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1. INTRODUCTION

A. PURPOSE OF THIS RESPONSES TO COMMENTS DOCUMENT

The purpose of this Responses to Comments (RTC) document is to present comments
submitted on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the proposed Service
Policy Framework (Policy Framework) and Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP), to respond in
writing to comments on physical environmental issues, to explain updates or refinements to
the TEP since publication of the Draft EIR on July 10, 2013, and to revise the Draft EIR as
necessary to provide additional clarity. Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) and Public Resources Code §21091 (d)(2)(A) and (B), the Planning Department has
considered the comments received, evaluated the issues raised, and herein provides written
responses that fully address the comments on physical environmental issues raised by the
commenters. This Responses to Comments document provides limited responses to
comments received during the Draft EIR public review period that were not relevant to
physical environmental issues, expressed support for or opposition to the proposed project,
or otherwise raised concerns related to the merits of the proposed project; additional
information about many of these concerns can be found in a document prepared by the San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) entitled, A Community Guide to the
Transit Effectiveness Project (hereinafter referred to as the “Guide to the TEP”).! Also
included in this Responses to Comments document are text changes initiated by the
Planning Department staff as well as text changes made in response to comments on the
Draft EIR.

The Draft EIR together with this Responses to Comments document constitute the Final
Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) for the proposed Policy Framework and the TEP, in
fulfillment of CEQA requirements and consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15132.

B. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

The San Francisco Planning Department prepared the Draft EIR for the TEP and made the
document available for public review and comment in accordance with CEQA, the CEQA
Guidelines in Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations (CEQA Guidelines), and Chapter
31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code (Administrative Code). The Draft EIR was
published on July 10, 2013. A public comment period was held from July 11, 2013 to
September 17, 2013 to solicit public comment on the adequacy and accuracy of information
presented in the Draft EIR. Comments were made in written form during the public comment
period and as oral testimony received at the public hearing on the Draft EIR before the

! San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, A Community Guide to the Transit Effectiveness
Project, March 2014. Available online at www.sftep.com.
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Planning Commission held on August 15, 2013. The comments received during the public
review period are the subject of this Responses to Comments document, which addresses all
substantive written and oral comments on the Draft EIR. A complete transcript of
proceedings from the public hearing on the Draft EIR and all written comments are included
in their entirety in this document.

The Draft EIR and this Responses to Comments document have been presented to the
Planning Commission, the SFMTA, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, and the
Recreation and Park Department; copies of the Responses to Comments document, or a link
to the Web page from which the Responses to Comments may be downloaded, have been
distributed to the agencies, organizations, and individuals who commented on the Draft EIR.
The Planning Commission will hold a hearing on March 27, 2014 to consider the adequacy of
the Final EIR. If the Planning Commission finds the EIR to be in compliance with CEQA
requirements, it will certify the document as a Final EIR. The Final EIR will consist of the
Draft EIR and this Responses to Comments document, which includes the comments
received during the Draft EIR public review period, responses to the comments on physical
environmental issues, updates or refinements to the TEP since publication of the Draft EIR,
and any revisions to the Draft EIR that result from public agency and public comments and
from staff-initiated text changes. The City decision-makers will consider the certified Final
EIR, along with other information received during the public process, to determine whether to
approve, modify, or disapprove the proposed project, and to specify the mitigation measures
that will be required as conditions of project approvals in a Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program.

If the City decision-makers decide to approve the proposed project with the significant effects
that are identified in the Final EIR, but which are not avoided or reduced to less-than-
significant levels, they must indicate that any such unavoidable significant effects are
acceptable due to overriding considerations as described in CEQA Guidelines § 15093. This
is known as a Statement of Overriding Considerations. In preparing this Statement, the City
must balance the benefits of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental risks.
If the benefits of a project outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the
adverse environmental effects may be considered acceptable (CEQA Guidelines § 15093).
If an agency makes a Statement of Overriding Considerations, the statement must be
included in the record of project approval.
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C. DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

This Responses to Comments document consists of the following sections:

Section 1, Introduction, discusses the purpose of the Responses to Comments document,
the environmental review process for the EIR, and the organization of the document.

Section 2, Project Description Revisions, presents new text to be incorporated into EIR
Chapter 2, Project Description. It describes project updates, revisions and/or refinements
that have been developed for certain Travel Time Reduction Proposals (TTRPsS) since
publication of the TEP Draft EIR. The project updates consist of new information that
amplifies three TTRP descriptions previously presented in the Draft EIR at a program level
by providing more detailed project-level descriptions for the TTRP.L (L Taraval), the TTRP.9
(9/9L San Bruno), and the TTRP.71_1 (71L Haight-Noriega Limited). In addition, minor
modifications for TTRP.N (N Judah) and TTRP.5 (5 Fulton/5L Fulton Limited) are described.
This section also summarizes the potential environmental impacts associated with the project
updates, explains that the environmental impacts are not substantially different from those
identified in the Draft EIR, and refers the reader to the environmental analyses of the project
updates presented as staff-initiated text changes in Section 5, Draft EIR Revisions, which
summarize the detailed supplemental environmental analyses prepared for these project
refinements.2

CEQA Guidelines 815088.5 requires recirculation of an EIR when “significant new
information” is added to the EIR after publication of the Draft EIR and before certification.
New information is “significant” if “... the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the
project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect ... that the project proponents
have declined to implement.” Section 15088.5 further defines “significant new information”
that triggers a requirement for recirculation as including, but not limited to, identification of a
new significant impact, a substantial increase in the severity of an impact (unless mitigation
is adopted to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level), or identification of a new
feasible alternative or mitigation measure that would lessen the environmental impacts of the
proposed project that the project sponsor is unwilling to adopt. CEQA Guidelines
§15088.5(d) states that recirculation is not required if “new information in the EIR merely
clarifies or amplifies or makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR.”

2 Fehr & Peers and LCW Consulting, TEP TIS — Supplemental Analysis for TTRP.L, TTRP.9 and
TTRP.71_1, Final Memorandum, December 30, 2013; BASELINE Environmental Consulting,
Supplemental Air Quality Analysis for SFMTA Transit Effectiveness Project’'s TTRP.L, TTRP.9, and
TTRP.71, Memorandum to Debra Dwyer, February 19, 2014. These documents are available for
review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case
File No. 2011.0558E.
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The changes to the Draft EIR Project Description in Section 2 of this Responses to
Comments document do not present significant new information with respect to the proposed
project, would not result in any new significant environmental impacts or present new
feasible alternatives or mitigation measures, and would not result in a substantial increase in
the severity of a significant impact identified in the TEP Draft EIR. Therefore, recirculation of
the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 815088.5 is not required.

Section 3, List of Persons Commenting, presents the names of persons who provided
comments on the Draft EIR. This section is made up of three tables: Public Agencies
Commenting on the Draft EIR, Non-Governmental Organizations Commenting on the Draft
EIR, and Individuals Commenting on the Draft EIR. Commenters are listed in alphabetical
order within each category. These lists also show the commenter code (described below)
and the format (i.e., public hearing transcript, letter, or email) and date of each set of
comments.

Section 4, Responses to Comments, presents the substantive comments excerpted
verbatim from the public hearing transcript and written comments. The comments are
organized by topic, and by subtopic where appropriate. Comments appear as single-spaced
text, and similar comments are grouped together by topic area. Comments are coded in the
following way:

¢ Comments from agencies are designated by “A-" and an acronym of the agency’s
name.

e Comments from non-governmental organizations are designated by “O-" and an
acronym of the organization’s name.

¢ Comments from individuals are designated by “I-” and the commenter’s last name

In cases where a commenter has spoken at the public hearing and submitted written
comments, or has submitted more than one letter or email, the commenter’s last name is
followed by a sequential number by date of submission (e.g., I-Longl, I-Long2). A final
number, in parentheses, at the end of the code keys each comment to the order of the
bracketed comments within each written communication or set of transcript comments. Each
transcript comment code also includes a page reference, in parentheses, that indicates the
page(s) of the transcript on which the comment appears. Thus each discrete comment has a
uniqgue comment code. The coded comment excerpts in Section 4 tie in with the bracketed
comments presented in Attachments A and B of this Responses to Comments document,
described below.

Following each comment or group of comments on a topic are the Planning Department’s
responses. The responses generally provide clarification of the Draft EIR text. The
responses may also include revisions or additions to the Draft EIR. Such changes are
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shown as indented text, with new text underlined and deleted material shown as

strikethrough text.

Section 5, Draft EIR Revisions, presents text changes to the Draft EIR that may reflect text
changes made as a result of a response to comments and/or staff-initiated text changes
identified by Planning Department staff to update, correct, or clarify the Draft EIR text. Staff-
initiated text changes are identified by an asterisk (*) in the margin. The changes to the Draft
EIR do not result in significant new information with respect to the proposed project, including
any new significant environmental impacts or new mitigation measures. Therefore,
recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088.5 is not required.

Attachments to this Responses to Comments document include copies of the letters and
emails received by the Planning Department in their entirety (Attachment A: DEIR Comment
Letters) and a complete transcript of the public hearing including exhibits (Attachment B:
DEIR Public Hearing Transcript Comments). Comments are bracketed, coded, and
numbered as described above. Attachment C: SFMTA Service Area Topographical Maps
(EIR Appendix 5) consists of 20 color maps that show topography and street grades in the
SFMTA service areas where certain service improvements or TTRPs are proposed under the
TEP. Attachment C (EIR Appendix 5) is included in the Responses to Comments in
response to public comments made on the Draft EIR. Attachment D: DEIR Comment Letters
Received after the Close of the Public Comment Period consists of letters and emails
received after the close of the public comment period.

This Responses to Comments document will be incorporated into the Final EIR as a new
chapter, upon certification of the EIR. The changes to the EIR’s text and figures called out in
Section 2, Project Description Revisions, Section 4, Responses to Comments, and Section 5,
Draft EIR Revisions, will be incorporated into the Final EIR text. Attachment C will be
incorporated into the Final EIR as EIR Appendix 5.
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2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION REVISIONS

A. INTRODUCTION

Since publication of the Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP) Draft EIR on July 10, 2013 the
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) has developed project-specific
details for three of the nine program-level Travel Time Reduction Proposals (TTRPS)
included in the Draft EIR — the TTRP.L (L Taraval), the TTRP.9 (9/9L San Bruno), and the
TTRP.71_1 (71 Haight). The program-level transportation analysis for the TTRP.L, TTRP. 9,
and TTRP.71_1is included in the Draft EIR on EIR pp. 4.2-102 to 4.2-116, and the noise and
air quality analyses in Draft EIR Sections 4.3 and 4.4 also included these TTRPs. The
project-level TTRPs along these three Rapid Network transit corridors have been developed
using the Transit Preferential Streets (TPS) Toolkit elements to reduce transit travel time.
The TPS Toolkit elements are summarized in the Draft EIR, Chapter 2, Project Description,
on EIR pp. 2-13 to 2-14, and described in detail on EIR pp. 2-23 to 2-53. They are analyzed
in the Draft EIR on EIR pp. 4.2-67 to 4.2-68, and 4.2-67 to 4.2-97.

In addition, minor changes have been made to the project designs for the
TTRP.5 (5 Fulton/5L Fulton Limited) and the TTRP.N (N Judah) since publication of the TEP
Draft EIR.

This section of the Responses to Comments document provides detailed project-level
descriptions of the TTRP.L, TTRP.9, and TTRP.71_1 and explains the minor modifications to
the TTRP.N and TTRP.5. The project-level TTRP details are presented as new text and
graphics in EIR Chapter 2, Project Description. The revisions and clarifications for the
TTRP.N and TTRP.5, TTRPs that are already described at a project level in the Draft EIR on
pp. 2-117 to 2-128, are presented as revisions to the existing project description text in EIR
Chapter 2. The new text and revised project description text are presented below by page
and paragraph in the Draft EIR as well as in Section 5, Draft EIR Revisions, in this
Responses to Comments document. The detailed descriptions of the three TTRPs are
organized in the same order as in the Draft EIR; that is, they are presented in numeric order
of the Muni line or route, beginning with the alphabetic designations for the light rail lines.

This section also includes a summary discussion of the relationship of the new project details
to, and any differences from, the original project details in the Draft EIR and how the
proposed revisions and clarifications affect the impact analyses presented in the Draft EIR,
and explains how this information would affect the conclusions reached in the Draft EIR. The
text revisions/additions for environmental impact analyses in the Transportation and
Circulation, and Air Quality sections of EIR Chapter 4, Environmental Impacts, Setting, and
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Mitigation, are presented as staff-initiated text changes in Section 5, Draft EIR Revisions, of
this Responses to Comments document. No text changes are necessary for the noise
analysis in EIR Section 4.3.

TTRP.L, TTRP.9, and TTRP.71_1 were analyzed at a program level in the Draft EIR on
EIR pp. 4.2-102 to 4.2-116 for transportation and circulation, on EIR pp. 4.3-25 to 4.3-54 for
noise and vibration, and on EIR pp. 4.4-38 to 4.4-55 for air quality. In addition, the TPS
Toolkit elements used to develop the specific corridor designs presented here were also
analyzed in detail on EIR pp. 4.2-81 to 4.2-97 for transportation and circulation and in the
same sections above for noise, vibration and air quality. The project-level analysis for these
three corridors presented on pp. RTC-5-57 to RTC-5-128 of this Responses to Comments
document supplements the analysis provided in the Draft EIR and demonstrates that there
would be no new significant impacts as a result of implementing these specific proposals.

CEQA Guidelines §815088.5 states that a lead agency is required to recirculate an EIR for
public comment when significant new information is added to the EIR after public notice is
given of the availability of the Draft EIR for public review. These guidelines identify the
following as “significant new information” requiring recirculation:

1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new
mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless
mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.

3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others
previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project,
but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it.

4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in
nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded.

The summary of the analysis of impacts for the three project-level TTRPs presented below
and the minor changes to the TTRP.N and TTRP.5 demonstrate that none of the above
conditions would apply to this EIR. Rather, the text added to the EIR in this Responses to
Comments document serves to clarify or amplify information in the Draft EIR, and
incorporates analysis of the project-level TTRP.L, TTRP.9, and TTRP.71_1 into the Draft
EIR. In summary, the new information presented in this section would not constitute
significant new information, does not identify any new significant environmental impacts or
require new mitigation measures, make existing mitigation measures feasible that were
found to be infeasible, or substantially change any conclusions reached in the Draft EIR, and
recirculation is not required.
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B. PROJECT DESCRIPTION REVISIONS

Figure 3: Proposed Program- and Project-Level TTRP Rapid Network Corridors on EIR
p. 2-16 has been revised to show three new project-level TTRPs for the following three
proposed rapid network corridors — L Taraval, the 9/9L San Bruno, and the 71/71L Haight-
Noriega. Revised Figure 3 is shown on p. RTC-2-6 following revised Table 4. Table 4: TEP
Travel Time Reduction Proposals for the Rapid Network Corridors on EIR pp. 2-17 to 2-18
has been revised to show three new project-level TTRPs for the following three proposed
rapid network corridors — L Taraval, the 9/9L San Bruno, and the 71/71L Haight-Noriega.
New text is underlined and deleted text is shown in strikethrough.

Table 4. TEP Travel Time Reduction Proposals for the Rapid Network Corridors

TEP Reference

No Affected Routes: Corridor Description

Program Level *

1 California: along Drumm, Sacramento, Steiner, and California streets, 32
Avenue and Geary Boulevard (outbound), and along Geary Boulevard, 33™
TTRP.1 Avenue, Clement Street, 32" Avenue, California, Steiner, Sacramento, Gough
and Clay streets (inbound), from the intersection of Geary Boulevard and 33"
Avenue to the intersection of Clay and Drumm streets.

22 Fillmore: along Church, Hermann, and Fillmore streets, Broadway, and
TTRP.22 2 Steiner, Union, and Fillmore streets, from the intersection of 16™ and Church
streets to the intersection of Bay and Fillmore streets.

28L 19™ Avenue Limited: along Van Ness Avenue, Lombard Street and
TTRP.28 2 Richardson Avenue from Beach Street and Van Ness Avenue intersection to Lyon
Street and Richardson Avenue (US 101 N) intersection.

30 Stockton: along Chestnut, Broderick, Divisadero and Jefferson streets, from
TTRP.30_2 the intersection of Van Ness Avenue and Chestnut Street to the intersection of
Jefferson/Broderick streets.
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TEP Reference
No.

Affected Routes: Corridor Description

TTRP.K

K Ingleside: along Junipero Serra Boulevard and Ocean Avenue, from the
intersection of Ocean Avenue and San Jose Avenue and Oneida Street (Balboa
Park Station) to the intersection of Sloat/Junipero Serra boulevards.

TTRP.M

M Ocean View: along 19" Avenue, Parkmerced local streets, 19" Avenue,
Randolph Street, Orizaba Avenue, Broad Street and San Jose Avenue, from and
the intersection of 19" and Holloway avenues to the intersection of Geneva and
San Jose avenues (Balboa Park Station).

Project Level

TTRP.5

5 Fulton/5L Fulton Limited: along La Playa Street, Fulton Street, Central Avenue,
and McAllister Street, from La Playa/Cabrillo streets intersection to
Market/McAllister streets intersection.

TTRP.8X

8X Bayshore Express: along Geneva Avenue, Santos Street, Sunnydale Avenue,
Hahn Street, Visitacion Avenue, Bayshore Boulevard, and San Bruno Avenue
from the intersection of Ocean/ Silver avenues to Silver/San Bruno avenues.

TTRP.9**

9 San Bruno/9L San Bruno Limited, along the following streets in two segments:
Segment 1 - along 11" Street, Division Street, Potrero Avenue, Bayshore
Boulevard, and Silver and San Bruno avenues. This part of the corridor extends
from the intersection of Market and 11" streets to the intersection of San Bruno
and Silver avenues. Segment 2 - Bayshore Boulevard, Sunnydale Avenue,
Schwerin Street, Geneva Avenue, Santos Street and Sunnydale Avenue. This
part of the corridor extends from the intersection of Visitacion Avenue and
Bayshore Boulevard to the existing terminus at 2070 Sunnydale Avenue, adjacent
to the Gleneagles Golf Course in McLaren Park.

TTRP.14

14 Mission/14L Mission Limited: inbound along Mission Street, Main Street,
Market Street and Steuart Street and outbound along Steuart Street, Mission
Street, Otis Street, Mission Street, Flournoy Street, San Jose Avenue, and John
Daly Boulevard, from the intersection of Steuart/ Mission streets to Daly City
BART Station.

TTRP.22_1

22 Fillmore: along 16" Street from the intersection of Church/16" streets to the
intersection of Third/ 16" streets.

TTRP.28_1

28 19" Avenue/28L 19" Avenue Limited: along 19" Avenue from Lincoln Way
and 19" Avenue intersection to Junipero Serra Boulevard and 19" Avenue
intersection.

TTRP.30_1

8X Bayshore Express, 30 Stockton and 45 Union: along Van Ness Avenue, North
Point Street, Columbus Avenue, then along Stockton Street (inbound) and Sutter
Street and Kearny Street (outbound), from Van Ness Avenue and Chestnut Street
intersection to the intersection of Market/ Stockton streets (inbound) and the
intersection of Market/ Kearny streets (outbound).
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TEP Reference

NoO Affected Routes: Corridor Description

71L Haight-Noriega Limited and the 6 Parnassus: along Ortega Street, 47
Avenue, Noriega Street, 22" Avenue, Lincoln Way, Frederick, Stanyan, and
Haight streets (inbound), and along Haight, Stanyan, and Frederick streets
Lincoln Way, 23" Avenue, Noriega Street, the Great Highway and Ortega Street
(outbound), from the intersection of Ortega Street/48" Avenue to the intersection
of Market/Gough streets.

TTRP.71**

J Church: along Church Street, right-of-way, Church Street, 30" Street and San
Jose Avenue, from Church Street and Duboce Avenue intersection to
Geneva/San Jose avenues intersection [Balboa Park Station (Muni Metro and
BART)].

TTRP.J

L Taraval: along Ulloa Street, 15" Avenue, Taraval Street, 46" Avenue, Vicente
Street, 47" Avenue, Wawona Street and 46" Avenue, from West Portal Avenue

and Ulloa Street intersection (West Portal Station) to Wawona and 47" Avenue

intersection.

