SAN FRANCGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Contract No: CS-138 — Central Subway
Routing Date 2-1l-8
File No.: [.70-0(.20

Doc No.:_ D2 K%  Initials:_ 244 [/
MTA Project No. M544 PB/Wong Project No. 13217

DATE: July 11, 2008

TO: Interested Parties

FROM: Joan A. Kugler, Senior Environmental Planner

RE: CASE NO.96.281E: CENTRAL SUBWAY PROJECT (PHASE 2
OF THE THIRD STREET LIGHT RAIL PROJECT) COMMENTS

AND RESPONSES.

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 certification on July 24, 2008. The Planning Commission meeting
begins at 1:30 pm in Rm. 400 of ‘City Hall, 1Dr. 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 SEMTA 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, or this process, please contact
me at (415) 575-6925.

Thank you for your consideration of this matter.

Attachment

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
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415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:

415.558.6377
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Organization F NAME L NAME Title Address 1 Address 2 City State| Zip
Copies to
No [distrubute|Commission/BOS
1 12 Board of Supervisors City Hall, Room 244 1Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place San Francisco [CA 94102
Landmarks Preservation
2 1 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
San Francisco Planning Commission
4 8 Commission Linda Avery Secretary 1650 Mission St., Ste 400 San Francisco [CA 94103
5 Public Agencies
Bay Area Rapid Transit District
6 2 (BART)( 2 copies) Val Menotti & |Marianne Payne 300 Lakeside Dr., 16th Floor Oakland CA 94612
California Department of Fish
7 and Game Central Coast [Region Habitat Conservation P.O. Box 47 Yountville CA 94599
California Department of
8 Transportation Tim Sable IGR CEQA Branch Office of Transportation Planning-B P.O. Box 23660 Oakland CA 94623
California Department of
9 Transportation Timothy C. Sable 111 Grand Ave P.O. Box 23660 Oakland CA 94612
10 Chinatown Library 1135 Powell Street San Francisco |CA 94108
Dir. Office of Environmental
Policy & Compliance U.S.
11 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
Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Director of Planning
14 Transportation District Mr. Alan Zahradnik and Policy Analysis 1011 Andersen Drive San Rafael CA 94901
Government Information
15 3 Services San Francisco Main Library, Civic Center 100 Larkin Street San Francisco [CA 94102
Government Publications
16 Department San Francisco State University Library 1630 Holloway Avenue San Francisco [CA 94132
Hasting College of the Law-
17 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
Metropolitan Transportation
21 Commission Craig Goldblatt 101 8th Street Oakland 94607
22 Mission Bay Library 960 4th Street San Francisco [CA 94158
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7th
23 MTA Bond M. Yee Traffic Engineering Division 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
Office of Human and Natural Ms. Tawanna
26 10 Resources, TPE-30 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
San Francisco Redevelopment One South Van Ness Ave, 5th
28 Agency Amy Neches Yerba Buena Center Floor San Francisco |CA 94102
Damkroger-
29 SF Landmarks Preservation Courtney 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]
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7th
32 SEMTA Roberta Boomer Floor San Francisco [CA 94102]
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7th
33 SEMTA Sophia Simplicaino Floor San Francisco [CA 94102
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1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7th

34 SFMTA CAC Frank Markowitz Floor San Francisco [CA 94102

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

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

37 15 Management State Clearinghouse |1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 P.O. Box 3044 Sacramento  [CA 95812

38 TJIPA Joyce Qishi 201 Mission Street, Suite 2750 San Francisco [CA 94105
U.S. Environmental Protection

39 Agency-Region 9 Carol Sax 75 Hawthorne Street San Francisco [CA 94105
Commenting on the DEIS/DEIR:
Chinatown Community Community Planning

40 Development Center Cindy Wu Manager 1525 Grant Avenue San Francisco [CA 94133
Chinatown Community

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

42 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

Yuk Gui Zhong

46 Community Tenants Association [& 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
Landmarks Preservation

50 Advisory Board Bridget Maley President 1650 Mission St., Ste 400 San Francisco [CA 94103]
Metropolitan Transportation

51 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
Ping Yuen Residents

53 Improvement Association Guang Wu Chen President 799 Pacific Avenue San Francisco [CA 94133
Presbyterian Church in

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

55 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
Saints Peter and Paul Salesian |Lisa Harris, Russ Gumina, Father John Itzaina,

58 School Principal Director 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

Senior Program

62 TJIPA Robert Beck Manager 201 Mission Street San Francisco [CA 94105
Tenants and Owners

63 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
City and County of San Franciscg Environmental Revie
78 Planning Department Bill Wycko Officer Major Environmental Analysis (MEA) 1650 Mission St., Ste 400 San Francisco [CA 94102
City and County of San Franciscd EIS/EIR Management
79 Planning Department Joan A. Kugler and Oversight 128 Laidley Street San Francisco [CA 94131
City and County of San Franciscd
80 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
Environmental Lead,
93 PB/Wong Team Marilyn Duffey Visual Resources 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco [CA 94107
Alternatives,
Engineering,
94 PB/Wong Team Matt Fowler 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 vy 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
Travel Demand
100 PB/Wong Team Joe Castiglione Forecasting 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco [CA 94107
Architectural
101 PB/Wong Team Mona Tamari 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
San Francisco Department of One South Van Ness Ave, 3rd
105 Parking and Traffic Javad Mirabdal Traffic Analysis Floor San Francisco [CA 94102
San Francisco Department of One South Van Ness Ave, 3rd
106 Parking and Traffic Dustin White Bicycle Analysis Floor San Francisco [CA 94102
San Francisco Municipal One South Van Ness Ave, 3rd
107 Transportation Agency (MTA) John Funghi Program Manager Floor San Francisco [CA 94103
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San Francisco Municipal

108 Transportation Agency (MTA) Bill Neilson Project Engineer 821 Howard Street, 2nd Floor San Francisco [CA 94103
San Francisco Municipal

109 Transportation Agency (MTA) David Greenaway Environmental Lead 821 Howard Street, 2nd Floor San Francisco [CA 94103
San Francisco Municipal One South Van Ness Ave, 3rd

110 Transportation Agency (MTA) Dan Rosen Transit Analysis Floor San Francisco [CA 94103
Sonoma State University,

111 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
San Francisco Architectural

117 Heritage Executive Director 2007 Franklin Street San Francisco [CA 94109
San Francisco Chamber of 235 Montgomery Street, 12th

118 Commerce Street San Francisco [CA 94104
San Francisco Convention &

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

120 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
Telegraph Hill-Friends of

125 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
Chinatown Community

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

137 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|
North Beach Merchants

140 Association Tony Gantner 235 Chestnut Street San Francisco [CA 94133]
Ping Yuen Resident

141 Improvement Association Guang Wu-Chen 799 Pacific Ave San Francisco [CA 94133]
Presbyterian Church in

142 Chinatown David Lee 925 Stockton Street San Francisco [CA 94108
San Francisco Chinese

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

144 Urban Research Association Stephen Taber 312 Sutter Street, Suite 500 |San Francisco |CA 94108|
South of Market Community

145 Action Network April Vernanocin 965 Mission St # 2200 San Francisco [CA 94103]
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146 Visitacion Valley Agents Alliance [Marlene Tran San Francisco [CA
Visitacion Valley Community

147 Development Corporation Ken Nim 1099 Sunnydale Avenuell San Francisco [CA 94134
Visitacion Valley Parent

148 Association Bonnie Shiu 17 Walter U. Lum Place San Francisco [CA 94108|

149 Ernestine Weiss
Ellman, Burke, Hoffman &

150 Johnson James Andrew 601 California Street, 19th Floor |San Francisco |CA 94108|
San Francisco Planning & Urban

151 Research (SPUR) Art Michel 1520 6" Avenue San Francisco [CA 94122

152 Market Street Association Carolyn Diamond 870 Market Street, Suite 456 San Francisco [CA 94102
South Park Improvement

153 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
Campus Planning, UCSF Mission

156 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
Bayview Hunters Point Project

158 Area Committee (BVHP PAC) Dorris M. Vincent 1661 Palou Avenue San Francisco [CA 94124
Visitacion Valley Planning

159 Alliance Fran Martin 186 Arleta Avenue San Francisco [CA 94134
San Francisco County
Transportation Authority - Citizen

160 Advisory Committee Jackie Sachs 2698 California Street #404 San Francisco [CA 94115
Union Square Business

161 Association Leigh Ann Baughman 323 Geary Street, Suite 703 San Francisco [CA 94102

162 Union Square Association Linda Mijellem 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
Residents of the Southeast

165 59 Sector (ROSES) Pauline Peele 1578 Innes Street San Francisco [CA 94124
Museum PARC, Yerba Buena

166 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
San Francisco Planning

170 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

Director of
International

San Francisco International Economic & Tourism

174 Airport William L. Lee Development P.O. Box 8097 San Francisco [CA 94128
San Francisco Planning

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

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

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

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

Department Linda Avery Secretary 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco

| 179| CA | 94103




FINAL SEIS/SEIR (Vol. 1l 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, 4™ 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 27" Avenue, San Francisco, Ca 1 hard copy
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1.0: INTRODUCTION

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 Il, 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 | of
this Final SEIS/SEIR.
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AD.
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Al.

Al.

AK.

AL.

AM.
AN.
AO.

