at 100 feet and all construction activities within 200 feet of 

a historic building would have to meet the vibration limits of 72 Vdb established by FTA.  A detailed 

construction noise and vibration analysis would be prepared to assess potential impacts to receivers 

within close proximity to the underground mining and excavation operations during final engineering 

design for the project.  The Noise and Vibration Control Plan would include pre-construction 

measurements and periodic vibration monitoring using approved seismographs.  If at any time the 

construction activity exceeds the 0.12 inches/second of peak particle vibration (PPV) velocity level, in 

any direction, for any length of time at any historic structure, the construction activity will be halted, as 

described under mitigation measures, until an alternative construction method can be used that would 

lower vibration levels (pages 6-117 to 6-118 of the SEIS/SEIR).  The Environmental Compliance Monitor 

would be responsible for independent monitoring during construction as described in the Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), Appendix I. 

A-6 

The construction period for the project, which would last 5½ to 6 years would have an impact on 

residents and businesses located along the corridor.  These impacts and the recommended mitigation 

measures are summarized in Chapter 6.0, Construction Impacts and Mitigation.  The transportation 

impacts are discussed on pages 6-34 through 6-46 of the SEIS/SEIR. 

A-7 

There is no evidence to indicate that the introduction of a fixed-rail system would increase crime, 

homelessness, vandalism or graffiti.  The SFMTA, in addition to the closed circuit system used for 

monitoring subway stations, will provide it own security guards for patrolling its fixed-facilities (page 5-

15 of the SEIS/SEIR). 

 

A-8 
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The SFMTA has continued outreach to Chinatown residents and business owners along the Stockton 

Street corridor during the preparation of the Final SEIS/SEIR and plans to maintain community contacts 

as the project, if approved, progresses into the final design and construction phases.  Newsletters 

translated to Chinese have been distributed and notices of public meetings and agency meetings in 

Chinese have been distributed to residents and businesses. 
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Letter B 

 

B-1

B-3

B-2
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Responses to Letter B 
B-1 

Commenter’s opposition to the project is noted.  The location of the temporary construction extraction pit 

for the tunneling machine, located at Union Street and Columbus Avenue in North Beach, is not the 

location of the turnaround (crossover tracks and twin storage tracks) for the Central Subway.  The 

northern limit of the Central Subway Project, including the turnaround, is in Chinatown at Jackson Street.  

The Central Subway Project will not affect the 41, 30, 45 or 9X Muni buses at the Columbus Avenue and 

Union Street intersection. 

B-2 

The Central subway crossover and twin storage tracks would be located between Clay Street and Jackson 

Streets, under Stockton Street in Chinatown.  The temporary extraction shaft opening for the construction 

variant (North Beach Tunnel Construction Variant) described on pages 2-33 to 2-34 of the SEIS/SEIR, 

would be located within the middle two lanes of Columbus Avenue.  The construction of this temporary 

construction shaft is estimated to take five to six months, and would be for the purpose of removing the 

tunnel boring machine (TBM) when underground construction is complete. 

B-3 

Comment noted.  The Central Subway is the second phase of the 1998 Third Street Light Rail Project, 

which was part of the City approved Four Corridor Plan (June 1995) and the 1997 Proposition B Local 

Sales Tax for Transportation passed by the voters of San Francisco in 1989. 

See SEIS/SEIR Section 2.4, Project Development History (page 2-52) for a discussion of studies and 

decisions leading to the Central Subway Project. 
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Comment Form C  

 

C-1

C-2

C-3

Note:  Commenter’s paragraph concludes with “Bus Rapid Transit route.”
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Responses to Comment Form C  
C-1 

The northern boundary of the Central Subway Project is Jackson Street in Chinatown.  This project 

boundary is consistent with the San Francisco County Transportation Authority’s 1995 Four Corridor 

Plan that established project priorities for transit projects in the City.  Moving the station to Pacific Street, 

would push the station location north of the project boundary established in the Four Corridor Plan and in 

the original 1998 Certified EIR/EIS for the Third Street Light Rail.  Several locations, including a Pacific 

Street station, have been evaluated for the Chinatown station.  Pages 2-59 through 2-62 of the SEIS/SEIR 

discuss the station alternatives and the screening process for narrowing the station locations to identify 

those carried forward in this SEIS/SEIR for analysis.  The Pacific Street station was eliminated as an 

option during preliminary evaluation. 

C-2 and C-3 

Station entrances for both the Union Square/Market Street Station and Chinatown Station would provide 

access and egress for passengers traveling the Stockton Street Corridor.  Passengers can access other 

Muni streetcar lines and BART at the Powell Street Station via a two-block subsurface connection from 

the Union Square/Market Street Station, as well as, the 2-Clement, 3-Jackson, 4-Sutter, and 38-Geary 

lines within one block at the surface.  The Chinatown Station provides access to the 1-California line 

within one to two blocks of the station depending upon the alternative.  The Chinatown Station under 

Alternatives 2 and 3A is within one block of the California Street cable car line and Alternative 3B 

Chinatown Station is located within one block of the Hyde Street cable car line.  In addition, surface 

buses would remain to serve other destinations not directly served by the Central Subway. 



 
 

3.0:  WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR – Volume II  3-14 

Comment Form D 

 

D-1
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Responses to Comment Form D 
D-1 

Comment recommending a Chinatown Station at 814-828 Stockton Street as studied in the SEIS/SEIR 

with no residents to relocate and bus transfer opportunities at Clay and Sacramento Streets is noted. 

As stated in the SEIS/SEIR on pages 6-51 and 6-52, there are five ground-floor businesses on the 814-828 

Stockton Street frontage of the building five small businesses/clubs along the backside on Hang Ah Alley 

that would be displaced and would need to be relocated.  In addition, there appear to be one or two 

residential units in this building. 

This station alternative would impact the Hang Ah Alley and Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Park to the east 

of 814-828 Stockton during construction and would cast shadows on the tennis court.  The Recreation and 

Park Commission has stated a preference for the station alternative at Stockton and Washington Streets 

(see Letter AI, page 3-170). 
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Comment Form E 

 

E-1

E-2
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Responses to Comment Form E 
E-1 

Comment noted.  The Fourth/Stockton Alignment (Alternatives 3A and 3B) as described in the 

SEIS/SEIR on page 2-56 evolved as a more direct alignment that provided improved transit operations 

and a faster travel time than Alternative 2 along Third Street. 

E-2 

Comment noted.  The underground pedestrian connection between the Union Square/Market Street 

Central Subway Station and the Powell Street BART/Muni Metro Station will be clearly marked to 

facilitate pedestrian movement between the two stations. 
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Comment Form F 

 

F-1

F-2
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Responses to Comment Form F 
F-1 

Comment noted.  Commenter is opposed to the Central Subway Project because the Chinatown area is a 

small crowded neighborhood with existing bus service that serves Chinatown and states that the subway 

project is not needed and would cause relocation of residents and businesses. 

F-2 

Commenter prefers use of Kearny Street for the Central Subway project.  The possible use of Kearny 

Street for the Central Subway alignment was discussed and studied during the period leading up to the 

1998 EIS/EIR.  Kearny Street was eliminated from consideration because the Community Advisory 

Group and Chinatown representatives preferred Stockton Street as the alignment and station location in 

Chinatown because it would serve the heart of Chinatown and the Union Square retail area.  The public 

review process is documented in the “Design Options Screening Report Working Paper #2”, April 1997.  

Some 120 meetings attended by SFMTA between 1996 and 1997 with the Community and Technical 

Advisory Groups, the Planning Department, the Department of Parking and Traffic, and the 

Redevelopment Agency representatives (see Project Development History, SEIS/SEIR, page 2-54) 

narrowed the design options and eliminated the use of Kearny Street alignment alternatives from further 

study. 
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Comment Form G 

 

G-1
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Responses to Comment Form G 

G-1 

Comment in support of the project adjacent to the Presbyterian Church is noted.   
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Letter H 
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H-1

H-2

H-3
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H-3
Cont. 
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Responses to Letter H 
H-1 

Commenter strongly supports the project and wishes to continue their inclusion in the decision making 

process. 

See SEIS/SEIR, pages 11-5 to 11-9, for a discussion of past community outreach and page 2-64 for 

discussion of the future project approval process. 

H-2 

Comment expressed need for adequate funds to be directed to addressing the relocation needs of both 

residents and businesses and for replacement housing.  See Response to Comment A-4, and SEIS/SEIR, 

Section 6.5.2, Acquisition and Displacement, for a summary of the notification process for residents and 

businesses.  Minimum relocation payments are set by law and include moving and search expense 

payments for businesses.  Affordable housing could also be part of transit-oriented station development in 

Chinatown.  This would be the subject of an independent environmental analysis. 

H-3 

A representative of the San Francisco Arts Commission has been part of the community meetings held in 

Chinatown and at the Community Advisory Group for the Central Subway Project for purposes of 

describing the Arts Program for the stations.  Two percent of the eligible construction costs would be set 

aside for the arts for the subway project.  The City’s Administrative Code requires that all capital 

improvement projects allocate two percent of eligible construction costs for public art programming.  The 

Arts Commission’s Public Arts Program is responsible for management of the public arts funding and 

selection of artists and art, working in close coordination with local communities.  SFMTA has also 

retained the services of CCDC to ensure the continued involvement of the Chinatown community in the 

project development and design.  Meetings will be held in Chinatown to determine the art treatment of the 

station and community artists have been solicited to participate in the program in a February 2008 Call for 

Artists information sheet. 
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Letter I 

 

I-1

I-2

I-3

I-4

I-5

I-6

I-7
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I-8

I-9

I-10

I-11

I-12
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I-12
Cont.

I-13

I-14

I-15

I-16

I-17

I-18
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I-18
Cont. 
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Responses to Letter I 
I-1 

A surface alternative was evaluated as part of the screening process prior to the preparation of the Draft 

SEIS/SEIR.  This alternative was rejected because it would increase surface congestion, particularly along 

Stockton Street, and would not improve service reliability and travel times, as set forward in the project 

Purpose and Need. 

The third paragraph, page 2-57 of the SEIS/SEIR, is modified as follows to further explain the screening 

of the surface alternative: 

“Subsequent to the Scoping Process, an updated Project construction cost estimate was 

prepared that exceeded the proposed budget for the Project.  A panel of construction 

experts working with the Project design team undertook a cost reduction analysis to 

identify ways of reducing the cost of the Project without compromising its overall 

purpose and need.  Surface alternatives along Third, Fourth, and Stockton Streets and 

continuing north to Fisherman’s Wharf were evaluated as part of this process, but were 

rejected from further evaluation in the Draft SEIS/SEIR because they had fewer benefits 

in terms of service reliability and greater impacts on parking and traffic.  Though the 

capital costs were less for a surface alternative than for a subway alternative, the surface 

alternatives only minimally met the project purpose and need and resulted in higher 

operation and maintenance costs.1 

 

In response to public input during Scoping and recommendations from the cost reduction 

effort, a new option for the Fourth/Stockton Alignment design was identified.  The 

original Fourth/Stockton Alignment was designated Option A (LPA) and a modified 

Fourth/Stockton Alignment, described below, was designated as Option B (Modified 

LPA).  The changes incorporated into the Option B (Modified LPA) Alternative are 

summarized below.” 

 
1  PB/Wong for Muni, FINAL DRAFT, Task 1.72-01, Conceptual Alternative Downtown Rail Alignment 

Study Volume 1, Summary Report, Revision Oc, March 20,2006. 
 

I-2 

The Stockton/Fourth Street Transit Preferential Streets (TPS) project, as identified in the SFMTA 

2005/2006 Short Range Transit Plan, called for the extension of a Stockton-Fourth Street Transit Lane 
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from Stockton and O'Farrell Streets across Market Street to Fourth and Clementina Streets, providing a 

continuous transit lane from the south end of the Stockton tunnel.  This project was completed in 2004 

and facilitates the surface flow of Muni buses.  Further information on TPS is available in the SFMTA 

Short Range Transit Plan. 

I-3 

The project boundary is Jackson Street, which is located in Chinatown.  The Community Advisory Group 

(CAG), which was originally created for the Third Street Light Rail Project, did not initially include any 

project activities that extended into the North Beach neighborhood.  In 2006, a construction variant for 

extraction of the Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM) extending into North Beach via Columbus Avenue was 

added to Alternative 3A and 3B.  Since that occurred, SFMTA has met with representatives from the 

Telegraph Hill Dwellers and RENEWSF to discuss this proposal.  In addition, the CAG has 

recommended the addition of a representative from the North Beach area and SFMTA is in the process of 

soliciting that representation. 

I-4 

The Area Plan boundaries in Figure 4-1 reflect the boundaries of those six neighborhoods that have a 

specific Area Plan adopted as part of the San Francisco Planning Department General Plan (see 

discussion starting on page 4-3 of the SEIS/SEIR).  A specific Area Plan has not been prepared for North 

Beach and therefore it is not depicted on this figure. 

I-5 

The Waterfront Land Use Plan and BCDC’s San Francisco Bay Plan and San Francisco Waterfront 

Special Area Plan are mentioned in the Plans and Policies section as they are relevant to the service area 

impacted by the No Project/TSM Alternative and all of the Build Alternatives.  The No Project/TSM 

Alternative would continue to have surface rail operations on The Embarcadero, which falls under the 

scope of the Waterfront Land Use Plan and the BCDC plans.  In addition, the eastern Waterfront Land 

Use Plan boundary extends to Third and King Streets, which falls within the study area for all Build 

Alternatives.  

I-6 

As discussed in the SEIS/SEIR in Section 6.12, the mature trees within Washington Square Park and 

along the western edge of the park would not be impacted by construction of the Tunnel Boring Machine 

extraction pit that would be located in the middle two lanes of Columbus Avenue.  Consistent with the 

Urban Forestry Ordinance, Article 16, San Francisco Public Works Code, the small street trees in the 
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median of the street do not meet the definition of a significant tree and would be removed and replaced at 

a 1:1 ratio following construction (see Biology, page 6-99, in the SEIS/SEIR).  A certified arborist would 

be present during construction of the TMB retrieval shaft to monitor protection of tree roots during 

excavation. 

I-7 

Page 4-50 of the SEIS/SEIR documents the existing archaeological conditions of the study area, 

specifically along Columbus Avenue.  The reference cited by the commenter goes on to say, “Due to the 

depth of the tunnel at this location, the only potential historical archaeological resources that may be 

encountered are artifacts from filled wells.”  Mitigation measures for archaeological resources 

encountered during construction of the project are described in Chapter 6.0 Construction Methods, 

Impacts, and Mitigation on pages 6-61 thru 6-67 and would be responsive to both City and Federal 

guidelines and laws for recovery and documentation of resources.  Archaeological impacts for the TBM 

shaft along Columbus Avenue are identified as moderately sensitive for Alternative 3A and 3B for the 

presence of historical park remains from 1840-1873 (see pages 6-69 and 6-71 of the SEIS/SEIR).  Federal 

and state guidelines require that undertakings subject to environmental review address potential effects to 

archaeological resources.  Under State environmental laws, a project that may have an adverse effect on a 

significant archaeological resource is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. 