TTRP.L**

N Judah: along Judah Street, Ninth Avenue, Irving Street, Arguello Boulevard,
TTRP.N and Carl Street, from the intersection of La Playa/ Judah streets to the intersection
of Carl/Cole streets.

Notes:

* The nire-TTRPs listed as “Program Level” in this table are analyzed at a program level unless the specific
locations of the TPS Toolkit elements along the corridors are not needed to evaluate a particular CEQA topic,

he RP.9 RP and RP.L were analyzed at a program level In the Dra R lbsequen ne
were designed in detail in Fall 2013, and analyzed at a project level for the Final EIR; therefore, they are
analyzed at both a program level and a project level, but are not listed and described twice in this table.

TTRP.L: L Taraval

The following text and figures to describe the project-level TTRP.L: L Taraval have been
added to EIR p. 2-117 after the second paragraph. (as it is entirely new text, it is not
underlined in order to make it easier to read):

TTRP.L: L Taraval

TTRP.L would provide transit improvements for the L Taraval light rail line
along Ulloa Street, 15" Avenue, Taraval Street and 46" Avenue. The
proposed project would implement TPS Toolkit elements in both the inbound
and outbound directions, from the intersection of Ulloa Street and West Portal
Avenue to the intersection of Ulloa Street and 46™ Avenue. The inbound
direction for this route is east toward West Portal Avenue and Ulloa Street
(continuing downtown in the underground subway) and the outbound direction
is west toward the Great Highway.

The TTRP.L project has a Moderate and an Expanded Alternative. The
Moderate Alternative would include transit stop changes, pedestrian
improvements, parking and turn restrictions, and traffic signal and stop sign
changes. This alternative would replace stop signs with traffic signals at six
intersections on Taraval Street and Ulloa Street. The Expanded Alternative
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would include the same transit stop changes, pedestrian improvements, and
parking and turn restrictions as the Moderate Alternative. Under the
Expanded Alternative, pedestrian improvements would also be made at the
intersection of Taraval Street at 44" Avenue and traffic signal and stop sign
changes would also be different at four intersections. At two of the
intersections along Taraval and Ulloa streets, existing stop signs would be
replaced with pedestrian bulbs as described below, rather than traffic signals.
At two additional intersections, the stop signs would be replaced with traffic
calming measures as described below. The Expanded Alternative would also
establish a new transit-only lane in both directions on Taraval Street from 15"
to 46" avenues. Figure 8d (on p. RTC-2-12, below) shows the TTRP.L
Expanded Alternative; the figure also has text summarizing how the Moderate
Alternative differs from the Expanded Alternative.

Implementation of the improvements in the Moderate Alternative would result
in an estimated net reduction of approximately 75 parking spaces and a net
reduction of approximately 80 parking spaces in the Expanded Alternative.
The parking spaces removed would result from the construction and extension
of boarding islands, installation of transit bulbs, and the implementation of
traffic calming measures. The Moderate Alternative would relocate two
commercial loading spaces within 250 feet of their existing locations, while the
Expanded Alternative would relocate three such spaces. No net reduction in
commercial loading spaces would occur with implementation of either the
Moderate Alternative or Expanded Alternative for TTRP.L.

Details of the two project alternatives for this corridor are provided below.
TTRP.L Moderate Alternative

TPS Toolkit elements in the Moderate Alternative would include transit stop
changes, pedestrian improvements, traffic signal and stop changes, and
parking and turn restrictions.

Transit Stop Changes (Moderate). At Taraval Street and 15" Avenue, in the
outbound direction a new nearside transit bulb (100 feet long) would be
constructed on 15" Avenue, and the inbound stop would be moved from
farside (15" Avenue) to nearside with a new 50-foot-long transit bulb on
Taraval Street.

The nearside flag stops on Taraval Street at 17" Avenue in both directions
would be relocated to 18" Avenue with new 210-foot long, nine-foot-wide
boarding islands, each with an accessible platform for wheelchair accessibility.
On Taraval Street, the inbound stop would be relocated to the nearside of
18" Avenue, and the outbound stop would be relocated to the farside of
18™ Avenue.

The existing farside boarding island at the inbound stop on Taraval Street at
22" Avenue would be extended by 115 feet to a total of 235 feet in length,
with the accessible platform at this stop shifted 115 feet to the east. The
outbound nearside flag stop on Taraval Street at 22" Avenue would be
moved to farside and replaced with a new 235-foot-long boarding island with
an accessible platform.

Case No. 2011.0558E RTC-2-7 Transit Effectiveness Project
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The nearside flag stops would be removed in the inbound and outbound
directions on Taraval Street at 17™, 191, 35™ and 44" avenues and on Ulloa
Street at 15" and 46™ avenues. The inbound nearside flag stop on Taraval
Street and 24™ Avenue and the outbound farside boarding island and
accessible platform on Taraval Street at 23 Avenue would be removed.

Pedestrian Improvements (Moderate): On Taraval Street at 44™ Avenue, a
five-foot-wide, 20-foot-long pedestrian refuge island would be added between
the mixed-flow travel lane and the transit-only lane in the inbound and
outbound directions. Figure 8a shows the proposed change.

Taraval Street

/ 7 5

O
Install§ wide, 20.Iong pedestrian g STOP Pedestrian refuge islands
refuge islands which narrow the travel O
lane width at the intersection. =
<
L
——
?
q—
SOURGE: SFMTA, Tumstone Consulting (New) FIGURE 8a - TTRP.L TARAVAL STREET AND

44TH AVENUE IMPROVEMENTS

Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes (Moderate). The all-way stop signs
would be replaced with traffic signals at the intersections of Taraval Street and
17%, 18", and 35" avenues.

Parking and Turn Restrictions (Moderate). At the intersection of Sunset
Boulevard and Taraval Street, there would be no left turn restrictions at all
times in both the eastbound and westbound directions.

The following Transit Stop Changes and Traffic Signal and Stop Sign
Changes are part of the Moderate Alternative and are not part of the
Expanded Alternative.

Transit Stop Changes (Moderate Only). The inbound and outbound
nearside flag stops on Taraval Street at 26", 28™", 30™, 32", and 40™ avenues
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would be replaced with new 150-foot-long nearside boarding islands. The
inbound and outbound nearside flag stops on Taraval Street at 42" Avenue
would be replaced with new 240-foot-long boarding islands each with an
accessible platform.

Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes (Moderate Only). The all-way stop
signs would be replaced with traffic signals at the intersections of 15" Avenue
and Ulloa Street, 22" Avenue and Taraval Street, 24" Avenue and Taraval
Street.

TTRP.L Expanded Alternative

Transit Stop Changes, Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes, Pedestrian
Improvements, and Parking and Turn Restrictions (Expanded). The
Expanded Alternative would include the same proposed transit stop changes,
traffic signal and stop sign changes, pedestrian improvements, and parking
and turn restrictions as the Moderate Alternative, except for several transit
stop changes and traffic signal and stop sign changes noted above as
Moderate Only.

Transit Stop Changes (Expanded). The inbound and outbound nearside
flag stops would be replaced with 150-foot-long boarding islands and also
would be moved to the farside on Taraval Street at 26", 28™, 30", 32", and
40" and 42" avenues.

Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes (Expanded). In addition to the traffic
signal and stop sign changes proposed under the Moderate Alternative, this
alternative would convert the existing all-way stop-controlled intersections on
Ulloa Street at 15" Avenue, on Taraval Street at the intersections of 22nd, 24t
and 42" avenues, and on Ulloa Street at 46" Avenue to two-way stop-sign
controlled intersections. At these cross-streets, the Ulloa Street and Taraval
Street approaches would no longer have stop signs, and additional traffic
calming measures would be implemented on Ulloa Street and on Taraval
Street. The traffic calming measures at each intersection (noted below) would
consist of the following:

Ulloa Street/15" Avenue: A traffic calming, channelizing island would be
added in the intersection which would eliminate all through movements
forcing a right turn only for all directions, except for southbound traffic,
which would be required to make either a right turn or left turn. Figure 8b
shows the proposed change for this intersection.

Taraval Street/22" Avenue: On Taraval Street, pedestrian bulbs would be
installed on the northeast and southwest corners. The stop signs for
eastbound and westbound traffic on Taraval Street would be removed.

Taraval Street/24" Avenue: On Taraval Street, pedestrian bulbs would be
installed on the northeast and southwest corners. The stop signs for
eastbound and westbound traffic on Taraval Street would be removed.

Taraval Street/42" Avenue: On Taraval Street, two 9-foot-wide, 150-foot-
long transit boarding islands would be installed and extended through the
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Removing Stop Signs:
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SOLHGE: SEMIA, Turmstons/Gonsulling (New) FIGURE 8b - TTRP.L TRAFFIC CALMING AT ULLOA STREET

AND 15TH AVENUE EXPANDED ALTERNATIVE

intersection to serve both inbound and outbound directions. Right-turn
only restrictions would be added on 42" Avenue for northbound and
southbound traffic. The islands would be designed with a low profile cut-
out in the middle that would be wide enough for emergency vehicles to
continue through the intersection. Figure 8c shows the proposed change.

Ulloa Street/46" Avenue: Eight-foot-wide, 30-foot-long pedestrian bulbs
would be added at all corners of this intersection.

The Expanded Alternative would include replacing the existing all-way stop
signs with traffic signals on Taraval Street at 17, 18™, and 35™ avenues, the
same as in the Moderate Alternative. In addition, this alternative would
include replacing the existing all-way-stop signs with traffic signals on Taraval
Street at 26, 28™, 30", 32" and 40™ avenues.

Lane Modifications (Expanded). A full-time transit-only lane would be
established in both directions on Taraval Street between 15" and 46™ avenues
by converting one mixed-flow (center) lane in both directions to a transit-only
lane while maintaining the existing parking lanes. The outbound transit-only
lane would begin 50 feet west of the intersection of Taraval Street and 15%
Avenue. The inbound transit-only lane would begin 40 feet east of the
intersection of Taraval Street and 46" Avenue. Except for taxis and left-turning
vehicles at intersections, all non-transit vehicles would be required to use the
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single curbside mixed-flow lane in both directions of this portion of Taraval
Street, with the exception that trucks would be permitted in the transit-only lanes
in both directions on Taraval Street between 17" and 18" avenues. The
Safeway grocery store at 730 Taraval Street has a truck loading area accessed
from Taraval Street where large trucks make their deliveries. These trucks
make a southbound right turn from 17" Avenue onto westbound Taraval Street
and then, back into the loading area. Due to the truck turning radius for large
trucks and the back-in maneuver required to enter the loading area, these
trucks would need to enter the transit-only lane in order make these maneuvers.

Figure 8d shows the TTRP.L Expanded Alternative and narrative text describes
the difference between the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives.

Please see information and additional graphics illustrating the TTRP.L project
at the SFMTA Web site, online at http://www.sftep.com.

TTRP.N: N Judah

The following text amendments are for the TTRP.N: N Judah project description to address
minor design revisions.

A new sentence has been inserted after the second sentence in the fourth paragraph on
EIR p. 2-117 as follows (new text is underlined):
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...The Moderate Alternative would include transit stop changes, pedestrian
improvements, and parking and turn restrictions. The SEFMTA may consider
adding bicycle corrals at locations where pedestrian or transit bulbs are
proposed. This alternative would also replace stop signs with traffic signals at
seven intersections on Judah Street and one intersection on Irving Street. ...

The first sentence of the fifth paragraph on EIR p. 2-117 has been revised as follows (deleted

text is shown in strikethrough and new text is underlined):

Implementation of the improvements in the Moderate Alternative would result
in an estimated net reduction of 120 410 parking spaces and a net reduction
of up to 130 120-parking spaces in the Expanded Alternative....

A new sentence has been inserted before the last sentence in the third paragraph on EIR
p. 2-119 as follows (new text is underlined):

...The existing outbound boarding island at 19" Avenue would be extended to
225 feet so that it would connect to the existing accessible platform located on

Judah Street at 18" Avenue. The existing inbound and outbound boarding
islands on Judah Street at 28" Avenue would each be extended from 60 feet

to 240 feet and include accessible platforms for wheelchair access. A new
115-foot transit boarding island would be installed at the nearside inbound
stop on Judah Street at 48™ Avenue.

TTRP.5: 5 Fulton/5L Fulton Limited

The following text amendments are for the TTRP.5: 5 Fulton/5L Fulton Limited project
description to address minor design revisions and refinements as a result of the
implementation of the pilot project on this corridor.

The first and second paragraphs on EIR p. 2-123 have been revised as follows (deleted text

is shown in strikethreugh and new text is underlined):

The TTRP.5 project has a Moderate and an Expanded Alternative. The
Moderate Alternative would include transit stop changes, pedestrian
improvements, parking and turn restrictions, and traffic signal and stop sign
changes. This alternative would replace stop signs at six intersections on
McAllister Street and two intersections on Fulton Street with traffic signals,
and would relocate transit stops at two of the intersections on McAllister Street

from nearside to farside in_conjunction with the proposals to signalize these

intersections. Fhe-transit-stops—at-the-intersection—of-McAllister-Street-and
Central-Avenue-would-be relocated-from-farside-to-nearside. The Expanded

Alternative would include the same improvements as the Moderate
Alternative, with the following differences. At two intersections along Fulton
Street where pedestrian bulbs are proposed under the Moderate Alternative,
pedestrian refuge islands would be built under the Expanded Alternative_in
conjunction with the proposal to reconfigure the travel lanes as follows; a
segment of Fulton Street between Stanyan Street and Central Avenue would
be reduced from four lanes to three lanes to provide a center left-turn lane_by
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removing a westbound travel lane; a segment of Fulton Street between
Central Avenue and Baker Street would have one westbound travel lane
removed; and parking on the north side of the street would be converted from

parallel to perpendicular parking. and sStop signs would be replaced with
traffic-calming measures instead of traffic signals at six intersections on

McAllister Street and transit stops would ret be_extended instead of relocated
at two of these intersections.

Implementation of the improvements in the Moderate Alternative would result
in an estimated net reduction of up to 100 80 parking spaces. There would be
an estimated net reduction of up to 110 15 parking spaces with
implementation of the Expanded Alternative. These totals include 10 spaces

that would not be available during—peak-hours—due—to part-timetow-away
restrictions from 7 a.m. to 3-5 p.m. on weekdays on the east side of Central
Avenue between Fulton and McAllister streets and from 6 a.m. to 8 p.m. on

weekdays on the south side of Howard Street between Beale and Fremont
streets. Implementation of improvements in either the Moderate or Expanded

Alternative would not result in a reduction to the number of loading spaces.

The last paragraph starting on EIR p. 2-123 and continuing on EIR p. 2-124 has been revised
as follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is underlined):

Transit Stop Changes (Moderate). New transit bulbs would be constructed at
outbound stops on McAllister Street at Larkin Street, at Van Ness Avenue and
GCentral-avenues, and at Fillmore Street andDivisadero-streets, and on Fulton
Street at Arguello and Park Presidio boulevards, at Sixth, Eighth, 28", 331, 40,
431 and 46" avenues, and at 25" Avenue/Crossover Drive. In the inbound
direction, transit bulbs would be constructed on McAllister Street at Van Ness
Avenue and-Central-avenues and at Fillmore Street and-Divisadero-streets, and
on Fulton Street at Park Presidio Boulevard and at Masonic, Sixth, 25", 28t
33 37t 40t 434 and 46™ avenues. The new transit bulbs on McAllister
Street at Larkin_and Fillmore and-Divisadero-streets, and Van Ness Avenue and
on Fulton Street at Arguello Boulevard (outbound only), Masonic and Sixth
avenues (both inbound only) would be 130 feet long. Transit bulbs at the
intersections along Fulton Street at Park Presidio Boulevard, and Sixth
(outbound), Eighth (outbound only), 25®, 28®, 33, 37" (inbound only), 40™,
431, 46™ avenues would be 65 feet long. The existing 115-foot transit bulb on
Fulton Street at Arguello Boulevard in the eastbound direction would be
extended to 130 feet. lhe#ansqt—bmb&en#teAmsterétreet—at—Gentral—AAfenue
eenjenenen—wmh—step—epttm&atlens—The mbound tranS|t buIb at Fulton Street
and 33 Avenue would be located at the mid-intersection. All of the other
transit bulbs would be located at the farside of intersections.

The first full paragraph on EIR p. 2-124 has been revised as follows (deleted text is shown in

strikethrough and new text is underlined):

Stops would be lengthened at outbound locations on McAllister Street at Hyde
Street (from 75 feet to 100 feet), at Divisadero Street (from 75 feet to 185 feet),
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at Gough Street (from 65 feet to 100 feet) and at Baker Street (from 80 feet to
120 feet), and on Fulton Street at Masonic Avenue (from 80 feet to 185 feet), at
Clayton Street (from 75 feet to 120 feet), at Parker Avenue/Shrader Street (from
85 feet to 165 feet), at 4" Avenue (from 75 feet to 100 feet), at 10" Avenue
(from 90 feet to 100 feet), at 18" Avenue (from 80 feet to 100 feet), at 22"
Avenue (from 75 feet to 100 feet), at 36" Avenue (from 75 feet to 100 feet) and
at La Playa Street (from 75 feet to 160 feet). Stops would be lengthened at

inbound locations on McAllister Street at Leavenworth Street (from 100 feet to

120 feet), at Divisadero Street (from 65 feet to 185 feet) and at Baker Street
(from 70 feet to 120 feet), and on Fulton Street at Clayton Street (from 75 feet to

100 feet), at Parker Avenue/Shrader Street (from 80 feet to 165 feet), at
Stanyan Street (from 70 feet to 145 feet), at 4™ Avenue (from 75 feet to 100
feet), at 10" Avenue (from 90 feet to 100 feet), at 22" Avenue (from 75 feet to
100 feet) and at 30" Avenue (from 80 feet to 100 feet).

The second full paragraph on EIR p. 2-124 has been revised as follows (deleted text is

shown in strikethrough and new text is underlined):

The inbound stops

Street—and on Fulton Street at Park Presidio Boulevard and at Masonic, 18™,
37" and 43 avenues, and the outbound stops on Fulton Street at 28", 30™,
40" and 43 avenues and-McAllister-Street-at-Divisadero-Street would be
relocated from nearside to farside of the intersection. In conjunction with the
proposal to signalize the intersections on McAllister Street at Laguna and
Pierce streets, the stops at these intersections would be moved from near5|de
to farS|de

The first sentence in the third paragraph on EIR p. 2-124 has been revised as follows (new

text is underlined):

The inbound and outbound stops on McAllister Street at Central Avenue, and
at Polk, Octavia, Webster, and Broderick streets, and on Fulton Street at 12t,
16", and 20" avenues, the inbound stop on Fulton Street at 36" Avenue, and
the outbound stop on Fulton Street at 38" Avenue would be removed.....

A new paragraph has been added before the first paragraph on EIR p. 2-125 as follows (new

text is underlined):

New transit stops would be added in the inbound and outbound directions on
McAllister Street at Lyon Street (both 100-foot-long bus zones would be
located farside in_conjunction with replacing the all-way stop controls with a
traffic signal).

The first paragraph on EIR p. 2-125 has been revised as follows (new text is underlined):

Pedestrian Improvements (Moderate). Pedestrian bulbs would be
constructed on Fulton Street at Ashbury, Clayton, and Cole streets to shorten
the crosswalk distance.

Case No. 2011.0558E RTC-2-15 Transit Effectiveness Project
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The first sentence in the second paragraph on EIR p. 2-125 has been revised as follows

(deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is underlined):

Parking and Turn Restrictions (Moderate). Right-turn pockets would be
added in both the—eastbeund—dlrectlons at the mtersectlons of McAlllster Street

westbound direction) and-Bivisadero-streets; and in the eastbound direction
on Fulton Street at its intersection with Masonic Avenue....

The third paragraph on EIR p. 2-125 has been revised as follows (deleted text is shown in
strikethrough and new text is underlined):

A part-time tow-away zone (i.e., 7 a.m. to 5 3 p.m.) would be established on
the entire east side of Central Avenue between Fulton and McAllister streets.

The second-to-last sentence in the seventh paragraph on EIR p. 2-125 has been deleted

(deleted text is shown in strikethrough):
TranS|t Stop Changes (Expanded) .... Fhe-existing-transit-stops—at-the

mfeepseetm Stops Would be Iengthened at outbound Iocatlons on McAlllster
Street at Laguna Street (from 75 feet to 120 feet) and at Pierce Street (from
75 feet to 120 feet) and at inbound locations on McAllister Street at Laguna
Street (from 75 feet to 120 feet) and at Pierce Street (from 65 feet to 120 feet).