Homer Teng, Coordinator, Chinatown Families Economic Self-Sufficiency
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Peter Straus, SFMTA Service PIanNing ........cccoooiriioieiieeee e 3-90
Vedica Puri, President, Telegraph Hill DWEIIErS ..........cccvvieiiiiie et 3-93
Dorothy Dugger, General Manager, BART ..o 3-121
Lisa Harris, Principal, Russ Gurnina, Director, and Father John Itzaina, Pastor,

Saints Peter and Paul Salesian School, Boys’ and Girls” Club, and Church..............ccccoeneneen. 3-140
(C1=T 1 o O 011 1= o P 3-142
John Elblerling, President/CEO, TODCO........ccoiiiiiieieeieeie et see e naesre s 3-155
David Mote, Moderator, and Mary Wong Leong, Clerk, Presbyterian Church

1O g T = (611 o SRS 3-165
o] 1Y g T T SRS 3-172
Bridget Maley, President, Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board ..........c.cccceeeeveviiiiicnnnen. 3-174
Yomi Agunbiade, General Manager, Recreation and Park Department, City and

CouNty Of SAN FrANCISCO .....vveivieiic et e et be e be et e e s reesneeeneeereenreenns 3-182
L[0T T IRV o] o RS 3-186
Connell Dunning for Nova Blazej, Manager, Environmental Review Office,

United States Environmental Protection AGENCY ........coiviieiiieeiie et se s sre s 3-191

Sidney Chan, President, Chinese Chamber of Commerce

Doreen Der-McCloud, Executive Director, Donaldina Cameron House
Guang Wu Chen, President, Ping Yuen Residents Improvement Association
Yuk Gui Zhong, Vice President, Community Tenants Association

Gordon Chin, Executive Director, Chinatown Community Development Center....................... 3-198
Steve Heminger, Executive Director, Metropolitan Transportation Commission ............c.......... 3-213
J. Gregg Miller, Jr., Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman LLP ...........cccccovviiiii i, 3-215
John Tsang, Hoy-Sun Yung Benevolent ASSOCIAtION ............cccoviiiiieiiiiece e 3-220

Public Hearing Comments

Wells Whitney, RENEW SF (PH-=1) .........cooruirineeeriinseissesseessesssesssesssssssssesesssssssssnsesssssnsessssnnes 4-50
Tony Gantner, North Beach Merchants Association (PH-2 and PH-3) ........ccccccoevivciecccee, 4-50
Stephen Taber, San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association (PH-4 thru PH-6)....... 4-50
David Chiu, Small Business Commission and Community Advisory Group of the Central

SUBWAY (PH-7 thrt PH-=9) ...ttt sttt ae e e see e 4-51
Marlene Tran, Visitacion Valley Agents Alliance (PH-10) .........ccccoriiiiiiiniininineneeeeeeeiee 4-51
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° Bonnie Shiu, Visitacion Valley Parent Association (PH-11).......c.cccccevveviiiviii v 4-51
. Ken Nim, Visitacion Valley Community Development Corporation (PH-12 and PH-13)............. 4-52
° Wayne Hu, Chinese Chamber of Commerce (PH-14 and PH-15) ........ccccooevviviieve e, 4-52
° Sabina Chen, Chinese Culture Foundation of San Francisco (PH-16 and PH-17) .........cccccceeuee.e. 4-52
. Ronnie Rhoe, Chinese Affirmative Action (PH-18) ........cccciiiiiiiiiiiiee e 4-53
° Guang Wu Chen, Ping Yuen Resident Improvement Association (PH-19 and PH-20)................. 4-53
. Anna Chang, Community Tenants Association (PH-21 and PH-22)..........cccccocevieviivinniesieeiens 4-54
. Doreen Der-McLeod, Donaldina Cameron House (PH-23)........cccccviiiinirineieeesese e 4-54
. Leon Chow, San Francisco Chinese Progressive Association (PH-24) ........cccccevevviiicvcvie i, 4-54
. Cynthia Joe, Presbyterian Church in Chinatown (PH-25 thru PH-30)........cccccoocviiv i, 4-54
o David Lee, Presbyterian Church in Chinatown (PH-31 and PH-32).........cccccoiiiniiininiieine 4-55
° Ben Lee, Chinatown Photographic Association (PH-33 and PH-34).........cccccevveviviiviic i 4-55
. Joan Wood, Telegraph Hill Dwellers and Friends of Washington Square (PH-35 thru PH-38)....4-56
o Cindy Wu, Chinatown Community Development Center (PH-39 and PH-40) ..........ccccceevevvnnnnne. 4-57
. April Vernanocin, South of Market Community Action Network (PH-41 thru PH-43)................ 4-57
. Ernesting WEISS (PH-44) ..ottt sttt sae e nae e e 4-58
o Pauline Peel, Bay View Community Advisory Group (PH-45).........cccceiiiiiiniiniiineieieeiine 4-58
° Inna Chen, Adopt An Alleyway (PH-46 thru PH-48) ...........c.ccciiiiiiiciece e 4-58
. Planning Commissioner Antonini (PH-49 thru PH-57) ... 4-58
. Planning Commissioner Lee (PH-58 thru PH-63) ..........ccccoiiiiiiiiiniieieeesese e 4-60
° Planning Commissioner SUQaya (PH=64) .......c.cccovoiiiiiiie it 4-61

To facilitate review of the document, a cross reference listing is also provided below summarizing the
comments by agency, organization, and those responding as individuals. Bulleted comments were part of

the Public Hearing transcript.

Federal Agencies

AK. Connell Dunning for Nova Blazej, Manager, Environmental Review Office,
United States Environmental ProteCtion AQENCY ........cocveurieeieriiieie e e 3-191

State Agencies
L.  Terry Roberts, Director, State ClearinghOUSE ...........ccooiiiiiieiiie e 3-42
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AH. Bridget Maley, President, Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board ............c.cccceovviiniiencnnenn 3-174
Al. Yomi Agunbiade, General Manager, Recreation and Park Department, City and

CouNty OF SAN FrANCISCO ......evieeiieiieiieiesit et 3-182
. Planning Commissioner Antonini (PH-49 thru PH-57) ..o 4-58
. Planning Commissioner Lee (PH-58 thru PH-63) ..........ccccoiiiiiiiiiieeee e 4-60
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Organizations
G. Cynthia Joe, member, Presbyterian Church in Chinatown ...........ccocoviiiiie i 3-20
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T.  Sabina Chen, Executive Director, Chinese Culture Foundation of San Francisco ..............ccc...... 3-70
U.  Wells Whitney, Chair of the Board and Claudine Cheng, Treasurer, RENEWSF ....................... 3-73
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W. Homer Teng, Coordinator, Chinatown Families Economic Self-Sufficiency
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AA. Vedica Puri, President, Telegraph Hill DWEIIErS .........ccooviiiiiiiec e 3-93
AC. Lisa Harris, Principal, Russ Gurnina, Director, and Father John Itzaina, Pastor,

Saints Peter and Paul Salesian School, Boys’ and Girls” Club, and Church...........cc.ccocoenneen. 3-140
AE. John Elblerling, President/CEQ, TODCO........cccceiiiieieie et se et sve st sre e sre e 3-155
AF. David Mote, Moderator, and Mary Wong Leong, Clerk, Presbyterian Church
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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
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Strest. They look like junk mailers and few paople have stopped to read them. They are in
Engilsh only. This is inadequate and insulting.

To gdd to the insult, not only is the SEIS/SEIR itself only in English, it is only available online at
an SFMTA web site. Problem: very few residents and business owners of Chinatown have the
language capahbility to read this arcane report, and even fewer have the computers with which to
gccess this repori. Chinatown is low incomell The web site is also extremely cumbersome to
download, even for those with computers,

Providing the report in person at the SFMTA office is a poor option. Few Chinatown merchanis or
residents have the time during the work day to obiain a copy of the report in person,

Regarding the SEIR/SEIS repori itself, | have many concems.

{ am particularly alarmed by the proposed demolitions of the properiiss at 814-528
Stockton or $33-849 Stockton to accommodate a Ghinatown station. According to your
report, these and ather properties along Stockton Street were very casually targeted for
demolition “affer a walkaround with Chinatown community members”. In other words, the
properties in which vital Chinatown businesses operate, and predominantly low-income residents
live, will, largely without their knowledge and inpui, be demolished, dislocated, forced to shul
down. On whose orders, and with whose permission? Who were these “members” who so
cavalierly deemed which businesses will be closed, and who will be forcibly evicted?

What Is going to happen to the many people who wiil be avicted from housing and businesses
that they have operated for decades? How will the proposed destruction of these businesses,
residences and lives ever be "mitigated™? Certainly not by taking rubble from properiies and
putting this rubble into “museums”. Your projections fail to address the fact that the negative
impact of even one husiness or a single residential unit in Chinatown is magnified exponentially,
because of the closeknit nature of the neighborhood. Agaln, & “shiny new transit system” does not
make up for such losses.

Today (10/18/07), | asked ssveral business operaiors at the two demolition addresses if they are
awars that their building has been targeted. Approximately one out of ten were unaware of
demolition plansg. (The notices taped along the street have clearly not been seen, read or
understood.y The one operator who was aware of demolition plans was cutragad at the
probability that his long-established business wouid be forced to close, and expressed anger at
being a powerless “small fish” 1o get the attention of politicians, city officials or community
"leaders”.

| also remnain deeply concerned about the potential physical damage that may be done to all
properties along Stockton Street due {o vibration fram the construction, and, longer-term vibration
from the operation of the subway itself. Every building along Stockton Street and the proposed
tunnel is historic, many built on masonry foundations. My property, for instance, is an historic
building within 200 feet of a proposed station location. What exactly will happen to my building
when "ambient vibration” ratlles the walls and foundation? What inconveniences will be suffered
by my tenants, many of whom are elderly? Besides vague promises to "mitigate” vibration, | see
no convincing evidence that coliateral damage around the construction site will be zero.

It also goes without saying that severe traffic congestion and inconvenlence during construction
will make warking and living along Stockton Strest intolerable for alt of its residents.