I-8 

Page 4-70 of the SEIS/SEIR describes the existing cultural resources that would be potentially impacted 

by the Central Subway Project.  Washington Square Park and the associated Washington Square Park 

Triangle are the only historic architectural resources that are located in proximity to the TBM extraction 

shaft.  As noted on pages 6-26 (Section 6.2.2) and 6-33 (Section 6.2.3) of the SEIS/SEIR, which describe 

the construction process for Alternatives 3A and 3B, respectively, the construction of the TBM 

excavation shaft on Columbus Avenue would take approximately six months and retrieval of the TBM 

would take about one week.  During the construction period, businesses and residences in the immediate 

vicinity would be subject to construction-related impacts, such as traffic, noise, dust, and vibration.  The 

impacts related to the North Beach Construction Variant are discussed in Construction Impacts Sections 

6.3 through 6.15 in the SEIS/SEIR. 

I-9 

Page 4-110 of the SEIS/SEIR describes the existing hazardous material conditions that would be 

potentially impacted by the Central Subway Project.  The construction-related hazardous material impacts 

are summarized in Section 6.13 on pages 6-108 and 6-109.  As noted in the mitigation measures for 
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Alternative 3A and 3B, the North Beach Construction Variant would require an additional sampling work 

plan to be completed as part of the Soil Quality Investigation for the segment of Stockton Street between 

Jackson and Green Streets and for Columbus Avenue from Green Street to just north of Union Street.  

This investigation would be required to meet the requirements of Article 20 of the San Francisco 

Municipal Code.  The findings of the soils investigation would be included in a Soils Analysis Report and 

Site Mitigation Report according to the Article 20 guidelines. A groundwater investigation in 

conformance with the state and local guidelines and requirements would also be conducted in conjunction 

with the soil investigation.   

I-10 

Table 4-32 on page 4-136 of the SEIS/SEIR describes the current noise levels along the Central Subway 

Corridor and therefore does not reflect any project-related noise.  Table 6-3 on page 6-115 of the 

SEIS/SEIR identifies the range of noise expected from construction-related activities along the project 

corridor.  As shown on page 6-115 of the document, temporary construction noise would be expected to 

be in the range of 85 to 89 decibels, while ambient noise level ranges from 71 to 74 decibels.  A series of 

mitigation measures, including preparation of a Noise Control Plan, are outlined on page 6-117 to 6-118 

to minimize noise disruption during construction and reduce noise impacts to a less-than-significant level.  

The extraction of the TBM is expected to last approximately one week, a temporary impact. 

I-11 

All construction impacts including those for the North Beach Construction Variant are summarized in 

Chapter 6.0.  As noted on page 6-38 of the SEIS/SEIR, the construction of the TBM removal shaft in 

North Beach would take approximately six months to construct and one week would be required for the 

extraction of the TBM(s).  During the six month period, the number of traffic lanes on Columbus Avenue 

would be reduced to just one lane in each direction and would be shifted to avoid the area under 

construction.  This would also require shifting of the overhead wires for the 30-Stockton, 41-Union, and 

45-Union/Stockton trolley bus lines and temporary relocation of bus stops.  Temporary rerouting of 

traffic may be required as noted on Figure E-12.  In addition to these circulation impacts, neighbors of the 

construction site would be impacted by noise, vibration, and dust during construction activities.  The 

construction impacts and related mitigation measures to minimize air, dust, and noise impacts are outlined 

in Sections 6.14 and 6.15 of the SEIS/SEIR. 

The construction shaft at Washington Square would not be used for the removal of muck from the tunnel 

excavation.  Disposal of excavated materials from the tunnel construction (station excavation will be at 

each station) would occur at the portal at the south end of the subway tunnel (Fourth and Brannan for 
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Alternative 3B).  The excavation of muck for the TBM extraction shaft itself would last about three 

months and is expected to generate approximately five truck trips per day during that period.  

Contaminated soil would be off-hauled to a treatment facility south of San Francisco while clean fill may 

be distributed to construction sites within the city, as needed. 

1-12 

The SFMTA would be required to maintain public access to all properties during the construction phase 

and to minimize social and economic impacts associated with construction activities and the potential 

disruption of business access.  As stated in Section 6.5 of the SEIS/SEIR, no property takes are required 

for construction of the North Beach Construction Variant, but an easement under a parcel located at 1455 

Stockton Street would be required.  SFMTA would act in accordance with all existing federal and state 

regulations and guidelines to minimize disruption to affected property and business owners and residents 

during the construction phase. 

1-13 

As stated in Response to Comment I-11, an estimated five truck trips per day would be associated with 

the off-hauling of excavated materials associated with the TBM extraction shaft in North Beach.  Other 

truck trips associated with muck removal for the tunnel would be off-hauled from the construction shaft at 

the beginning of the TBM tunnel at Fourth Street between Bryant and Harrison Streets.  A limited number 

of truck trips would be generated in Washington Square during the one week period when the TBM is 

removed from the site. 

I-14 

See response to comment I-7 above. 

I-15 

Section 6.15 of the SEIS/SEIR describes noise and vibration impacts and mitigation measures during the 

temporary construction of the project.  Potential for an adverse effect from construction vibration is 

controlled by adhering to vibration limits for settlement of structures and requiring monitoring to assure 

that vibration is within specified limits during construction activities.  Mitigation measures are described 

on pages 6-117 to 6-119.  The maximum peak particle vibration (PPV) velocity level, in any direction, at 

any of the historic structures along the corridor should not exceed 0.12 inches/second for any length of 

time.  Periodic vibration monitoring at the closest structure to any construction activities would be 

required; construction would be halted if vibration levels exceed the 0.12 inches/second threshold level 
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and different construction equipment or procedures would be implemented to reduce vibration levels to 

less-than-significant. 

I-16 

It is not clear to which figure the commenter is referring.  The potential historic architectural structures in 

the North Beach, Washington Square, and Powell Street Historic Districts that would potentially be 

affected by the construction of the North Beach Construction Variant are discussed on page 4-69 through 

4-75 of the SEIS/SEIR.  The boundaries of the Historic Districts are outlined on Figure 4-5, page 4-54 of 

the SEIS/SEIR. 

I-17 

The detour routes included in Appendix E of the SEIS/SEIR have been prepared by the Department of 

Parking and Traffic (DPT) and are based on the preliminary engineering information for each alternative.  

Once an alternative is selected and the project moves into the final design phase, SFMTA would select the 

most appropriate detour routes and develop temporary transportation system management measures along 

these routes, e.g. additions of turn lanes at key intersections, conversion of parking lanes into peak period 

travel lanes, etc.  Detour routes would be advertised prior to construction in the appropriate media.  When 

construction detours are implemented, traffic control police would monitor critical locations along the 

detours to promote uncongested traffic flow.  Traffic detours would also be coordinated with other 

construction projects in the vicinity (see page 6-37 of the SEIS/SEIR).  

I-18 

Impacts to Washington Square from the temporary construction of the TMB extraction shaft are discussed 

in the SEIS/SEIR in Section 6.0 under biology, cultural resources, noise and vibration.  Impacts are 

described as less-than-significant with mitigation measures.  The construction of the TMB shaft on 

Columbus Avenue is estimated to take about six months and the extraction of the TBM would take about 

one week (page 6-26).  This is considered a short-term, construction related, temporary impact that would 

less-than-significant.  Information about the construction activity and schedule would be posted in the 

Washington Square Park area and would be provided to businesses and residents around the square, and 

to park users prior to construction.  See Response to Comments I-3 through I-17 above for detailed 

responses. 
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Letter J 

 

 

J-1

J-2
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Responses to Letter J 
J-1 

Statement in support of the project is noted. 

J-2 

As noted on pages 3-36 and 3-37 of the SEIS/SIER bus service on the 30-Stockton, 45-Union/Stockton, 

and 9X/9AX/BX-San Bruno would continue once the Central Subway is completed.  Elimination of these 

lines is not contemplated at this time.  The implementation of rail service on the Central Subway would 

provide an opportunity to adjust headways on surface bus lines as numerous long-distance passengers 

shift to the Central Subway.  In addition, the 22-Fillmore line is planned to be extended into Mission Bay 

to supplement surface bus operations (see page 3-10). 
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Comment Form K 
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K-1

K-2

K-3
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Responses to Comment Form K 
K-1 

As stated on page 5-79 of the SEIS/SEIR, potential noise levels from vent shafts would be from the 

passby of underground trains transmitting noise through the vent shaft and the monthly testing of 

emergency ventilation fans.  For the most part, the train passby noise would be barely audible over 

background noise.  The vent shafts would be designed to meet noise level limits of the San Francisco 

noise ordinance and would not have significant adverse impacts to adjacent properties.  Specific measures 

for the abatement of noise from the vent shafts would be determined during final design.  Testing of the 

emergency ventilation fans could be restricted during the times that Church services are being held (see 

Mitigation Measures, page 5-83 of the SEIS/SEIR).  Churches fall under Category 3 for FTA noise 

criteria for a 1-hour Leq (equivalent sound level) with moderate impacts at 70 Leq, and the existing noise 

measurements at Stockton and Sacramento Streets show a noise level of 72 Leq (Table 4-32 on page 4-

136 of the SEIS/SEIR).  Mitigation measures to minimize the noise and vibration impacts associated with 

the general operation of the train are outlined on pages 5-83 and 5-85 of the SEIS/SEIR. 

K-2 

An emergency exit would be located between Washington and Jackson Streets, on the west sidewalk of 

Stockton Street for Alternative 3B, as shown on Figure 2-22, page 2-46 of the SEIS/SEIR. 

K-3 

Shadow analysis is required for public parks and for the reduction of shadows on certain public or 

publicly accessible open spaces in San Francisco, under Section 295 (Proposition K) and Section 147 of 

the San Francisco Planning Code.  For public or publicly accessible open spaces, the amount of area 

shadowed, the duration of the shadow, and the importance of sunlight to the type of open space being 

shadowed for buildings over 50 feet high needs to be described.  A preliminary shadow analysis has been 

conducted for the station building outline (assuming maximum height and bulk) at Stockton and 

Washington Streets to show the maximum new shadows on the Gordon Lau Elementary School 

schoolyard, the Methodist Church across Washington Street, from the proposed station and the adjacent 

Presbyterian Church on Stockton Street.  (See Appendix K of the SEIS/SEIR).  Shadows on the south 

wall of the Methodist Church, from the proposed Chinatown Station, would occur in the morning and 

early afternoon hours during winter months (December 21), but not during other times of day or months 

of the year.  The playground of the Gordon Lau Elementary School is currently shaded by adjacent 

buildings and the school itself during all months of the year.  Additional shading from the proposed 

Chinatown station building and vent shaft would occur on the eastern edge of the school playground in 
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the morning hours and at noon during all seasons of the year and during the winter months (December 21) 

in the afternoon.  There would be no additional shadows cast on the Presbyterian Church from the 

proposed Chinatown Station based on the preliminary analysis. 
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Letter L 

 

L-1
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Responses to Letter L 
L-1 

This letter confirms procedural compliance with the State Clearinghouse environmental review. There 

were no comments from State reviewing agencies. 
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Letter M 

 

M-1

M-2

M-3

M-4

M-5
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Responses to Letter M 
M-1 

Chinatown TRIP’s support of the Central Subway Project and endorsement of Alternative 3B as the 

Locally Preferred Alternative is noted. 

M-2 

Refer to Response to Comment I-17.  A more detailed traffic flow plan would be prepared once an 

alternative is selected and the project advances into the final design phase.  

M-3 

The SFMTA has been conducting an extensive community outreach effort as summarized in Chapter 11.0 

Coordination and Consultation.  As indicated on page 5-12, this effort will continue through the project 

implementation phase.  Signage will be provided in both English and Chinese on all public notices and 

signage posted for project meetings and construction notices. 

The following text is added at the end of the third paragraph of page 6-35: 

“MTA will provide signing related to transit changes in Chinese as well as English.” 

The following Transit Improvement Measure (#3) is added to Table 7-2, page 7-9: 

“3. MTA will provide signing related to transit changes in Chinese as well as English.”  

M-4 

The request for a second entry to the Chinatown station at the lower level of the Mandarin Towers was 

considered, but is outside of the budgeted project cost estimate.  The pedestrian level of service analysis 

(see Table 3-17, pages 3-66 and 3-67 of the SEIS/SEIR) has shown that the planned station entrance is 

sufficient to meet pedestrian demand. 

M-5 

SFMTA has retained the services of the CCDC for assistance in the planning and implementation of the 

project in Chinatown.  SFMTA is committed to including the Chinatown community in planning for 

construction to minimize adverse impacts to the neighborhood and community over the five to six-year 

construction period. 
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Letter N 

 

N-1



 
 

3.0:  WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR – Volume II  3-48 

Responses to Letter N 
N-1 

The comments made in the CCDC letter regarding input from the Chinese Historical Society of America 

and the local architectural historian, Phil Choy, are not inconsistent with the findings in the SEIS/SEIR.  

The main difference is in the identification of an adverse effect for the demolition of either of the two 

buildings in Chinatown that have been determined to contribute to the potential eligibility of Chinatown 

as a National Register Historic Place-Historic District.   

As the SEIS/SEIR points out on page 4-65, a National Register of Historic Places Inventory Nomination 

Form was completed for the Chinatown Historic District in 1979.  Though reportedly the nomination was 

not approved by the Planning Department in 1986, the nomination has not been rejected by the State 

Historic Preservation Office (SHPO).  The original EIS/EIR for the Third Street Light Rail Project 

identified the buildings at 814-828 and 933-949 Stockton Street as contributors to the potential Historic 

District in 1997 (Corbett) and submitted the nomination forms to the SHPO.  The Office of Historic 

Preservation letter dated February 17, 1998, acknowledged the potential Historic District in their response 

letter as two of twenty “structures that appear to be eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as contributing 

elements to a Chinatown Historic District, a district that has not been evaluated”.   The Chinatown 

Historic District is listed on the California Register of Historic Resources (status code rating of 3D).  An 

adverse effect is created when an undertaking alters either directly or indirectly the character-defining 

features of a NRHP-eligible property. 

These factors lead to the conclusion of a potential adverse effect for the demolition of either building for a 

station.  Page 6-73 of the SEIS/SEIR describes that “demolition of contributing elements to a NRHP 

eligible district constitutes an adverse effect under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 

of 1966 and under the California Environmental Quality Act.”  Mitigation measures for historic property 

impacts that would reduce the adverse impact, but not to a less-than-significant level, are described on 

page 6-76 of the SEIS/SEIR:  partial preservation, having an architectural historian involved in the design 

of the new station, salvage of the architectural features for preservation, and development of a permanent 

display that would include the history of the demolished building and the relevance to the Chinatown 

District. 
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Comment Form O 

 

O-1
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Responses to Comment Form 
O-1  

Commenter’s support for the project is noted. 
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Comment Form P 

 

P-1
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Responses to Comment Form P 
P-1 

Commenter’s support for the project is noted. 
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Comment Form Q 

 

Q-1
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Responses to Comment Form Q 
Q-1 

Commenter’s support for the project is noted. 
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Letter R 

 

R-1
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R-2

R-3

R-4
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R-4
Cont. 
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Responses to Letter R 
R-1  

SFMTA is committed to continued close coordination with the TJPA for the interface between the Central 

Subway Project and the Transbay Transit Center Program, including the Caltrain Downtown Extension 

and Bus Storage facility on Fourth Street.  The design refinement of Alternative 3B, locating the subway 

portal south of Perry Street is now included in the SEIS/SEIR as the proposed design.  The Central 

Subway use of the temporary staging area under the I-80 structure between Harrison and Bryant Streets 

has also been refined to minimize any impacts to the TJPA bus storage facility planned for the same area. 