A new paragraph has been added above the first full paragraph on EIR p. 2-126 (new text
underlined):

Parking and Turn Restrictions (Expanded). Sixty-foot-long right-turn

pockets would be added in both directions on McAllister Street at Divisadero

Street in conjunction with moving transit stops from the nearside to the farside
of this intersection.

The following two sentences have been inserted after the first sentence in the first full
paragraph on EIR p. 2-126 as follows (new text is underlined):

Lane Modification (Expanded). The number of mixed-flow lanes on Fulton
Street between Central Avenue and Stanyan Street would be reduced from
four lanes (two lanes in each direction) to three (one lane in each direction
with a two-way left-turn lane in the center). The segment of Fulton Street
between Central Avenue and Baker Street would have one westbound travel

lane removed and parking on the north side of the street would be converted
from parallel to perpendicular parking. The proposed lane modifications on
Fulton Street between Central Avenue and Baker Street would result in the

addition of 20 perpendicular parking spaces. See Figure 10, which shows an
example of the existing and proposed roadway modifications.
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Figure 11: TTRP.5 Expanded Alternative on EIR p. 2-128 has been revised to show that
under the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives new inbound and outbound stops would be
located at McAllister and Lyon streets, and that one westbound travel lane on Fulton Street
(between Central Avenue and Baker Street) would be removed as part of the Expanded
Alternative only. Additionally, text on the figure describing how the Moderate Alternative
would differ from the Expanded Alternative has been revised to indicate the following: the
existing inbound and outbound bus stops at McAllister and Divisadero streets would remain
nearside and would be expanded, and right-turn pockets would not be added to McAllister
Street at Divisadero Street. Revised Figure 11 is shown on the following page.

TTRP.9: 9 San Bruno

The following text for the project-level TTRP.9: 9 San Bruno and 9L San Bruno Limited
project description has been added to EIR p. 2-135 after the first paragraph, and two new
footnotes have been added, designated as “[fn]” because new footnote numbers are not yet
established (as this is entirely new text, it is not underlined in order to make the new text
easier to read):

TTRP.9: 9 San Bruno and 9L San Bruno Limited

TTRP.9 would provide transit improvements for the portion of the 9 San Bruno
and 9L San Bruno Limited bus routes along the 11" and Division streets,
Potrero Avenue, and Bayshore Boulevard corridors. The proposed project
would implement specified TPS Toolkit elements in both the inbound and
outbound directions, from the intersection of Market and 11" streets to the
intersection of Bayshore Boulevard and Silver Avenue. The inbound direction
for this route is north towards Downtown and the SoMa Area and the
outbound direction is south towards the Silver Terrace neighborhood.

The TTRP.9 project has a Moderate and an Expanded Alternative. The
Moderate Alternative would include transit stop changes, lane modifications,
parking and turn restrictions, and pedestrian improvements. The Expanded
Alternative would include the same transit stop changes, lane modifications,
parking and turn restrictions, and pedestrian improvements as the TTRP.9
Moderate Alternative except that the Moderate Alternative would not include
sidewalk widening on the portion of Potrero Avenue between 22" and 24t
streets. The Moderate Alternative would, however, add buffers to the existing
bicycle lanes along this segment. Within this segment, the Expanded
Alternative would include a widened sidewalk along the east side of Potrero
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Section 2: Project Description Revisions

Avenue, and parking along the east side of Potrero Avenue would be removed
to widen the sidewalk. The Expanded Alternative would not include adding
buffers to the existing bicycle lanes between 22" and 24™ streets. Both
alternatives would include the removal of an existing transit-only lane from the
inbound (northbound) direction on Potrero Avenue between 200 feet north of
24™ Street and 21t Street. A transit-only lane would be added between 18
and 24" streets in the southbound direction in the Expanded Alternative.
Figure 14e (on p. RTC-2-27, below) shows the TTRP.9 Expanded Alternative.
Narrative text on the figure describes differences between the Expanded and
Moderate Alternatives.

Implementation of the improvements under the Moderate Alternative would
include the estimated removal of up to 30 parking spaces within the corridor;
under the Expanded Alternative up to 55 parking spaces would be removed.
Two commercial loading spaces would be relocated to within 250 feet of their
existing locations under either the Moderate or Expanded Alternative. There
would be no net loss of commercial loading spaces under either alternative.
No passenger loading/unloading zones would be affected by these proposals.

Details of the two alternatives are provided below.
TTRP.9 Moderate Alternative

The Moderate Alternative would include transit stop changes, lane
modifications, parking and turn restrictions, and pedestrian improvements

Transit Stop Changes (Moderate). Transit bulbs would be added in the
following locations and would be 90 feet in length, except as noted below.
Transit bulbs would be constructed in the outbound (southbound) direction on
11™ Street at Market and Harrison (110-foot-long) streets, on Potrero Avenue
at 16" and 24™ streets, and on Bayshore Boulevard at Oakdale and Cortland
avenues. In the inbound (northbound) direction, transit bulbs would be
constructed at the existing stops on Bayshore Boulevard at Cortland and
Oakdale avenues, on Potrero Avenue at 16" Street, and on 11" Street at
Harrison (110-foot-long) and Market streets. An existing transit bulb would be
removed in the inbound direction at Potrero Avenue located farside of a
midblock signalized crosswalk between 22" and 23 streets and would be
replaced with a 100-foot-long transit zone.

Transit stops would be reconfigured in the outbound (southbound) direction at
the following locations. An existing flag stop on Potrero Avenue at Alameda
Street would be changed to an 80-foot-long bus zone and moved to the
farside of the intersection. The transit zone on Bayshore Boulevard at
Oakdale Avenue would be changed to a 90-foot-long transit bulb and moved
to the farside of the intersection. On Bayshore Boulevard at Cortland Street
the existing 95-foot-long transit zone would be changed to a 90-foot-long
transit bulb and relocated from the nearside to the farside of the intersection.
Transit stops in the inbound (northbound) direction would be relocated from
the nearside to the farside of the intersection on Bayshore Boulevard at
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Oakdale Avenue (90-foot-long transit bulb) and on Bayshore Boulevard at
Jerrold Street where the existing stop would be moved approximately 550 feet
to the south and would be converted from a flag stop to a 35-foot-long transit
bulb.

Existing transit stops on Potrero Avenue would be consolidated into one new
stop that would be located at 80-foot-long transit zones on the farside of the
intersection in both directions at the following locations. The stops on Potrero
Avenue at 17" and 18" streets would be consolidated into one at Mariposa
Street in both directions. In the inbound direction, two closely spaced stops at
20t and 229 streets would be consolidated into one new farside stop at 215t
Street. In the outbound direction, the stops on Potrero Avenue at 20" and
22" streets would be consolidated into the existing stop at 215t Street. A new
stop at 19" Street would be created (in both directions, 80-foot-long transit
zone on the farside of the intersection) to maintain two-block stop spacing
between the new stops at Mariposa and 21 streets. A new stop (80-foot-long
transit zone) would be added in the outbound direction midblock on Potrero
Avenue between 22" and 23" streets, on the farside of the existing midblock
signalized crosswalk, to serve San Francisco General Hospital.

Outbound stops would be removed on 11" Street at Howard Street, on
Potrero Avenue at 23 and 25" streets and on Bayshore Boulevard at
Alemany Boulevard. Inbound stops would be removed on 11 Street at
Mission and Howard streets and on Bayshore Boulevard at Alemany
Boulevard.

Parking and Turn Restrictions (Moderate). Turn restrictions would be
implemented on 23 Street at Potrero Avenue limiting eastbound traffic to
right turns only and westbound traffic to left and right turns only (no through
movement). The signal timing would be reconfigured from a four-phase signal
to a three-phase signal, removing the split phase for 23 Street.["]

[New Footnote]

[fnA] In describing traffic signal characteristics, a signal phase is the right-of-way
interval (i.e., the green phase) in a signal cycle that is assigned to an independent
traffic movement (e.g., an exclusive green phase for a left turn movement) or
combination of movements (e.g., northbound and southbound movements having
a green phase at the same time). Split phasing is when two opposing approaches
have a green phase consecutively (e.g., the eastbound approach has a green
phase while the westbound approach is stopped, then the westbound approach
has a green phase while the eastbound approach is stopped) rather than both
approaches moving concurrently. The existing signal timing at the intersection of
Potrero Avenue/23@ Street currently has four phases: Potrero Avenue
northbound/southbound, Potrero Avenue exclusive southbound left turn, 23
Street westbound and 23 Street eastbound. The proposed improvements would
restrict the eastbound approach to a right-turn only movement, eliminating the
need for separate eastbound and westbound green phases. Thus, the signal
timing at the intersection of Potrero Avenue/23™ Street would be reconfigured
from the existing four-phase signal to a three-phase signal, with Potrero Avenue
northbound/southbound, Potrero Avenue exclusive southbound left turn, and 23
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Street westbound. A stop sign would control the required right turn from
eastbound 23 Street.

Lane Modifications (Moderate). A side-running transit-only lane would be
established in the outbound (southbound) direction on Potrero Avenue
between 18" Street and the farside of 24" Street by removing some of the
parking spaces along both sides of Potrero Avenue and altering the existing
lane widths. The existing side-running transit-only lane in the inbound
(northbound) direction on Potrero Avenue between 200 feet north of 24
Street and 21t Street would be removed.

A 2-foot-wide buffer would be added to the northbound and southbound
bicycle lanes on Potrero Avenue between 17" and 22" streets, and between
24" and 25t streets.

Pedestrian Improvements (Moderate). Pedestrian bulbs would be installed
on Potrero Avenue to shorten the crosswalk distance at the signalized
crossings at Alameda Street (northwest and southeast corners), 15"
(northwest, southwest, and southeast corners), 16™ (northwest and southeast
corners), 17" (all four corners), at Mariposa (northwest and southeast
corners), at 18" (northwest, northeast, and southwest corners), at 19"
(northwest corner), at 20" (northwest, northeast and southwest corners), at
215t (northwest corner), and at 25" (northwest and northeast corners) streets.

The existing pedestrian bulb on Potrero Avenue at 24" Street (northwest
corner) would be removed.

Pedestrian refuge islands would be installed at all intersection crosswalks
from 17" to 25" streets.

A new crosswalk to provide pedestrian access across Potrero Avenue would
be installed on the north side of the Potrero Avenue and 23 Street east leg
intersection. Bl

[New Footnote]

[fnB] The Potrero Avenue and 23" Street intersection is offset with the west leg north
of the east leg. For this analysis 23 Street west refers to the leg to the west, and
23 Street east the leg to the east of Potrero Avenue.

The sidewalk on the east side of Potrero Avenue from 21t Street to 60 feet
south would be widened from 9 to 15 feet by removing the parking lane on the
east side of the street.

The following Lane Modifications are part of the Moderate Alternative and are
not part of the Expanded Alternative.

Transit Stop Changes (Moderate Only). A 90-foot-long transit bulb would
be constructed at the existing farside stop in the inbound (northbound)
direction on Potrero Avenue at 24" Street.
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Lane Modifications (Moderate Only). A 2-foot-wide buffer would be added
to the northbound and southbound bicycle lanes on Potrero Avenue between
22" and 24" streets.

Pedestrian Improvements (Moderate Only). Pedestrian bulbs would be
installed on Potrero Avenue to shorten the crosswalk distance at the
signalized crossings at 22" Street east of Potrero Avenue (northeast and
southeast corners), at 22" Street west of Potrero Avenue (all four corners), at
the new outbound stop and existing inbound stop between 22" and 23
streets (midblock on the west and east side of Potrero Avenue), and at 23
Street (northeast, southwest, and southeast corners).

TTRP.9 Expanded Alternative

Transit Stop Changes, Lane Modifications, Parking and Turn
Restrictions, Pedestrian Improvements, and Traffic Signal and Stop Sign
Changes. The Expanded Alternative would include the same transit stop
changes, lane modifications, parking and turn restrictions, and pedestrian
improvements as the TTRP.9 Moderate Alternative. The TTRP.9 Expanded
Alternative would not include the 2-foot-wide buffer to be added to the bicycle
lanes on Potrero Avenue between 22" and 24™ streets that is proposed in the
TTRP.9 Moderate Alternative. The TTRP.9 Expanded Alternative also would
differ from the TTRP.9 Moderate Alternative in the pedestrian improvements
proposed, as indicated below.

Pedestrian Improvements (Expanded Only). Pedestrian bulbs would be
installed on Potrero Avenue to shorten the crosswalk distance at the
signalized crossings at 22" Street east of Potrero Avenue (northeast corner),
at 22" Street west of Potrero Avenue (northwest and southwest corners), at
the new outbound stop between 22" and 23" streets (midblock on the west
side of Potrero Avenue), and at 23 Street (southwest corner). On the
segment of Potrero Avenue between 22" and 24" streets, the Expanded
Alternative would widen the sidewalk on the east side of Potrero Avenue from
9 to 15 feet.

Figures 14a and 14b present the common design elements on Potrero
Avenue between 17" and 25" streets for the Moderate and Expanded
Alternatives for the intersection and midblock locations, respectively. Figures
14c and 14d present the typical block cross-section at the intersection and
midblock on Potrero Avenue between 22" and 24" streets for the TTRP.9
Moderate Alternative and TTRP.9 Expanded Alternative, respectively.l"Cl

Figure 14e shows the TTRP.9 Expanded Alternative and includes narrative
description of the differences between the Moderate and Expanded
Alternative.
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[New Footnote]

[f[nC] Medians illustrated in Figure 14d for the TTRP.9 Expanded Alterative are
associated with the median improvements on Potrero Avenue between Cesar
Chavez and Division streets planned as part of the Mission District Streetscape
Plan Project, San Francisco Planning Department Case File 2008.1075.
Available online at http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/MEA/Final 042810 PMDSP

2PM.pdf. Accessed December 10, 2013.

Please see information and additional graphics illustrating the TTRP.9 project
at the SFMTA Web site, online at http://www.sftep.com.

TTRP.30_1: 8X Bayshore Express, 30 Stockton, and 45 Union-Stockton

The following text amendments are for the TTRP.30_1: 8X Bayshore Express, 30 Stockton,
and 45 Union-Stockton project description to address minor design revisions and refinements
as a result of the proposed implementation of the Columbus Avenue Streetscape Project on
this corridor.

A new sentence has been inserted at the end of the second paragraph on EIR p. 2-156 as
follows (new text is underlined):

...The inbound direction for this route is south towards Market Street and the
outbound direction is north towards North Point Street._ On the east side of

Columbus Avenue (outbound direction) for the entire block between Union
and Powell street the sidewalk would be widened by six feet to create a transit
bulb at this existing stop location.

New text has been added to the second and third sentences of the third paragraph on
EIR p. 2-156 as follows (new text is underlined):

The TTRP.30_1 project has a Moderate and Expanded Alternative. The
Moderate Alternative would include transit stop changes_and sidewalk
widening. The Expanded Alternative would include the same transit stop
changes_and sidewalk widening as the Moderate Alternative,...

New text has been added to the first full paragraph on EIR p. 2-157 as follows (new text is

underlined):

The Moderate Alternative would include transit stop changes_and sidewalk

widening along the east side of Columbus Avenue between Union and Powell
streets.

The second sentence of the second full paragraph on EIR p. 2-157 has been revised as
follows (deleted text is shown in strikethrough and new text is underlined):
... Transit bulbs would be constructed for the outbound transit stops on North

Point Street at Polk Street (65 feet long), on Columbus Avenue at North Point
(55 feet long), Chestnut (65 feet long), and Greenwich (85 feet long including
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20-foot-wide crosswalk width)—and-Union-{130-feetlong) streets, on Stockton
Street at Columbus Avenue (55 feet long), and at Washington Street (55 feet

long).

New text has been added between the third and fourth paragraphs on EIR p. 2-157 as
follows (new text is underlined):

The existing sidewalk on the east side of Columbus Avenue (in the outbound
direction) between Union and Powell streets, which includes an existing

outbound transit stop at Union Street, would be extended six feet for the entire
block (up to approximately 270 feet) in coordination with the Columbus

Avenue Streetscape project proposed by the SFMTA. This extended sidewalk
would serve as a transit bulb at the existing transit stop.

New text has been added to the first paragraph on EIR p. 2-158 as follows (new text is

underlined):

The Expanded Alternative would include all the transit stop changes included

in the Moderate Alternative_as well as the sidewalk widening along the east
side of Columbus Avenue between Union and Powell streets.

Figure 23: TTRP.30 Expanded Alternative on EIR p. 2-160 has been revised to show that
under the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives sidewalk widening would occur on the east
side of Columbus Avenue on the entire block between Union and Powell streets. Revised
Figure 23 is shown on the following page.

TTRP.71_1: 71 Haight-Noriega/71L Haight-Noriega Limited

The following text for the project-level TTRP.71 1. 71 Haight-Noriega and 71L Haight-
Noriega Limited project description has been added to EIR p. 2-159 after the second
paragraph, and a new footnote has been added, designated as “[fn]” because new footnote
numbers are not yet established (this is entirely new text for the EIR, and it is not underlined
in order to make it easier to read):

TTRP.71_1: 71 Haight-Noriega, 71L Haight-Noriega Limited, and
6 Parnassus

TTRP.71_1 would provide transit improvements for the 71L Haight-Noriega
Limited and the 6 Parnassus routes along the Haight Street corridor.l The
proposed project would implement the specified TPS Toolkit elements in both
the inbound and outbound directions, from the intersection of Haight and
Laguna streets to the intersection of Haight and Stanyan streets. The inbound
direction for these routes is east towards Downtown (i.e., toward Market
Street) and the outbound direction is west toward the 48" Avenue terminus for
the current 71 Haight-Noriega and 71L Haight-Noriega Limited; and
14™ Avenue terminus for the existing 6 Parnassus. As part of the TEP Service
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Improvements, the 71 Haight-Noriega and 71L Haight-Noriega Limited would
be consolidated into one limited all day service.

[New Footnote]

[fn] With implementation of the proposed TEP Service Improvements, the 71 Haight-
Noriega local service would be discontinued, and the 71L Haight-Noriega Limited
would operate as limited-stop service all day.

The TTRP.71_1 has a Moderate and an Expanded Alternative. The Moderate
Alternative would include transit stop changes, pedestrian improvements,
parking and turn restrictions, lane modifications, and traffic signal and stop
sign changes. This alternative would also include the replacement of stop
signs at ten intersections on Haight Street with traffic signals, add a transit
gueue jump on Haight Street at Buchanan Street, and would relocate transit
stops at three of the intersections on Haight Street from nearside to farside.
The Expanded Alternative would include the same transit stop changes,
pedestrian improvements, parking and turn restrictions, and traffic signal and
stop sign changes as the Moderate Alternative, with the following difference:
stop signs would be replaced with traffic calming measures instead of traffic
signals at six of the ten intersections on Haight Street. Details of the two
project alternatives for this corridor are provided below. Figure 23a (on
p. RTC-2-34, below) presents a graphic representation of the TTRP.71 1
Expanded Alternative; the figure also has text summarizing how the Moderate
Alternative differs from the Expanded Alternative.

Implementation of the improvements in the Moderate Alternative would result
in an estimated net reduction of about 45 parking spaces. There would be an
estimated net reduction of about 60 parking spaces with implementation of the
Expanded Alternative. Implementation of improvements in either the
Moderate or Expanded Alternative would not result in a net change to the
number of loading spaces. As part of both the Moderate and Expanded
Alternatives, 15 yellow commercial loading zones and one white passenger
loading zone would be relocated. The commercial loading zones would be
relocated to within 250 feet of the existing loading zone locations.

TTRP.71_1 Moderate Alternative

TPS Toolkit elements in the Moderate Alternative include transit stop changes,
pedestrian improvements, parking and turn restrictions, traffic signal and stop
sign changes, and lane modifications.

Transit Stop Changes (Moderate). New 110-foot-long transit bulbs would be
constructed on the farside of the intersection at the inbound and outbound
stops on Haight Street at Fillmore and Divisadero streets, and in the inbound
direction on Haight Street at Masonic Avenue and Stanyan Street. A new
110-foot-long transit bulb would also be constructed in the outbound direction
on Haight Street midblock between Shrader and Stanyan streets.