There are other negative “impacts” that a Chinatown subway extension will introduce, and
officials have failed to address most of them. These include the likely influx of crilne, more
homelessness (epidemic already in Chinatown), even more vandalism and graffiti (also epidemic
and worsening throughout Chinatown), and nightmare scenarios for the neighborhood, such as
major earthquakes and terror scenarios (sirestcar hombings).
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In short, the SEIS/SEIR is vague, self-serving and unresponsive.

Not only must “outreach” to Chinatown'’s citizenry ba dramatically increased, immediately and
directly, and in their language, the residents, tenants and business operators of Stockton Strest
deseive a direct vote on the project and every single aspect of it. We deserve a say. We deserve
the right to oppose. We are talking about a large scale and unwelcome intrusion into our
livelihoads and lives.

Personally, | will continue fo oppose the subway extension, and will suppori any and all
opposition from other Chinatown residents and business owners, until we are given far more
convincing evidence that we stand to benefit, in any way, from years of construction nightmares,
forced dislocations, property damage and unanticipated consequences.

-
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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 5% 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 Awvailability 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

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume 11 3-6



3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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 potentiall,
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

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume 11 3-7



3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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 1.

A-6

The construction period for the project, which would last 5% 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
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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.
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Comment Form D
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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 Wo00” 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 Al, page 3-170).
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Comment Form E
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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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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
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Responses to Comment Form G
G-1

Comment in support of the project adjacent to the Preshyterian Church is noted.
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As 2% of construction costs for the Central Subway are designated towards public arts,
the Chinese Culture Foundation requests the Planning Commission and MTA ensure that
the public art in the Chinatown Central Subway Station will be culturally appropriate by
designating funding towards community engagement in the selection of these public arts, H-3
Cont.
The San Francisco Arts Commission has alveady agreed to partner with CCF 1o provide
access to the Chinatown community, translation services, technical and cultural
assistance, and community forums on the process of selecting public arts. We ask that
this process be as transparent as possible, engaging as much community input as needed.
Chinatown is our home; the Central Subway Station will be a prominent landmark. The
station and surrounding areas should be a public area that this community will be proud

o call home,

We would like to conclude our comments by once again voicing our strong support for
the Central Subway project. Al the same time, we urge you (o support adequate process
for community input in the design and public art components of the Central Subway,

Sincerely,

ahina Chen
Frecutive DHrcctor
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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 |

From: Lee Goodin [mailte:lgoodinl @mindspring.com]

Sent: Monday, November 19, 2007 8:51 AM

To: Subway, Central

Subject: RE: Central Subway Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Repart

RE: Central Subway Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
Areas of concern

1. The three alternatives listed are only subway alternatives and "Mo Project/TSM
Alternative”. This money could be used to finance an above ground alternative as
recommended by Regional Alllance For Transit (RAFT)

2. The following is referred to a number of times: "Transit Preferential Streets (TPS)
Improvements - Areas identified for TPS are Stockton Street/Columbus Avenue and
Market Street” The map indicates the intersection of Stockton and Columbus as a

nexus for these improvements, however there does not appear to be any additional
information on these TPS programs.

3, The MTA established a Community Advisory Group (CAG) early in the planning
process to provide input to the identification and selection of design options for the
Third Street Light Rail Project and to help select the options to carry forward for
cnvironmaontal review, The GAD iz composed of a broad cross-section of stakeholder
groups from the six primary neighborhoods in the Third Street Corridor: Visitation
Valley, Bayview/Hunters Point, Potrero Hill, South of Market, and
Chinatown/Downtown. The CAG has met six times since December of 2003 to
discuss the Central Subway phase of the Project. Question: Why is there no Morth
Beach/Telegraph Hill neighborhood representation on the CAG?

4, In the Area Plan Boundaries there is no account made for the North Beach
neighborhood, ses Figure 4-1. Yet the plan clearly indicates the subway will continue
through Maorth Beach in 3 of the 4 alternatives,

5. The Waterfront Land Use Plan, BCDC, SF Bay Plan and SF Waterfront Special
Area Plan, while important all seem to have limited relevance to the area in which the
Central Subway is planned. The amount of space dedicated to this section doesn't
saam justified as nothing of consequence is concluded,

6. Page 33, Washington Square: “Washington Sguare Park includes several mafure
frees, some along Columbus Avenue, To dale, none of these frees have been
designated by the City as historic landmark frees.” Why point out that these trees in
the park are not protected? Are these trees going to be sacrificed?

7. Page 50: "Al the TBM retrieval shaft in Columbus Avenue at Washington Square,
tha roadway (onginally Montgomery Avenue) was cut through between 1873 and
1875, bisecting Washington Square. Deposits related to the early years of
Washington Square as a public space and park may be present.” Question: What is
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the environmental impact of this?

B. Page 70: "Washington Square Park and the associated Washington Square Park
Triangle are the only properties in close proximity to the Tunnel Boring Machine
extraction shaft that would be placed in the middie lanes of Columbus Avenue I8
between Union and Powell Streets for the Alternative 3A and 3B Alignments (see
Table 4-15)." There are other properties — residential and commercial - in close
proximity to the extraction pit. How long will this disruption last? These properties
and the Park will be next to and seriously effected by the extraction pit and resulting
dirt, dust and noise pollution,

9. Page 110, "North Beach Tunnel Construction Variant - Chinatown to Vicinity of
Washington Square” section: "Chemical compounds that may be present in soil and
groundwater along the Nerth Beach Construction Variant may include, but not be
limited to, petroleum hydrocarbon compounds and fuel-relsted volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), such as benzene: other VOCs, such as

de-greasers and thinners; and various metals (likely present in fill). At four LUST sites
(766 Vallejo Sireet, 1625 Powell Street, 1636

Powell Street, and 1641 Powell Street), the regulatory database and review of DPH
files indicated that subsurface soil and groundwater were impactad with fuel-related
VOCs, total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) as gasoline, diesel, and motor oil.”
Guestion: Could these contaminants result in the project becoming a “Super Fund
Site” requiring a major clean-up that could take years to resolve? Question; Why is
there no disoussion of the envirenmental consequences of the Tunnel Boring Machine
being extracted at Washington Square?.

10. The table in page 135 does not reflect the higher noise level when the Tunnel 1-10
Boring Machine is exfracted at Washington Square Park.

11. There is no discussion in the Environmental Sections aof the dirt that will be
pushed out next to Washington Square, what portions of the street would be closed
and for how long, what impact will the extraction pit have on traffic, what the impact 1-11
will be on the residential and commercial life of the neighborhood, how the equipment
will be removed, how and where the dirt from the exiraction pit will be handled, how
many people would be working there and what debris might be cast off by the
construction in that area.

12. "Construction of a TBM retrieval shaft near Washington Square park for the North
Beach Tunnel Construction Variant would require the termporary relocation of bus
stops for the 30-Stockton and 45-Union/Stockton lines, along Columbus Avenue
between Union and Powell Streets. This construction approach would require the
closure of one side of the sireet while the shaft is excavated, keeping one travel lane I-12
in each direction, and then switching over to the other side of the street fo complete
the shaft. This shift in traffic lanes may also require the temporary relocation of
overhead wires on the 30-Stocklon and 45-Union/Stockton to accommodate
continued transit operations. This construction activity iz estimated to take six monthe,
at which point the shaft would be covered and normal street operations would be
restored. If the North Beach Tunnel Construction Variant is not approved, the TEM

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume 11 3-27



3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

extraction shaft would be at the Chinatown off-strest station site and would last
approximately one week. Trucks and cranas would occupy the nearside curb parking
lane to haul materials and load the TEM.” Question: What will the economic and
social impacts be of a disruption of this magnitude be over a period of six months?

1-12
Cont.

13. Page 38 "This Alternative would generate an estimated 18 truck tri ps per day
during the 2.5 year excavation of the guideway, 13 fruck frips during the two-year
excavation period for the Moscone Station, and 7 truck trips per day for the excavation 1-13
of the Union Square/Market Street Station (3.0 year construction period) and the
Chinatown Station (2.5 year construction period) associated with soils excavation and
backfill.” Question: How many truck trips will be needed for the extraction pit at
Washington Square?

14. Page 71: "The TBM retrieval shaft in Columbus Avenue is within the original

boundary of Washington Square as laid out in 1848 and until Columbus Avenue cut 1-14
through it in about 1873; deposits associated with the park may be present beneath
the roadway.”

Question: What impact will the possible uncovering of archeological site or relics
have?

15. Page 78: "There would be no vibration impacts to the park and visual impacis
would be limited to the duration of construction and would not substantially impact
park use or historic integrity. Five additional properties, considered contributors to the
propased Washington Souare Histaric District, anre loeated within 200 feat of the 1-15
extraction shaft. The buildings include 1638-1656 Powell Street, 575-579 Columbus
Street, 1731-1741 Powell Street, 1717-1719 Powell Street, and 1701-1711 Powell
Street. Because of the distances from the extraction shaft and the temporary nature of
construction activity, there would not be vibration Impacts to any of the histeric
buildings.”

This discussion appears to be overly optimistic. If there is a substantial amount of
earth being removed very close to the surface in the middle of street adjacent to these
buildings they will experience vibration.

16. Map page 46: Map appears to indicate that there would more buildings/iots 1-16
affected by the TBM extraction than listed.

17. Pages 83 and 87: The traffic altarnatives for North Beach are not detailed enough

and do not appear to be realistic given that Columbus is bumper to bumper during -17
rush hours.
Summary;
* This EIR doesn't give complete coverage to the impacts to and on North Beach
and specifically Washington Square Park. 118

*  Washington Square is an historic area and a much used park - the Environment
Section does not cover the impacts in detail but instead complete avoids any
discussion.
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* Extracting the Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM) logically will be noisier and
environmentally impacting than when it is deep below the ground. The anticipated
noise levels and vibration appear to be underestimated and not realistic,

*  Other alternative extraction locations should be discussed and considered.