The text of Significant Impact 2 Alternative 3B, Traffic Operation/Cumulative, page S-19 is revised as 

follows: 

“2. In addition, the portal at Fourth Street under I-80 may restrict access to the proposed 

bus storage facility at Perry Street and large truck movements onto Stillman Street.” 

The text of Mitigation Measures, Alternative 3B, Traffic Operation/Cumulative, page S-19 is revised as 

follows: 

“Same as Alternative 3A, in addition SFMTA will explore options design modifications 

to the portal location with Caltrans, the TJPA, and Golden Gate Transit that will permit 

bus access to Perry Street and truck access to Stillman Street that will to reduce the 

impacts to a less-than-significant level.” 

The following text is added to the second sentence, first paragraph, page 2-36: 

“After stopping at the station platform on Fourth at King Streets, light rail would continue 

north on Fourth Street to a double-track portal between Bryant Perry and Harrison Streets 

under I-80 (see Figure 2-16).” 

Figures 2-16, 2-18, 2-19 and 5-10 are revised as noted in the attached pages to reflect the relocation of the 

subway portal and the placement of a crash barrier. 

The text in the last two sentences, paragraph two, page 3-55 is revised as follows: 

“Because of the location of tThe portal on Fourth Street just south of Perry Street, under 

the Interstate 80 Freeway, has been located to accommodate the bus access from south- 
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FIGURE 2-16 
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FIGURE 2-18 
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FIGURE 2-19 
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FIGURE 5-10 
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bound Fourth Street to the bus storage facility may be restricted due to the tight turning 

radius.  The portal may also ,however, restrict turn movements of larger trucks (40-foot or 

greater wheelbase) to Stillman Street for the same reasons.” 

The text of paragraph two, page 3-56 is revised as follows: 

“Mitigation measures would be the same as those described under Alternative 3A except 

as noted below.  To address the tight turn radius issues at Perry Stillman Street, MTA is 

currently investigating reducing the portal length and shifting its location southward to 

allow buses and with Caltrans, the TJPA and Golden Gate Transit the possibility of 

allowing trucks to enter Perry Stillman Street from Fourth Street under the Caltans I-80 

structure via the bus storage facility.  Other possible options evaluated were to locate the 

subway portal opening at the immediate3 north side of the Fourth Street/Bryant Street 

intersection and to design the incline of the tracks in the portal with a steeper grade or to 

shift the portal westerly by 13 feet, which would also include shifting of the two westerly 

traffic lanes and the west sidewalk further west.  The relocation of the west sidewalk 

would encroach into the Caltrans right-of-way.  All of these options would provide 

adequate space on the east side of Fourth Street to allow buses and trucks to access Perry 

and Stillman Streets.  Other possible options not yet identified may also be considered as 

part of the coordination process with the Transbay Terminal project team.  When the 

preferred option is selected, it would be included into the design of the portal for this 

Project.” 

The following text is added following the third paragraph, page 3-58: 

“The access to Stillman Street for larger trucks (40-foot wheelbase and above) would be 

restricted under this alternative due to the location of the portal.” 

The text in the fourth paragraph, page 3-58 is revised as follows: 

“Mitigation measures would be the same as those described above under Alternative 2, 

except as noted below.  To address the tight turn radius issues at Stillman Street, MTA is 

currently investigating with Caltrans, the TJPA and Golden Gate Transit the possibility of 

allowing trucks to enter Stillman Street from Fourth Street under the Caltrans I-80 

structure via the bus storage facility.  Other possible options not yet identified may also 

be considered as part of the coordination process with the Transbay Terminal project 
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team.  When the preferred option is selected, it would be included into the design for this 

Project.” 

The first sentence, last paragraph, page 6-18 is revised as follows: 

“The tunnel construction shaft would be located on Fourth Street between , just south of 

Perry Street, between Harrison and Bryant Streets.” 

The text of Significant Impact 2 Alternative 3B, Traffic Operation/Cumulative, page 7-11 is revised as 

follows: 

“2. In addition, the portal at Fourth Street under I-80 may restrict access to the proposed 

bus storage facility at Perry Street and large truck movements onto Stillman Street.” 

The text of Mitigation Measures, Alternative 3B, Traffic Operation/Cumulative, page 7-11 is revised as 

follows: 

“Same as Alternative 3A, in addition SFMTA will explore options design modifications 

to the portal location with Caltrans, the TJPA and Golden Gate Transit that will permit 

bus access to Perry Street and truck access to Stillman Street that will to reduce the 

impacts to a less-than-significant level.” 

The text of Less-Than-Significant Impact, Alternative 3B, Freight and Loading Operation/Cumulative, 

page 7-13 is revised as follows: 

“1. Permanent removal of some on-street loading spaces on Fourth Street and four spaces 

on Stockton Street between Washington and Jackson Streets would occur. 

2. The access to Stillman Street for larger trucks would be restricted under this alternative 

due to the portal location.” 

The text of Improvement Measures, Alternative 3B, Freight and Loading Operation/ Cumulative, page 7-

13 is revised as follows: 

“Same as Alternative 2, except MTA will explore with the TJPA and Golden Gate Transit 

options that will permit truck access to Stillman Street.” 
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R-2 

See Response to Comment R-1.  The design of the tunnel portal has been modified to reduce the portal 

length and shift the portal location south to allow buses to enter the bus storage facility under the I-80 

Freeway from Fourth Street using Perry Street.  The removal of the tight turning radius will also remove 

the potential for further bus delays at the Fourth and Harrison Streets intersection.  The text has been 

revised to reflect discussions with the TJPA and design refinements to minimize impacts to the TJPA bus 

storage access. 

R-3 

The description of the TJPA Transbay Terminal, and possible future accommodations for Caltrain 

Peninsula Rail Service and a future high speed train is in the third bulleted item on page 2-8 of the 

SEIS/SEIR.  Continued coordination between SFMTA and the TJPA is considered a vital part of the 

design development and engineering phases for the Central Subway Project to make sure that 

construction timing and project implementation will minimize any potential conflicts with the Caltrain 

Downtown Extension, should it be funded and implemented. 

R-4 

See Response to Comment X-4 for discussion of the operation of the bus storage facility and revised text 

on pages 3-56 and 6-36 of the SEIS/SEIR, under Mitigation Measures, for how temporary construction 

related impacts to the bus storage area under I-80 would be minimized. 
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Letter S 

 

S-1

S-2
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Responses to Letter S 
S-1  

Letter expresses concerns about the significant negative impacts of the project on the environment and the 

speculative nature of the report.  The potential for environmental effects are detailed in Sections 3.0, 5.0, 

and 6.0 of the SEIS/SEIR.  The analysis for the SEIS/SEIR has been based on accepted professional 

methodology for projecting potential environmental impacts associated with the implementation of a rail 

project as can be applied to the proposed Central Subway project in the San Francisco environment.  A 

comparative summary of significant impacts is shown in Table 7-2, along with mitigation measures.  

Detailed analysis of impacts can be found in Sections 5.0 and 6.0 of the SEIS/SEIR and analysis of 

impacts to traffic can be found in Section 3.0. 

Architectural and historic integrity impacts (for the proposed station in Chinatown) resulting from 

demolition of the existing building at 933-949 Stockton Street that contribute to the Chinatown Historic 

District would be partially mitigated through partial preservation of the building through rehabilitation, 

hiring an architectural historian to assist in the design development of the station and incorporation of 

architectural elements compatible with surrounding architectural features in the building architectural 

treatment, and/or salvaging of architectural features for conservation into a historic display in the station.  

The building at 933-949 Stockton Street is one of fourteen historic buildings in the block and 371 

contributing buildings in the Chinatown Historic District.(see page 6-78 of the SEIS/SEIR).  Other than 

the property proposed for demolition for the station, temporary construction-related vibration and visual 

impacts would not have significant adverse effects to historic properties or the Chinatown Historic 

District. (see pages 6-76 and 6-81 of the SEIS/SEIR). 

 

The contractor would be responsible for hiring an acoustical consultant to prepare a Noise and Vibration 

Control Plan that would identify all potential impacts that may occur during construction and would 

provide adequate control measures to clearly demonstrate that the noise and vibration criteria and limits 

established by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance would be adhered to. (see page 6-117 of the 

SEIS/SEIR). 

 

Long term traffic impacts would result from the project South of Market Street but not in Chinatown 

where the Central Subway would be in a deep tunnel.  Mitigation measures for traffic impacts are 

described on pages 3-53 thru 3-56 of the SEIS/SEIR.  Significant impacts to traffic at the intersections of 

King and Fourth Street and King and Third Streets cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant levels. 

S-2 
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Comment expresses opposition to the project and preference for Alternative 2 or Alternative 3A if the 

project does move forward. 
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Letter T 

 

T-1

T-2

T-3
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T-3
Cont. 
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Responses to Letter T 
T-1 

Comment noted that loss of one building for a station would not necessarily adversely affect the 

eligibility of Chinatown as a potential Historic District.  See Response to Comment N-1. 

T-2 

The text under Mitigation Measure #2, page 6-76, has been revised as follows: 

“2. Include expertise of an architectural historian in design development of station to 

develop a design culturally appropriate to the Chinatown community”. 

T-3 

SFMTA has included coordination with the Arts Commission as part of the scope of services with the 

CCDC as follows: 

CCDC will assist in the coordination and integration efforts of the Arts Commission and 

architects/engineers for development of a visual image for the Chinatown subway station that 

reflects community supported art.  Work with the San Francisco Arts Commission and 

Chinatown community-based arts organizations to develop an inclusionary process for choosing 

artists and artwork that will be associated with the Chinatown station. 

CCDC will coordinate with the Chinese Culture Foundation for input to this process. 
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Letter U 

 

U-1
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Responses to Letter U 
U-1 

Letter expresses support for the Central Subway Project and specifically for Alternative 3B. 
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Letter V 

 

V-3

V-2

V-1
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Responses to Letter V  
V-1 

Comment on the adequacy and completeness of the Draft SEIS/SEIR is noted. 

V-2 

Comment that the project benefits outweigh the potentially significant environmental impacts is noted. 

V-3 

Comment of support for transit-oriented development above the Moscone and Chinatown Stations is 

noted.  SFMTA will issue RFPs for development of stations as the next phase of work after this 

SEIS/SEIR.  Transit-oriented development proposals for the station sites will be evaluated as part of an 

independent environmental process if a firm proposal is submitted to the Planning Department. 
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Letter W 

 

W-6

W-5

W-4

W-3

W-2

W-1
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W-8

W-7

W-6
Cont.
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Responses to Letter W  
W-1 

The Chinatown Families Economic Self-Sufficiency Coalition (CFESC) supports any effort to relieve 

traffic congestion and improve public transit.  Comment noted.  The SEIS/SEIR analyzes both short-term 

construction impacts and long-term operational impacts of the Central Subway Project. 

W-2 

Page 6-117 of the SEIS/SEIR describes that mitigation during construction will need to meet the San 

Francisco Noise Ordinance Limits, and that a detailed Noise and Vibration Control Plan will be prepared 

during the final engineering design for the project.  This plan will identify all sources of noise during 

construction and will identify noise control measures that would be monitored during construction.  The 

mitigation measures in the draft document describe typical noise control measures for construction 

activities.  Appendix I, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, describes how construction noise 

and vibration would be monitored to ensure that Ordinance limits are met. 

W-3 

See Response to Comment A-4.  Small businesses displaced by the project will be offered relocation 

assistance and compensation for their loss of business during construction, as required by the federal 

Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act and the State of California 

Relocation Act.  Displaced businesses would also be given first rights to opportunities for renting 

commercial space in a new Chinatown station.  Mitigation measures to minimize potential impacts to 

businesses in the Project Area are described for parking and truck access in Section 6.3 and for noise in 

Section 6.15 of the SEIS/SEIR. 

W-4 

See Response to Comment A-4.  Residents displaced by the project will be relocated during the period 

following the adoption of the Final SEIR/SEIS and Record of Decision scheduled for late 2008 and prior 

to the start of construction scheduled for 2010.  Section 6.5.2 of the SEIS/SEIR describes the process to 

be used to comply with the Uniform Relocation Act for the 17 residential units displaced in Chinatown at 

the 933-949 Stockton Street station location.  The potential for the replacement of housing on the 

Chinatown Station sites is identified as a mitigation measure on pages 6-52 to 6-84 of the SEIS/SEIR. 
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W-5 

SFMTA will provide opportunities for Chinatown residents to seek jobs on the Central Subway Project 

through public notices (in English and Chinese) in Chinatown newspapers and project newsletters over 

the next two years and during construction.  SFMTA has also retained the services of the CCDC to assist 

in communicating job opportunities to Chinatown residents. 

W-6 

Job training would be part of the construction contracting and procurement process, not part of the 

environmental review process for the project.  SFMTA will explore all opportunities, consistent with City 

policies, to offer access to training for language and trades skills over the next several years leading to 

construction of the Central Subway. 

W-7 

Representatives from Chinatown are part of the Community Advisory Group (CAG) that has been 

actively involved in the Third Street Light Rail Project for over ten years.  The screening process used to 

identify alternative station locations in Chinatown is described in Section 2.4 (pages 2-59 to 2-62) of the 

SEIS/SEIR that describes how the two station alternatives were selected for analysis.  Chinatown 

representatives will continue to provide input to the station design and station art over the next several 

years and during final design/engineering for the project.  SFMTA has retained the services of the CCDC 

to assist in the coordination with Chinatown businesses and residents and architectural historians to 

ensure that opportunities for input are part of the design and decision process leading to construction.  

Project presentations have been made to community organizations (Chinatown Families Economic Self-

Sufficiency Coalition, Chinese Chamber of Commerce, Chinese Consolidated Benevolent Association, 

Chinatown Presbyterian Church) over the past year and a public meeting at the Gordon Lau Elementary 

School was held on November 8, 2007 to review the project and environmental findings. 

W-8 

See Response to Comment J-2.  As noted on pages 3-36 and 3-37 of the SEIS/SIER bus service on the 30-

Stockton, 45-Union/Stockton, and 9X/9AX/BX-San Bruno would continue once the Central Subway is 

completed, though headways may be adjusted.   
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Letter X 

 

X-2

X-1
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X-5

X-4

X-3

X-2
Cont. 
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X-5
Cont. 
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Responses to Letter X 
X-1 

Comment regarding the acknowledgement of the Golden Gate bus storage facility at the Fourth and Perry 

site is noted. 