The existing outbound farside bus zone at Haight and Laguna streets would
be lengthened from 80 feet to 100 feet.

Case No. 2011.0558E RTC-2-31 Transit Effectiveness Project
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The inbound and outbound stops on Haight Street at Clayton and Pierce
streets and the outbound stop on Haight Street at Buchanan Street would be
relocated from nearside to farside of the intersection. The new farside bus
zones would be 100 feet long.

The inbound and outbound stops on Haight Street at Cole Street would be
removed. Additionally, the new farside stops at Haight Street and Clayton
Street would be converted to local-only stops. Therefore, after implementation
of the proposed Service Improvements changes to the 6 Parnassus and 71
Haight-Noriega routes, the inbound and outbound stops on Clayton Street
would be served by the 6 Parnassus but not by the 71L Haight-Noriega
Limited.

The closely-spaced inbound and outbound stops at the intersection of Haight
Street and Central/Buena Vista West and the intersection of Haight Street and
Baker/Buena Vista East would be consolidated into new farside stops at
Haight Street at Lyon Street in both directions.

Pedestrian Improvements (Moderate). Pedestrian bulbs would be
constructed on the southwest corner of Haight Street at Baker/Buena Vista
East Avenue, on the southwest and southeast corners of Haight Street at
Belvedere Street, on the southeast corner of Haight Street and Cole Street, on
the northwest corner of Haight Street and Cole Street, and on the northeast
and southwest corners of Haight Street and Lyon Street.

Parking and Turn Restrictions (Moderate). Right-turn pockets would be
added in the westbound direction on Haight Street at its intersections with
Fillmore Street, Masonic Avenue, and Stanyan Street. In the eastbound
direction, right-turn pockets would be added on Haight Street at the
intersections of Buchanan Street and Fillmore Street. A left-turn pocket would
be added in the eastbound direction on Haight Street at its intersection with
Masonic Avenue. All of the above noted turn pockets would be 50 feet long,
with the exception of the eastbound turn pocket at Buchanan Street, which
would be 120 feet long.

A new left-turn restriction would be implemented in the westbound direction on
Haight Street at the intersection with Masonic Avenue at all times. However, if
the Service Improvement change for the 6 Parnassus to operate on Haight
Street west of Masonic Avenue instead of its current route is not implemented,
then the left-turn restriction would be modified to allow only Muni vehicles to
make left turns at this intersection.

Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes (Moderate). Traffic signals would be
installed on Haight Street at the following intersections: Buchanan Street,
Broderick Street, Baker/Buena Vista East Avenue and at Clayton Street,
which are currently intersections with all-way stop sign controls. At the
intersection of Haight Street/Buchanan Street, a transit queue jump signal
would be provided to allow buses stopped at the bus zone to pass stopped
traffic at this intersection.
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Lane Modifications (Moderate). At the intersection of Haight
Street/Buchanan Street, a right-turn pocket would be added in eastbound
direction to facilitate the proposed transit queue jump signal described above.

The following Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes are part of the Moderate
Alternative and are not part of the Expanded Alternative.

Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes (Moderate Only). The all-way stop
signs would be replaced with traffic signals at the following intersections with
Haight Street: Laguna, Webster, Pierce, Scott, Central, and Shrader streets.

TTRP.71_1 Expanded Alternative

Transit Stop Changes, Pedestrian Improvements, Parking and Turn
Restrictions, Lane Modifications, Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes,
and Lane Modifications (Expanded). The Expanded Alternative would
include the same transit stop changes, pedestrian improvements, parking and
turn restrictions, traffic signal and stop sign changes, and lane modifications
as the Moderate Alternative, except for several traffic signal and stop sign
changes noted above as Moderate Only. The Expanded Alternative also
includes the following changes.

Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes (Expanded). The Expanded
Alternative would include replacement of the all-way stop signs with traffic
calming measures instead of the traffic signals proposed in the Moderate
Alternative at the following intersections with Haight Street: Laguna, Webster,
Pierce, Scott, Central, and Shrader streets. In conjunction with removing the
stop signs facing Haight Street, the traffic calming measures would be
installed and would include pedestrian bulbs at all four corners of each
intersection, except at Pierce Street. At the intersection of Haight and Pierce
streets, there would be pedestrian bulbs on the northeast and southwest
corners and six-foot-long pedestrian refuge islands on both approaches of
Haight Street.

Figure 23a shows TTRP.71_1 Expanded Alternative and describes the
differences between the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. Please see
information and additional graphics illustrating the TTRP.71_1 project at the
SFMTA Web site, online at http://www.sftep.com.
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C. SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS FOR PROJECT
DESCRIPTION REVISIONS

Transportation and Circulation

The transportation and circulation impacts of the three additional project-level TTRPs
described above, the TTRP.L, TTRP.9 and TTRP.71_1, were analyzed in detail for both a
Moderate Alternative and an Expanded Alternative in a memorandum supplementing the
Final TEP Transportation Impact Study (referred to as the “TIS Supplemental Memo”).! The
supplemental transportation analysis studied the same transportation issues as were studied
in the TEP TIS and summarized in the Draft EIR. The supplemental analysis shows that
these three project-level TTRPs would not result in any new significant transportation
impacts not already identified in Section 4.2, Transportation and Circulation, in the Draft EIR
(which presents an analysis of the TTRP.L, TTRP.9, and TTRP.71_1 corridors at a
programmatic level and also presents an analysis of the impacts of each of the Transit
Preferential Streets Toolkit elements [TPS Toolkit elements] in Impacts TR-7 to TR-11 on
EIR pp. 4.2-80 to 4.2-97 and Impacts TR-13 to TR-17 on EIR pp. 4.2-102 to 4.2-116) and
would not require any new mitigation measures, nor would they result in significant impacts
identified in the Draft EIR becoming substantially more severe. Recirculation of the new
information and the analysis of transportation impacts of the three project-level TTRPs is
therefore, not required. The text in Section 4.2 has been revised to include the results of the
supplemental transportation analysis; these staff-initiated text changes are shown in Section
5, Revisions to the Draft EIR, in this Responses to Comments document. In the summary of
impacts below, ‘project-level analysis’ refers to transportation impact analysis for both a
Moderate Alternative and an Expanded Alternative for each of the three TTRPs (TTRP.L,
TTRP.9, and TTRP.71_1).

Transit Impacts of Project-Level TTRPs

The analysis of transit impacts for the TPS Toolkit elements presented in the EIR on pp. 4.2-
81 to 4.2-82 and the program-level TTRP.L, TTRP.9, and TTRP.71_1 presented in the EIR
on pp. 4.2-103 to 4.2-105 in Impact TR-13 shows that implementation of the TPS Toolkit
elements on the program-level TTRP corridors would have less-than-significant impacts on
transit, and could have beneficial effects on transit service. These three TTRPs were already
included in the project-level analysis of Muni ridership and capacity utilization and are listed
in EIR Tables 12 and 13 on pp. 4.2-122 to 4.2-135, where no significant impacts on transit

! Fehr & Peers and LCW Consulting, TEP TIS — Supplemental Analysis for TTRP.L, TTRP.9 and
TTRP.71_1, Final Memorandum, December 30, 2013. A copy of this document is available for
public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of
Case File No. 2011.0558E.
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service were identified for the affected lines and routes (see also TIS Supplemental Memo
pp. 31-34, 38-39, 46-49, 55-57, 63-65, and 71-73 ). The text in EIR Section 4.2 has been
revised to add all three project-level TTRPs to the Transit Impacts discussion in Impacts TR-
20 and TR-21 on EIR pp. 4.2-173 to 4.2-177, and the conclusions of less-than-significant
transit impacts apply, as for the program-level analysis of these three TTRPs. No new
significant impacts on transit were identified in the project-level analysis of the three
additional project-level TTRPs.

Traffic Impacts of Project-Level TTRPs

Traffic impacts of the TPS Toolkit elements are discussed on EIR pp. 4.2-91 to 4.2-95 in
Impacts TR-8 and TR-9. Traffic impacts of the program-level TTRPs are discussed on EIR
pp. 4.2-110 to 4.2-114 in Impacts TR-14 and TR-15. The analysis in Impacts TR-8 and TR-
14 explains that significant impacts could potentially occur at intersections identified on the
TTRP.9, TTRP.71_1, and TTRP.L corridors with implementation of specific TPS Toolkit
elements. Mitigation Measure M-TR-8: Optimization of Intersection Operations, on p. 4.2-92
is identified as a way to minimize the significant impact, but would not reduce the impact to
less-than-significant levels at all locations. The analysis in Impacts TR-9 and TR-15 identifies
less-than-significant traffic impacts with implementation of TPS Toolkit elements Transit Stop
Changes, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes along
the program-level TTRP corridors. The analysis of the three TTRPs at a project level in the
TIS Supplemental Memo added 8 new intersections to the 70 analyzed in the Draft EIR and
re-analyzed one intersection (the intersection of Taraval Street/19"" Avenue) to provide a
project-level traffic analysis in the same detail as provided for the other eight project-level
TTRPs. The analysis shows that the TTRP.L, TTRP.9, and TTRP.71_1 Moderate and
Expanded Alternatives would have less-than-significant traffic impacts (see TIS
Supplemental Memo pp. 25-29 and pp. 33-34, 39-40, 49-50, 57-58, 65-66, and 73-75).
Therefore, while the analysis of program-level TTRPs in the EIR identifies potentially
significant traffic impacts, the project-level analysis of the TTRP.L, TTRP.9, and TTRP.71_1
showed that this conclusion is conservative for these corridors, and no new significant traffic
impacts would occur as a result of implementing the specific project-level designs proposed.
The text and tables in Impacts TR-22 and TR-23 on EIR pp. 4.2-179 to 4.2-191 have been
revised to add all three additional project-level TTRPs to the Traffic Impacts discussion in the
EIR. Both remain less than significant when TTRP.L, TTRP.9 and TTRP.71_1 are included
in the analyses. No new significant traffic impacts were identified in the project-level analysis
for these three TTRPs.
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Pedestrians, Bicycles, and Emergency Vehicle Access Impacts of Project-Level TTRPs

Impacts on pedestrians and bicyclists, and on emergency vehicle access with
implementation of the TPS Toolkit elements and program-level TTRPs are analyzed in
Impact TR-7 on EIR pp. 4.2-83 to 4.2-87 and 4.2-88 to 4.2-89 and in Impact TR-13 on EIR
pp. 4.2-105 to 4.2-109. No significant impacts were identified for the TPS Toolkit elements or
the program-level TTRPs. A project-level analysis was prepared for the three additional
TTRPs in the TIS Supplemental Memo, and no significant impacts were identified for the
TTRP.L, TTRP.9, and TTRP.71_1 Moderate and Expanded alternatives (see TIS
Supplemental Memo pp. 34-36, 41-43, 50-52, 58-60, 67-69, and 75-78). The conclusions of
less-than-significant impacts on pedestrians, bicyclists, and emergency vehicle access for
the program-level TTRPs remain the same for the three additional TTRPs analyzed at a
project level. The text in Impacts TR-44, TR-45, TR-55, and TR-56 on EIR pp. 4.2-205 to
4.2-225, and 4.2-238 to 4.2-241 has been expanded to add the project-level analyses of the
TTRP.L, TTRP.9 and TTRP.71_1 Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. No new significant
impacts on pedestrians, bicyclists, or emergency vehicle access were identified in the
project-level analyses for these three TTRPs.

Loading Impacts of Project-Level TTRPs

The analysis of the TPS Toolkit elements and program-level TTRPs in the EIR identified
potentially significant loading impacts with implementation of TPS Toolkit categories Transit
Stop Changes, Land Modifications, Parking and Turn Restrictions, and Pedestrian
Improvements along the program-level TTRP corridors in Impacts TR-10 and TR-16 on EIR
pp. 4.2-95 to 4.2-96 and 4.2-115 to 4.2-116. Less-than-significant impacts were identified
with implementation of TPS Toolkit category Traffic Signal and Stop Sign Changes along
program-level TTRP corridors in Impacts TR-11 and TR-17 on EIR pp. 4.2-96 to 4.2-97 and
4.2-116. The analysis of the three additional TTRPs at a project level shows that the
program-level analysis was conservative for these TTRPs in that no significant loading
impacts were identified (see TIS Supplemental Memo pp. 35, 42-43, 52, 59-60, 69, and 77).
The text in Impacts TR-46 and TR-47 on EIR pp. 4.2-225 to 4.2-230 has been expanded to
add project-level analyses of the TTRP.L, TTRP.9, and TTRP.71_1 Moderate and Expanded
Alternatives’ loading impacts. No new significant loading impacts were identified in the
project-level analyses for these three TTRPs.

Parking Impacts of Project-Level TTRPs

Parking impacts of the TPS Toolkit elements and program-level TTRPs are analyzed in the
EIR on pp. 4.2-89 to 4.2-91 in Impact TR-7 and pp. 4.2-109 to 4.2-110 in Impact TR-13. The
analysis concludes that implementation of the TPS Toolkit elements along the program-level
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TTRP corridors would not increase parking demand. Although some on-street parking could
be eliminated with implementation of the program-level TTRPs, the losses would in most
cases be distributed along the length of a corridor, some of the resulting parking demand
would be distributed along side streets on the corridor, and the loss of parking would not be
expected to result in hazardous conditions or significant delays for traffic, transit, pedestrians
or bicyclists. Thus, the program-level TTRPs would not result in significant parking impacts.
The analysis of the three additional project-level TTRPs shows that they would not result in
any significant parking impacts, confirming the conclusions in the program-level analysis (see
TIS Supplemental Memo pp. 37-38, 44-45, 54-55, 61-62, 70-71,and 79-80). The text and
tables in Impacts TR-47 and TR-58 on EIR pp. 4.2-242 to 4.2-265 have been expanded to
add project-level analyses of the parking impacts that would result from implementation of
the TTRP.L, TTRP.9, and TTRP.71_1 Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. No new
significant parking impacts were identified in the project-level analyses of these three TTRPs.

Construction Impacts of Project-Level TTRPs

Construction impacts are analyzed in the EIR in Impact TR-1 on EIR pp. 4.2-66 to 4.2-71.
The analysis includes both program-level and project-level components of the TEP.
Therefore, the project-level construction impacts of the TTRP.L, TTRP.9, and TTRP.71_1
Moderate and Expanded Alternatives are analyzed in the EIR and no further analysis is
required. No new significant construction impacts were identified in the TIS Supplemental
Memo (see pp. 36-37, 43-44, 53-54, 60-61, 69-70, and 78-79). The text on EIR p. 4.2-70 has
been revised to include TTRP.L, TTRP.9, and TTRP.71_1 in the listing of project-level TTRP
corridors. Improvement Measure I-TR-1: Construction Measures, on EIR p. 4.2-70, would be
applicable to the TTRP.L, TTRP.9, and TTRP.71_1 Moderate and Expanded Alternatives, as
for all other components of the TEP.

Cumulative Impacts of Project-Level TTRPs

Impacts C-TR-2 and C-TR-3 on EIR pp. 4.2-272 to 4.2-276 identify significant and
unavoidable cumulative transit impacts from implementation of either the TTRP Moderate
and Expanded Alternatives on the Fulton/Hayes corridor within the Northwest screenline and
on the Mission corridor within the Southeast screenline of the Downtown screenlines. The
2035 Cumulative analysis incorporated representative project-level scenarios for each of the
program-level TTRPs, including TTRP.L, TTRP.9, and TTRP.71_1 Moderate and Expanded
Alternatives into the SF-CHAMP model; thus the cumulative transit and traffic impacts of the
TTRPs were analyzed and presented at a project level of detail in the EIR. Therefore, there
is no change in the analysis or conclusions in the EIR regarding cumulative transit impacts
as a result of the additional design details for the TTRP.L, TTRP.9, and TTRP.71 1
Moderate and Expanded Alternatives. Mitigation Measure M-C-TR-1: SFMTA Monitoring of
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Muni Service, identified on EIR p. 4.2-271, would be applicable to both the program-level and
project-level TTRPs.

The program-level TTRPs could result in significant cumulative traffic impacts at a number of
study intersections along six of the corridors, including the TTRP.L, TTRP.9, and TTRP.71
corridors, as discussed in Impact C-TR-7 on EIR pp. 4.2-278 to 4.2-280. The analysis of the
three additional project-level TTRPs in the TIS Supplemental Memo included eight additional
intersections. The TTRP Moderate Alternative, including the three additional project-level
TTRPs, would not contribute considerably to significant cumulative traffic impacts at any of
the study intersections, including the eight additional locations analyzed in the TIS
Supplemental Memo (Impact C-TR-12 on EIR p. 4.2-291 to 4.2-292). The TTRP Expanded
Alternative, including the three additional project-level TTRPs, would result in significant
cumulative traffic impacts at the same 13 study intersections as identified in the Draft EIR in
Impacts C-TR-13 to C-TR37 on EIR pp.4.2-292 to 4.2-297, but would not result in significant
cumulative traffic impacts at any new study intersections (Impacts C-TR-38 and C-TR-39 on
EIR pp. 4.2-297 to 4.2-298). Therefore, the three additional project-level TTRPs would not
result in new significant cumulative traffic impacts nor would they cause more severe
significant cumulative traffic impacts than were already identified in the Draft EIR. The
analysis of the three additional project-level TTRPs shows that the cumulative analysis of
program-level TTRPs in Impact C-TR-7 presented a conservative result with regard to
significant cumulative impacts, and that the specific project-level designs presented in this
section for these three TTRPs would not, in fact, result in significant cumulative traffic
impacts along their corridors. The text in Impacts C-TR-12 through C-TR-39 on EIR pp. 4.2-
290 to 4.2-298 has been revised as appropriate to include the project-level TTRP.L, TTRP.9,
and TTRP.71_1 Moderate and Expanded Alternatives.

Neither the program-level TTRPs nor the project-level TTRPs would result in significant
cumulative pedestrian or bicycle impacts, as explained in Impacts C-TR-40, C-TR-41, and C-
TR-42 on EIR pp. 4.2-298 to 4.2-307. The TIS Supplemental Memo analyzes the TTRP.L,
TTRP.9, and TTRP.71_1 Moderate and Expanded Alternatives at a project level on pp. 88-
90 and concludes that at a project level, these three TTRPs would not contribute
considerably to significant cumulative pedestrian or bicycle impacts. The text on EIR pp. 4.2-
302 to 4.2-307 has been revised to include the three additional project-level TTRPS in
Impacts C-TR-41 and C-TR-42.

The analysis of cumulative loading impacts in Impact C-TR-43 on EIR pp. 4.2-307 to 4.2-308
identified potential significant cumulative loading impacts, depending on the number of on-
street commercial loading spaces that would be removed as a result of implementation of
some of the TPS Toolkit elements along the program-level TTRP corridors, and in
consideration of other factors such as the amount of loading activity and availability of other

Case No. 2011.0558E RTC-2-39 Transit Effectiveness Project
March 27, 2014 Final EIR



Section 2: Project Description Revisions

nearby loading spaces. The analysis of the three additional project-level TTRPs found that
neither the Moderate nor the Expanded Alternative would result in an increase in loading
demand or a substantial reduction in the number of on-street commercial loading spaces,
and therefore would not substantially alter the cumulative commercial loading environment
along their corridors (see TIS Supplemental Memo p. 91). No new significant cumulative
loading impacts would result from implementation of the three additional project-level TTRPs.
The text of Impacts C-TR-47 and C-TR-48 on EIR pp. 4.2-310 and 4.2-311 has been revised
to include the three additional project-level TTRPs.

The analysis of cumulative parking impacts in Impact C-TR-49 on EIR pp. 4.2-311 to 4.2-313
found that some of the TPS Toolkit elements, such as transit-only lanes, as applied in the
program-level TTRPs may result in removing substantial numbers of on-street parking
spaces. This may result in a decrease in parking that could not be replaced at some
locations. The analysis of the other TPS Toolkit elements, such as transit stop changes,
discussed in Impact C-TR-50 on EIR pp. 4.2-313 to 4.2-315 found that cumulative parking
impacts would be less than significant. Parking loss along program-level TTRP corridors, in
combination with parking expected to be lost due to growth and development, as well as due
to implementation of other programs intended to promote alternative travel modes, could
contribute considerably to a significant cumulative parking impact depending on the parking
loss in consideration of other conditions in the vicinity. The analysis of parking impacts of the
three project-level TTRPs indicates that they would not result in substantial losses in on-
street parking along their corridors, and therefore would not contribute considerably to
significant cumulative parking impacts (see TIS Supplemental Memo pp. 91-92). No new
significant impacts would occur. The text in Impacts C-TR-51 on EIR pp. 4.2-315 to 4.2-316,
and C-TR-53 on EIR pp. 4.2-319 to 4.2-320 has been revised to include the TTRP.L,
TTRP.9, and TTRP.71_1 Moderate and Expanded Alternatives.