*  The economic and social impacts on the North Beach neighborhood have not
been adequately addressed.

*  North Beach needs to be represented on the Community Advisory Group { CAG).

*  Washington Square does not appear to be the right choice for the location of the
extraction pit.

1-18
Cont.

Lee Goodin

600 Chestnut Streat #408
San Francisco CA 94133
415 346-4335
lgoodint@mindspring.com
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Responses to Letter |

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.

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.”

! pPB/Wong for Muni, FINAL DRAFT, Task 1.72-01, Conceptual Alternative Downtown Rail Alignment
Study Volume 1, Summary Report, Revision Oc, March 20,2006.

1-2
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.

1-3

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.

1-4

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.

1-5

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.

1-6

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.

-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.

1-8

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.

1-9
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.

1-10

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.

1-11

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

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume 11 3-33



3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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.

1-14

See response to comment I-7 above.

1-15

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.

1-16

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.

1-17

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).

1-18

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 1-17 above for detailed

responses.
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Letter J
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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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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
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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

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume 11

3-45

M-1

M-2

M-3

M-5



3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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 1-17. 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
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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 (SHPQO). 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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Responses to Comment Form
O-1

Commenter’s support for the project is noted.
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Responses to Comment Form P
P-1

Commenter’s support for the project is noted.
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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
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Coordination with the TJPA Bus Storage Access
Chapter 3 - Section 3.2.2, pages 3-53, 3-55, and 3-56

Under Alternative 38, the document acknowledges that the location of the portal on Fourth
Street at Perry Street may resfrict accass to the propesed Transbay Bus Storage facility
underneath 1-80 between Fourth and Third sireets due to the tight turing radius. Delays to bus
movament thraugh the Fourth and Harrigon streets intersection during the peak could also ocour
due to degraded intersaction traffic flow (level of service [LOS] F) as a result of project
implementation. As mitigation, MTA has investigated reduction of tha portal length to shift the
portal location southward to allow buses to enter the Transbay bus storage area under the |-80
viaduct from Fourth Street, The mitigation neads to ba identified on the project engineening
drawings for this alternative. In addition, mitigation measures identified on page 3-53 to facilitate
traffic flow along Fourth Street at Harrison Street should also be committed to Alternative 3B
implamentation.

Coordination with Caltrain Downtown Extension

Chapter 2 - Section 2.1,2, page 2-9 (Alternative 2) and Section 2.1.3, page 2-24 (Altermative 3)

With overwhelming support by San Francisco voters, Propesition H was approved in November
1929 establishing a local mandate that the City and County of San Francisco to extend Caltrain
commuter rail service to downtown San Francizsco to a new or rebuilt regicnal transit station on
the site of the existing Transbay Terminal. It was also mandated within the proposition that the
new transd station serve high-speed rail. In March 2004, a Final Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmeantal Impact Report for the Transbay TerminalfCaltrain Downtown
Extension/Redevelopment Project was certified.

The discussicn of the Alternative 2 (Section 2.1.2, page 2-8) and Alternative 3 (Section 2.1.3,
page 2-24) should acknowledge that an interfface with the future DTX will be required at the
intersection of Fourth and Townsend streets, The repart should indicate that the extent and
nature of the construction interface will be dependent upon the relative timing of the respective
projects’ construction and will be determined and resolved as part of an ongoing coordination
process.

Temporary Construction Impacts

Chapter 6 - Section 6.2.2, page 6-18, Section 6.2.3, page 8-27, and Section 6.3.2, pages 6-37
through 6-38

The document describes construction activities for Altermative 3 that could produce temporary
impacts to the movement of buses entering the TJPA bus storage area under the 1-80 viaduct
from Fourth Street. For both Alternatives 3A and 3B, the tunnel boring machine would be
launched adjacent to the bus storage area on Fourth Street and a construction staging area
would be located on the west side of Fourth Street under the 1-80 wiaduct. In addition, muck
fram the tunnel construction would be extracied and hauled away at this location. Alternative 38
would have additional construction activity in this area due to the construction of the portal north
of Bryant Street on Fourth Street,
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R-4
Cont.

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume 11 3-57



3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

3-58

) LBHIT TeISCH
u.__hﬂtﬂi.l.ﬂ.u_rﬂ__
— L
aX-13 FAMHGECIA AT
- =T oyeans TRUNIS - LSl Wi b Ui (REL
_.!.t.ull AR G S

| ST WAL LT TRLE0

Tk “madndl

——
" ] [ ]
[ L ] Nl B B il D

_ E

-

—

——— P
— == e — L
e —— = WA e T
e P - e | ai-
——— e
— B I e a
e ——— —— e [t — —

e —— 1 .__.. [T

7 . .

..... U .

I R O R — .

B "

1 o I 5 | o i il
lk-uﬂn L] .nl_l_.“__nnhu m LC )

T
W] B EETA - ADOETA. T B Gcnd. Do) -l Wi e el Lamisami - £ e RO, H

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume 11



3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Responses to Letter R

R-1

SFMTA is committed to continued close coordination with the TIPA 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 1-80 structure between Harrison and Bryant Streets

has also been refined to minimize any impacts to the TIPA 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 1-80 may restrict aceess-to-the-proposed
bus-storage-faciity-atPerry 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 SEMTA will explore options-desigh-medifications
to-the-portal-location with Caltrans, the TIPA, and Golden Gate Transit that will permit

bus—aceess—to—PerryStreetand-truck access to Stillman Street that-wiH-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 1-80 (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 2-18
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FIGURE 2-19
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FIGURE 5-10

Simulation Looking South Simulation Looking North

Source: PB/Wong
Not to scale
Revised 1/08
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bound Fourth Street to the bus storage facility-may-be-restricted-due-to-the-tight-turning-
radius. The portal may alse-,however, restrict turn movements of larger trucks (40-foot or

greater wheelbase) to Stillman Streetforthe samereasons.”

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

“Muitigation measures would be the same as those described under Alternative 3A except
as noted below. To address the tight turn radius issues at RPerry-Stillman-Street, MTA is
currently investigating } Htiag i
aHowbuses—and_with Caltrans, the TIPA and Golden Gate Transit the possibility of
allowing trucks to enter Perry-Stillman Street from Fourth Street under the Caltans 1-80

structure_via the bus storage facility. Otherpossible-options-evaluated-were-to-locate-the

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 ef-the—pertal 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:

“Muitigation 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 TIPA and Golden Gate Transit the possibility of

allowing trucks to enter Stillman Street from Fourth Street under the Caltrans 1-80

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

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume 11 3-64



3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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 1-80 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 SEMTA will explore options-design-medifications
te-the-portal-Hocation with Caltrans, the TIPA and Golden Gate Transit that will permit

bus—acecess—to—Perry-Street-and-truck access to Stillman Street that-wil-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 TIPA 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 1-80
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 TIPA and design refinements to minimize impacts to the TIPA 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 1-80 would be minimized.
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Letter S
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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
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- 1o publicize and convene artist workshops to provide information regarding the
translation of 2 -dimensional artwork and designs into permanent media

- to organize meelings regarding the development of Public Art Master Plan for
Ceniral Subway

-t assist in publicizing Request for Qualifications to recruit local artists

- toserve on Artist Selection Panels and make recommendations of other
community members to serve on Artist Selection Panels

- to 2erve as venue for exhibition of finalists proposals for public comment
- 1o serve as venue for workshops between selected artists and community
- to help match artists with experienced design professionals who can work as part

ol arlist's team

In order to adequately assist the Arts Commission in connecting with the Chinatown
commumity, the Chinese Culture Center will need more resources than our current
capacity. In reviewing the SEIR, we ask that Planning Commission consider the funding
of a Chinatown community laison for the San Franciseo Arts Commission with the

Chinese Culiure Center,

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Best regards,

‘f;’--wa_géﬂ__j

ggb\'::lu Chen
seecutive Director
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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
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Responses to Letter U
U-1

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

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume 11 3-74



3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter V
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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
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support Vocational English as a Second Language programs aimed at assisting limited
English-speaking residents with those trade skills to become better prepared for those job
opportunities?

6. Will the community be given ample opportunity to provide input on the project, regarding
the design of the station and where it will be located?

7. What will be the impact on current bus service — will there be service cutbacks?

We would like to conclude by reiterating that the CFESC acknowledges the need to relieve traffic
congestion throughout the city, especially in Chinatown. We urge you to consider fully the above
concerns while deciding whether the Central Subway Project is the best way to address it.

sincerely,

'E‘»’meq, %

Homer Teng

Coordinator

Chinatown Families Eeonomic
Self-Sufficiency Coalition

e, Mathaniel Ford, SFMTA

Member apencies of the CFESC:

APA Family Support Services (APA)
Asian Women Resource Center (AWRC)
Charity Cultural Services Center (CCSC)
Chinese for AfMrmative Action (CAA)
Chinese Mewcomer Service Center (CHNSC)
Chinese Progressive Association (CPA)
City College of San Francisco (CCSF)
Community Youth Center (Y C)
Donalding Cameron House

Giondwill Indusiries

Jewish Voeational Service (JWS)

Kai Ming Head Start

Maintenance Training Corporation {Maintrain)
NICOS Chinese Health Coalition

Refugee Transitions

Self-Help for the Elderly

Wu Yee Children's Services
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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
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Mr. Wycko, 5F Planning Department December 7, 2007
Comments to Central Subway DEEISR Page 2