X-2 

See Response to Comment R-1.  SFMTA is committed to continued close coordination with the TJPA 

and Golden Gate Transit for the interface between the Central Subway Project and the Transbay Transit 

Center Program, including the Bus Storage facility on Fourth Street.  As noted on page 3-55, text changes 

have been incorporated into the SEIS/SEIR to reflect the revised location of the tunnel portal to 

accommodate bus access and the agreements reached. 

X-3 

A crash barrier is planned for the portal to protect the entrance structure from turning buses.  The current 

tunnel portal layout plans provide space for the tunnel crash barrier without interfering with the turning 

path of the bus as it enters the bus storage facility.  Figure 2-18 on page 2-39, Figure 2-19 on page 2-41, 

and Figure 5-10 on page 5-40 have been revised to show the tunnel crash barrier.  See Response to 

Comment R-1 for revised figures. 

X-4 

The project construction would not impact any of the regular Golden Gate Transit bus routes as none of 

the Golden Gate Transit bus lines operate on Fourth or Stockton Streets in San Francisco.  Construction 

on the segment of Fourth Street, between Bryant and Harrison Streets under Alternatives 3A and 3B, 

could temporarily affect access for empty Golden Gate buses entering the proposed Transbay Terminal 

bus storage facility at Fourth and Perry Streets.  Under Alternative 2, the portal would be located to the 

south of the bus storage facility and would not have the same impacts. 

Golden Gate buses would be entering the bus storage facility primarily after the morning peak period and 

would enter via Harrison, Fourth and Perry Streets.  Generally, exiting from the site would occur prior to 

the start of the afternoon peak period via Perry and Third Streets.  While a reduction in lanes is 

anticipated on Fourth Street between Bryant and Harrison Streets during the construction period for 

Alternative 3A or 3B, SFMTA plans to stage excavation shaft construction and utility relocation to 

maintain access to the bus storage facility by Golden Gate buses and will work with the Golden Gate 

Bridge Highway and Transit District (GGBHTD) to develop bus detour routing plans to ensure access.  If 

access to the construction shaft is needed, it would be scheduled so as not to conflict with the periods 
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when buses are entering or exiting the bus storage site.  The SFMTA is committed to continued 

coordination with the TJPA and GGBHTD to minimize construction impacts on Golden Gate Transit bus 

operations. 

The impacts to the Golden Gate bus operations would be less-than-significant due to their temporary 

nature and the maintenance of access to the bus storage site during construction. 

The following text changes and additions are proposed on pages 6-35 and 6-36 of the SEIS/SEIR to 

identify impacts to Golden Gate Transit buses and proposed mitigation measures. 

The text of the second sentence, fourth paragraph, of page 6-35 is revised as follows. 

“…At the tunnel construction shaft, Muni buses would be rerouted to the west side of Fourth 

Street between Bryant and Harrison Streets… 

The following paragraph is added after the fourth paragraph, page 6-35: 

“Excavation of the construction shaft under the I-80 Freeway between Bryant and 

Harrison Streets would also impact Golden Gate Transit bus operations under 

Alternative 3A.  Buses will use Harrison, Fourth, and Perry Streets to enter the Transbay 

Terminal mid-day bus storage facility that is proposed for the site between Perry and 

Stillman Streets, east of Fourth Street.  Generally buses would be entering the proposed 

Transbay Terminal bus layover facility after the morning peak commute period and 

exiting the site before the afternoon peak commute period (3 p.m.).  The reduction in 

lanes on Fourth Street during the construction period would temporarily affect access to 

the bus storage facility.” 

The text under Mitigation Measures for Alternative 3A on of page 6-36 is revised as follows. 

“Mitigation measures would be same as those proposed under Alternative 2, except as 

described below.  The MTA would continue to coordinate with the TJPA and Golden 

Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation District (GGBHTD) to minimize construction 

impacts on Golden Gate Transit bus operations.  MTA would stage excavation shaft 

construction and utility relocation to maintain access to the bus storage facility by 

Golden Gate buses and work with GGBHTD to develop bus detour routing plans to 

ensure continued access.  If access to the construction shaft is needed, it would be 

scheduled so as not to conflict with the periods when buses are entering or exiting the 

bus storage site.” 
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The text revisions under Mitigation Measures for Alternative 3B on page 6-36 are revised as follows. 

“Mitigation measures would be same as those proposed under Alternative 2 3A. 

The text of Less-Than-Significant-Impacts, Alternative 3A, Transit Construction, page 7-9 is revised as 

follows: 

“5. Excavation of the construction shaft under the I-80 Freeway between Bryant and 

Harrison Streets would also impact Golden Gate Transit bus operations.” 

The text of Improvement Measures, Alternative 3A, Transit Construction, page 7-9 is revised as follows: 

“Same is Alternative 2, except SFMTA would coordinate with TJPA and GGBHTD to 

minimize construction impacts on Golden Gate Transit.  SFMTA would stage 

excavation shaft construction and utility relocation to maintain access to the bus storage 

facility by Golden Gate buses and work with GGBHTD to develop bus detour routing 

plans for continued access.  Access to the construction shaft would be scheduled to 

avoid conflict with the active bus periods.” 

The text of Improvement Measures, Alternative 3B, Transit Construction, page 7-9 is revised as follows: 

“Same as Alternative 2 3A.” 

X-5 

See Response to Comment X-4 and text revisions proposed in the Transit Impacts section.  Access to the 

proposed bus storage facility would be maintained at all times, though rerouting of buses may occur for 

limited periods of time. 
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Letter Y 

 

Y-4

Y-3

Y-2

Y-1
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Responses to Letter Y 
Y-1 

Comment expressing support for Alternative 3B is noted. 

Y-2 

Comment supporting the access point in Union Square from Geary Street is noted.  The number of access 

points at the subway stations was reduced to save costs for the project.  The current design for Union 

Square Station Alternative 3B meets capacity and emergency access requirements for the project.  Stair 

access would be provided on both the east and west sides of Geary Street and escalator and elevator 

access along the south side of Union Square along Geary Street.  These entrances would be located near 

existing Geary 38 bus stops for ease of transfer.  An additional stairway entry along O’Farrell Street 

would be cost-prohibitive at this time because available funding for the Central Subway Project is limited. 

Y-3 

See Response to Comment Y-2.  In early discussions with regarding the location of access points to the 

Moscone Station, representatives from the Moscone Center indicated that a station access directly 

connecting to the convention center at the northwest corner of Fourth and Howard Streets would present 

security issues.  In addition, an existing sewer trunk line under Fourth Street between Howard and 

Mission Streets would interfere with station construction in this area.  (See pages 2-59 through 2-61 of the 

SEIS/SEIR.)  

Y-4 

The design team evaluated the potential for locating the fare gates and ticket vending machines at the 

street level and determined that the queuing requirements could not be accommodated in the limited 

surface area space at street level.  In addition, MTA has a station agent at each station concourse level and 

fare gates are collocated with the station agent booth for security and passenger assistance purposes. 
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Memo Z 

 

Z-5

Z-4

Z-3

Z-2

Z-1
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Responses to Memo Z 
Z-1 

The following text changes suggested by the Muni Service Planning Section are incorporated into the 

column headings for Table S-2, page S-12; Table 2-2, page 2-23; Table 2-4, page 2-35, and Table 2-6, 

page 2-48 of the SEIS/SEIR: 

 
 
 
 

Alternative 

 
 

Peak 
Headways 
9-X Line2 

 
Diesel/Trolley 
Peak Demand 

(Systemwide Fleet 
size) 1 

 
Total Annual 
Diesel/Trolley 

Bus Hours 
(Systemwide) 1 

 
 

Peak 
Headways 
T-Third2 

 
LRV Fleet 

Peak Demand3 
(Systemwide 
Fleet size) 13 

Total  
Annual LRV 
Car Hours T-

Line 
(Systemwide) 

 

Z-2 

The following changes suggested by the Muni Service Planning Section are incorporated into the text. 

The text of the footnote in Table S-3, page S-13 is revised as follows. 

“Costs for Alternatives 3A and 3B do not include the North Beach Construction Variant, 

which is estimated to costs $54 million in Year of Expenditure (YOE) dollars.” 

The text of the second paragraph of page S-13 is revised as follows. 

“As indicated in the total capital cost for the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment, including the 

purchase of four additional LRVs (3 peak and 1 float vehicle) to accommodate 2030 

demand is estimated at $1,.345 billion ($1,.685 billion in Year of Expenditure (YOE)).  

The total capital cost for the Central Subway Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A is 

estimated at $1.131 billion ($1,.407 billion in YOE) and the total capital cost for the 

Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B is estimated at $1.014 billion ($1,.235 billion in 

YOE).” 

The text of the first sentence, first paragraph of page 8-7 is revised as follows. 

“The projected incremental operating costs for both the T-Third line (IOS) and Central 

Subway Alternatives are summarized in Table 8-2 in year of expenditure dollars (YOE).” 

The following footnote is added to Table 8-2, page 8-7. 

“Note:  YOE is Year of Expenditure.” 
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Z-3 

The following changes suggested by the Muni Service Planning Section are incorporated into the text. 

The following footnotes are added to Table E-1 and E-2 in Appendix E. 

“Notes: 1 Central Subways T-Third long-line to Visitacion Valley and T-Third short-line to 18th and 
Third Streets. 

2 15-Third Line shifts to 9X-San Bruno or to the T-Third line. 
3 45 Union/Stockton extended into Mission Bay.” 

Z-4 

The ridership for the existing year and the future years has been revised based on new model runs from 

the updated SF model (see revisions incorporated into Tables E-1 and E-2 in the SEIS/SEIR).  The 

updated results show that there would be an increase in ridership between 2000 and 2030 on the 30-

Stockton and 45-Union/Stockton lines for the No Project/TSM Alternative as suggested by the 

commenter. 

Z-5 

The estimated transit ridership in Tables E-3 and E-4 is projected for the year 2030.   

The text of the titles of Tables E-3 and E-4 are revised as follows. 

“ESTIMATED 2030 DAILY TRANSIT RIDERSHIP” 
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Letter AA 

 

AA-2

AA-1
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AA-6

AA-5

AA-4

AA-3
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AA-13

AA-12

AA-11

AA-10

AA-9

AA-8

AA-7

AA-6
Cont. 
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AA-21

AA-20

AA-19

AA-18

AA-17

AA-16

AA-15

AA-14

AA-13
Cont.



 
 

3.0:  WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR – Volume II  3-97 

 

AA-25

AA-24

AA-23

AA-22
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AA-36

AA-35

AA-34

AA-33

AA-32

AA-31

AA-30

AA-29

AA-28

AA-27

AA-26
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AA-44

AA-43

AA-42

AA-41

AA-40

AA-39

AA-38

AA-37

AA-36
Cont.



 
 

3.0:  WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR – Volume II  3-100 

 

AA-47

AA-46

AA-45
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Responses to Letter AA 
AA-1 

While Telegraph Hill and North Beach are located in the northeastern quadrant of San Francisco, they are 

identified in the 1995 Four Corridor Plan (San Francisco County Transportation Authority) as a future 

transit corridor, following development of the Third Street Light Rail and Central Subway.  North Beach 

is shown as part of the Central Subway study area (Figure 1-2) to include evaluation of the option of an 

underground construction tunnel to Columbus Avenue in North Beach for purposes of extracting the 

Tunnel Boring Machine upon completion of the tunnel construction. 

Consistent with the certified 1998 Third Street Light Rail Final EIS/EIR, and with the adopted Four 

Corridor Plan, the Central Subway revenue service would terminate at the station in Chinatown at 

Stockton and Jackson Streets.  SFMTA’s objective for the proposed Project is to complete the second 

phase of the Third Street Light Rail Project and provide Muni transit improvements in the Central 

Subway corridor (page 1-3 of the Purpose and Need).  The Third Street Light Rail Project stated a “need” 

to address deficiencies in the transit system serving the communities in the southeastern part of San 

Francisco, including deficiencies that exist at present and those that are anticipated to exist during the 20-

year planning horizon.  Connections between Bayview Hunters Point and Visitacion Valley with 

Downtown and Chinatown and to regional transit services were an important part of the definition of 

“need” for the light rail project. 

The reference to the use of transit deficiencies in the “northeastern part of San Francisco” on pages S-3 

and 1-4 of the SEIS/SEIR has been revised to read “northeastern and southeastern” for consistency with 

the original need statement.  This was the basis for defining alternatives in the original Third Street Light 

Rail Project EIS/EIR, including the Phase 2, Central Subway.  This is also consistent with the definition 

of the terminus of the Central Subway Project in the vicinity of Stockton and Jackson Streets in 

Chinatown, as defined in the September 2006 Notice of Preparation (NOP), which was used to define the 

alternatives for the SEIS/SEIR.  

The first sentence, first paragraph, page S-3 is revised as follows: 

“The Central Subway Project would help to address mobility and transit deficiencies by 

improving connections to communities in the northeastern and southeastern parts of the 

City and improving reliability of transit services.”   
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The first sentence, last paragraph, page 1-4 is revised as follows: 

“The Central Subway Project would help to address mobility and transit deficiencies by 

improving connections to communities in the northeastern and southeastern parts of the 

City and improving reliability of transit services.”   

AA-2 

See Response to Comment AA-1 above.  The impact analysis for the North Beach area is focused on 

potential impacts to traffic, transit, park land, cultural resources (archaeological resources and historic 

properties), noise and vibration and biology for the temporary construction tunnel that would extend to 

Columbus Avenue in North Beach for the purpose of extracting the Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM).  The 

potential impacts from this underground tunneling activity and one-week extraction of the TBM were 

analyzed and were found to be less-than-significant and would be further minimized by mitigation 

measures defined in the SEIS/SEIR.  Potential impacts to Chinatown are not limited, and are described in 

detail in the document in Chapters 5.0 and 6.0.  The management of the mitigation monitoring program is 

described in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) attached to this Final EIS/EIR as 

Appendix I.  SFMTA will have overall responsibility for ensuring that all mitigation measures are 

implemented and that compliance is reported to the Planning Department on a quarterly basis. 

The Appendices of the SEIS/SEIR are revised to add the Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program as 

Appendix I. 

AA-3 

The 2005 revision to the federal regulations that govern Section 4(f) reporting described on page 10-8 of 

the SEIS/SEIR allows a finding of de minimis impacts when the activities, features, and attributes of the 

4(f) resource would not be adversely affected.  Concurrence from the Department of Recreation and Parks 

for the minor impacts to Union Square and Washington Square parks is attached as Appendix J.  FTA 

concurs with this finding (Appendix J). 

The Appendices of the SEIS/SEIR, Volume I, are revised to add the Recreation and Park Commission de 

minimis finding as Appendix J. 