Traffic and Circulation Impacts of Modifications to TTRP.N and TTRP.5

The design modifications for the TTRP.N and TTRP.5 are minor, involving small changes in
the numbers of parking spaces expected to be removed; clarifications and minor revisions to
the proposals for boarding islands, transit bulbs, and lane modifications; and changes to a
few transit stop locations. They were reviewed in relation to the analysis of transportation
and circulation impacts, and no new impacts were identified. The revisions to EIR Section
4.2, Transportation and Circulation, update the information about numbers of parking spaces
to be removed in Tables 19A and 19B on EIR pp. 4.2-244 and 4.2-256, and in the text on pp.
4.2-246, 4.2-247, 4.2-257, and 4.2-258. No additional revisions are needed to the EIR
analysis and no new impacts would result from the minor design modifications for the
TTRP.N and TTRP.5.
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Noise and Vibration

The analysis of noise and vibration impacts of the TEP in Section 4.3, Noise and Vibration, in
the Draft EIR addressed the noise and vibration impacts of both program- and project-level
components of the proposed project. The approach to the analysis of construction noise and
vibration impacts, using representative types of construction equipment to install TPS Toolkit
elements, adequately addresses the noise and vibration impacts of the three new project-
level TTRPs, as they would include installation of the same TPS Toolkit elements as would
the eight TTRPs analyzed at a project level in the Draft EIR and use the same construction
equipment as analyzed in the Draft EIR Noise and Vibration section. No additional
discussion is required for Impacts NO-1 and NO-2 in the Draft EIR on EIR pp. 4.3-25 to 4.3-
35. As stated in the Draft EIR on EIR pp. 4.3-35 to 4.3-51, the operational noise and
vibration impacts of the TEP would result from the additional transit vehicle trips due to
service changes in the Service Improvements, including those from the L Taraval light rail
line and the 9 San Bruno/9L San Bruno Limited and 71L Haight-Noriega Limited bus routes.
The Service Improvements were analyzed at a project level in the EIR. Implementation of
the TTRPs would not change the number of transit vehicle trips on these three TTRP routes,
or any TTRP routes The analysis on EIR pp. 4.3-35 to 4.3-51 with respect to operational
noise and vibration addresses the noise and vibration impact of these TTRPs. Therefore, no
new operational noise or vibration impacts would result from the project-level Moderate and
Expanded Alternatives of the TTRP.L, TTRP.9, or TTRP.71_1, and no revisions are needed
in the Draft EIR under Impacts NO-3 or NO-4 on EIR pp. 4.3-35 to 4.3-51. The three project-
level TTRPs would not contribute considerably to cumulative noise or vibration impacts,
similar to the conclusion arrived at after analysis of the eight project-level TTRPs in the Draft
EIR, and no revisions are needed in the discussion or conclusions of Impact C-NO-1.

The minor revisions to design details for the TTRP.N and TTRP.5 would not result in a
change to the types of construction activities or equipment needed to implement either of
these TTRPs, and therefore would not cause construction-related noise or vibration impacts
different from those discussed in the EIR in Impacts NO-1 and NO-2 on EIR pp. 4.3-25 to
4.3-35. Operational noise and vibration changes would result from implementation of the
Service Improvements, which were analyzed at a project level in Impacts NO-3 and NO-4 in
the EIR on pp. 4.3-35 to 4.3-51. The revisions to the TTRP.N and TTRP.5 design details
would not change the number of transit vehicles on either corridor, as explained above for
the TTRP.L, TTRP.9 and TTRP.71_1. Therefore no new operational noise or vibration
impacts would occur and no revisions are needed to the discussion and conclusions in
Impacts NO-3 and NO-4 in the EIR.
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Air Quality

The three project-level TTRPs were evaluated to determine whether they would result in new
or greater air pollutant emissions during construction or operation that would result in new
significant air quality impacts.? The TTRPs would not include any changes in transit service;
those changes are reflected in the analysis of the effects of the TEP’s Service Improvements,
which were analyzed at a project level in the Draft EIR and would not increase the number of
transit trips for transit vehicles traveling on the L Taraval, 9 San Bruno/9L San Bruno Limited,
and 71L Haight/Noriega Limited corridors. Therefore, there would be no change in the
operational air quality impacts analysis or conclusions presented in Impacts AQ-3, AQ-4, or
AQ-5 in the Draft EIR on pp. 4.4-43 to 4.4-52. The supplemental air quality analysis
conducted for the TTRPs for the L, 9/9L, and 71L found that although two of these project-
level TTRPs would involve more construction activities than the representative construction
scenario analyzed in the Draft EIR, resulting in somewhat greater construction emissions
than reported in the Draft EIR, the emissions would not exceed significance thresholds for
criteria pollutants or toxic air contaminants, and no new significant impacts would occur. The
text in Section 4.4, Air Quality, has been revised to include the results of this supplemental
air quality analysis; these staff-initiated text changes are presented in Section 5, Revisions to
the Draft EIR, in this Responses to Comments document.

The minor revisions to design details for the TTRP.N and TTRP.5 would not include any
changes to transit service operations. As discussed above, the Service Improvements and
Service Variants affect transit service operations and they are already fully analyzed in the
EIR in Impacts AQ-3, AQ-4, and AQ-5 on pp.4.4-43 to 4.4-52. No additional analysis is
needed to address the minor design changes to the TTRP.N and TTRP.5. As discussed
above under Noise and Vibration, the minor revisions to the descriptions of the TTRP.N and
TTRP.5 would not result in a change to the types of construction activities or equipment
needed to implement either of these TTRPs, and therefore would not cause construction-
related air emissions different from those discussed in the EIR in Impacts AQ-1 and AQ-2 on
EIR pp. 4.4-38 to 4.4-43. No new impacts would result from the minor revisions to these two
TTRPs, and no revisions to the EIR in Section 4.4, Air Quality, are needed.

2 BASELINE Environmental Consulting, Supplemental Air Quality Analysis for SFMTA Transit
Effectiveness Project's TTRP.L, TTRP.9, and TTRP.71, Memorandum to Debra Dwyer, February
19, 2014. This document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650
Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0558E.
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Other Environmental Topics

The Initial Study, presented in Appendix 2 to the EIR, analyzed the impacts of the TEP for
topics other than the three presented in the EIR (Transportation and Circulation, Noise and
Vibration, and Air Quality). These analyses concluded that the program- and project-level
components of the TEP would have no significant environmental impacts that could not be
mitigated to less-than-significant levels for the topics eliminated from further analysis in the
EIR. The addition of project level designs for Moderate and Expanded Alternatives for the
three TTRPs in the Final EIR would not result in any new significant impacts in any of the
Initial Study topics, nor would the minor design revisions for Moderate and Expanded
Alternatives for the TTRP.N and TTRP.5. Mitigation Measures M-CP-2a: Accidental
Discovery of Archaeological Resources and M-CP-3: Paleontological Resources Accidental
Discovery would be applicable to the Moderate and Expanded Alternatives of the three
project-level TTRPs, and would continue to apply to the modified TTRP.N and TTRP.5,
similar to the other TEP components. Mitigation Measure M-CP-2b: Archaeological
Monitoring would continue to be applicable to TTRP.9, as indicated on pp. 220 of the TEP
Initial Study. These mitigation measures would reduce any significant impacts on cultural
resources to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1: Hazardous Materials
Soil Testing, would be applicable to the Moderate and Expanded TTRP Alternatives for these
three project-level TTRPs as well as for TTRP.N and TTRP.5 as modified, and would reduce
any hazards impacts to a less-than-significant level, as it would for the other TEP
components.

As explained in Chapter 6, Alternatives, on EIR p. 6-1, the TTRP Moderate Alternative and
the TTRP Expanded Alternative were analyzed at an equal level of detail in the EIR and
Initial Study. While no new significant impacts were identified from either alternative with the
addition of the three project-level TTRPs or the minor modifications to the TTRP.N and
TTRP.5 since publication of the TEP Draft EIR, the summary of both alternatives and the
transportation and air quality impacts have been updated to include appropriate information
about the environmental impacts that would result with implementation of the project-level
designs for the TTRP.L, TTRP.9, and TTRP.71_1, and the modified TTRP.N and TTRP.5, in
Section 5, Revisions to the Draft EIR, in this Responses to Comments document.

Conclusion

In summary, the analysis of the three additional project-level TTRPs amplifies the information
provided in the Draft EIR for the program-level analysis of these TTRPs. The supplemental
analysis shows that no new significant impacts would occur other than those identified in the
Draft EIR, no new mitigation measures would be necessary, and no significant impacts would
be substantially more severe than identified in the Draft EIR. The analysis of the minor
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design changes to the TTRP.N and TTRP.5 also shows that no new significant impacts
would occur, significant impacts identified in the EIR would not be substantially more severe,
and no new mitigation measures would be necessary. No further analysis is necessary, and
recirculation of the new information and new analyses of the three project-level TTRPs as
well as the minor changes for the TTRP.N and the TTRP.5 is not required.
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3. LIST OF PERSONS COMMENTING

Public agencies, non-governmental organizations, and individuals submitted written
comments (letters and emails) on the Transit Effectiveness Project Draft EIR, which the City
received during the public comment period from July 11, 2013 to September 17, 2013. In
addition, the Planning Commission held a public hearing about the Draft EIR on August 15,
2013, and Commissioners, organizations, and individuals made oral comments at that
hearing. These commenters are listed below in Tables 3.1 to 3.3, along with the
corresponding commenter codes used in Section 4, Comments and Responses, to denote

each set of comments. The comments are coded in the following way:

¢ Comments from agencies are designated by “A-" and an acronym of the agency’s

name.

e Comments from non-governmental organizations are designated by “O-" and an
acronym of the organization’s name.

o Comments from individuals are designated by “I-” and the commenter’s last name

Within each category, commenters are listed in alphabetical order.

In cases where

commenters have spoken at the public hearing and submitted written comments, or have
submitted more than one letter or email, agency or organization acronyms or commenters’
last names are followed by a sequential number by date of submission.

Table 3.1: Public Agencies Commenting on the Draft EIR

Commentor Name of Agency Submitting Comments Comment | Comment

Code Format Date

A-Farrell Supervisor Mark Farrell, San Francisco Board of | Letter 9/16/2013
Supervisors

A-GGBHTD Ron Downing, Director of Planning, Golden Gate | Letter 9/10/2013
Bridge Highway and Transportation District

A-PT Mark Helmbrecht, Transportation Program Letter 8/9/2013
Manager, Presidio Trust

A-SFPC-Anto Michael Antonini, San Francisco Planning Transcript | 8/15/2013
Commission

A-SFPC-Bor Gwyneth Borden, San Francisco Planning Transcript | 8/15/2013
Commission

A-SFPC-Moore | Kathrin Moore, San Francisco Planning Transcript | 8/15/2013
Commission

A-UCSF Lori Yamauchi, Assistant Vice Chancellor, Letter 9/17/2013
University of California San Francisco Campus
Planning
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Table 3.2: Non-Governmental Organizations Commenting on the Draft EIR

Commentor | Name of Organization Submitting Comments Comment | Comment

Code Format Date

O-BSSF Timothy Johnson, Head of School, The Bay School | Letter 9/3/2013
of San Francisco

O-BVHA Ryan Peterson, President, et al., Bella Vista Email 8/3/2013
Homeowners Association

O-CAR Mary Miles, Coalition for Adequate Review Email 9/17/2013

O-CCHO Peter Cohen, Council of Community Housing Transcript | 8/15/2013
Organizations

O-CCSsC Priya Sawhney, Central City SRO Collaborative Letter 9/18/2013

0O-CCsJ1 Alexander Long et al., Concerned Citizens for Letter 9/16/2013
Saving # 3 Jackson

0O-CCSsJ2 Alexander Long et al., Concerned Citizens for Letter 9/16/2013
Saving # 3 Jackson

O-CHRC Scott Plymale, Executive Director, Community Email 9/17/2013
Health Resource Center

O-CPC Reverend John Weems, Pastor and Head of Staff, Letter 8/21/2013
Calvary Presbyterian Church

O-CTA Wing Huo Leung, Community Tenants Association Transcript | 8/15/2013

O-CTRIP1 Phil Chin, Chinatown Transportation Research and | Transcript | 8/15/2013
Improvement Project

O-CTRIP2 Wil Din, Co-Chair, and Harvey Louie, Co-Chair, Letter 9/17/2013
Chinatown Transportation Research and
Improvement Project

O-GPA Michael Rice, President, Glen Park Association Letter 9/11/2013

O-GPMA Ric Lopez, President, Glen Park Merchants Letter 9/17/2013
Association

O-HVNA Jason Henderson, Chair-Transportation and Letter 9/10/2013
Planning Committee, Hayes Valley Neighborhood
Association

0-JC Evelyn Jingco, General Manager, Jackson Court Email 8/25/2013

O-LI Christopher Hill, Operations Manager, Laurel Inn Letter 8/29/2013

O-PEA Arthur W. Allen, MD, President, Pacific Eye Letter 9/17/2013
Associates

O-PHAN William L. Hudson, President, Presidio Heights Letter 8/16/2013
Association of Neighbors

O-PYRIA Siu Ying Tsang, Vice President, Ping Yuen Transcript | 8/15/2013
Residents Improvement Association

O-SsC Sue Vaughan, San Francisco Group Secretary, Email 9/17/2013
Sierra Club

O-SFUHS James F. Chestnut, Chief Financial Letter 8/17/2013
Officer/Community Liaison Officer, San Francisco
University High School

O-SFWGS Cory Powers, Administrator, San Francisco Waldorf | Email 9/13/2013
Grade School

0O-SS Ed McManis, Head of School, Sterne School Letter 8/20/2013
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Commentor | Name of Organization Submitting Comments Comment | Comment
Code Format Date
O-SSFRA Kathie Cheatham, Board President, The Sequoias — | Email 9/16/2013
San Francisco Resident Association
O-TS Nancy Doty, Chief Financial Officer, Town School Email 9/16/2013
for Boys
Table 3.3: Individuals Commenting on the Draft EIR
Commentor Code | Name of Person Submitting Comment Comment
Comments Format Date
I-Annamanthodo Guy Annamanthodo Email 9/10/2013
I-Anonymous1 Anonymousl Email 8/5/2013
I-Asner Darby Asner Email 9/15/2013
I-Baker Robert Baker Email 9/17/2013
I-Balsamo Michael Balsamo Email 8/25/2013
I-Barber Troy Barber Email 8/24/2013
I-Barnaby Denise Barnaby Email 9/17/2013
I-Barrett Keith Barrett Email 9/10/2013
I-Bartak John Bartak Letter 8/20/2013
I-Bastunas Brandon Bastunas Email 9/12/2013
I-Bechtel Brian Bechtel Email 8/8/2013
I-Beigel Lynda Beigel Email 8/31/2013
I-Bell Susan and Joshua Bell Letter 9/4/2013
I-Bender Rich Bender Letter 9/13/2013
I-Berg David Berg Email 9/16/2013
I-Bocci Barbara Bocci Transcript 8/15/2013
I-Bol Morris Bol Email 9/15/2013
I-Borchardl Philipp Borchard Email 8/30/2013
I-Borchard?2 Philipp Borchard Letter 9/8/2013
I-Bornheimer Tom Bornheimer Email 9/14/2013
I-Boyd Adam Boyd Email 8/15/2013
I-Bozanichl Adam Bozanich Email 8/14/2013
I-Bozanich2 Adam Bozanich Transcript 8/15/2013
I-Britton Burnett Britton Email 9/15/2013
I-Bromberger Seth Bromberger Email 9/9/2013
I-Brown Swan Brown Email 9/15/2013
I-Browne Sean Patrick Browne Email 8/28/2013
I-Burnham Betty Burnham Email 9/16/2013
I-Burns Josh Burns Email 9/14/2013
I-Byrne Lily Byrne Email 9/6/2013
I-Cadenasso Erin Cadenasso Email 8/28/2013
I-Camus Jeanne-Louise Camus Email 9/19/2013
I-Carroll Shannon Carroll Email 8/31/2013
I-Cassidyl Michaela W. Cassidy Email 9/12/2013
I-Cassidy2 Michaela W. Cassidy Letter 9/12/2013
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Commentor Code | Name of Person Submitting Comment Comment
Comments Format Date

I-Cauthen Gerald Cauthen Letter 8/15/2013
I-Chan Paul Chan Email 9/7/2013

I-Chenard Rachelle Chenard Email 9/16/2013
I-Chin Stephen Chin Email 9/16/2013
I-Chow Barbara Chow Email 7/22/2013
I-ChristensenB Bob Christensen Email 8/12/203

I-ChristensenM Mark Christensen Transcript 8/15/2013
I-Clyde Marie Clyde Transcript 8/15/2013
I-Colamarino Sophia Colamarino Email & Letter | 9/18/2013
I-Conde Daniel Conde Email 9/16/2013
I-Connelly Kelly Connelly Email 9/4/2013

I-Cook Nancy Cook Email 9/15/2013
I-Costellol Shirley Costello Email 9/17/2013
I-Costello2 Shirley Costello Email 9/17/2013
I-Cox Tonie Cox Email 12/8/2013
I-Craig Blair Craig Email 9/16/2013
I-Crawford Scott Crawford Email 9/10/2013
I-Crickard Lewis Crickard Email 9/15/2013
I-Critchlow Eric Critchlow Email 9/14/2013
I-Cronbach Michael Cronbach Transcript 8/15/2013
I-Cuca Yvette Cuca Email 9/12/2013
I-Dachowski Michael Dachowski Email 9/15/2013
I-De Hypocro De Email 9/17/2013
I-DeFoor Brad DeFoor Email 9/16/2013
I-Demergasso Bonnie Demergasso Email 9/16/2013
I-D’Este Judy D’Este Emalil 9/15/2013
I-Dodds Richard Dodds Email 9/16/2013
I-Dollens Grant Dollens Email 9/16/2013
I-Dougherty Michael Dougherty Email 9/16/2013
I-Ehrlich Peter Ehrlich Email 7/14/2013
I-Elliott Chance Elliott Email 8/1/2013

I-Esgandarian Gail Esgandarian Email 9/11/2013
I-Esser Meg Esser Email 9/16/2013
I-Farooqui Danyaal Farooqui Email 9/16/2013
I-FarrellC Casey Farrell Email 9/8/2013

I-Feyer Robert Feyer Email 9/11/2013
I-Ford Justin Ford Emalil 9/10/2013
I-Frances Barbara Frances Email 9/11/2013
I-Francoeur Robert Francoeur Email 7/17/2013
I-Freemantle Benjamin Freemantle Email 9/7/2013

I-Friedman Phyllis Friedman Email 9/12/2013
I-FungH Helen Fung Email & Letter | 9/17/2013
I-FungW Wayne Fung Email 9/14/2013
I-Gaddi Anton Gaddi Email 9/14/2013
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Commentor Code | Name of Person Submitting Comment Comment
Comments Format Date

I-Ghosh Samir Ghosh Email 9/16/2013
I-Gibson Nora L. Gibson Email 8/27/2013
I-Goldie Sarah and Pete Goldie Email 8/17/2013
I-Goodmanl Aaron Goodman Email 8/22/2013
I-Goodman?2 Aaron Goodman Letter 9/15/2013
I-Grcevich Alison Grcevich Email 9/17/2013
I-Greene Toni Greene Email 9/7/2013

I-Hague Amburn Hague Email 9/15/2013
I-Haile Vera Haile Letter 8/12/2013
I-Hall Harriet Hall Email 9/15/2013
I-HansenH Helene Hansen Email 9/9/2013