Alternative 3B plan does not appear to restric! access by GGT buses o the bus storage
fucility on 4" and Perry sireets. However, the Altemative 3B plan in the DSEIS/R, Pages
2-39 gnd 5-40, appears to illustrate a porlal location that restricts access to the fulure bus
storage facility by GGT buses. For example, Page 3-55 states “Because of the location of the
portal on Fourth Sireet al Perry Street under the Interstaie 80 freeway, the bus access from X-2
southbound Fourth Street to the GGT bus storage facility may be restricted due to the tight Cont.
{bus) wrning radivs™  Also, Page 7-11 states “the portal at Fourth Street under -E0 may
restrict access to the foture bus storage facility at Perry Street™, Therefore, District reguests
that the FSEISR incorporate the attached 10710507 Alternative 3R, Track Plan & Profile;
Portal Exhibit that mitigates this impact to GGT bus access to the futare District bus storage
facility, With this changes to Alternative 3B portal location, District can support the Central
Subway projoct,

o Meither Altemative 3B portal location shown on Pages 2-3% and 5-40 of the DEELST nor the
L1007 plan includes desipn details for a portal impact altenvator.  As previously discnssed
between District, SFMTA and TIPA staffs, please add the attenuator to the design plans for
Alternative 3B portal in 8 manner that docs not restrict the ability of GOT buses to acoess the
firture bus storage facility,

Comments on Central Subway Construction Impacts

Page 1-14 states one of the objectives of the Central Subway project is to “Minimize Adverse
Construction Impacts™. Page 7-3 defines a significant effeet under CEQA for *Transil Services
and Accessibility” to be an effect that may “cause a substantial increase in delays or operating
costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result”, Pages 6-40 and
T-12 imply that close coordination with this District will be required to minimize mmpacts to
GGT operations.  District appreciaies that construction impacts are temporary, and the full
sequence of construction staging nceds to be determined. Nevertheless, there appear to be
zeveral construction-related activities referenced in the DSEISRE that potentially impact GGT's X-4
ability to either access or fully utilize the future bus storage facility. Since specific impacts to
GGT operations are not identified, it is not possible to detorming if these impacts are significant.
Specific constraction-related activities are discossed below,

Impacts and Mitigation for Transit

s Pages 6-34 through 6-36 (referring to all Algnment Alternatives) describe impacts and
mitigating measures related to public transit services during project construction.  The
SDEIS/R does not adequately disclose if these impacts and miligating measures will be
applied fo MUMNI, GGT andfor all transit services in the Stody Area.  Given the high
impoance of GGT s future bus storage facility af 4" and F'mn-' (as stated in the beginning of
thiz letter), impacts to GGT operation and facilities almw,#- Street are not known and may
be potentially significant,

Tunnel Excavation Shaft

»  Page 6-25 (referring to Alternatives 3A and 3B) states a “tunnel excavation shaft™ will be
located on 47 Street "beneath 1-80 between Harrison and Bryant Streets,” Le., opposite the
entrance of the future GGT bus storage facility. Pages 6-35 and 6-36 (referring to X5
Alternatives 3A and 3B) state “At the tunnel construction shaft, buses will be rerouted to the
west side of Fourth Street between Bryant and Harrizson™ and “buses would retumn to the east
side of the street”™ and “two west lanes of Fourth Street between Bryant and Harrizon Streels
would remain closed for the duration of the construction of the guideway tunnels”. This
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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 TIPA
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 TIPA 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 1-80 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 TIPA 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-lmpacts, Alternative 3A, Transit Construction, page 7-9 is revised as

follows:

“5. Excavation of the construction shaft under the 1-80 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 TIPA 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-1

Y-2

Y-3

Y-4
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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

ViTA

e —

e

A I:prn.nii.vn Penlk

funicipal Transportation Agency
Date: December 10, 2007
To: Bill Wycko, City Planning
From:

Subject:

1. Annual Operating Statistics

a. Tables 5-2, 2-2, 2-4 and 2-6 — There s confusgion in the column headings
over uze of "Systemwide.”  After falking with Dan Rosan, | suggest the

following:

Peter Straus, SFMTA Muni Service Planning
Comments — Central Subway Draft Supplemental EISFEIR, Oct 2007

Geran Memmm | bsyer

Raw. Or Jamas McCery e | Chainma
Tom Molm | Ve Chaamar

Cameron Beach | Deectar

Sninkry Broyes Blact | Disclie

Wil Din | Direch

Peter Berey | Oirecier

Lt Sharbarn | Direcian

Mattaniel F Fard, 5. | Execuive DiectogCED

Headways | Peak Denand | Diesel Trolley
X Line® | (Mot siwe)’

Diesel Trokley | Tetak Annual LEY Fleet Toial
Pexk Demand | Annual LEY
Bais Hiaurs (Fleet Size)? Cnr Hours
(Bystemwide)’ T Line
A R {Systamwider”

2. Abhreviations = In text need to explain what an abbreviation means, but alsa in

tables need to spell out abbreviations

a. Executive Summary Table S-3 and page $-13 — Need to explain what

YOE" means

b. Chapter 8 Table 8-1 — Neead to explain what “YOES" means.

3. Appendix E
a. Tables E-1 & E-2 -

i. Three footnotes (1), (2), {3) are missing

i, Therais no plausible explanation for the sharp drop in the 30 and 45
line patronage between the year 2000 and the 2030 No PrajectTSM
Alternatives. In the Central Subway January 2007 model run, as
shown in Tables E-1 and E-2, the 2030 Mo Project/TSM 30445 Line
patronage is less than half that of the year 2000 patronage. In the
Mo-ProjectTSM Alternative, the T-Third Line runs along the
Embarcadera and in the Market Straet subway, and does not
direatly serve the 3rdldth/Stockton/Columbus comidor betweean
Townsend and Chinatown/North Beach/Russian HilllCow Hollow
and the Marina. Consequently, there is no reason why there should
be a drop in patronage or in service levels for the 30 and 45 Lines.

b. Tables E-3 and E-4 = fure the estimated daily transit ridership trip origins
and destinations for the existing or future conditions?

Sen Francizce Murcipal Transpodalion Aqency
S Frovcisen Mianicind Radeay | Depekisnl of Parking & Tiakic

Dne Soth Yan Meas Svasue, Sovants FL San Franciseo, CA 4103 | Fob 4F5,709,4500 | Faee 415700430 [ weewealenla.eom
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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:

Total
Diesel/Trolley Total Annual LRV Fleet Annual LRV
Peak Peak Demand Diesel/Trolley Peak Peak Demand® | Car Hours T-
Headways | (Systemwide-Fleet Bus Hours Headways (Systemwide- Line
Alternative 9-X Line’ size)! (Systemwide)! | T-Third? Fleet size)*® | (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 (10S) 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: * Central Subways T-Third long-line to Visitacion Valley and T-Third short-line to 18" 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-1

AA-2
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William Wycko
December 10, 2007
Page 2

The Federal requirements under Section 4(f) 10 aveid adverse impacts to historical
resources are nol addressed by the alternatives, which all inchede given impacts in
Chinatown, and Alternative 3B to North Beach, While such impacts might be routinely
the subject of CEQA overriding considerations in the City and County’s jurisdiction, no
such mechanism exists under 4(T) when reasonable options exist to avoid these impacts,

AA-3

PURPOSE AND NEED

= s s

The underlying “Need™ defines the objective criteria for development of alternatives.
The findings supporting the Record of Decision must be based on the “Needs"™ as sct out
in the document. As stated in Section 1.3, the “Needs™ for the project, to year 2030,
include:

“mobility and transit deficiencies in the northeastern part of San Franciseo™ to be
met with improved:

*  “connections to communities in the sontheastern part of the City™, and

*  “reliability of transit service™;

“eongestion” and “mobility needs for new jobs™, throughout the “Study Area” o be
et with:
*  Yinfrastructure improvement” (Ceniral Subway would be a key improvement to
case congestion):

"the large transit-dependent population” of the "Corridor,” to be met with improved
*  “transil serviee™; and

“South of Market area™ residential growth accommodation.
The “Needs" Statement raises several questions:

1} Affected Environment. The SEIS/SEIR fails to meet the Need to address
“nottheastern,” “southeastern,” or “South of Market™ by limiting the Study Area as
“generally within a two block radius of the Corridor™ (3.1), AA-4

2} No methodology is presented to explain how the affected environment of the
Corridor represents the areas described in the needs statement, for purposes of study,
let alone how the project improvements would actually serve the extent of the areas
defined by the Needs Statement.

3} Growth Accommodation. Exactly what residential and/or commercial development AA-5
is anticipated to be accommaodated by the proposed Subway?

ALTERNATIVES

— et e S

The statement of underlying Needs should determine the range of alternatives in an
EIS/EIR.

= L R L r—

AA-6
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William Wycko
Drecember 10, 2007
Page 3

4) Needs Statement. The goiding parameter for ereation and evaluation of alternatives
i5 the Meeds Statement., The SEIS/SEIR fails to link the material it presents back to
the needs identified to improve service to northeast and southeast San Francisco and
the South of Market arca.

3} Area Extent. Irrespective of how allernatives were developed, how were project
improvements evaluated in the alternatives in terms of the extent of the areas defined
by the needs statement?

6} Avoidance of Impacts to Historie Resources. The Aliernatives fail to include
options o avoid significant impacts on historical resources. What are the options for
alternative station siting in Chinatown 1o avoid the demolition of historic struchues?
What are the options for alternative locations for the Tunnel Boring Machine to come
out of the ground to avoid adverse temporary and/or permanent impacts to
Washington Square Park (Landmark No. 226) or on other historic resources identified
by the North Beach Survey andior determined eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places in Morth Beach? Were alternative locations to avoid these potential
adverse impacts considered as required by Section 4(F), CEQA and NEPA?

7} Transit-Dependent Persons. The project would serve those already residing on an
existing transit corridor. How were the actual needs of transit-dependent persons
considered in the alternative analysis? Of people throughout the Study Area?

8) Equity. Is sccessibility equity, to address mobility needs, a consideration? How do
the allemalives evaluate equity for transportation-dependent persons in the Norih
Waterfront and North Beach, some of whom are within the Study Area? South of
Market? Southeastern San Francisco?