AA-4 

See Response to Comment AA-1.  Reference to the mobility and transit deficiencies in the “northeastern” 

part of San Francisco has been added to a reference to “southeastern” part of the city for consistency with 

the need statement in the Final EIS/EIR for the Third Street Light Rail Project.  The mobility and transit 
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deficiencies relate to the Bayview/Hunters Point residents in the southeastern neighborhoods of the City 

and the need for improved transit connections with Downtown, Chinatown and transit systems that serve 

the region (BART and Caltrain).  The affected environment for the Central Subway analysis of potential 

impacts is consistent with the study area established for the subway segment of the Third Street Light Rail 

for the 1998 EIS/EIR.  The alternatives in this SEIS/SEIR have been expanded to include the Fourth 

Street corridor (Alternative 3 A and B) added as a result of public scoping.  Each of the evaluations 

performed for the environmental categories (as detailed in Chapters 3.0, 5.0, and 6.0) looked at an impact 

area that was appropriate for that environmental resource. 

AA-5 

The population and employment growth between the year 2000 and 2030 is shown on Table 1-1, page 1-

6, and identifies the projected growth for the Central Subway Corridor.  The greatest growth is projected 

in the Mission Bay development and in the South of Market area.  The Central Subway Project traverses 

this growth area and would provide transit connections to regional transit (BART, Caltrain) and other 

Muni lines, however, other areas along the Third Street corridor will also benefit by being able to access 

Downtown and Chinatown. 

AA-6 

While the Central Subway Corridor is served by major bus lines, surface congestion, particularly along 

Stockton Street, results in unreliable service and delays for transit passengers.  As stated on page 1-4 of 

the SEIS/SEIR, the Central Subway Project would help to address mobility and transit deficiencies by 

improving connections between the southeastern and northeastern part of the City and improving 

reliability of transit services.  The goals of the Central Subway Project include: improving transit in the 

Central Subway Corridor to enhance the mobility of corridor residents, business people, and visitors; 

bringing transit service in the Central Subway Corridor to the level and quality of service available in 

other sections of the city; and to support economic development within the South of Market, Downtown, 

and Chinatown Study Area.  By reducing transit travel times along the corridor and improving service 

reliability, all of the build alternatives of the Central Subway Project would meet the stated project goals 

and Purpose and Need as summarized above. 

The alternatives analyzed in the SEIS/SEIR are consistent with those identified in the Notice of 

Preparation (NOP) dated September 20, 2006 (Appendix B) and presented to the public at scoping 

meeting and public information meetings.  Alternative 2 was modified to meet current fire and safety 

codes, but otherwise is the same subway corridor as analyzed in the Final EIS/EIR for the Third Street 

Light Rail Project in 1998.  Section 2.4 Project Development History, page 2-52 to page 2-62, describes 
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the full range of alternatives assessed during project development and the environmental review process.  

Transit reliability, connectivity with other transit lines, increases in traffic congestion, which relate to the 

overall goals of the Project and the Purpose and Need are addressed in Chapter 3.0, Transportation, for 

the No Project and for each of the subway alternatives. 

AA-7 

Measures to minimize harm to Section 4(f) resources (including the two buildings in Chinatown that are 

potentially eligible for the NRHP as contributors to the potentially eligible Chinatown Historic District, 

and Union Square Park, Washington Square Park and Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground) are 

described on pages 10-46 to 10-49 of the SEIS/SEIR.  Implementation of these measures would reduce 

the potential impacts to resources to minor resulting in a de minimis finding for Section 4(f) and would 

not require analysis of avoidance alternatives.  Impacts to historic properties are described in Sections 

5.4.1 and 6.7.2 of the SEIS/SEIR.  Demolition of either of the buildings in Chinatown for station 

development would constitute a significant adverse effect that will require a statement of overriding 

considerations at the time of project adoption.   

AA-8 

As stated in Chapter 1.0, Purpose and Need on page 1-5 of the SEIS/SEIR, the population along the 

Central Subway Corridor has a higher percentage of transit dependent population than the city average; 

72 percent of households along the corridor are without a car compared to 29 percent citywide.  The 

unemployment rates on the corridor at 9 percent are also higher than the citywide average of 4.6 percent.  

While the corridor is served by major bus lines, the surface congestion, particularly along Stockton Street, 

results in unreliable service and delays for transit passengers.  The goals of the Central Subway Project, as 

they relate to the Purpose and Need, include: improving transit in the Central Subway Corridor to enhance 

the mobility of corridor residents, business people, and visitors; bringing transit service in the Central 

Subway Corridor to the level and quality of service available in other sections of the city; and to support 

economic development within the South of Market, Downtown, and Chinatown Study Area.  By reducing 

transit travel times along the corridor and improving service reliability, the Central Subway Project is 

meeting the stated project goals and Purpose and Need as summarized above. 

AA-9 

See Response to Comment AA-8 for discussion of equity and mobility issues and Response to Comment 

AA-1 for background on city’s investment priorities for transit corridors in the city.  The project is 

intended to enhance transit service in the Central Subway Corridor with improved connections from 

Visitacion Valley and the Bayview to South of Market and Chinatown and also improved access to jobs 
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in the South of Market and Downtown.  Improving transit and providing enhanced mobility for the 

transit-dependent population along the corridor addresses environmental justice issues by bringing the 

service to the level of transit in other sections of the City.  The improvement of service to the Northern 

Waterfront and North Beach are not stated objectives for the Central Subway Project. 

AA-10 

See Response to Comment AA-1 for discussion of why the northern boundary of the project was set at 

Jackson Street.  The extension of the TBM extraction tunnel into North Beach would facilitate a possible 

future connection to North Beach, but would be subject to an independent study and environmental 

review as the rail extension project has not advanced to the design stage at this time, though it is 

identified as a future project in the San Francisco County Transportation Authority 1995 Four Corridors 

Plan. 

AA-11 

An above ground alternative was considered in the project development phase, but was rejected from 

further consideration in the SEIS/SEIR as it would not appreciably reduce travel times due to surface 

traffic congestion and traffic control devices intended to manage vehicle flows on surface streets (see 

page 2-52 of the SEIS/SEIR for Project development history).   

AA-12 

The study area for the Central Subway was set in consultation with the Planning Department and the FTA 

based on the potential impact area for the proposed project.  As the rail project runs along and under 

existing city streets in a fully-developed urban area, the impacts area was defined within two-blocks of 

either side of the rail corridor.  The impact area was expanded to include a broader area when warranted 

by a specific impact; for example, the potential impact of the project on population and employment or on 

the larger Chinatown Historic District and the construction impacts on North Beach were considered.  The 

majority of the SEIS/SEIR in Chapters 3.0. 5.0. and 6.0 presents findings of the impact analysis and 

follows a standard format for preparation of an SEIS/SEIR as identified by the Planning Department and 

by FTA. 

AA-13 

See Response to Comment I-2.  The diamond lane outlined in the Transit Preferential Streets (TPS) 

Program on Stockton Street, south of the tunnel, was implemented in 2004.  Improvements on Columbus 

Avenue and Market Street as identified for TPS treatments in the Muni Short Range Transit Plan 2006-

2025 (see page 3-9) are being incorporated into the SFMTA Transit Effectiveness Program.  The Transit 
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Effectiveness Program Draft Proposals are under public review and will be presented to the SFMTA in 

summer 2008.  Improvements proposed on Columbus Avenue include a Downtown Circulator Route 

(modified 19-Polk) and all articulated buses operating on the 30-Stockton.  Increased service on the F-

Market/Wharves is proposed for midday and p.m. peak hours. 

AA-14 

See Response to Comment AA-1 for discussion about project boundaries.  Under the Central Subway 

Project Alternative 3B, pedestrian trips to the corner of Stockton and Washington Streets would increase 

as noted in Table 3-17, page 3-67.  This would result in a degradation of Level of Service (LOS) from A 

to B.  While LOS B, represents more crowded conditions than LOS A, it is still considered to be an 

acceptable level of service for city sidewalks.  Level of Service E and F represent the most crowded 

conditions when pedestrian movement becomes difficult due to crowded conditions.  The Central Subway 

would serve the transit dependent area within walking distance north of Washington Street along 

Stockton Street.  The station is located in an area just to the south of the most congested commercial 

section of Stockton Street.  This allows access to the important local shopping district north of Jackson 

Street without compounding the already crowded conditions.  In addition, the 9X-San Bruno express 

lines, 20-Columbus, 30-Stockton, 39-Coit, 41-Union, and 45-Union/Stockton bus lines will continue to 

serve the Telegraph Hill and North Beach neighborhoods. 

AA-15 

See Response to Comment AA-8. 

AA-16 

The individual bus stops along the Central Subway corridor were not shown under the existing transit 

conditions as the ridership analysis is not done at that level of detail.  In general, however, the bus stops 

along Stockton Street are located approximately every two blocks.  The ridership on all of the surface bus 

lines along the Central Subway Corridor would decline with the implementation of the rail project as 

noted in Table 3-8, page 3-37.  With the declining ridership, a decline in passenger activity would be 

expected at the surface bus stops, particularly on the 30-Stockton and 45-Union/Stockton lines, when 

compared to Alternative 1, No Project/TSM.  Based on the expected reduction in passenger demand at the 

surface bus stations, a detailed impact analysis of each surface bus stop was not required. 
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AA-17 

Pedestrian counts were taken in April and June 2007 during the P.M. peak period. 

AA-18 

The Central Subway Project, which is an underground rail operation, would not be expected to have an 

adverse impact on surface street operations along Stockton Street between Washington Street and 

Columbus Avenue.  A level of service analysis was conducted only for the segment of the rail line where 

surface operations are proposed.   

AA-19 

See Response to Comment AA-18 regarding traffic level of service analysis for the subway corridor.  

Level of service analysis was not performed for the construction period along Stockton Street or 

Columbus Avenue because changes in traffic circulation and traffic delays that are likely to be 

experienced during the construction period are highly episodic in nature and are continually changing as 

the construction advances and therefore do not lend themselves to a standard level of service analysis.  

The construction traffic impacts associated with the build alternatives are described in Section 6.3.2 of the 

SEIS/SEIR.   

AA-20 

Text amendments are made in Chapter 3.0, Transportation Analysis and Chapter 6.0, Construction 

Methods, Impacts, and Mitigations to elaborate on the existing freight loading conditions along Stockton 

Street and Columbus Avenue. 

The following addition of text pertaining to freight loading on Stockton Street in Union Square and 

Chinatown is added as new third and fourth paragraphs following the second paragraph, page 3-24. 

“Stockton Street is a mix of on-street metered parking, on-street loading zones, and bus 

zones.  In some blocks, between Market and Sutter Street, on-street parking and loading 

has been removed completely to accommodate the flow of traffic, access to the public 

parking garages, and bus stops.  The on-street loading spaces in both Union Square and 

Chinatown are important to servicing the adjacent retailers as off-street loading docks are 

limited. 

On Columbus Avenue, between Union and Powell Streets, there are no off-street loading 

spaces.”  
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The following text is added as a new fifth paragraph following the fourth paragraph, page 6-39: 

“Construction of the Union Square/Market Street Station would impact loading and 

freight activities on Stockton Street between Sutter and Geary Streets.  Loading and 

freight would also be affected on Geary Street between Market/Kearny and Stockton 

Streets due to the guideway tunnel construction.  Curb parking would be eliminated along 

these streets during various stages of construction to accommodate traffic flow around the 

work area and trucks for equipment and materials delivery and spoils removal. 

Freight and loading activities near the Chinatown Station would be impacted, although 

the direct impacts would only be limited to the east side of Stockton Street between Clay 

and Sacramento Streets.  The demolition of the existing structures and construction of the 

new station head house at this location would require curb space on the east side of 

Stockton Street to accommodate trucks for equipment and materials delivery and spoils 

removal.” 

The following text is added as new paragraphs following the second paragraph, page 6-40: 

“Construction of the Union Square/Market Street Station would impact loading and 

freight activities on Stockton Street between Post and Market Streets and a portion of 

Ellis Street between Stockton and Powell Streets.  Curb parking would be eliminated 

along these streets during various stages of construction to accommodate traffic flow 

around the work area and trucks for equipment and materials delivery and spoils removal. 

Freight and loading activities near the Chinatown Station would be impacted, although 

the direct impacts would only be confined to the east side of Stockton Street between 

Clay and Sacramento Streets.  The demolition of the existing structures and construction 

of the new station head house at this location would require curb space on the east side of 

Stockton Street to accommodate trucks for equipment and materials delivery and spoils 

removal. 

If the North Beach Tunnel Construction Variant is adopted, construction of the extraction 

shaft on Columbus Avenue between Powell and Union Streets would have no effect on 

loading and freight activities as there are no loading zones on this block.  However, 

access to loading and freight zones on Union Street between Stockton and Powell Streets 

and on Columbus Avenue between Union and Stockton Streets may be impacted due to 
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restrictions in traffic circulation and detours in the area for the duration of the shaft 

construction.” 

The text of the first sentence, fifth paragraph (Mitigation Measures), page 6-40 is amended as follows: 

“Mitigation measures would be the same as those described above under Alternative 23A, 

except as noted below Union Street and Columbus Avenue would also be directly 

impacted by construction and would require converting a portion of curb parking 

upstream or downstream from construction site to loading and unloading zones for 

temporary access to businesses.  DPT will work with the property and business owners 

on Perry and Stillman Streets to develop temporary detour routes for traffic to maintain 

access to their properties throughout the construction period.  ” 

The following text is added as new paragraphs following the fifth paragraph, page 6-40: 

“Construction of the Union Square/Market Street Station would impact loading and 

freight activities on Stockton Street between Geary and Ellis Streets and a portion of Ellis 

Street between Stockton and Powell Streets since the method of construction used would 

be cut-and-cover.  As described in Section 6.2.3, the installation of shoring for the 

platform section of the station may require Stockton Street to be shut down to traffic 

completely for a period of six to eight months.  In addition, the installation of shoring and 

decking would also require at least two traffic lanes on Stockton Street to be closed for 

about 10 to 12 months.  During these stretches of construction activity, there would be no 

access to the loading and freight zones on Stockton Street.  Ellis Street would experience 

similar impacts to loading and freight as it would be reduced to one traffic lane to 

accommodate the construction staging area. 

Freight and loading activities near the Chinatown Station would be temporarily impacted, 

although the direct impacts would only be confined to the southwest corner of Stockton 

and Washington Streets.  The demolition of the existing structures and construction of the 

new station head house at this corner would require curb space on the west side of 

Stockton Street and the south side of Washington Street to accommodate trucks. 

If the North Beach Tunnel Construction Variant is adopted, construction of the extraction 

shaft on Columbus Avenue between Powell and Union Streets would have no effect on 

loading and freight activities as there are no loading zones on this block.  However, 

access to loading and freight zones on Union Street between Stockton and Powell Streets 
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and on Columbus Avenue between Union and Stockton Streets may be impacted due to 

restrictions in traffic circulation and detours in the area for the duration of the shaft 

construction.” 

AA-21 

Lane closures for six months in the middle two lanes of Columbus Avenue between Union Street and 

Filbert Street would not affect any loading areas for businesses.  This block of Columbus Avenue is 

currently used as bus stops for the 15-Third, 45-Union and 30-Stockton and does not include on-street 

parking or loading.  Construction of the TBM retrieval shaft near Washington Square Park for the tunnel 

variant would require the temporary (five months) relocation of bus stops for the 30-Stockton and 45-

Union lines.  Once the shaft is constructed it would be covered and travel lanes would reopen. 