I-HansenM Morten Hansen Email 9/7/2013

I-Hardy Thomas Rex Hardy Email 9/16/2013
I-HarrisJ Jeannette Harris Email 9/10/2013
I-HarrisM Mark Harris Email 9/11/2013
I-HarrisR Ralph Harris Email 9/15/2013
I-Hearst Margaret C. Hearst Email 9/16/2013
I-Heineman Margaret Heineman Email 9/15/2013
[-Hemphill Maria Sullivan Hemphill Email 9/17/2013
I-Hestor Sue Hestor Transcript 8/15/2013
I-Hobi Herman Hobi Email 8/26/2013
I-Hogan Kim Hogan Email 9/16/2013
I-Hope Andy Hope Email 8/14/2013
I-Horcabas Danielle Horcabas Email 9/17/2013
I-Houghton Donald Houghton Email 9/16/2013
I-Hurford Gina C. Hurford Email 9/12/2013
I-Hutchins Beverly J. Hutchins Letter 7/14/2013
I-Hutchison Jack Hutchison Email 9/13/2013
I-lsyanoval Victoria Isyanova Email 7/11/2013
I-lsyanova2 Victoria Isyanova Email 8/2/2013

I-Jeu Karen Jeu Email 9/17/2013
I-Jocelyn Jocelyn Email 8/28/2013
I-Johnson Emily P. Johnson Email 9/16/2013
I-JonesJanet Janet Jones Email 9/16/2013
I-JonesJosie Josie L. Jones Letter 8/27/2013
I-Kahn Linda M. Kahn Letter 8/16/2013
I-Kay Renate and Ron Kay Email 9/15/2013
I-KellyJ Jean Kelly Transcript 8/15/2013
I-KellyM Michelle Kelly Email 9/16/2013
I-KellyW William Kelly Transcript 8/15/2013
I-Kent Dan Kent Email 9/17/2013
I-Kilgore David Kilgore and Jimmy Newell Email 9/16/2013
I-Kirshenbaum Daniela Kirshenbaum Transcript 8/15/2013
I-Klein Larry Klein Email 9/17/2013
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Commentor Code | Name of Person Submitting Comment Comment
Comments Format Date

I-Kline Marilyn Kline Email 9/10/2013
I-KochC Caroline Koch Email 9/7/2013

I-KochJ Jennifer Koch Email 9/8/2013

I-Koo Kathleen & Gum Koo Letter 8/15/2013
I-Kozma Molly Kozma Email 8/14/2013
I-Kuechler Henry Kuechler Letter 9/17/2013
I-Lambin Alexandre Lambin Email 9/16/2013
I-Lamm Michael Lamm Email 9/15/2013
I-Lao Rong Hai Lao Transcript 8/15/2013
I-Lawton Julia Lawton Email 8/28/2013
I-Lee Ryan Lee Email 9/8/2013

I-Leifer Adrienne Leifer Email 9/12/2013
I-LewisA Andrea Lewis Email 9/6/2013

I-LewisG Geoff Lewis Email 9/17/2013
I-LewisR Rob Lewis Email 9/6/2013

I-Ley John Ley Email 9/6/2013

I-Li1 F. Chaney Li Email 9/16/2013
I-Li2 F. Chaney Li Email 9/16/2013
I-Ligare Christina Ligare Email 9/16/2013
I-Ling Hom Ling Email 9/16/2013
I-Locatelli Erik Locatelli Email 9/15/2013
I-Longl Alex Long Email 7/19/2013
I-Long2 Alex Long Email 7/25/2013
I-Long3 Alex Long Transcript 8/15/2013
I-LongAnne Anne Long Transcript 8/15/2013
I-LongD Daniel Long Email 8/18/2013
I-Lopez Cristina Lopez Email 9/13/2013
I-Lowe Barbara Lowe Email 9/17/2013
I-Madamala Kishan Madamala Email 9/12/2013
I-Madson David Madson Email 9/16/2013
I-Marks Gregory Marks Email 9/16/2013
I-Marquez Nick Marquez Email 9/11/2013
I-Martin Peter Martin Letter 9/3/2013

I-Marutani Greg Marutani Email 9/17/2013
I-Massocca Anne Marie Massocca Email 9/16/2013
I-McCahon Lisa McCahon Email 8/1/2013

I-McGee Donald L. McGee Email 8/28/2013
I-McGraw Michael McGraw Email 8/18/2013
I-Miller Jenn Raley Miller Email 9/9/2013

I-Mitchell Diana Mitchell Email 8/8/2013

I-Monahan Natasha Monahan Email 9/19/2013
I-Moskal Tom Moskal Email 9/17/2013
I-Myers Derek Myers Email 9/17/2013
I-NebabJopet Jopet Nebab Email 9/16/2013
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Commentor Code | Name of Person Submitting Comment Comment
Comments Format Date

I-NebabJosephine | Josephine Nebab Email 9/16/2013
I-Nicco Mark Nicco Email 9/17/2013
I-Noble Winifred Noble Email 9/16/2013
I-Norby Susan Anderson-Norby Email 9/16/2013
[-OeyM Mulyadi Oey Email 9/16/2013
I-OeyY Yuly Oey Email 9/16/2013
I-Omalley Wendy O’Malley Email 9/13/2013
I-Ono Hiroko Ono Email 9/14/2013
I-Osano Lori Osano Email 9/16/2013
I-Palatucci Blanid Keller Palatucci Email 9/14/2013
I-Palmer James Palmer Email 9/16/2013
I-PanH Henry Pan Letter 9/16/2013
I-PanM Miranda Pan Email 9/6/2013

I-Parent Gary Parent Email 9/15/2013
I-Paszty Barbara Paszty Letter 9/17/2013
I-Patrickl Patrick Email 8/29/2013
I-Patrick2 Patrick Email 9/16/2013
I-Paxton John C. Paxton Letter 9/16/2013
I-Peltz1 Steve Peltz Email 9/12/2013
I-Peltz2 Steve Peltz Email 9/13/2013
I-Pervez Sunia Pervez Email 9/16/2013
I-Peters Brandon Peters Email 9/2/2013

I-Pizzi Christopher Pizzi and Email 9/11/2013

Sabra Zacharias

I-PowersJ John Francis Powers Email 9/16/2013
I-PowersJQ JQ Powers Email 9/13/2013
I-Preger Leslie Preger Email 9/15/2013
I-Preston Ann Preston Email 9/15/2013
I-Puin Mitch Puin Email 8/8/2013

I-Ramirez Mario Ramirez Email 7/12/2013
I-Ravel Elise Ravel Email 9/17/2013
I-Reed John T. Reed Email 8/6/2013

I-Rice Jennifer Rice Email 9/17/2013
I-Richter Kathleen M. Richter Letter 9/2/2013

I-RiekeA Axel Rieke Email 8/26/2013
I-RiekeR Ruby Rieke Email 8/14/2013
I-Ries Joe Ries Email 9/15/2013
I-Rodriguez Suzannah Cowell Rodriguez Email 9/16/2013
I-Rosen Steven Rosen Email 9/9/2013

I-RotenstreichH Henry J. Rotenstreich Email 9/16/2013
I-RotenstreichV Victoria Rotenstreich Email 9/16/2013
I-Sanford1 Patti Sanford Email 9/16/2013
I-Sanford2 Patti Sanford Email 9/17/2013
I-Savelson David Savelson Email 9/7/2013
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Commentor Code | Name of Person Submitting Comment Comment
Comments Format Date

I-Scammell Geoff Scammell Email 9/15/2013
I-Schachter Bart Schachter Email 9/16/2013
I-Schaefer Rob Schaefer Email 9/17/2013
I-Seow Andrew Seow Email 8/7/2013

I-Seto Abby Seto Email 9/16/2013
I-Shapiro Matthew Shapiro Email 9/17/2013
I-Shutzer Michelle Shutzer Email 9/16/2013
I-Siegel Sheri Siegel Email 9/3/2013

I-SinshiGami Maria J. SinshiGami Email 9/17/2013
I-Sisson Daniel Sisson Email 7/29/2013
I-Smithwick Michael Smithwick Email 8/10/2013
I-Sommerich Karen Sommerich Email 9/16/2013
I-SooHo0J Joyce Soo Hoo Email 9/13/2013
I-SooHooL Linda Soo Hoo Email 9/11/2013
I-Soyster Cynthia Soyster Email 9/15/2013
I-Spikol Aurora Gamboa-Spikol and Email 9/13/2013

Adolphe B. Spikol

I-Sternlieb Sanford Sternlieb Email 9/12/2013
I-Strahs Mark Strahs Email 9/4/2013

I-Strassner Howard Strassner Letter 8/29/2013
I-Stuckyl Shirley Stucky Email 8/26/2013
I-Stucky?2 Shirley Stucky Email 9/17/2013
I-Sullivan Jerome Sullivan Email 9/12/2013
I-SwallowA Andrew Swallow Email 9/10/2013
I-SwallowL Laura Swallow Email 9/11/2013
I-Swaminathan Laura Swaminathan Email 8/6/2013

I-Sylvester Erich Sylvester Email 9/16/2013
I-Tananbaum Dana Tananbaum Email 9/16/2013
I-ThomasA Alice Thomas Email 9/17/2013
I-ThomasL Linda Thomas Email 9/6/2013

I-Thompson Barbara Thompson Email 9/15/2013
I-Thoron Julia and Sam Thoron Email 9/16/2013
I-Toomey Nancy Toomey Email 9/11/2013
I-Townsend Randolph C. Townsend Email 9/17/2013
I-Vega Robert Vega Email 9/14/2013
I-Wattis Anne Wattis Email 9/16/2013
I-Weber Theodore Weber Email 9/15/2013
I-Weinerl Herbert Weiner Transcript 8/15/2013
I-Weiner2 Herbert Weiner Letter 9/16/2013
I-Weninger Andrea Weninger Email 9/6/2013

I-Wermer Paul Wermer Transcript 8/15/2013
I-Whitaker Jamie Whitaker Email & Letter | 9/15/2013
I-Wickland Timothy Wickland Email 9/19/2013
I-Williams Ashley Williams Email 9/17/2013
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Commentor Code | Name of Person Submitting Comment Comment
Comments Format Date

I-Wilson Angus and Senta Wilson Email 9/16/2013
I-Wizowski Kathy Wizowski Email 9/5/2013

I-Wolf Eva Sheppard Wolf Email 7/23/2013
I-WongH Howard Wong Letter 9/17/2013
I-WongT TsaiChing Wong Email 9/11/2013
I-Woodruff Debra Woodruff Email 9/8/2013

I-WooR Russell Woo Email 9/17/2013
I-Wo0S Sharon Woo Email 9/17/2013
I-Wunderling Jan Wunderling Email 9/17/2013
I-Yates Tom Yates Email 9/17/2013
I-Zeluck Steve Zeluck Email 9/8/2013

I-Zhang Pei Juan Zhang Transcript 8/15/2013
I-Ziman Sasha Ziman Email 9/18/2013
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4. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Organization of Comments and Responses

This section presents the comments received on the Draft EIR related to physical
environmental issues and responses to those comments. Comments were made in written
form during the public comment period and as oral testimony received at the public hearing
on the Draft EIR before the Planning Commission held on August 15, 2013. Written and oral
comments have been excerpted verbatim from the Draft EIR public hearing transcript, letters,
and e-mails, coded as explained in Section 1, and grouped by their respective topic headings
in generally the same order as presented in the Draft EIR. The overall organization of
Section 4 is shown in the table below along with the prefix to the topic codes.

Within this section each topical section begins with a list of its subtopics. Subtopic headings
begin with a prefix that corresponds to the topic title (e.g., the subtopic headings in Project
Description begin with “PD-1" and are numbered sequentially within that topic). Each
comment, or group of comments, is followed by a response that is numbered to correspond
to the subtopic heading (for example, the comments under “Comment PD-1: Fleet Increase”
are addressed by the response under “Response PD-1: Fleet Increase”). Comments on the
Merits of the Project are also grouped together by subtopic (e.g., support, opposition,
suggested variations, etc.); however, unlike under the other topical sections, these
comments were responded to collectively under one global (or master) response.

Topic Topic Code

4.A Project Description [PD]
Fleet Increase PD-1
Clarification PD-2
Topography PD-3
Block Length PD-4
Purpose of TEP PD-5
Service Improvements PD-6

4B Plans and Policies [PP]
Consistency with Plans and Policies PP-1
Coordination with City Projects PP-2

4.C  Cultural Resources [CP]
Historic Transit-Served Neighborhoods CP-1

4.D  Transportation and Circulation [TR]
Setting Information TR-1
Methodology TR-2
Mode Shift TR-3
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Topic Topic Code
Transit Capacity Utilization TR-4
Transit Impacts TR-5
Traffic Impacts TR-6
Pedestrian Impacts/Safety TR-7
Pedestrian Access TR-8
Bicycle Impacts TR-9
Emergency Response TR-10
Parking Impacts TR-11
Cumulative Transit TR-12
Cumulative Traffic Impacts TR-13
Cumulative Transit Mitigation TR-14
Mitigation Measures TR-15
4.E  Noise [NO]
Noise Impacts of the Proposed Project NO-1
Existing Noise Setting NO-2
4.F  Air Quality [AQ]
Emission Increases AQ-1
4.G  Greenhouse Gas Emissions [GG]
Increase in Greenhouse Gas Emissions GG-1
4H  Alternatives [ALT]
Alternatives Considered and Rejected ALT-1
Stop Consolidation ALT-2
4. EIR Process [EP]
Purpose of CEQA/EIR EP-1
Adequacy of EIR EP-2
Public Participation Process EP-3
Adequacy of Service Improvements Analysis EP-4
EIR Baseline EP-5
Notice and Outreach EP-6
4] General [GEN]
Non-CEQA Comments GEN-1
TEP Project Progress GEN-2
General Comments GEN-3
4K  Merits of the Project [MER]
Support MER-a
Opposition MER-b
Suggested Variations MER-c
Transit Access MER-d
Stop Consolidation MER-e
Case No. 2011.0558E RTC-4-2 Transit Effectiveness Project

March 27, 2014 Final EIR




Section 4: Comments and Responses

Topic Topic Code
General MER-f
Economics MER-g
Transit Fleet MER-h

Copies of the written comment letters and emails, with comments related to physical
environmental issues bracketed, are presented in Attachment A of this Responses to
Comments document in their entirety. The complete transcript of the public hearing on the
Draft EIR, with bracketed comments, is presented in Attachment B. The topic codes
identified above are used to code each bracketed comment in Attachments A and B in order
to identify its location within Section 4 and the related response to that comment.
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Section 4: Comments and Responses

4 A PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover subjects related to
EIR Chapter 2, Project Description. The following categories are addressed:

PD-1: Fleet Increase

PD-2: Clarification

PD-3: Topography

PD-4: Block Length

PD-5: Purpose of TEP

PD-6: Service Improvements

Comment PD-1: Fleet Increase

I-Weinerl (2) (pp. 15-16)

(Herbert Weiner, Public Hearing Transcript, August 15, 2013)

... This project is basically flawed because it does not contemplate a net increase in buses
to the presently existing fleet of transportation vehicles. While the Municipal Transit
Agency may claim that it is adding new vehicles, it is also retiring buses and coaches at
the same time. In essence a zero-sum solution exists while the population of the city and
ridership grows without corresponding increase of services.

If MTA can spend exorbitant sums of money for consultants, bulb-outs, bike lanes, and the
central subway, why can't it allocate funds for a net increase in transportation vehicles?
Why must it pursue a foolish project where the neighborhoods will suffer in access to
services which is reflected in altered and discontinued bus runs and bus stops?

I-Weiner2 (10)
(Herbert Weiner, Letter, September 16, 2013)
The Transit Effectiveness Project and its Flawed Foundations

The Transit Effective Project was a response to public frustration and legitimate anger
over the lack of transportation services. The study itself was touted as the first major project
in 25 years. But there was not to be in addition to the fleet itself, making it a zero sum
solution. Buses without high ridership would be transferred to those with the heaviest. In
essence, Peter was being robbed to pay Paul.

I-Weiner2 (12)
(Herbert Weiner, Letter, September 16, 2013)

It has been stated that the resources are unavailable for addition to the existing
transportation fleet. But N Judah express lines were added last year. What about the money
spent for consultation fees that could have been earmarked for new coaches? Why couldn’t
the lines most heavily used with the greatest demand have been added to without removal of
coaches so necessary for the neighborhoods? Why not increase the amount of coaches to
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4.A Project Description

the most heavily used runs over a period of time and not sacrifice buses and coaches that
neighborhood residents dearly need? Instead of Federal grants for research which might
yield information already known, why not get Federal money for more buses and drivers?

Response PD-1: Fleet Increase

Comments express concern that no increase in the number of transit vehicles is
contemplated as part of the TEP and suggest that to serve the Rapid Network, vehicles
would be transferred from routes with lower ridership. The EIR explains on p. 2-63 that a net
increase of approximately 60 additional transit vehicles would be needed to provide up to
350,000 additional annual service hours included in the TEP (discussed on EIR p. 2-57).
These vehicles would be in addition to the SFMTA’s on-going program of replacing existing
diesel motor coaches with diesel hybrid-electric motor coaches (DHEBs) described in
Section 4.2, Air Quality on p. 4.4-44 (see also Response AQ-1, Emission Increases, in
Section 4.F, Air Quality, on pp. RTC-4.F-6 to RTC-4.F-13, regarding the replacement of
motor coaches with DHEBS).

Some of the comments relate to the merits of the project and discuss the status of funding for
transit. These are not comments on the physical environmental effects of the TEP, the
environmental analysis in the EIR, or on the adequacy of the EIR. As project merit
comments, responses are provided for information and may be considered by the decision-
makers as they consider TEP approvals. See also Response MER in Section 4.K, Merits of
the Proposed Project, on pp. RTC-4.K-94 to RTC-4.K-102 of this document.

Also, as noted by the commenter, some less heavily-used transit routes would be modified or
eliminated and those riders would shift to alternate routes to provide more efficient use of
transit resources. In Existing plus Project conditions, the impact of this shift to transit was
shown to be less-than-significant as evidenced by the capacity utilization of the remaining
and modified routes, due to increased frequency on the alternate routes as well as to existing
capacity. The effects of the Service Improvements and Service Variants on transit are
discussed in the EIR under Impact TR-18 on pp. 4.2-121 to 4.2-141.

Comment PD-2: Clarification

A-PT (3)

(Mark Helmbrecht, Transportation Program Manager, Presidio Trust, Letter, August 9, 2013)
The service improvement map for the 43 route (Appendix A) illustrates the use of Richardson
and Gorgas to enter and exit the Presidio; however the slip ramp allowing entrance to the
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park directly from Richardson Avenue was demolished as part of the Doyle Drive
reconstruction project. Entry to the park directly from Richardson Avenue will not be possible
until the Girard Road interchange is constructed as part of the Doyle Drive reconstruction
project.

A-UCSF (1)

(Lori Yamauchi, Assistant Vice Chancellor UCSF Campus Planning, University of
California San Francisco, Letter, September 17, 2013)

In an effort to ensure that development and planning activities at Mission Bay are
coordinated amongst pertinent agencies, the University has been meeting over the course of
many years with staff of the Planning Department, the Office of Community Investment and
Infrastructure, the Municipal Transportation Agency, and the Office of the City Attorney,
among other agencies, regarding development proposals at Mission Bay. To further this
coordinated planning effort, we offer the following comments on the TEP DEIR.

o 22 Fillmore, TIRP.22_1: The intersection of 16th and 4th Streets is a gateway to the
UCSF Mission Bay campus and is the major access point to the Medical Center at
Mission Bay. The Expanded Alternative described on pp. 2-149 to 2-150 would
preclude at the intersection of 16th and 4th Streets left turns into the Mission Bay
campus, including the Medical Center at Mission Bay, due to the location and design
of the median boarding islands. This proposed condition, if implemented, would
greatly restrict access to the campus and would be particularly problematic for
patients and visitors who travel to the Medical Center site by car and who may not be
familiar with the site and alternative points of access. This may result in patients and
visitors driving on nearby streets searching for the hospital, impacting our
neighbors...