9 Limitation of Service Aren. The tunnel aliernatives excavate to Novth Beach without
serving the Study arca with a North Beach Station, or continuation to Fisherman's
Wharf; given the investment in the tunnel, why were alternatives with linkages to
Morth Beach and the North Waterfront, serving stated needs, residents, and fourists,
not considered in favor of a dead-end to the southern half of Chinatown?

1) Street-level Alternative. An allernative to the action would be using the critical
Federal money to finance an above ground alternative as recommended by Regional
Alliance For Transit (RAFT).

TRANSPORTATION

i e T S —

The impact analysis, disclosure, and construction management plan should dwarf the
presentation of the project and cxisting affected environment. In this case, not even the
whole of the affected environment, half of Chinatown and all of Morth Beach, has
baseline information presented with which to perform the analysis, disclosure, and
mitigation management required. The emphasis of the document is inverted from the
purpose il serves,

I} Transit Preferential Streets. "Transit Preferential Streets™ (TPS) Improverments
Areas noted include Stockton Street/Columbus Avenue and Market Streel, Where are
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William Wycko
December 10, 20067

Page 4
: _ , , . . : AA-13
the improvements for Stockton Street/Columbus Avenue? How is a connection gap Cont
al Market Street (to Union Square) an improvement? '
12} Transit Demand. The project would make the pedestrian level of service of
Sockton at Washington worse, not better. Although the demographics of Chinatown, AALA

as more dense and projected to grow, are used rationalize the limited service of the
proposed Subway, Chinatown is not served well without relief to the north, which has
worse existing LOS conditions than the area the Subway would serve. With the
imimense expense of the Subway, why does the project does not address the areas of
greatest transit demand?

13) Existing Transit Corvidor. The Subway would serve a corridor aleeady served by
transit. How would the project be meeting an underserved need for mohbility AA-15
throughout the Study Area? Throughout the areas described in the needs statement?

14) Evidence. The SEIS/SEIR. does not show the existing bus stops, in all of the
“Affected Environment™ material presented, nor indicate where there would he
specific relief with the Subway project, in the impact or alternative analysis. No
methodology bevond boarding counts i presented; there is inadequate information
presentad (o evaluate the SEIS/SEIR.

15) Fedestrian Level of Service. The existing pedestrian level of service of Stockion 1o AA-17
Washington i described as LOS A, At what time of day were counts made?

16) LOYS throuvgh the more congested stretch of Stockion between Columbus and AA-18
BroadwayWashington iz not addressed; as part of the Corridor, why not?

L7} Chinatown, North Beach Caorridor. The SEIS/SEIR does not present or analyze
traffic or LOS in Chinatown or North Beach areas, within the Corridor described as
the Study Area, for existing, projected, or construction conditions of the affected
environment, and thus the SEIS/SEIR is plainly inadequate. StocktonPost is not in
Chinatown. The SEIS/SEIR fails to present any analysis of traffic north of Union
Square. AA-19

i18) Vehicular Level of Service. How will the subway affect existing conditions of
Stockion o Columbus and Columbus Avenue?

19} Intersection LOS 15 presented for “only for intersections™ that would be projected 1o
operats al E or F. However, Chinagtown 1z not studied, so this SEIS/SEIR statermest
canol be supporied.,

200 Loading. The SEIS/SEIR docs not present or analyze leading, within the in
Chinatown or North Beach areas of the Comidor described as the Study Area, for
existing conditions of the affected environment.

21y Projected loading conditions, On-street parking spaces, counted on Stockton from AA-20
Clay to Washington Street, do not deseribe loading spaces or loading conditions.
Projected conditions are described in terms of “loss of existing” and attesting to
“already nearby loading zones™, but there is no information presented to substantiate
that conclusion.

221 Construction conditions include, under 38, the Tunnel Boring Machine (TBEM)
retrieved “from a shaft in the middle of Columbus Avenue" and truck traffic for
spoils will involve land closure for a period of “six months™ to “the full duration of
construction;™ however, the impacts on loading and on business activity is not
descnbed; the SEIS/SEIR is plainly inadequate.

AA-16

AA-21

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume 11 3-96



3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

William Wycko
December 10, 2007
Page 5

23) Parking. The SE1S/SEIR does not present or analyze parking conditions or impacts
within the Corridor described as the Study Area, for existing, projected, or
conziruction conditions on the affected environment and, therefore, the SEISSEIR AA-22
is plainly inadequate, On-street parking spaces, counted on Stockton from Clay to
Washington Street, do not describe conditions sulficiently to analyze the impacts of
project construction.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

D i T S

The MNeeds Area is not matched by the Siudy Area, and linle of either is captured in the
Corridor. The Corridor cannot be used as a surrogate for describing benefits realized (or
oty for the Needs or Study Areas.

24) Study Area. The SEIS/SEIR variously describes the Study Area as shown on
Figures [-1 (p. 1-3) and 1-2 (p. 1-7), as the MTC Travel Zones!'Census tracts
{locations not shown) (p. 1-6), as “generally within a two block radius of the
Corridor”(3.1), AA-23

25) Affected Environment, The SEIS/SEIR does not address “nontheastern”,
“southeastern”, or “South of Market” although these areas are defined in the needs
statement. Instead, it limits the Study Area as “penerally within a two block radius
of the Corridor™(3.1).

26) Chinatown. Stockton/Broadway is indicated as part of Morth Beach, and thus not
served by the proposed subway (1-6). However, Chinatown straddles Broadway; thus,
over half of Chinatown is not included in the service area definition required by the
needs statement{s).

ZTVCAG and Affected Area. "The MTA established 2 Community Advisory Group
{CAG) early in the planning process to provide input to the identification and
selection of design options for the Third Street Light Rail Project and to help select
the options to carry forward for environmental review. The CAG is composed of a
broad cross-section of stakeholder groups from the six primary neighborhoods in the
Third Street Corridor; Visitation Valley, Bayview Hunters Point, Potrero Hill, South
of Markel, and Chinatown/Downtown, The CAG has met six times since December
of 2003 to discuss the Central Subway phase of the Project.” The North Beach [
Telegraph Hill neighborhood should have had representation on the CAG.

AA-24

PLAN CONSISTENCY

LU S FE Y r—rem

Plan consistency is a Federal requirement.

28) Plans. How is the project consistent with the SFCTA Strategic Plans identification
of “Morth Beach™ as one of the Four Corridors for upgrades with “fixed gouideway AA-25
transit lines™? (4-13)
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29 How is the project consistent with the Port's Waterfront Land Plan’s overarching AA-26
goal “to reunite the City with its [northemn ] waterfront? (4-14)
30) How is the project partially consistent with the Northern Waterfront Land Use

Plan guidance to provide “maximum access™ and “accommaodate the movement of AA-27
people,”. .. by “improving transit service between Fisherman’s Wharf and China
Basin™7 (4-5)
31 How is the project consistent with the San Francizco General Plan, Transportation AA-28
Element, to provide fixed guideway transit to the Morth Beach comidor? (4-2)
32) How is the project consistent with the San Francisco General Plan, Commerce & AA-29

Industry Element, to support the tourist industry? (4-2)
31) How is the project consistent with the Chinatown Plan to meet Chinatown®s need for
better East=Wesi transit links? [(4-2)

AA-30

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

Although lmited in duration, these are the most pronounced and widely disruptive of any
impact of the praject. Without a comprehensive construction management plan o
address circulation, in concert with the transit, service, and utility infrastructure, this will
bring chaos and serious impacts on local businesses. Standard dust control and noise AA-31
ordinances are insufficient to address a project of this magnitude. There is no substantive
discussion of the effects of noise, dust, or vibration on sensitive recepiors, or mobility
impedances for this same population. Mo discussion of the impact on or relief to affected
businesses is discussed.

34) Economie impacts. The SEISSEIR does not present or analyze area business
patronage penerally, and discussion regarding construction impacts on business is
virtually ahsent. AA-32

35) What would the impact be on Chinatown and North Beach area businesses? There
were enormous disruptions after the 1989 carthquake.

36) What protections are in place for the economic impacts, yet io be described in the
SEIS/SEIRT

37) Transit. Where is the comprehensive construction management plan o address AA-33
eoordination of rowte changes, truck movements, public information, etc?

38} Affected Arvea. The extent of impacis, given the changes to transit routes and street
closures, extends bevond the two-block buffer of the alignment, The SEIS /SEIR is AA-34
not adequate for the limitation of the affected area (were it) addressed in this regard.

39 Debris and street closures. Dirt will be pushed out right by Washington Square;
what portions of the sireet would be closed for how long, what that would do to
traffic, how would the equipment be removed, how many people would be working AA-35
there and what debris might be cast off by the construction in that area? What
assurance is that that the construction equipment will not be stored in Washington
Square or impaect the public use of this Landmark public pack?

40} Sensitive Receptors. The SEIS/SEIR does not present or analyze the presence of AA-36
sensitive receptors; the SEIS/SEIR discussion is thus inadequate in discussion of
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Page 7
noise, dust, reeveational impacts, and impact of travel impedances, as these affect a AA-36
vulnerable population. The environmental justice discussion is alse incomplete for Cont

this reason.
41y TBM impact concentrations. Chemical contaminants possibly already in the soil are

outlined but not the environmental consequences of the Tunnel Boring Machine being AA-37
extracted at Washington Square.
42) Being that the Tunnel Boring Machine will come out of the ground at Washington AA-38

Square Park wouldn't the noise level be higher?
43) 'Ii'u:: truck trips are nol enumerated for the TBM and Washington Square Park AA-39
activities,
44) Emergency Aceess, The SEIS/SEIR does not adequately describe impacts 1o police
and fire response; even if there will be a plan developed in the future, there needs to
be some characterization of impact presented.