AA-22 

Parking conditions were presented for the blocks in which the project had the potential for impacting 

parking conditions.  The loss of parking for each alternative is described in Chapter 2.0.  The permanent 

parking loss associated with the project is summarized on Table 3-16, page 3-60 and described on pages 

3-58 to 3-64.  The construction-related parking impacts are described in Section 6.3.4, pages 6-41 through 

6-44 of the SEIS/SEIR.  Text additions are recommended as part of the staff initiated text changes (see 

Chapter 5.0, Volume II), to add additional parking information for the block of Stockton Street, between 

Washington and Jackson Streets, in Chinatown.  This block would lose two parking spaces under 

Alternative 3B, to accommodate the provision of emergency stairs as described at the bottom of page 2-

45. 

AA-23 

See Responses AA-1, AA-4, and AA-12.  The Study Area, Affected Environment, and project boundary 

at Stockton and Jackson Street is consistent with the study area in the Third Street Light Rail Project Final 

EIS/EIR, which includes the Phase 2, Central Subway.  Population and employment in the broader 

service area for the subway project has been considered in the analysis on pages 4-25 to 4-27 of the 

SEIS/SEIR. 

AA-24 

See Response to Comment I-3.  The CAG has recommended the addition of a representative from the 

North Beach area and SFMTA is in the process of soliciting that representation. 

AA-25 
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See Response to Comment AA-1 for history of the project and the 1995 Four Corridor Plan.  Page 4-13 

clearly points out that the Bayshore Corridor (Third Street) had the highest priority for implementation 

and use of Proposition B revenues.  The Van Ness and Geary corridors were to follow the Third Street 

LRT project for funding and implementation.  The North Beach corridor would follow the Van Ness 

Avenue and Geary Street corridor in terms of priority, according to the Four Corridor Plan.  The Central 

Subway is the second phase of the Third Street Light Rail Project, and is therefore consistent with the 

funding priorities.   

AA-26 

See Response to comment I-5.  The purpose and need of the Central Subway Project is not specifically 

relevant to the Port’s Waterfront Land Use Plan goal of reuniting the city with the waterfront.  Reference 

to the Waterfront Land Use Plan was included because it covers The Embarcadero Corridor (Alternative 

1, No Project/TSM) and extends to Third and King Streets, which is relevant to the general study area.  

The fact that the Central Subway Project does not actively promote access to the waterfront does not 

invalidate it as an important or viable project for the city.  The transportation goals of the Waterfront 

Land Use Plan are being achieved through other projects such as the F-line, which was implemented as 

part of the improvements to The Embarcadero Corridor. 

AA-27 

See Response to Comments I-5 and AA-26.  The Northeastern Waterfront Plan boundaries, like those of 

the Waterfront Land Use Plan, cover The Embarcadero Corridor (Alternative 1, No Project/TSM) and 

extend west to Third and King Streets, which is within the project study area.  The purpose and need of 

the Central Subway Project is not directly related to enhancing access to the city’s waterfront; however, 

this does not invalidate the importance or viability of the project. 

AA-28 

The extension of the TBM extraction tunnel into North Beach could facilitate a possible future connection 

to North Beach.  As noted in Responses to Comments AA-10 and AA-25, rail service in the North Beach 

corridor would be subject to an independent study and environmental review as the project has not 

advanced to the design stage at this time.  The 1995 Four Corridor Plan calls for improvements in the 

North Beach Corridor after improvements in the Van Ness Avenue and Geary Street corridors. 
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AA-29 

The Central Subway Project would provide direct transit connections between the AT&T Ballpark, 

Moscone Convention Center, Union Square, and Chinatown.  These destinations are among the most 

popular tourist attractions in the city.  In addition, the project would provide a direct connection to the 

Powell Street BART/Muni Metro station, which would expand the potential connections to other parts of 

the city and the region.  By enhancing these connections, the project would promote ease of access to 

popular tourist destinations.  See Section 4.1.1, page 4-1 for a description of General Plan Elements.  It is 

up to decision-makers to decide if the project is consistent with the General Plan. 

AA-30 

The Central Subway Project does not directly address transit improvements to east-west links.  It is 

focused more on improving the transit connections between the northeastern and southeast parts of the 

city, particularly between Visitacion Valley and Chinatown and the Bayview/Hunters Point and the South 

of Market and Downtown employment centers.  The Central Subway Project is consistent with Objective 

7, Transportation, of the Area Plan for Chinatown and, specifically, Policy 7.2 to make Muni routes 

reflective of, and responsive to, Chinatown ridership, evidenced by the over crowding of the 45 and 30 

buses along Stockton Street.   

AA-31 

A substantive analysis of potential impacts from both construction and operation of the Central Subway 

Project is included in the SEIS/SEIR, Section 5.0 Environmental Consequences and Section 6.0 

Construction Methods, Impacts, and Mitigation.  Both FTA and San Francisco noise limits for 

construction are described on page 4-124.  Dust during construction is discussed on page 6-110 and noise 

impacts are discussed on page 6-115.  Significant impacts and mitigation measures are summarized in the 

Executive Summary and also in Section 7.0 CEQA Considerations.  Standard mitigation measures are 

typical for an environmental document at this level of project design and engineering.  A Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Program has been included in the Final SEIS/SEIR as Appendix I and includes 

daily monitoring of air quality, noise, and vibration to make sure that FTA and City thresholds are met.  

Detailed dust and noise/vibration control measures would be developed during the next phase of design 

and engineering and would be reflected in construction documents. 

AA-32 

Pedestrian and vehicle access to businesses will be maintained during construction of the Central Subway 

Project.  Temporary disruption during station excavation to traffic and parking and loading areas in the 

Downtown (Union Square area along Stockton Street) and in Chinatown along Stockton Street between 
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Clay and Jackson Streets has been described in the SEIS/SEIR (Section 6.3.2).  Measures to minimize 

transportation impacts are described on pages 6-39 and 6-41.  The economic impacts of such disruption 

on businesses during the construction period have not been specifically quantified as business activity is 

related to a number of factors including general economic conditions and evolving consumer demand that 

are not related to the implementation of the Central Subway Project and are difficult to project at an 

individual business level. 

Spoils from tunneling for the subway will be trucked out at the southern portal to the tunnel (along Fourth 

Street, south of the I-80 Freeway) to minimize impacts to the Downtown, Chinatown and North Beach 

commercial businesses.  SFMTA will provide advance notices to businesses and neighborhoods on the 

schedule for construction activities, and will be responsive to any complaints regarding business 

disruption. 

AA-33 

A detailed construction management plan addressing street closures, transit route changes, truck haul 

routes, and a public outreach component are generally developed as part of the final design phase of a 

project and are included in the construction documents.  Construction management plans are not 

developed as part of the environmental impact assessment prior to actual selection of a project.  Sections 

6.3.1 and 6.3.2 of the SEIS/SEIR do, however, provide a general description of the expected transit and 

traffic construction-related impacts.  Mitigation for expected impacts are described in Section 6.3, 

Construction Impacts and Mitigation Measures for Transportation. 

AA-34 

The potential transit detour routes have not yet been identified, however, the intent would be to minimize 

the out of direction travel from the existing bus corridor if a detour is required, therefore such detours are 

likely to fall within the study area boundaries.  The potential traffic detour routes are identified in 

Appendix E of the SEIS/SEIR.  If traffic is temporarily diverted to other streets, then the traffic level on 

the detour routes would temporarily increase.  As noted on page 6-37 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, the 

SFMTA would develop temporary transportation system management measures, such as addition of turn 

lanes at key intersections, conversion of parking lanes to peak period travel lanes, and traffic control 

officers, for these detour routes to minimize the adverse impacts.   
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AA-35 

The Columbus Avenue Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM) excavation shaft would not be used for general 

tunnel and station excavation materials removal.  The TBM tunnel excavated materials removal would 

occur at the south end of the tunnel, under the I-80 Freeway.  As stated on page 6-25 of the SEIS/SEIR, 

the shaft on Columbus Avenue would only be used for removal of soils related to the excavation of the 

shaft itself, which is anticipated to result in about 5 truck trips a day over a six-month period.  Removal of 

the TBM(s), which is expected to take up to one week, would also occur at this location.  The removal 

would require cranes to lift the TBM and trucks to haul the parts away.  There are no plans to stage any 

construction materials in Washington Square.  One lane of traffic would be closed for six months during 

excavation along Columbus Avenue.  Mitigation measures, as outlined on page 6-58 of the SEIS/SEIR, 

would be put in place to minimize disruption to the park during the construction period. 

The following text is added to the end of the second paragraph, page 6-25 and the end of the third 

paragraph on page 6-32. 

“An estimated 3,200 cubic yards of spoils would be removed at the retrieval shaft on 

Columbus Avenue resulting in an estimated five truck trips per day during the six-month 

long excavation period.  Approximately 20 truck trips would be required to remove the 

tunnel boring machines.” 

AA-36 

Several of the SEIS/SEIR sections clearly define the sensitive receptors along the corridor that could be 

affected by proposed project activities for impacts related to noise and vibration, air quality, and park 

land.  Public and community facilities, including churches, parks, schools and museums are identified in 

Table 4-7, page 4-37.  Each of these is considered a potential sensitive receptor.  For example, ambient air 

quality standards are designed to protect segments of the population most susceptible to the pollutants’ 

adverse effects, or sensitive receptors that include the very young, the elderly, people weak from disease 

or illness, or persons doing heavy work or exercise.  Sensitive receptors for air quality analysis include: 

Yerba Buena Center, Union Square, Gordon Lau Elementary School playground, Willie “Woo Woo” 

Wong Playground, and Washington Square Park. (page 4-112 and page 4-120, Air Quality Section 4.11).  

In addition, residential areas are considered to be sensitive receptors. 

For noise, sensitive land uses are grouped into three categories, with associated impact criteria. (page 4-

127).  Section 4.12.3 on page 4-130 defines the sensitive receptors along the corridor where monitoring 

was performed to establish a baseline for impact analysis.  Measures to minimize or mitigate dust 
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emissions and noise and vibration impacts are described on pages 6-111 for air quality, and 6-117 for 

noise. 

Information for socioeconomic characteristics is presented in Section 4.2 of the SEIS/SEIR.  In terms of 

Environmental Justice and potential impacts to minority and/or low-income populations refer to Tables 4-

1, Population, Race, Hispanic Origin and Age: 2000; Table 4-2, Housing Characteristics: 2000, and Table 

4-3, Resident Employment Characteristics by Segment: 2000.  These tables compare the characteristics of 

the Central Subway and the North Beach Construction Variant corridors against the City as a whole.  For 

example, the population along the North Beach Construction Variant corridor is 73 percent Asian, 

compared to 40 percent for the overall Central Subway Corridor, and 31 percent citywide.  The 

population also tends to be older, 26 percent over the age of 65, compared to 17 percent in the Central 

Subway Corridor and 14 percent citywide.  Ninety-three percent of the 30,910 housing units along the 

Central Subway corridor are in buildings with more than 5 units, compared with 72 percent along the 

North Beach Construction Variant Corridor and 44 percent citywide. 

Table 4-4 shows the economic characteristics for the Central Subway, with 23 percent of the households 

below the poverty level, compared with 19 percent along the North Beach Construction Variant, and 11 

percent citywide.  The same table shows that 72 percent of the households in the Central Subway 

Corridor did not own an automobile in 2000, compared with 34 percent in the North Beach Construction 

Variant Corridor, and 29 percent citywide.  These statistics define the demographics for the analysis of 

impacts to populations along the Central Subway Project Corridor for the project alternatives and for the 

analysis of temporary construction-related impacts for the North Beach Construction Variant associated 

with removing the Tunnel Boring Machine. 

Section 5.2.3 Environmental Justice Findings for the implementation of the Central Subway Project states 

that the project would provide direct mobility benefits to all of the neighborhoods traversed by the 

project.  These benefits would be equitably shared across communities and various demographic groups.  

The project is intended to provide a long-term improvement in transit mobility and accessibility in the 

Study Area, and adverse impacts do not unduly impact any one neighborhood or socioeconomic group, 

except for residential and business displacement in the predominantly minority and low-income 

Chinatown, where mitigation through relocation assistance would be required. Section 6.5.3 on page 6-54 

describes the Environmental Justice Findings for construction of the project, and states that “construction 

impacts, including traffic disruption, loss of on-street parking, noise, and dust would occur along the 

entire alignment, primarily in the areas around the tunnel portals and stations.  These temporary impacts 

would not disproportionably impact low-income populations or neighborhoods.”   
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AA-37 

Measures to avoid adverse effects caused by the presence of hazardous materials during construction are 

required by Article 20 of the San Francisco Municipal Code, administered by the Department of Public 

Health.  Mitigation measures include: preparation of a Site History Report; collection and analysis of soil 

samples in accordance with an approved work plan; preparation of a Soils Analysis Report; and 

preparation of a Site Mitigation Report (page 6-101 of the SEIS/SEIR). 

Mitigation measures for construction of the North Beach Construction Variant, including removal of soils 

and groundwater for the shaft in the middle of Columbus Avenue and the removal of the TBM, are 

described on page 6-108 of the SEIS/SEIR and would comply with Article 20 to avoid adverse effects 

caused by the presence of hazardous materials. 

AA-38 

Based on recent transit tunneling projects, such as the Metro Red line Project in Los Angeles, the removal 

of the TBM at the extraction shaft in the middle of Columbus Avenue would be less-than-significant 

because the tunneling machine would be turned off and partially dismantled underground prior to being 

lifted out of the shaft by a crane to load unto a truck.  The process of extraction of the TBM would take a 

week and would result in less-than-significant impacts due to the limited, temporary duration.   

AA-39 

An estimated 3,200 cubic yards of spoils would be generated from construction of the TBM retrieval shaft 

in the middle two lanes of Columbus Avenue.  Spoils would be hauled off-site for permanent disposal in 

an estimated five truck trips per day over the six month excavation period for the construction shaft.  

Spoils from the tunneling of the construction tunnel would be transported in mine trucks back through the 

tunnel to the portal south of Market Street near Perry Street for disposal (pages 6-25 and 6-32 of the 

SEIS/SEIR).   

See Response to Comment AA-35 for proposed new text for the SEIS/SEIR regarding the North Beach 

Construction Variant. 

AA-40 

Emergency vehicle access during construction is described on page 6-45 and 6-46 (Section 6.3.7 of the 

SEIS/SEIR).  Contractors would be required to submit a site specific emergency access response plan as 

part of compliance with bid specifications.  The plan would include fire department and emergency 

services access to construction areas, maintainability of emergency services such as fire hydrants, and 



 
 

3.0:  WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR – Volume II  3-117 

demobilization of plant and equipment impacting access to adjacent properties and buildings (see page 6-

46 of the SEIS/SEIR). 

AA-41 

See Responses AA-3 and AA-7 for clarification of de minimis findings for impacts to Section 4(f) 

resources.  On August 10, 2005, Section 6009(a) of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient 

Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), Pub. L. 109-59 amended existing 

Section 4(f) legislation in Section 138 of Title 23 and Section 303 of Title 49, US Code.  Under the new 

provisions, once the US DOT determines that a transportation use of Section 4(f) property results in a de 

minimis impact, analysis of avoidance alternatives are not required and the Section 4(f) evaluation 

process is complete.  The Recreation and Park Commission concurred with the de minimis finding for 

Union Square and Washington Square Park on February 21, 2008. 