O-CAR (3)

(Mary Miles, Coalition for Adequate Review, Email, September 17, 2013)

2. Thereis no Accurate Project Description.

The DEIR presents a mish-mash of "variants," "alternatives," open-ended and speculative
"options," which does not meet the requirement of an accurate, stable, and finite Project
description. For example, the document states that "Moderate Alternative Variant 1" would
remove up to 360 parking spaces on Mission Street between Cesar Chavez and Goethe
streets, and 1,130 parking spaces on the entire corridor, but then says that "parking loss in
this segment would not be considered substantial." (pp.4.2-251.) The removal of parking
on that corridor is not listed at all in the Project description section. (pp.2-138-142.) Thus
the public is misled by the Project description, which is inconsistent with the uncertain
"Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation" section. =~ The same is true of the entire
DEIR, which, instead of presenting a description of the actual Project that is being proposed,
states that the Project consists of "alternatives" and "options," again misleading the public.

O-CTRIP1 (3) (p. 30)

(Phil Chin, Chinatown Transportation Research and Improvement Project, Public Hearing
Transcript, August 15, 2013)

And then finally we want to again caution that implementing transit-signal-priority technology
can be both a good and a bad thing. In Chinatown over the last 36 years, we found that what
we always try to do is reach a balance with the different uses. And if buses always get
priority, that will create gridlock again.
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O-GPA (8)
(Michael Rice, President, Glen Park Association, Letter, September 11, 2013)
8. The TEP EIR states that the 35-Eureka is “recommended for van service, but the
timeline for van procurement is uncertain.” The DEIR does not appear to discuss van
service or timelines further. What is possible timeline for such conversion?

O-SC (2)

(Sue Vaughan, San Francisco Group Secretary and Executive Committee, Linda Weiner,
Executive Committee, Sierra Club, Email with Letter, September 17, 2013)

The SC is concerned that the TEP was created without taking into consideration the Eastern
Neighborhoods Plan or other neighborhood specific plans that call for greater density — such
as the ones identified by Plan Bay Area as priority development areas (PDAs) — which intend
to add 150,000 or more residents to San Francisco who will need expanded access to mass
transit. The SC notes Tables 12 and 13 of the DEIR (pages 4-2-122 through 4-2-134)
indicate that the SFMTA does not project significant increases in ridership;

I-Balsamo (1)

(Michael Balsamo, Email, August 25, 2013)

Upon review of the TTRP opportunities, | saw a lot of mention about the modifications of
ROWSs and bus routes as a means to improve transit time; however the document was scant
about ways to improve the boarding and alighting times of transit (this is a major factor in
some instances).

Can you please let me know how the TTRP addresses opportunities in improving the
boarding and alighting times?

I-Beigel (3)

(Lynda Beigel, Email, August 31, 2013)

2. Where are the 6 and 43 being moved TO? if they are no longer using Frederick and the
Presidio?

I-Beigel (8)

(Lynda Beigel, Email, August 31, 2013)

7. The proliferation of private corporate buses - eg. Bauer - blocks bus stops, increases noise
and congestion, eg. on Haight Street, wears out streets, and should be better regulated -- it is
truly annoying to see 3 or 4 pass when waiting for a MUNI vehicle! And they are largely
empty!

I-Cox (1)

(Toni Cox, Email, December 8, 2013)

Is there a document that clearly outlines the proposed changes to the #52 and #35 bus
lines? The information in the SFMTA site says that service will be improved, but your site
says it will be cut. Considering that the changes were not publicized to the people served by
those routes I'm a bit shocked that the public comment period is closed and that very little
information is available. I've seen exactly one public notice posited and it is for a meeting
that happened in October.
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I-Dollens (2)

(Grant Dollens, Email, September 16, 2013)

One additional question | had is whether any other buses other than the #3 jackson use this
section of Jackson street. Would the overhead wires be removed as well?

I-Esgandarian (3)

(Gail Esgandarian, Email, September 11, 2013)

MY QUESTIONS: If MUNI discontinues the #3 bus, will MUNI replace every #3 bus that they
remove from the #3 route with a #2 bus using the #2 route? If that's the case, then that plan
is actually preferable for me and | don't care if #3 is terminated.

However, if MUNI discontinues the #3 bus and leaves the #2 bus line “as is,” i.e., with the
same number of #2 buses that currently exist, | want both of you and MUNI to know that |
DEFINITELY DO NOT WANT MUNI TO DISCONTINUE THE #3 BUS IF THEY WILL NOT
REPLACE EACH #3 BUS THAT THEY REMOVE WITH A #2 BUS, especially during the
hours of my commute, which | indicated above. As aforementioned, this will pose an
extreme hardship on me.

I-Ghosh (4)
(Samir Ghosh, Email, September 16, 2013)
e With no sidewalk on the south side of Clipper St, there will be no opportunity to embark
or disembark the 48 anywhere in between Douglass or Diamond Heights. Currently,
we are able to [dis]lembark at Grand View.

I-Hutchison (2)

(Jack Hutchison, Email, September 13, 2013)

Another concern | have about the completeness of the TEP DEIR (i.e., missing information)
is as follows:

e When would the new bus stops be installed for the Richmond District Express Bus
Routes? Given the DEIR’s statement (page 4.2-143) that the purpose of the new bus
stops is to improve connections to the Civic Center, | have to assume that the new
bus stops would not be installed until the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit is operational.
That assumption is based on the fact that Bush and Pine streets are about 10 blocks
from the Civic Center, and the existing Van Ness bus service is not good enough to
attract riders to a connection/transfer with the express bus lines. | suspect that
ridership projections for the Van Ness BRT assumed new riders induced to use the
Richmond Express Buses. The TEP EIR should clarify the relationship (timing of
implementation and shared ridership) between the new bus stops for the Richmond
District Express Bus Routes and the Van Ness BRT.

I-PanH (9)

(Henry Pan, Letter, September 16, 2013)

Program-Level Improvements | understand that there are some routes that will undergo
program-level improvements. While the routes and streets undergoing program-level
improvements are mentioned in the EIR, why are the specifics aspects of the toolkit to be
applied to these routes not?
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I-PanH (12)

(Henry Pan, Letter, September 16, 2013)

L-Taraval: | understand from the Transportation Plan that there are plans to convert the
Taraval LRT into bus rapid transit. How much would this cost, and would the effects, if
implemented, be favorable environmentally and operationally over LRVs?

[-PanH (24)

(Henry Pan, Letter, September 16, 2013)

Also, how long would the K, L, and M be affected when conduit is installed to extend the 6 to
West Portal Station?

[-PanH (28)

(Henry Pan, Letter, September 16, 2013)

On page 2-74, it is mentioned frequencies for the 10 will be every six minutes east of Van
Ness. However, a short-turn service was not mentioned to complement this. Has the short-
turn_service been eliminated, or has it been proposed to increase service throughout the
route east of Van Ness, extending all the way to 24" and Mission, to six minutes? Please
clarify.

I-PanH (30)

(Henry Pan, Letter, September 16, 2013)

In addition, the TEP calls for the 10 short-turn to use Franklin instead of Van Ness to reduce
conflicts with Van Ness BRT. What is the conflict with Van Ness BRT? Is it because there is
a proposed stop that would affect its operations?...

I-PanH (32)
(Henry Pan, Letter, September 16, 2013)
Also, on 4.2-156, the 10 operates on 17t and Rhode Island, not the 27.

I-PanH (36)

(Henry Pan, Letter, September 16, 2013)

17-Parkmerced: What route is slated for the 17 when the buses turn around at Lakeshore
Shopping Center? Or would the buses deadhead to West Portal Station for another run and
vice versa? Also, what stops are proposed when the 17 is in Daly City?

[-PanH (43)

(Henry Pan, Letter, September 16, 2013)

Also, on 4.2-156, it states the 27 operates on 17th and Rhode Island. This is incorrect, as
the streets listed are currently served by the 10.

I-Yates (1)

(Tom Yates, Email, September 17, 2013)

As a denizen of San Francisco that lives near both Van Ness Avenue and Polk St, | am
asking for your assistance in addressing community concerns regarding the Van Ness BRT
project. My concerns are:

e The proposed Van Ness BRT project converting two-lanes on Van Ness to bus-only
lanes is likely:
0 To be the least cost-efficient solution
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= The Van Ness BRT proposes "stop consolidation". Of the calculated 5-8
minute reduction in transit time, what portion can be attributed to "stop
consolidation™?

= The Van Ness BRT proposes "priority signaling”. Of the calculated 5-8
minute reduction in transit time, what portion can be attributed to "priority
signaling"?

o0 Toincrease congestion not only on Van Ness, but also on nearby sides streets

= The "mitigations" section of the EIR indicates this will happen. But these
streets (Polk and Gough) are not designed for thru traffic. They are already
bumper to bumper during rush hours, especially Gough southbound in the
morning.

= Diverting commuter traffic to side streets does not improve pedestrian safety.

= If the proposed bike lane and "traffic easing" measures are implemented on
Polk St, Polk becomes even less of a viable alternative and pedestrians are
already highly at risk during rush hour(s) due to the excessive traffic
congestion.

e The Van Ness BRT and Polk St project are being considered independently, despite
the fact that these streets are one block apart and both projects focus on the Market -
Lombard sections of the streets:

0 The Van Ness BRT EIR does not consider how the Polk St project changes
affect the Van Ness corridor or the mitigations proposed in the EIR

0 The Polk St EIR does not consider how the Van Ness BRT project changes
would affect traffic on Polk St

Response PD-2

This group of comments generally raises questions and concerns regarding specific TEP
components, asks about the timing of various components of the TEP and about
coordination with the Van Ness bus rapid transit (BRT) project, and requests clarification of
various project features in the proposed TEP. The comments state that the Project
Description does not meet the requirements of CEQA and lacks appropriate detail. Other
comments raise issues related to particular transit routes, including the 43 Masonic,
6 Parnassus, 2 Clement, 10 Sansome, 48 Quintara-24" Street, L Taraval, 17 Parkmerced,
27 Bryant, 35 Eureka, and 52 Excelsior.

Comments that indicate concern about lack of public notification of the availability of the Draft
EIR and other CEQA documents and about public outreach regarding the TEP are
responded to in Responses EP-3, Public Participation Process, and EP-6, Notice and
Outreach, in Section 4.1, EIR Process, pp. RTC-4.1-18 to RTC-4.1-19 and pp. RTC-4.1-30 to
RTC.4.1-32, respectively.

One comment states that the EIR does not have an accurate Project Description, with groups
of alternatives, variants and options, and does not meet the requirements of CEQA. The
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CEQA Guidelines 815124 lists the information that is required for the Project Description in
an EIR. A map showing the location and boundaries of the proposed project is required, and
is provided in Figures 1a through 1d that show the boundaries of the City and the existing
transit routes (EIR pp. 2-3 to 2-6). A statement of objectives of the proposed project is
required, and is provided on EIR pp. 2-2 and 2-7. A general description of the project’s
technical, economic, and environmental characteristics is required, and is provided in an
Overview in Section 2.4 (EIR pp. 2-7 to 2-15) and in detail in Section 2.5 (EIR pp. 2-15 to
2-159). Finally, 815124(d) requires a statement describing the intended uses of the EIR,
including a list of agencies that will use the EIR and the approvals and permits required; this
information is provided in Section 2.6 on EIR pp. 2-162 to 2-165.

The EIR Project Description chapter in the Draft EIR was 165 pages long (EIR Chapter 2)
and includes a description of all TEP components; it presents detailed descriptions of project-
level components of the TEP, including maps identifying the location of each of the TTRP
corridor proposals as well as schematic drawings showing the location of Transit Preferential
Streets (TPS) Toolkit items proposed for the project level Travel Time Reduction Proposals
(TTRPs), presents detailed descriptions of each Service Improvement in Table 8 on
EIR pp. 2-64 to 2-101, which also describes Service Variants, plus a map of each Service
Improvement route change, including Service Variants, provided in Appendix 2 to the EIR,
and provides general descriptions of the program-level components with detailed
descriptions of each of the TPS Toolkit elements. The Project Description does not present
“open-ended and speculative options,” as stated in one comment.

A few of the TEP components include variants that would change one or two features of the
component (such as Variant 1 for TTRP.30_1 that would rescind the peak period tow-away
zone on the west side of the street and convert the three lanes into two with one lane in each
direction for a three-block segment, described on EIR p. 2-158). The EIR describes and
analyzes two alternatives at equal level of detail: the TTRP Moderate Alternative and the
TTRP Expanded Alternative. While this is more detailed information on project alternatives
than typically provided in EIRs for land use development projects, there is nothing that
prohibits providing an analysis of alternatives in equal detail, and the descriptions and
analysis results are carefully identified so that it is clear which alternative is being discussed.
There are no “options” identified in the Project Description as suggested by one of the
commenters.

A comment specifically identifies a lack of detail about parking spaces on a segment of
Mission Street, citing EIR pp. 2-138 to 2-142. The number of parking spaces expected to be
removed as a result of the TTRP.14 for the Mission Street corridor is described in the Project
Description on EIR p. 2-136, before the pages cited in the comment. Proposed changes to
parking are also mentioned in the project description for other TEP components.
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A comment requests information about the proposed changes to the 35 Eureka and
52 Excelsior bus routes. These Service Improvements are described in Table 8 on
EIR pp. 2-64 to 2-101. The 35 Eureka description is found on p. 2-89 and the 52 Excelsior
description is found on p. 2-95. These and all other Service Improvements are also shown
on route maps in an Appendix to the Initial Study, which is Appendix 2 to the EIR.

A comment asks about the timeline for converting a few routes from buses to vans. The
Service Policy Framework Objective B, Action B.4 calls for aligning transit vehicle capacity
with route demand (see Project Description, EIR p. 2-21). Thus, this will be an ongoing
action for the SFMTA in managing the transit system, but has been identified for a selected
number of routes. As noted in the comment and in the Project Description, Table 8, on
EIR p. 2-89, the timeline for instituting van service on the 35 Eureka, as well as several other
routes such as the 36 Teresita, is not yet known. Acquisition of appropriate vans will depend
on the availability of funding. Shifting from a bus to a van would not result in any substantial
differences in transportation impacts, as the transit capacity utilization analysis assumed that
vans would be employed on the routes where they are recommended to provide a
conservative analysis of potential capacity impacts. Replacing motor coaches with vans
would not result in any increases in noise (see EIR p. 4.3-36); therefore, vans are not
analyzed separately in this section of the impact analyses in Chapter 4 of the EIR. Vans are
discussed on EIR p. 4.4-32 in the Air Quality section, where the text notes that smaller diesel
vans would replace larger diesel buses on some routes. Because the timing of replacing
buses with vans is not known, the emissions quantifications in the EIR Air Quality analysis
assumed that standard motor coaches would continue to be used on all routes to provide a
conservative result for this topic.

A comment expresses concern that Area Plans and the priority development areas in the
Association of Bay Area Governments and Metropolitan Transportation Agency’s Plan Bay
Area,! all of which encourage greater density in the City, were not taken into account in
developing the TEP. The TEP would accommodate some growth in ridership, but is not
intended to accommodate all future population growth projected over the long term. The
analysis of transit impacts in Section 4.2, Transportation and Circulation, does not conclude

! Plan Bay Area, recently prepared by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and approved in July 2013, includes 169 priority
development areas (PDAs) throughout the region. PDAs are areas identified by local jurisdictions that
have transit frequencies of at least 20 minutes during peak hours and that are planned for additional
residential and commercial growth. Plan Bay Area is available on the internet at
http://mtc.ca.gov/planning/plan_bay area/. = The Final Priority Development Area Development
Feasibility and Readiness Assessment, a Supplementary Report to the Plan Bay Area, is available at
http://onebayarea.org/pdfffinal supplemental reports/FINAL PBA PDA Development Feasibility and
Readiness.pdf. Accessed February 28, 2014.
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that there would be a significant increase in ridership; Tables 12 and 13 support a conclusion
that the increased ridership would not result in a significant impact on transit capacity — that
is, transit ridership would not exceed the SFMTA capacity utilization standard of 85 percent
with implementation of the TEP on most routes. As explained on EIR p. 4.2-137, “Because
the capacity utilization standard exceedance with the Service Improvements would still be
less than under Existing conditions, and/or because passengers would be able to utilize
nearby routes that provide similar service...the impact of the Service Improvements on
capacity utilization of these lines and routes would be considered less than significant.” The
EIR also explains that with implementation of the TTRPs, and in combination with the
Service Improvements, transit ridership and capacity utilization would increase over Existing
conditions (p. 4.2-169). Thus, there would be an increase in ridership with the TEP
compared to Existing conditions, but not to the extent that significant impacts on transit would
occur.

A comment explains that the proposed extension of the 43 Masonic route into the Presidio
would not be able to use the proposed route until the Girard Road interchange is constructed
as part of the Doyle Drive reconstruction project. This comment is acknowledged. The
timing of the Girard Road interchange during the ongoing Doyle Drive reconstruction would
affect the timing of implementation of this Service Improvement component of the TEP.

One comment indicates that the proposed intersection configuration at 16™ and 4™ streets for
the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would affect access to the UCSF Mission Bay campus.
The Project Description explains on EIR pp. 2-150 and 2-151 that a transit-only center lane
would be provided on 16™ Street in both directions between Bryant and 3 streets, including
the 4™ Street intersection on the UCSF Mission Bay campus, and left turns from 16" Street
would be prohibited at most of the intersections along this segment, including to 4™ Street
from the westbound direction, to facilitate use of this center-running transit lane. In
proposing left-turn restrictions on 16™ Street, SFMTA considered potential access challenges
resulting from such restrictions and to the extent possible tried to design the proposal in a
way that would minimize them. However, this was not always possible without substantially
modifying the proposal in a way that would undermine its design. Nevertheless, the SFMTA
has continued to work with UCSF on a design that is compatible with both projects.
Preliminary analysis shows that maintaining left turns at the intersection of 16" and
4t streets could be feasible.

The traffic analysis found that the TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative would not result in
significant traffic impacts at the intersection of 16" and 4" streets (Impact TR-29,
EIR pp. 4.2-195 to 4.2-196). Although patients and visitors who drive to the campus may be
inconvenienced, that would not result in a significant traffic impact. UCSF could consider
installing special signage and including information on its website regarding directions to the
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various parking facilities on the campus if it finds that patients and visitors are finding access
confusing following implementation of this TEP component at 16" and 4™ streets in the
future.

As noted in Chapter 1, Introduction, in addition to the TEP, the SFMTA is pursuing other
projects and programs to support transit service efficiency. One of those programs is a
systemwide all-door boarding policy (Section 1.4, Relationship to Other Projects, EIR p. 1-6)
that will improve boarding and alighting times, as suggested in a comment. Another program
separate from the TEP that will improve boarding and alighting times is fare pre-payment
systems (EIR p. 1-7). TEP components that would improve passenger boarding and
alighting times include some of the TPS Toolkit elements like transit bulbs and transit
boarding islands along light rail vehicle lines that eliminate the time needed for passengers to
walk from the curb across the parking lane to board the light rail vehicle (LRV) (see Project
Description, EIR p. 2-29) or provide passenger waiting areas immediately adjacent to the
transit vehicle (EIR p. 2-31). Similarly, converting flag stops to transit zones would eliminate
the need for passengers to walk between parked cars to access the transit vehicle
(EIR p. 2-34).

One comment raises concerns regarding the impacts of the Transit Signal Priority (TSP)
program and the potential to cause traffic congestion. The TSP program is not part of the
TEP, but is a related SFMTA program, as explained in Chapter 1, Introduction, on EIR p. 1-7.

A comment asks to what streets the 6 Parnassus and 43 Masonic routes would move. As
explained in the Project Description in Table 8, on EIR p. 2-71, the new alignment for the
6 Parnassus would follow Stanyan Street instead of Masonic Avenue between Haight Street
and Parnassus Avenue. This means that the route would continue on Haight Street between
Masonic Avenue and Stanyan Street. This change is also shown on the Service
Improvement map for the 6 Parnassus in Appendix A of the Initial Study and attached to the
Draft EIR in EIR Appendix 2. The 43 Masonic route would not change in the Haight/Ashbury
neighborhood, but would extend further into the Presidio along Lincoln Boulevard and
Richardson Avenue to Lombard Street, and would replace the existing 28 19™ Avenue/
28L 19™" Avenue Limited route on Lombard Street between Fillmore and Laguna streets and
turn north on Laguna Street to Fort Mason Center at the Marina Boulevard entrance, as
explained in Table 8 on EIR p. 2-92. See also EIR p. 4.2-120 that lists the streets on the
proposed 43 Masonic route alignment in the Presidio where transit service would be
introduced along streets that currently do not have bus service, and see Appendix 2, Initial
Study and Service Improvement Maps for a graphic showing each of the proposed routes
and the segments proposed for elimination.
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The private buses that provide transit to Peninsula companies noted in one comment are not
part of the SFMTA transit system; however, the SFMTA has been working on how to address
their use of the transit infrastructure. Specifically, the SFMTA will launch a pilot in Summer
2014 to address commuter shuttles. The 18-month pilot aims to reduce impacts to Muni
operations and other users while supporting the transportation benefits provided by shuttles.?