AA-40

SECTION 4(F)
Avoidance alternilives are required under Section 4(1), however, the historic resources
slated for demolition on Stockton Street are not considered “takes,” The effects on
Washington Square Park and historic district resources are not considered Tor appropriate

protection. AA-41

45) Construction impact avoidance. Mo measures are identified for protection of
resources, g5 part of avoidance, under 4(1).

46) Alternatives which avoid impacts are required under 4(1).

47) Washington Square Park i= City Landmark No. 226. "At the TBM retricval shaft in
Columbus Avenue at Washington Square, the roadway (originally Montgomery
Avenue) was cul through between 1873 and 1875, bisecting Washington Square.
Deposits related to the early years of Washington Square as a public space and park
may be present." These are aveided, protected, preserved how? And how would the
landscape of the Park and Columbus Avenue, including the street trees and trees in
the: park be protected and impacts avoided?

48) An Alternative which makes use of the unimproved lot on Stockion at Clay Street for
the station would not require the demolitions to historic resource buildings on
Stockton Street. If the rationale is that the lot was not originally studied or included AA-43
m the original APE, it is specious to assent one (1) 1ot cannot be evaluated for
archeological/cultural resource concerns as an addition to this Supplemental
document.

49) An Alternative which returns Stockfon Street to a streetcar-only street, as it was
when the Stockton Tunnel was constructed, and to allow loading and emergency
access, would allow ihe investment of Federal monies to extend a surface streetcar all
the way to Fisherman's Wharl, arguably serving San Franciseo much better than the
dead-end subway proposed. This would not require the demolitions o resource
buildings on Stockton Street or impacts to Washinglon Square,

AA-42

AA-44
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ADEQUACY

In light of the SEIS/SEIR omissions in the altermatives and analysis, the document does
not meet the tests for legal adequacy, let alone fairness that our neighborhood deserves.

50 Alternatives. The SEIS/SEIR fails to demonstrate that it studied impacis or

alternatives for the whole of the affected area described by the needs statement to AA-45
support findings.

51) Existing Affected Area, The SEIS/SEIR fails to present existing conditions, impact
analysis, or alternative consideration for at least half of the area of Chinatown (nodth AA-46

of Broadway), Chinatown being, ostensibly, a fundamenta] area of concern for
expansion of the light rail.

If cur community is to consider the TBM being extracted in North Beach, let alone at
Waslli!'lgtml Square Park, without the benefit of service, no less than complete discussion AA4T
of environmental consequences and comprehensive plan to manage impacts is acceptable,

We believe feasible alternatives exist which should be considered, as they avoid impacts
as requdred by 4(1f).

We look forward to receiving the Comments and Responses prepaced for the Draft
SEIS/SEIR.

Sincerely,

Wedica Puri
President

CC: Nathaniel P. Ford, San Franciseo Municipal Transportation Agency
Leslie T. Rogers, U5, Dept, of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration
Bay Sukys, TS, Dept, of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration
Joan A. Kugler, San Francisco Planning Departient
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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 1-2. 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.

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume 11 3-106



3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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—belew-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 1), 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 accommaodate 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 | 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 1-80 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 1-80 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 vards 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 Wo0”
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
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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
Woo0” 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 | 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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Letter AB

AB-1

AB-2
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proposed imerconnection between our systems work effectively for both agencies and for the AB-2
public. Cont.

In this hight, we note that BART previously requested to be designated as a “responsible
agency” under the California Environmental Quality Act (“*CECQA") and a “cooperating ageney™
under the National Environmental Policy Act {"NEPA™), In MTA s Auguse 24, 2007 letter to
BART, it suggested that BART should not be designated as o responsible agency because “the AB-3
action that MTA needs from BART is akin 1o an encroachment permit such as CalTrans grants
when work is performed on their property,” Given the integrated function of the Powell Street
Station for both systems, and the need for an agreement for intensified joint use of the station to
be approved by the BART Board of Directors, we believe it is inaccurate to consider BART '
role in the Project as limited to a ministersal action, equivalent 1o issning an encroachment

permit.

Comment 1 — Project Description. The DSEIS/SEIR does not acknowledge that the Project
will necessitate physical changes 1o the existing environment ai the Powell Street Station,
resulting in potentially significant environmental impacts.  As noted above, the current design
for Altemative 3 relies npon the existing portals ar the Powell Strest Station to provide primary
surface-to-subway pedestrian access to the new Union Square/Market Street Station. (p. 2-31).
The Estimated Weekday Ridership projections in the DSEIS/SEIR predict that between 32,000
and 38000 passengers will use the Central Subway Union SquareMarket Street Station by
2030 {p. 3-38 (Table 3-93)." The proposed addition of these additional passengers requires
physical modifications to the existing Powell Street Station in order to increase its capacity,
with reasonably foreseeable environmental consequences both during constrection and long AB-4
termy, I these modifications are not incorporated in the Project Description, they will not be
“cleared” in the DSEIS/SEIR process and would have to be sddressed in & supplemental
environmental document.

MTA"s project team appears 1o recognize this issue, although it is not addressed in the
DSEIS/SEIR. For example, in a November 29, 2007 meeting at the Central Subway Project
Office, MTA staff noted that the elevator closest 1o the Project {near the Apple Store entrance)
would likely have to be replaced to accommodate the additional patrons, as well as to address
potential Americans with Disabilities Act ("ADA™) compliance isswes.  Similarly, ot a
December 5, 2007 meeting at the Central Subway Project Office, MTA staff presented a design
concept for widening the Apple Store entrance as a way to solve capacity problems, as the
existing entrance stairs might not be adequate for Project needs. At the December 5 meeting,
the project team also indicated that MTA would likely need access to the existing sireet-io-
concourse elevator closest o the Apple Store entrance, and that this elevator might have to be
moved for ADA purposes because, in the event the BART Station is closed bui the Central
Subway is open, passengers would need 1o access the Central Subway Staton from the south
end. The preject team also noted it may be necessary o elose the Apple Store entrance for an
extended pericd of time to help facilitate the construction of the Central Subway Station box,

* As @ comparison, on an average weekday in Oclober 2007 there were about 54,000 trips {entries and
it on BART at Powell Streed Siation.
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BART supports MTA s efforts to kentify and resolve station capacity issues. However, the
proposad selutions coubd change the “environmental footprint™ of the Project — in particular, the
potential transportation impacts of prowracted closure of the Apple Stose entrance during
construction.  Their absence from the DSEIS/SEIR leaves the Project Deseription and,
accordingly, the impact analysis and proposed mitigation measures, meomplete, Ner are thess
concerns regarding station capacity and infrastructure limited to the effects at the Apple Store
entrance as proposed by MTA staff. The DSEIS/SEIR contains no analysis concerning the
current capacity of the existing Powell Street Station portals, passageways and concourses, or AB-4
whether the Powell Street Station can accommodate the proposed additional capacity without Cont.
physical medifications. Without this imformation, i85 wnckear what physical modifications o
the Station will be required, which could result in potenitially zignificant environmental impacts
and requiring mitigation, MNevertheless, solulions 1o the capacity issues must be found for the
Froject to proceed and it 15 reasonably foreseeable those solutions wouald result in an expanded
“envirommental footprint” compared o that of the current Project Description, imcluding bat not
limeited to the redesign of the entrances; additional escalators and staprwells; improved elevato
access; additional and/or relocated ticket machines and fare gates; redesign of the general layout
of the concourse aren 1o properly accommedate the mereased and altered passenger flow; ADA
compliance requirements; and improvements to the station ventilation system.

If anmalysis of these izsues is deferred until after the Final SEISSSEIR 15 completed, and that
analysis results in physical modifications to the Powell Street Station that are not incorporated AB-5
in the Project Deseription, then a supplemental environmental document would be needed to
evaluate any impacts asseciated with those modifications.

Comment 2 - Impacts on Transit. The DSEIS/SEIR analysis of public transit impacts does
nod include analvsiz of the Project’s potential impacts on BART service.  Section 311
describes the “affected environment” as mchuding existing public transit and recognizes the
interconnectivity between MTA amd BART, (p. 3-13).  However, in Section 3.2.1, the
DSEISSEIR analyvees onlv the Project's impacts 1o existing MTA services and does not
mention BART. This omizsion 15 of concern to BART, Based on the propcted ndership
numbers BART has been provided, the Project will result in an estimated 17,000 additional AB-6
daily wransfers 1o BART from MTA by 2030 at Powell Street Stafion. The potential impact of
this additional ridership on BART service must be analveed,

It appears that the omission of BART from the transit impact analysis contravenes the City®s
own CECA Significance Critersa, For the Impact Category “Tramsit Service and Accessibility™:

The project would have effect on the emvironment if 1€ would cause
substantial increase in transit demand that could not be sccommodated
by adjacent transil capacity, resulting in unaccepiable levels of transit
seryice; or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating cosis such

! We nete that there is procedent incleding potential impacts on existing station capacity and crowding

i envireaméntal review of ransit projects. For example, in the 2004 Final E15 for Mew York™s
Secomd Avenue Subway Project, Chaprer 5B, pp. 5B-13 - 5B-14, impaciz of the project on station
crowdme were extensively reviewed, including analvsiz of entrances and exits and necessary
imgroverents (ncluding ADA mmprovemsnis ) that would result, Ses

htpeerar mnba.infodcapoonstr/ansfeds lim
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that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result (p.
74 (Table 7-1)).