AA-42 

Mitigation measures for historical archaeological resources are detailed on pages 6-61to 6-67 of the 

SEIS/SEIR.  As stated on page 6-69, “the TMB Retrieval Pit is moderately sensitive for the presence of 

historical archaeological park remains (1840s-1873).” The mitigation measures outlined in the SEIS/SEIR 

will also be part of an updated Programmatic Agreement among the California State Historic Preservation 

Officer, the Federal Transit Administration, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.  The 

Programmatic Agreement details the requirements for supplemental archival research, field methods and 

procedures to be followed if archaeological resources are encountered during construction, archaeological 

monitoring during construction, and the treatment of discovered resources (see Appendix C of the 

SEIS/SEIR).  Pre-testing by a qualified archaeologist at the TMB extraction shaft prior to construction 

would be part of the Programmatic Agreement, and curation of any artifacts discovered during the pre-

testing or monitored excavation activities would be documented in the Final Archaeological Resources 

Report (FARR), which would be distributed to the Northwest Information Center and to the San 

Francisco Planning Department. 

Small street trees in the median of Columbus Avenue would be removed for construction of the TMB 

retrieval shaft and would be replaced at a 1:1 ratio.  These trees do not meet the Department of Public 

Works definition of “Significant Trees” protected under Department of Public Works Code Section 8.02-

8.11.  No trees within Washington Square Park would be removed or impacted.  A Certified arborist 

would be present during construction of the retrieval shaft to monitor protection of tree roots during 

excavation (see Section 6.12 Biological and Wetland Resources, page 6-99). 
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AA-43 

SFMTA is unaware of any ‘unimproved’ lot at Stockton and Clay Streets in Chinatown.  Willie “Woo 

Woo” Wong Playground, a park under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Department located to 

the east of Stockton Street on Clay Street along with park access routes on Hang Ah Alley (dedicated 

park land) and Pagoda Place, would not be a viable location for a subway station. 

AA-44 

Returning Stockton Street, the busiest commercial street in Chinatown, to a streetcar-only street is not a 

feasible option, as parking, loading, emergency access, and Muni bus operations are already dominant 

uses of the street.  See Response to Comment I-1 for discussion of surface operations.  See also Project 

Development History, Section 2.4, page 2-52, for a detailed description of alternatives considered and 

screened from further analysis in the SEIS/SEIR.  The extension of the light rail line to Fisherman’s 

Wharf is beyond the scope of this project as outlined in Response to Comment AA-1. 

Chinatown has been very supportive of the subway project from the beginning of the Third Street Light 

Rail Project EIS/EIR over ten years ago.  The majority of representatives of the Chinatown community 

spoke in support of the project at the Pubic Hearing before the Planning Commission on November 15, 

2007. 

No significant impacts to Washington Square have been identified in the SEIS/SEIR. 

AA-45 

The affected environment and alternatives analyzed in the SEIS/SEIR are consistent with the certified 

Final EIS/EIR (1998) for the Third Street Light Rail Project, which includes the Phase 2, Central Subway.  

Improving mobility and transit deficiencies connecting the southeastern part of the City (Bayview, 

Visitacion Valley and Mission Bay) with Downtown and Chinatown, and with regional transit systems 

(BART, Caltrain) has been an objective of the Third Street Light Rail project since the 1993 original 

Bayshore Transit Study and the 1995 Four Corridor Plan were completed.  The project goals of 

improved transit service and reliability for transit-dependant populations along the Third Street Light Rail 

(T-Line) and the Central Subway Corridor have not changed.  This SEIS/SEIR updates the information 

for the affected environment to meet the 2030 planning horizon.  The analysis of impacts is consistent 

with the needs statement and study area affected by the alternatives for the Central Subway Project. 

The alternatives analyzed in this SEIS/SEIR resulted from changes to the subway portion of the light rail 

project (Phase 2) since 1998.  These changes respond to input from the CAG and revisions by SFMTA to 

incorporate updated design standards, design features responding to new policies, and project cost 
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savings.  The changes include: a closed barrier fare system; updated fire and safety requirements requiring 

relocation of the vent shafts from within the streets to above ground adjacent buildings; development of a 

more direct route under Fourth Street facilitated by a deeper crossing under the BART tube; use of off-

street/sidewalk access to stations; and use of a tunnel boring machine for construction (with a possible 

extension of the tunnel for purposes of extracting the TBM at Columbus Avenue).  For the SEIS/SEIR the 

planning horizon year was also extended from 2015 to 2030.  The history of the alternatives considered 

and the changes to the original subway portion of the project is documented in Section 2.4 Project 

Development History, page 2-52 to 2-62.  This section addresses the range of reasonable alternatives and 

provides rationale for eliminating some alternatives from further analysis. 

The alternatives included in the SEIS/SEIR were endorsed by FTA, the federal lead agency with authority 

for NEPA compliance, and the Planning Department’s Major Environmental Analysis (MEA) section has 

concurred with the range of alternatives for CEQA purposes.   

AA-46 

The terminus of the Third Street Light Rail Project (which included the Phase 2 Central Subway Project) 

was established at Jackson Street in Chinatown in the 1998 EIS/EIR.  The Notice of Preparation for the 

Central Subway Project, dated September 20, 2006 defined the “terminus of the subway project in the 

vicinity of Stockton and Jackson Streets in Chinatown”. And public scoping for the SEIS/SEIR defined 

the terminus for the alternatives as Jackson Street in Chinatown. 

The SEIS/SEIR includes relevant affected environment information and impact analysis for the project 

along Stockton Street, north of Jackson Street, to Columbus Avenue, the area potentially affected by the 

construction of the North Beach Construction Variant for retrieval of the TBM.  Information for the 

affected environment is included in Section 4.0 Affected Environment for each of the environmental 

disciplines and impacts and mitigation measures for the North Beach Construction Variant are included in 

Section 6.0 Construction Methods, Impacts and Mitigation Measures as noted below: socioeconomic 

impacts related to the easement under a parcel at 1455 Stockton Street (pages 6-53 and 6-54); community 

facility impacts related to Washington Square Park (page 6-58); archaeological impacts (pages 6-68 to 6-

70); historic property impacts (pages 6-77 and 6-81); visual impacts (page 6-84); biological impacts on 

street trees (page 6-99); and air quality impacts (page 6-113). 

AA-47 

A Draft Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is included in Appendix I of the Final 

SEIS/SEIR.  The MMRP provides details on how impacts would be monitored and mitigation measures 
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would be implemented.  The MMRP will become part of the Conditions of Approval for the project and it 

will be the responsibility of SFMTA to provide progress reports to the Planning Department during the 

construction of the project. 

A representative from North Beach is being sought for the CAG.  The Telegraph Hill Dwellers is part of 

the list of community organizations that routinely receives project newsletters and updates on the project 

and will continue to do so. 
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May 1,2008 

Mr. William Neilson, PE 
Principal Engineer 
Central Subway Project Office 
821 Howard Street, 2nd Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: Central Subway Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
StatemenUSupplemental Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. Neilson: 

On December 10, 2007, BART provided written comments to San Francisco 
Municipal Transit Authority ("MT A") concerning the Central Subway Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Report ("DSEIS/SEIR"). In its comment letter, BART noted that, based 
on the available information in the DSEIS/SEIR, several potentially significant 
impacts could result from the project, in particular related to impacts on transit 
(both operational and construction related), public safety, public services (police, 
fire and emergency), hydrology and hazardous materials. Since submitting its 
comment letter, BART has undertaken a capacity study for the Powell Street 
Station and a study of construction impacts of the MTA Central Subway 
structures on existing BART facilities in order to gather additional information 
regarding BART's stated concerns and the identified potentially significant 
environmental impacts. As part of BART's ongoing effort to cooperate with 
MTA in order to resolve these issues, BART submits this letter sharing and 
discussing some of the initial findings from the construction impact study based 
on the Draft Market Street Crossing Modeling Work Plan, dated March 13,2008, 
and various PowerPoint presentations given to BART staff by MTA between 
March 2007 and March 2008. 

1 In general the assessment methodology and analyses methods used by MTA 
are in-line with accepted industry practice. A ground loss of 0.5% should be 
achievable with an EPB TBM, and we note that MTA has also undertaken a 
sensitivity analysis up to 1 %. 

2 The method used to assess settlements was initially developed specifically for 
calculating settlements at the ground surface. An extension ofthat theory has 
been developed that allows the trough width factors, etc. to be adjusted to 
take into account the assessment of settlement for an underground structure 
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such as BART's tunnels. However, where the object causing settlement (MTA's tunnels) is 
very close to the structure being assessed (BART's tunnels), the equations used in the 
empirical calculations tend to lose some accuracy. As there is only 5 feet between the MTA 
and BART tunnels, has MTA considered this effect at all in its assessment methodology? 

3 Whilst the previous experience of building the MTA tunnels above the BART tunnels (MTA 
Metro Tumback) is useful, we note that in that instance the MTA tunnels were above the 
BART facilities. We would expect this current situation with the MTA tunnels being below 
the BART tunnels to have potentially greater impact and ground movements. 

4 MTA's report outlining the assessment of impact on the BART tunnels, dated February 4, 
2005, seems to be based on a vertical separation of 10 feet. The more recent presentation to 
BART indicated that it could be as low as 5 feet. Will MTA please clarify? 

5 MTA proposes grouting as a means of mitigating settlements. Given that there is only a 5-
foot clearance between MTA and BART tunnels, how will MTA ensure that the grouting 
process itself does not impact the BART tunnels? 

6 Will MTA provide relevant extracts (i.e. at the location in question) from its geotech report 
so that we can make our own assessment of the validity of trough width factors and other 
parameters used in the MTA assessment? Without geotechnical information it is very. 
difficult for BART to provide informed comment. 

7 Will MTA provide details of the proposed depth/excavation dimensions, and construction 
method for the new station/station entrance close to Powell Street Station? Without this it is 
difficult to comment on the impact ofthe construction on the BART facility_ 

8 Figure 4.1 of the MTA report indicates future analyses that they propose to undertake. What 
future analyses does MTA propose for the BART tunnels, and when will that be undertaken? 

9 MTA's settlement assessment looked at the impact of various combinations for MTA tunnel 
spacing, and ,vertical separation between the MTA and BART tunnels. How much latitude 
will MTA's alignment criteria actually give MTA to move the alignment, i.e. is this 
sensitivity analysis just a "theoretical" exercise, or is there actually a possibility that the 
MTA alignment could be lowered a little, or the tunnels separated further, in order to reduce 
settlements? Also, will MTA confirm the current spacing of its tunnels and vertical 
separation to BART tunnels based on its most up-to-date alignment? 

10 Actual field measurements and not as-builts must be used for Monitoring Program of BART 
tunnels at the MT A crossing. 

11 A high-resolution "point cloud" cross-sectional clearance measurements will need to be 
made, well in advance of any construction, to determine existing clearance conditions and 
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again after the completion of construction. This can be used to determine what tunnel 
correctional variances are acceptable. Extentiomoter measurements can then be used to 
monitor during construction. This survey should extend at-least 200' on each side of the 
areas being crossed. 

12 An actual site survey of top of rail and alignment, on both rails of both tracks, at 15.5' 
intervals will need to be performed. Two base line measurements, taken at least one week 
apart should be done ahead of construction. Monitoring at least weekly beginning when 
tunnel excavation activities are within 100' of the BART tunnel, if movement exceeding 114" 
is detected then the inspections shall be daily, until the movement within a I-week period is 
less than 114". This survey should extend at-least 200' on each side of the. areas being 
crossed. If the 62' chord mid-ordinate deflection for alignment or surface exceeds 1/2" then 
construction activities shall be halted until such time as a mitigation plan can be developed. 
The cord mid-ordinate caR be determined for the survey data. For example if the 15.5' 
stations are identified as: 
A-O' 
B - 15.5' 
C - 31' 
D - 46.5 
E- 62' 
The 62' Mid Ordinate can be determined by the following: The 62;' Chord Mid Ordinate at 
C = ((A+B)I2)-C. 
o The survey system can be local, a tie in to bench marks is not required. 
Q The results of these surveys should be made available to BART within 24 hours of the 

measurements being taken. Construction should be halted if the surveys are not 
performed. 

13 A thorough photo or video survey should be performed by an independent, mutually agreed 
upon consultant to document current BART tunnel conditions. This can be later referred to 
in case of possible damage or water leaks. The survey report should detail all water leakage 
and pther conditions, keyed to BART's Engineering Station System. Note: BART's 
engineering stations are painted on the rails at 100' intervals. Two surveys should be 
performed, one before and one after construction. BART will combine this survey 
information, with the inspections performed by our Structural Inspectors to have a good 
record of pre-existing Conditions. 

14 MTA should have a water leak mitigation plan in place, for water leaks in BART's tunnels, 
prior to performing any work. This would include approved work plans for correcting water 
leaks and methods, including how they intend to access BART's tracks (i.e., all insurance 
and indemnifications should be in-place in advance). BART will have a plan in place for 
supervision of the repairs, if they are required. 
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15 All surveys should to be performed by an independent PLS, in the employ ofMTA (not the 
contractor performing the construction). The initial baseline surveys should not be 
performed too far in advance of construction, so as to avoid possible unrelated changes. 

BART looks forward to continuing to collaborate with MTA to develop a successful project with 
substantial benefits for the public and both transit systems. To this end, and based on the above 
discussion and the information available to date, BART continues to be concerned that the 
Central Subway project will have a potentially significant impact on transit, public safety and 
services, hydrology, and hazardous materials, and that such impact should be acknowledged and 
appropriately analyzed in the Final SEIS/SEIR so that the possible impacts are "cleared" and not 
subject to supplemental environmental review. 

Please feel free to contact me at 510-464-6140 if you require further information or have any 
questions or concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Marianne A. Payne 
BART Department Manager of Planning 
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May 19, 2008 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, P.O. Box 12688 
Oakland, CA 94604-2688 

Attn : Marianne A. Payne, BART Department Manager of Planning 

Subject: T-Third Phase 2, BART Powell Station Capacity Study 

Dear: Ms. Payne, 

We apologize for the two day delay in returning comments on draft 2 of the Powell Station 
Capacity Study transmitted in Thomas Tumola's May 8, 2008 email. However, this delay was 
caused by a discrepancy in the assumptions within the draft report and the ridership projections 
that SFMTA provided to BART in November 2007. We have resolved the discrepancy with the 
information provided below. Please let us know when this information can be incorporated into 
your report. 

Section 2.1.1 Data Sources 
Table 2: 2008 Total Daily Passenger Volumes 

Table 2 shows the same exact number of riders transferring from Metro to BART as transferring 
from BART to Metro. The SFCTA model provides different numbers for transfers from Metro to 
BART and BART to Metro. Please correct. 