For the hnpact Category "Pedestrians™;

The project would have a significant effect on the environment il i
would result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, create
potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere AB-6
with pedestrian accessibility o the site and adjoming areas. (fd | Cont

Based on the information currently available, it appears that the Project could meet or excead
these significance criteria. In the absence of analysis demonstrating otherwise, it appears likely
that the proposed 17,000-plus increaze in riders m and around the Powell Strect Station camiol
be sccommodated by the existing station capacity without significant station improvements, and
may well resull in a substantial increase in operating costs, as well as creating polentially
hazardous conditions for pedestrians resulting from overcrowding and’or insafficient provisien
for emergencies.  Accommodating 17,000 additional transfers from MTA 10 BART at the
Powell Street station could also have a significant adverse impact on transil service levels.
Under the Ciry's own guidelines, these analyses and significance determinations, and if
necessary miligation mepsures, are required for transit impacts in general - not just for those on
MTA.

Comment 3 - Construction-Period Tmpacts on Transit Service. Service interruption during
constrsction, as well as i the long term, is a potentinlly significant impact that must be
andlyzed. As noted above, the Project could require protracted closure of at Jeast one Powell
Street Station entrance and rerouting of passenger access during construction. DSEIS/SEIR
does nod analyze any impacts, including potential entrance closures, resulting from necessary
modifications to the Powell Street Station. (§§ 6.3.1, 6.3.5). Moreover, ihe Project requires
MTA 1o bore new tunmels on BART property bencath BART s active Market Street trackway. AB-7
However, the DSEIS/SEIR does not analyze whether the proposed tumneling would require
BART w interrupt sérvice, or require the Powell Street Station to be closed for a period of time,
or (if conducted late at night) would disrupt BART maintenance activities. In a letter dated
October 3, 2007, Central Subway Program Manages John Funghi stated that MTA “will
mitigate construction-related impacts to BART riders. Duwring design, [MTA] will work with
BART 1o develop public outreach and other programs o mitigate the impact to riders.” We
appreciate this proposal and request that it be included in the discussion of mitigation measures
for construction-related transit impacis, which currently provides mitigation only for impacts on
MTA service. (§ 6.3.1, pp. 6-34 — 635,

Comment 4 — Impacts on Safety, As indicaled in Appendix G, Section VIg) of the CEOA
Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Regs. § 13000 ¢ seq.), o potentially significant impact may occur if a
project would “impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan™ BART and MTA have an adopted Emergency
Plan for the Powell Strest Btation, last updated in Tune 2006, bt the DESEISSEIR does not take
this agreement mio account. The addition and connection of the Central Subway station bex to
the existing Powell Street Station could impede evacuation and likely increase the overall
evacuation time from the Powell Strect Station in evenl of emergency. Since this issue has not

AB-8
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vet been analyvzed, it is not clear how evacuated passengers from the Central Subway Station
area will be accommodated within the existing Powell Street Station complex in the event of an
emergency. The impact o safety from mereasing the number of passengers within the station AB-8
complex, particularly during peak periods, must be analvzed in order to determine whether any Cont.
significant impacts will result from the Project and whether nunigation measures such as
improvements to the Powell Street Station’s vertical circulation, platform wadths, Lightmg,
ventilation systems, fire suppression systems and wayfinding might be necessary to ensure
safety during emergency situations.”

Comment 5 — Tmpacis on Services, While the DSETS/SEIR analyzes the Project’s potential
impacts on Police, Fire and Emergency Services (§ 33,3}, it again focuses solely on impacts to
MTA facilities and does noet copsider the Project’s impacts on the BART station or joint use AB-9
areas of the Powell Streer Station, In particular, the DEETS/SETR (p. 5-15) states that “Mumi
provides i1z oam secority ofTicers, who would respond o zafety incidents in the transit system.”
However, BART s own secunity officers are responsible for responding to incidents in the
BART system, To the extent that the Project resalts in increazed passenger traffic as discussed
abowve, beyond areas patrolled by MTA secunily, the mipact is not limited as the DSEIS'SEIR

implies,

Comment & — Hydrology Impacts,  As the DEEIS/SEIR recopnizes, existimg inflow of
groundwater at the Powell Street Station 15 8 significant envircnmental problem, and treatment
of this issue will require special design considerations. (§ 6.11.2, p. 6-%67. BART cumrently
pumps hundreds of thousands of gallons of water out of the Powell Street Station on a daily
basziz. [f the Project interferes with thas water flow, flooding could result.  In addition, water AB-10
accumulating beneath BART s station box could cause scouring and sagging of the BART box.
Mew piping or drainage facilities may be reguired to address this issue. The installation of such
Facilines iz not included in the Project Description amd may itself cause impacts {sce comment 2
above)l. Mr, Funghis October 3, 2007 lemer states that MTA will design the Central Subway
slation “1o nod increase the height of the existing Powell Street Station groundwater table™ and
“will develop measures, such as bonizontal wells, te allow lateral groundweater flow™ past the
station, Again, we appreciate s proposal and regquest that it b2 ocleded ig the DSEIS/SEIR 1o
avodd or mutigate the hyvdrology mmpac

Comment 7 — Hazardous Materials Impacts. The DSEIS/SEIR (pp. 4-105 = 4-110) swrveys
envirommnental contpmimation i soil and groomdwater, but does not make mention of hazardoas
materials present m the Powell Sireet Station structures.  The construction mmpact analviis
focuses mainly on potential exposure of site workers to contamination n soils and groundwaler AB-11
(8 6.13) and only briefly acknowledges the . possibility of encoumterimg  “unamficipated
subsurface structures contaming hazardous matenals such as underground pipelines™(nd, p. 6-
100, The Powell Street Station was part of the origmal BART construction. Gven the age of
the facility, to the extent the Propect requires modification to the existing station walls and
struciures {including constrection of the connection 10 the new Project statien), it can be
anticipated that construction workers will encounter, and need @0 be appropriately protected

Aa

Apain, the Second Avenue Sobway FEIS, pp. 5H-32 - 5B-38, provides an example of approprints
anabysis of swch issues in an EIS, which are disreganded in the DEEIS/SEIR Bor the Cantral Subway
Progece
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from, hazardous materials. In particular, it is likely that an asbestos abatement program would
need 1o be implemented. In addition, the significant increase in the number of patrons using the
Powell Street Station will increase the ambient station temperature, potentially to & degree that
would require BART to activate its mechanically driven, station-cooling, ventilation system,
since the Project does not include an additional ventilation system to address the temperafure
mcrease. The BART ventilation system was also part of the original BART construction and,
again, ashestos abatement may be required.

Thank yeu for considering BART's comments. Please feel free 1o conlact Marianne Payne at
210-464-6140 if yon require further information or have any question or concerns.

Sincerely,
r_fhf'(. {-'1_ 5}%@5 v
Dﬂmﬂ]}"ﬂﬂgﬂ;ﬂ

Creneral Manager

Co
BART Executive Managers
Mathamel P. Ford, Sr., SFMTA, General Manager
Leslie Rogers, FTA, Regional Administrator
Steve Heminger, MTC, Executive Director
Jose Luis Moscovich, SFCTA, Executive Directos
Marianne Payne, BART, Depantment Manager of Planning
John Funghi, SFMTA, Project Manager
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SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT

300 Lakeside Drive, P.0. Box 12688
Oakland, CA 94604-2688
{510) 464-6000

May 1, 2008

Mr. William Neilson, PE
Principal Engineer

Central Subway Project Office
821 Howard Street, 2™ Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Central Subway Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement/Supplemental Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Neilson:

On December 10, 2007, BART provided written comments to San Francisco
Municipal Transit Authority (“MTA”) 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 of that 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?

Whilst the previous experience of building the MTA tunnels above the BART tunnels (MTA
Metro Turnback) 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.

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?

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?

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.

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 of the construction on the BART facility.

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?

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?

Actual field measurements and not as-builts must be used for Monitoring Program of BART
tunnels at the MTA crossing.

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.

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 1/4"
is detected then the inspections shall be daily, until the movement within a 1-week period is
less than 1/4". 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 can be determined for the survey data. For example if the 15.5'
stations are identified as:

A-0

B-15.5

C-3r

D-46.5

E - 62'

The 62' Mid Ordinate can be determined by the following: The 62;' Chord Mid Ordinate at

C = ((A+B)/2)-C.

o The survey system can be local, a tie in to bench marks is not required.

o 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. '

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 other 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.

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 of MTA (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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CS Letter No. 0041 (0148) :
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.

Table 3a: T-Third Peak Hour Percentage of 3-Hour Peak Period
AM Peak Hour % of Peak Period |PM Peak Hour % of Peak Period
Entries Exits Entries Exits

43% 50% 39% 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.

SFMTA | 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 direction at Embarcadero in 2025. Please provide the supporting
documentation that would verify the current 10% projection.

Table 7: Powell Station 2030 without T-Third
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.

Table 8: Powell Station 2030 Peak Hour Passengers without T-Third

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

AN Peak Hour

To
BART | Metro | Surface | Total
BART 0 11,937 11,937
From Metro 75 3,929 4,004
Surface 674 1,045 1,719
Total 749| 1,045 15,866
PM Peak Hour
To
BART Metro Surface Total
BART 0 1,746 1,746
From Metro 256 1,826| 2,081
Surface 6,414 2,710 9,124
Total 6,670 2,710 3,571

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 Stations

Table 11 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. Additionally, Table 11 shows exactly the same

CS Letter No. 0148 May 19, 2008



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 25,5689
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 4™ & 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 0 4,613 8,809 13,422
Erom 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

CS Letter No. 0148
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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 10371 | 2813 | 2658 | 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.

Sincerel

wnghi, 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-field 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 will 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 Municipal Transportation Agency @ 821 Howard Street 416,701.4280 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 10 ft 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 1B 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. | 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 orits 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 415 701-4299 should you have any questions.

Since

ohnjunghi, P.E.
Progtam Manager

Enc:  Draft 4/08 Drill Logs
Draft 4/08 Geologic Profile
CD containing Phase 1B 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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