Section 2.1.2 Assumptions 
The PM Peak hour for Exits from the T-Third is expected to be 5:30PM to 6:30PM due to high 
reverse commute ridership from Caltrain. For the T-Third, the PM Peak hour percentage for 
exits of the 3-hour PM peak period should be the average of BART PM Peak hour percentage of 
the 3-hour PM peak period and the percentage per hour for the remaining PM peak period to 
account for the difference between BART (5:00PM-6:00PM) and T-Third (5:30PM-6:30PM) PM 
Peak hour for exits. 

T bl 3 T Th' d P k H P a e a: - Ir ea our ercentage 0 f 3H P kP'd - our ea eno 
AM Peak Hour % of Peak Period PM Peak Hour % of Peak Period 
Entries 1 Exi ts Entries 1 Exits 

43%1 50% 39%1 35% 

Section 2.1.3 Resulting Peak Hour Passenger Volumes 
We don't believe the information in this section is necessary to the analysis and question the 
information given our concern with Table 2. 

S M TA I Municipal Transportation Agency 821 Howard Street 415.701.4280 Phone 
San Francisco, CA 94103 415.701 .5222 Fax 
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Section 3. 1.1 Data Sources 
Table 6: Data Sources for 2030 without T-Third 
Common data should be used for'both BART and SFMTA, i.e. 11 /2007 SFCTA data provided to 
BART in November 2007. 

Section 3.1 .1 states that the BART estimates projected for the SFCTA CHAMP model should be 
factored upwards by 10% to account for SVRT. BART's 2004 Capacity Analysis for Powell 
Street Station projected that BART ridership would increase 2.3% as a result of SVRT with 30 
trains per hour in each directi on at Embarcadero in 2025. Please provide the supporting 
documentation that would verify the current 10% projection. 

Table 7: Powell Station 2030 without T-Th ird 

Table 7 shows the same exact number of riders transferring from Metro to BART as transferring 
from BART to Metro. The SFCTA model provides different numbers for transfers from Metro to 
BART and BART to Metro. Tables 7 & 8 are revised below based on the 11 /2007 SFCTA data. 

To 
BART Metro Surface Total 

BART 41,990 41,990 
From Metro 1 878 23,215 25,093 

Surface 33,702 20,139 53,841 
Total 35,580 20,139 65,205 

Table 8: Powell Station 2030 Peak Hour Passengers without T-Thi rd 
AM Peak Hour 

To 
BART Metro Surface 

BART 0 11,937 
From Metro 75 3,929 

Surface 674 1,045 
Total 749 1,045 15,866 

PM Peak Hour 
To 

BART Metro Surface 
BART 0 1,746 

From Metro 256 1,826 
Surface 6,414 2,710 
Total 6 670 2,710 3571 

3.2.3 Resulting Passenger Distribution 
Table 9: Pedestrian Distribution without T-Third 
Revise per Table 8. 

4.1 .1 Data Sources 
Table 11: 2030 Powell and UMS Stati ons 

Total 
11,937 
4,004 
1,719 

Total 
1746 
2081 
9,124 

Table 11 shows the same exact number of riders transferri ng from Metro to BART as 
transferring from BART to Metro. The SFCTA model provides different numbers for transfers 
from Metro to BART and BART to Metro. Add itionally, Table 11 shows exactly the same 

CS Letter No. 01 48 May 19, 2008 
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number of BART riders walking into and out of the station as the "No Project" condition shown in 
Table 7. The project will change the number of BART riders walking into and out of the station 
as shown below in Table 11 revised based on the results of SFCTA's 11/2007 modeling. 

To 
BART Metro T-Third Surface Total 

BART 14,584 31,637 46,221 

From 
Metro 73 8,229 17,287 25,589 
T -Third 15,315 8,488 8,296 32,099 
Surface 33,226 15,231 5,692 54,149 

Total 48,614 23,719 28,505 57,220 

4.1.2 Assumptions 
It is just as likely by 2030 that Caltrain will be extended to TransBay Terminal as it is that SVRT 
will be operation. The largest source of T-Third users of the UMS station is Caltrain (67% of the 
17,400 at 4th & King). If either the Caltrain extension or SVRT is placed in operation, T-Third 
ridership will be reduced. Because both SVRT and Caltrain Extension will reduce T-Third 
ridership, our approach at this time is to use SFCTA's (11/07) 2030 projections for BART and 
the T-Third without SVRT and Caltrain Extension to identify potential impacts if both SVRT and 
Caltrain Extension do not occur prior to 2030. 

Traffic analysis zones (TAZ) south of Mission Street were incorrectly included in the analysis. 
Traffic analysis zones south of Mission Street are closer to the Moscone station (between 
Folsom & Howard) than they are to the UMS station (deep station centered on O'Farrell) and 
are part of the contributory area for the Moscone station. The analysis, Figure 6, and 
subsequent calculations should be revised accordingly. 

4.1.3 Resulting Peak Hour Passenger Volumes 
Table 12: 2030 Peak Hour Passenger Volumes, with T-Third 

The below forecasts of 2030 Peak Hour Passenger Volumes uses Table 11 as revised above. 
Please allocate the forecasted T-Third passenger flows between the ends of the UMS station 
based on the revised TAZ analysis discussed in 4.1.2 above. 

AM Peak 
To 

BART Metro T -Third Surface Total 
BART ° 4,613 8,809 13,422 

From 
Metro 2 1,076 2,992 4,071 
T-Third 941 1,540 1,914 4,395 
Surface 683 790 538 2,012 

Total 1,626 2,330 6,228 13,715 
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PM Peak 
To 

! BART Metro T-Third Surface Total 
BART 0 828 1,269 2,097 

From Metro 11 982 1,255 2,248 
T-Third 3,970 833 816 5,619 
Surface 6,390 1,980 847 9,218 

Total 10,371 2,813 2,658 3,340 

4.2.3 Resulting Passenger Distribution 
Table 13: Pedestrian Volumes in AM and PM Peak for 2030 with T-Third 
Revise based on the requested revision to Table 12. 

5.1 Passenger Volumes 
Table 14: Comparison of No-project and With-project Volumes in the PM Peak Hour 
Revise to reflect the requested revisions to Tables 9 & 13. 

As a result of the work that ARUP has done, it is clear that potential impacts to Powell Street 
Station will depend upon if either SVRT or Caltrain Extension is implemented. Since SVRT and 
Caltrain Extension will reduce T-Third ridership, the SFCTA data provided in November 2007 is 
a conservative estimate of the ridership impact for the T-Third Phase 2 project. Therefore, 
BART/SFMTA will continue to monitor SVRT, Caltrain Extension, and T-Third ridership to 
determine actual impacts and responsibility for mitigation. 

ohn . nghi, P.E. 
Program Manager 

cc: File No. 2.30.02 
William Neilson 
Thomas Tumola, BART 
William Baumgardner, ARUP 

CS Letter No. 0148 May 19, 2008 
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CS Letter No. 0179 

May 30, 2008 

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District 
300 Lakeside Drive, P.O. Box 12688 
Oakland, CA 94604-2688 

Attn: Marianne A. Payne, BART Department Manager of Planning 

Dear Ms. Payne, 

Subject: T-Third Phase 2, May 5, 2008 BART Tunnel Crossing Comments 

Thank you for your email of May 5, 2008, transmitting BART comments (dated May 1, 2008) on 
SFMTA's April 7, 2008 presentation and other information provided to BART on the T-Third 
Phase 2 project's crossing under the Market Street tunnels. This is SFMTA's fourth response to 
BART's SEIS/SEIR concerns. BART's concerns are addressed in the SEIS/SEIR along with 
proposed mitigations. We will continue to address BART's concerns in accordance with the 
current revision of the BART/SFMTA Coordination Plan for the T-Third project. If new 
significant impacts are identified, we will address them as required . Below is a point-by-point 
response to the May 5, 2008 comments. 

1. SFMTA concurs that a ground loss of 0.5% is achievable with a properly operated Earth 
Pressure Balance Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM). SFMTA is analyzing the sensitivity of 
the BART tunnels to variations in ground loss. 

2. Empirical calculations were performed to obtain a preliminary order of magnitude 
estimate of the potential free-f ield settlements with the understanding that a 
sophisticated analysis would be required to properly evaluate the soil-structure 
interaction between the four existing tunnels and the new T-Third tunnels. SFMTA is 
performing rigorous soil-structure Fast Lagrangian Analysis of Continua in 3 Dimensions 
using FLAC3D version 3.10 to verify the stability and safety of the BART tunnels during 
and following T-Third tunneling and expects to complete the analysis and provide the 
result to BART within two months. 

3. SFMTA concurs that the Muni Metro Turnback (MMT) tunnels serves as a useful starting 
point for the T-Third analyses. As discussed previously, SFMTA believes the T-Third 
tunneling wi ll have less effect on the BART tunnels then the successful MMT tunneling. 
The MMT tunneling was parallel to and above the BART tunnels. The T-Third tunnels 
will be perpendicular and below the BART tunnels. As a result , the effect on the BART 
tunnels will be limited. The BART tunnels, with their bolted steel linings, stiffen the 
ground, which will reduce the potential for T-Third tunneling to affect the BART tunnels. 
SFMTA is working with BART to verify that the deflection of the BART tunnels as a result 
of the T-Third tunneling will not adversely affect the BART tunnels or exceed the agreed 
limits for MMT tunneling using FLAC3D soil-structure analysis . 

SFMTA I MunicipalTransportationAgency 821 Howard Street 415.701.4280 Phone 
San Francisco, CA 94103 415.701 .5222 Fax 
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4. When the Fourth-Stockton Alignment was first introduced in late 2004, a vertical 
separation of 10ft was assumed, prior to review of case histories of similar tunnels and 
significant analysis. The Board of Consultants during their April 2005 technical review 
workshop suggested a minimum vertical clearance from 1 ft. to 5 ft. After review of case 
histories of the construction of similar tunnels, including tunnels crossing under other 
tunnels and structures, and records from the construction of the BART tunnels, and 
empirical calculations the criteria for vertical clearance to BART tunnels was approved at 
5ft. Revision 0 of the approved T-Third Phase 2 Design Criteria dated September 30, 
2005 states "A minimum vertical separation of 5 feet (or less if confirmed by detailed 
analyses) shall be maintained between the extrados of new bored tunnels and the 
existing BART tunnels." 

5. Compensation grouting is an accepted and proven method for controlling settlements 
above tunnels. Grout mix design, injection pressure limits, injection volume and port 
spacing will be tailored to the existing soil conditions and the separation between 
tunnels. As required by BART, compensation grouting will be performed and tested prior 
to tunneling reaching Market Street to check the process, procedures, crew, and 
equipment. 

6. SFMTA will provide BART with copies of all additional geotechnical information pertinent 
to the tunnel crossings as it becomes available. Enclosed are draft geotechnical drill 
logs and profile for the additional drilling completed in April 2008 and a CD of the May 
2006 Phase 1 B Geotechnical Data Report. 

7. Question 7 asks for detailed information on the design of the connection of the T-Third 
Union Square/Market Street (UMS) Station to the Powell Street Station. The connection 
is shown in Drawing AR-306, attached. The current plan is to use 42-inch diameter 
cased vertical secant piles to create structurally stiff and watertight walls on the side of 
the Apple store entrance/exit. BART/ARUP/SFMTA are working together to study if the 
Apple store entrance/exit can be reconfigured without effecting the emergency exiting 
capacity of the Powell Street Station. SFMTA will continue to work with and obtain 
BART's concurrence on the design of the connection to Powell Street Station. 

8. As Bill Neilson discussed with you, he could not identify the SFMTA report that shows 
Figure 4.1 referred to in comment 8. I will respond to comment 8 once the report is 
containing Figure 4.1 is identified. 

9. The present alignment of the T-Third tunnels takes into account the presence of the 
existing BART tunnels and is the result of thorough analyses to optimize the T-Third 
alignment with respect to project criteria and operational constraints. The minimum 
centerline distance between the T-Third tunnels is 27 ft where they cross under the 
BART tunnels. The extrados of the tunnels is 19.75 ft. The minimum vertical spacing is 
discussed in the response to comment 4. SFMTA will continue to work with BART to 
verify that the T-Third tunneling will not adversely affect the BART tunnels. 

10. Yes. Actual field measurements will be used to monitor the BART tunnels at the 
crossings during construction. 
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11. Yes. A high-resolution laser scan (point cloud) will be made during tunnel final design to 
determine existing tunnel dimensions and clearance conditions and used to determine 
allowable tunnel deformation and movement. 

12. Yes. Actual site surveys will be performed as described in comment 12. 

13. Yes. Photo surveys to document the condition (including leaks) of the BART tunnels will 
be performed before and after construction as recommended by BART. In addition, 
SFMTA requests the opportunity to perform a structural inspection of the BART tunnels 
in early 2009. We understand that BART is in the process of investigating and mapping 
water intrusions into the existing tunnels and station. We request that BART include 
SFMTA in all investigations and discussions and share with SFMTA all information that 
is pertinent to the Powell Street Station and adjoining tunnels. 

14. Yes. SFMTA will have a plan in place prior to crossing under the BART tunnels for 
repairing any new leaks that develop as a result of T-Third tunneling, including 
insurance, access, and clearance provisions. SFMTA requests that BART staff identify 
and allow SFMTA staff to inspect known leaks within the next ten days and provide us 
the results of on-going water intrusion surveys. 

15. Yes. All surveys will be performed by a Professional Land Surveyor employed by 
SFMTA or its consultants. We request that BART provide access during non-revenue 
hours for the surveys. The collected survey measurements in conjunction with the 
collected field notes, leak surveys and photographs will constitute a reliable 
representation of the existing condition of the BART tunnels. 

Please contact me at 415701-4299 should you have any questions. 

Enc: Draft 4/08 Drill Logs 
Draft 4/08 Geologic Profile 
CD containing Phase 1 B Geotechnical Data Report prepared in May 2006 and above 
logs & profile 
Drawing AR-306 

cc: File No. 2.30.02 
William Neilson 
Albert Hoe 
David Greenaway 
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FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL MUNI/BART JOINT STATION MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT 

THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered into this I~T day of ~ULY, 1986, by 

and between the CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO (hereinafter called 

"City") and the SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT (here-

inafter called "BART"). 

WIT N E SSE T H: 

WHEREAS, City is a municipal corporation chartered under the 

Constitution of the State o f California and is governed pu~suant to 

the provisions of its Charter; and 

WHEREAS, BART is a rapid transit district established pursuant to 

~ Public Utilities Code Sections 28500 et seq.; and 

• 

and 

WHEREAS, Public Utiliti'es Code Section 29037 provides that: ' 

The district shall not interfere with or exercise 
any control over any transit facilities nOW or 
hereafter owned and operated wholly or partly within 
the district by any city or public agency, unless by 
consent of such city or public agency and upon such 
terms as are mutually agreed upon between the board 
and such city or public agency. 

WHEREAS, on May 14, 1976, City and BART entered into an Agreement 

establishing respective duties relative to maintenance and repair of 

subway and other rapid transit facilities within the City ,and County 

of San Francisco; and 

WHEREAS, said Agreement was entered into prior to the time MUNI 

commenced revenue service underground; and 
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