Key components of this pilot include:

o Pilot will test sharing a limited network of about 200 Muni stops (out of a total of about
3,000 Muni stops) with commuter shuttles.

e Shuttle service providers would pay for a permit to use these stops. The payment
would recover SFMTA’s costs associated with implementing the pilot, including
enforcement.

e Shuttles would agree to comply with operating practices that minimize impacts on
Muni and other users (such as yielding to Muni, pulling all the way to the curb, quick
loading/unloading, staying off steep and narrow streets, etc.).

o Shuttle providers will be required to share data with the SFMTA that will enable the
SFMTA to address problems that may arise, and help city to plan ahead to prevent
conflicts.

o Shuttles will be required to display placards with unique identifiers that will aide in
identification by enforcement and the public.

o All Muni stops not part of the shared network will be illegal to use and that prohibition
on use of these stops will be enforced.

e SFMTA will evaluate the pilot for transportation system impacts and benefits,
compliance, and costs.

The pilot program would address the regional shuttles serving commute trips between San
Francisco and other cities, as well as the intra-San Francisco shuttles that provide commute
trips within San Francisco.

A comment asks whether any other buses use the section of Jackson Street that would no
longer be served by the 3 Jackson. No other buses in revenue service (meaning stopping to
pick up and drop off transit riders/customers) use the segment of Jackson Street between
Divisadero Street and Presidio Avenue. The 24 Divisadero uses Jackson Street between
Divisadero and Fillmore streets and the 10 Townsend (to be re-named the 10 Sansome)
travels on Jackson Street between Van Ness Avenue and Steiner Street, overlapping with
the existing 3 Jackson route for one block between Fillmore and Steiner streets. However,

2 Information regarding the environmental review for this pilot program may be viewed at the San
Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No.
2013.1591E.
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the overhead wires support non-revenue trolley buses traveling to the Presidio Division for
storage and maintenance.

One comment asks whether every 3 Jackson bus would be replaced on the 2 Clement route,
noting that if this is the case, the proposed changes would be preferable to existing
conditions. As explained in the Project Description on EIR pp.2-67 and 2-68, transit
headways would be maintained on Sutter Street, where the 2 Clement and the 3 Jackson
currently share the street, by adding supplemental trolley coach service on the 2 Clement
between downtown (Sansome and Market streets) and Presidio Avenue. The a.m. and p.m.
peak period headways would decrease on this segment of the 2 Clement from 12 minutes to
5 minutes with the proposed project (Table 8, EIR p. 2-67). This is also explained on
EIR p. 4.2-139, where the text states that “...the frequency of the 2 Clement route would
increase, but would maintain the existing combined frequency of the 2 Clement route and the
3 Jackson route...” See also Response TR-3 in Section 4.D, Transportation and Circulation,
pp. RTC-4.D-17 to RTC-4.D-22.

One comment correctly notes that there is no sidewalk on the south side of Clipper Street
along an undeveloped hillside between Douglass Street and Diamond Heights
Boulevard/Portola Street. No new sidewalk is included in the TEP proposal. Current service
on Grandview Avenue is drop-off only on demand. Sidewalks are present on the north side
of the streets and on adjacent streets, and can be reached at both the Douglass Street and
Diamond Heights Boulevard intersections. The exact inbound stops on the 48 Quintara route
have not been determined by SFMTA, but if inbound stops are proposed on the farside of the
Diamond Heights Boulevard intersection or the nearside of the Douglass Street intersection,
SFMTA would improve and/or provide sidewalks directly adjacent to those stops.

A comment expresses concern about proposed new stops at Van Ness Avenue and Pine
and Bush streets for the express bus routes serving the Richmond District and opines that
they must be proposed to be installed after the Van Ness bus rapid transit (BRT) system is in
operation. The Service Improvements for the 1AX and 1BX California Express, 31AX and
31BX Balboa Express, and 38AX and 38BX Geary Express routes would add new bus stops
at the intersections of Pine and Bush streets with Van Ness Avenue, as described in Table 8
of the Project Description (EIR pp. 2-66, 2-87, and 2-91) to improve connections to Civic
Center and the northern waterfront via the bus routes that use Van Ness Avenue (the
47 Van Ness and the new 49 Mission-Van Ness Limited that would be the Van Ness BRT on
the Van Ness Avenue portion of the route). The timing of specific components of the TEP
and its Service Improvements has not been established. In general, as explained in
Section 2.5.4 on EIR p. 2-162, implementation of the TEP would be based on funding and
resource availability, with implementation of the Service Improvements beginning in 2015. It
would not be necessary to wait until the Van Ness BRT facilities are constructed (expected to
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be completed by early 2018) to implement the Service Improvements proposed for the
Express routes serving the Richmond District, including the new stops at Pine and Bush
streets. Although service is not as efficient on the existing 47 Van Ness and the existing
49 Mission-Van Ness routes as the proposed Van Ness BRT is expected to be, the existing
routes do provide connections to the Civic Center and northeastern waterfront that would
serve some riders of the various express buses that use Pine and Bush streets during the
a.m. and p.m. peak periods. See also the discussion of these proposed new stops on Van
Ness Avenue at Pine and Bush streets in Response TR-5, Transit Impacts, under “Transit
Stops,” pp. RTC-4.D-44 to RTC-4.D-45.

A comment asks why the specific aspects of the TPS Toolkit have not been applied to the
program-level TTRPs analyzed in the EIR. As explained in Chapter 2, Project Description,
specific designs have not been developed for some of the Service-related Capital
Improvements and Travel Time Reduction Proposals (see EIR p. 2-18). Therefore, the
specific designs showing where individual elements of the TPS Toolkit would be installed
cannot be described in the EIR for the program-level TTRPs at this time. However, the TPS
Toolkit elements themselves are described in detail on EIR pp. 2-23 to 2-53, and the
environmental impacts of the TPS Toolkit elements are analyzed at a program level in
Chapter 4, Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation in Section 4.2, Transportation and
Circulation on EIR pp. 4.2-80 to 4.2-102. Since the Draft EIR was published in July 2013,
three of the nine program-level TTRPs for the TTRP.L, TTREP.9 and TTRP.71_1 have been
designed and are now described and analyzed at a project level of detail. Please refer to
Section 2, Project Description Revisions, in this Responses to Comments document for
detailed descriptions of the TTRP.L, TTRP.9 and TTRP.71_1, and to Section 5, DEIR
Revisions, for additional text discussing the impacts of these project-level TTRPs. The
project-level analysis for these TTRPs supplements the program-level analysis provided for
these TTRPs in the Draft EIR on pp. 4.2-102 to 4.2-116.

A comment asks about a plan to convert the L Taraval light rail route into a bus rapid transit
route. The TEP does not include any bus rapid transit projects and none is proposed for the
L Taraval route. The TTRP.L is one of the proposed TTRPs included in the TEP. It was
described and analyzed at a program level in the Draft EIR, but has since been designed in
detail and has been added to the EIR at a project level, as explained above. It is not
proposed to be converted to a bus rapid transit route as part of the TEP; such a change
would require removing the existing tracks and overhead wires along the route and replacing
them with BRT facilities. However, as part of the Rapid Network the TTRP.L proposal would
implement features to prioritize transit operations of the L light rail vehicles along this
corridor.
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A comment asks how long the K, L, and M light rail lines would be affected by installation of
overhead wire equipment for the proposed extension of the 6 Parnassus to the West Portal
station. It is not clear that any of the light rail lines that use the West Portal station would be
substantially affected by construction of overhead wires for the extension of the 6 Parnassus.
The trolley bus system and the light rail system do not use the same overhead wires.
Construction activities for the OWE projects, including the new overhead wire extension to West
Portal for the 6 Parnassus (OWE.6), are generally described in the EIR on pp. 4.3-29 to 4.3-30.
The specifics of the OWE.6 project have not yet been designed and the precise route for the
extension has not yet been chosen. It is possible that a brief disruption of light rail service could
occur during a portion of the time when overhead wires for the extension of the 6 Parnassus
were installed; if so, temporary motor coach service would be provided for those lines.

A comment requests clarification of the headway changes proposed for only the portion of the
10 Sansome route that is east of Van Ness Avenue during the a.m. and p.m. weekday peak
hours. The description on EIR p. 2-74 explains that the 10 Sansome route would continue to
end at Van Ness Avenue with its terminal on Pacific Avenue in the evenings and on weekends.
However, during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods the 10 Sansome would operate west of
Van Ness Avenue to Jackson and Steiner streets with a headway of six minutes.

A comment asks for clarification as to why the 10 Sansome evening and weekend turnaround
loop would use Franklin Street between Pacific Avenue and Washington Street instead of
Van Ness Avenue, and notes that the reason given in the EIR is a conflict with the Van Ness
BRT route. A stop is proposed for the Van Ness BRT in the southbound direction between
Jackson Street and Pacific Avenue; the northbound BRT stop is proposed to be located
between Pacific Avenue and Broadway. The existing evening and weekend service for the
10 Sansome route ends on Pacific Avenue at Van Ness Avenue and uses Polk Street
southbound, Jackson Street, and then Van Ness Avenue northbound to loop around for the
return trip back downtown on Pacific Avenue. The proposed route for weekends and evenings
under the TEP would use Polk, Jackson, and Franklin streets to Pacific Avenue for the return
trip, avoiding northbound Van Ness Avenue.

In addition, the existing 10 Townsend currently travels on southbound Van Ness Avenue for
one block between Jackson Street and Pacific Avenue, making a left turn onto Van Ness
Avenue from Pacific Avenue and a right turn from Van Ness Avenue onto Jackson Street. The
existing 10 Townsend currently travels on northbound Van Ness Avenue for two blocks
between Washington Street and Pacific Avenue, making a left turn onto Van Ness Avenue and
a right turn from Van Ness Avenue onto Pacific Avenue. In order to reduce potential friction
with Van Ness BRT operations, the 10 Sansome may turn left onto Polk Street and right onto
Jackson Street in the outbound direction and turn left onto Polk Street from Washington Street
and right onto Pacific Avenue from Polk Street in the inbound direction. Minor revisions have
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been made to the 10 Sansome map in EIR Appendix 2b (Appendix A to the Initial Study),
Service Improvement Maps; the revised map is shown at the end of Section 5, Draft EIR
Revisions, in this Responses to Comments document. Table 8 has been revised to clarify the
information about the 10 Sansome provided above in response to the comment.

The text in Table 8, EIR p. 2-74, describing the proposed Service Improvement for the
10 Sansome, has been revised as shown on the following page (new text is underlined and

deleted text is shown in strikethrough):
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Transit Line
(Type of
Change)

Description of Proposed Service Change

a.m.
Existing

a.m.

Proposed

p.m.
Existing

p.m.
Proposed

Change to Peak Period -Headway %2

(Minutes)

10 Sansome
(currently 10
Townsend)

(Alignment
Change)

e 10 Townsend would be renamed the 10 Sansome, since service would be rerouted off of

Townsend Street.

Service would continue to operate between Jackson and Steiner streets and 24™ Street and
Potrero Avenue via Potrero Hill, but would be rerouted at Fourth Street south of the Caltrain
Station through the Mission Bay neighborhood. From Fourth Street, the route would extend
through Mission Bay to new proposed street segments on Seventh Street between Mission
Bay Boulevard and Irwin Street, on Irwin Street between Seventh and 16 streets, on 16"
Street between Irwin and Connecticut streets, and on Connecticut Street between 16" and 17t
streets.

The northern terminal would continue to be located on Jackson Street between Fillmore
and Steiner streets. On the weekends and evenings, all trips would continue to terminate
at Van Ness Avenue, but would use a slightly different route_from the existing one, which

is a left turn onto Polk Street, right onto Jackson Street, and right onto northbound Van

Ness Avenue. Instead, on weekends and evenings Ffrom Jackson Street the route would
continue right on Franklin Street and right on Pacific Avenue. The one block segment on

Van Ness Avenue between Jackson Street and Pacific Avenue_under existing and TEP
conditions may be eliminated to reduce conflicts with the propesed Van Ness BRT Project.
Proposed eliminated segments would be on Townsend Street between Fourth and Eighth
streets, Rhode Island Street between Eighth and 17" streets, and 17" Street between
Rhode Island and Connecticut streets. The segment on Townsend Street between Fourth
and Eighth streets would be served by the rerouted 47 Van Ness route and the 83X Mid
Market Express between Fourth and Eighth streets during limited hours.

Midday frequency would change from 20 to 12 minutes.

The southern terminal would be located at the existing 33 Stanyan terminal, located on
25 Street between Potrero Avenue and Hampshire Street.

20

{eastof 20
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The Line 10 — Sansome Service Improvement Map provided in Initial Study Appendix A,
Service Improvement Maps, has been revised to clarify the embedded text and graphic for
the weekend and evening variation on the existing loop on the northern segment of the route
in the vicinity of Van Ness Avenue.

Comments note that the text on EIR p. 4.2-156 is incorrect; the 27 Bryant (to be re-named
the 27 Folsom) does not operate on 17" and Rhode Island streets. The first sentence in the
third full paragraph on EIR p. 4.2-156 incorrectly states that the 27 Folsom service would be
eliminated from 17™, Rhode Island, and Bryant streets, although the paragraph later correctly
explains that 10 Sansome service would be eliminated on portions of Rhode Island and
17 streets, and the EIR text correctly explains the proposed changes to the 27 Folsom route
on EIR p. 4.2-157.

The first sentence in the third full paragraph on EIR p. 4.2-156 has been corrected to read as
follows (new text is underlined and deleted text is shown in strikeeut):

10 Sansome, 11 Downtown Connector, 12 Folsom-Pacific, and 27 Folsom — The
proposed route changes would remove 10 Sansome service from Townsend Street
(renaming the route from 10 Townsend to 10 Sansome), and the-27-Folsem-service
from 17"; and Rhode Island streets, and would remove 27 Folsom service from
Bryant sStreets. Some passengers may need to walk further to access these routes
and some may be inconvenienced. Existing passengers on Bryant Street could also
use the 9 San Bruno/9L San Bruno Limited service. ...

These corrections do not change the analysis or conclusions in the EIR.

The proposed changes to the 17 Parkmerced would extend the western portion of the route
around Lake Merced and north to Sloat Boulevard, ending at Lakeshore Plaza. A comment
asks how the bus would turn around at this terminal. This new portion of the route, covering
a portion of the former 18 Sunset route, would travel both directions on Sloat Boulevard,
John Muir Drive, Lake Merced Boulevard, and John Daly Boulevard in Daly City to the Daly
City BART station. The bus would not deadhead® from Lakeshore Plaza to West Portal
Station, but would turn around using the eastbound left turn pocket on Sloat Boulevard at
Everglade Drive/Costanso Way, just east of the shopping center. Specific stops for this route
in Daly City, other than at the Daly City BART station, have not yet been established.

One group of comments concerns details regarding the Van Ness BRT, specifically regarding
the proposed BRT stops and time savings related to them and regarding the potential for the

3 The term deadhead means that instead of operating in both directions along a route, the bus would
return to the terminal where it begins without picking up passengers on the return. The statement
that the 17 route would not deadhead from Lakeshore Plaza to West Portal Station means that the
17 buses would provide transit service in both directions on the route, and would pick up
passengers on its route back to West Portal Station.
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BRT to result in traffic being diverted to Polk Street and Gough Street, both of which the
comment asserts are crowded, affecting bicycle and pedestrian traffic. These are not
comments on the TEP EIR. The Van Ness BRT is a separate project from the TEP and is
included in the TEP transportation analysis under the cumulative conditions. The Lead
Agency for environmental review for the Van Ness BRT is the San Francisco County
Transportation Authority (SFCTA). The SFCTA and Federal Transit Administration published
the joint Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report in November
2011, with a public comment period from November 4 to December 23, 2011. The Final
EIS/EIR was published in June 2013, including description of a locally-preferred alternative
and responses to public comments submitted on the Draft EIS/EIR; this document was
available for public comment during June and July 2013 as required for EISs by federal
agencies, and a Notice of Determination was filed with the State Clearinghouse in
September 2013. According to the schedule for this project on the SFMTA website, revenue
service on the Van Ness BRT is expected begin in early 2018.# The SFMTA developed the
TEP in consideration of and coordination with the Van Ness BRT project. In addition, the
Van Ness BRT is included in the TEP EIR cumulative transportation analysis, as explained
above.

TEP Service Improvements for the 49L Van Ness Limited described in the Project
Description Table 8, EIR p. 2-95 and on the Appendix A Service Improvement map for the
49L Van Ness-Mission Limited would be supported and coordinated with the Van Ness BRT
but may be implemented before the Van Ness BRT is constructed. Other BRT projects may
be studied by the SFMTA in the future, such as along Geneva Avenue and Harney Way, or
on 16" Street between Mission Bay and the 16™/Mission BART station on the 22 Fillmore
route, both of which are listed in the SFMTA 2032 Capital Plan adopted by the SFMTA Board
of Directors in October 2013 and published on the SFMTA website.> These potential BRT
projects are also not part of the TEP.

4 San Francisco County Transportation Authority, “VYan Ness Avenue Bus Rapid Transit
Environmental Review,” Project Timeline/Milestones, available at www.sfcta.org/van-ness-avenue-
bus-rapid-transit-environmental-review, accessed December 27, 2013.

5 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, 20-Year Capital Plan, Draft, September 2013.
Available on the SFMTA website at http://www.sfmta.com/sites/default/files/SFMTA%202013%20-
%202032%20Capital%20Plan_0.pdf, accessed December 26, 2013.
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Comment PD-3: Topography

A-SFPC-Anto (2) (pp 40-41)

(Michael Antonini, San Francisco Planning Commission, Public Hearing Transcript,
August 15, 2013)

...And that's the problem because, as was pointed out by Sue Hestor and others, we live in a
dense, hilly environment. Even though we have a very small city geographically, moving
from one place to another is really difficult. And | think more thought has to be given on
major rapid transit lines that are similar to what we have coming from the western part of San
Francisco under Twin Peaks and connecting with Market, because that's very effective
because the feeder lines that go to all the small places -- the hilly spots that people live in --
feed into Forest Hill station and other places and don't have to make their own way
downtown each -- or other parts of the city -- individually because they feed into this line that
moves very quickly.

A-SFPC-Bor (1) (p. 41)

(Gwyneth Borden, San Francisco Planning Commission, Public Hearing Transcript,
August 15, 2013)

I would say that to the extent that the EIR can look at things like grade and various streets
along different transit lines and the grade difference across those lines, | think that would be
something that the EIR should be able to mention.

O-CPC (2)

(Rev. John Weems, Pastor and Head of Staff, Calvary Presbyterian Church, Letter, August
21, 2013)

Because our area is extremely hilly, it will be difficult for our members and visitors to walk to
the proposed alternate bus line, the #2 Clement, on Sutter Street. The option of taking the
#22 Fillmore or the #24 Divisadero are not convenient for many, significantly increasing the
length of their trip and possibly cause safety issues for the young and elderly.

I-Bell (2)

(Susan Bell, Letter, September 4, 2013)

We encourage you to consider the terrain and transfer times in the decision to discontinue
the 3 Jackson. It may look like there is other nearby service, but it is frequently up or down a
steep hill, which can be difficult to navigate with small children. Walking to California Street
from our home on Jackson Street takes nearly 10 minutes, and up hill takes even longer.
This will increase our commute times to school substantially. The 3 Jackson also connects
us to the Fillmore neighborhood, Japantown, and Union Square, enabling us to access shops
and restaurants quickly and easily....

I-Frances (2)

(Barbara Frances, Email, September 11, 2013)

| actually had a representative tell me that Presidio was flat? Have they ever taken the bus
in this neighborhood?

I-FungH (2)
(Helen Fung, Email and Letter, September 17, 2013)
A. GEOGRAPHY: Merging #3 routes to #1California and #2 Clement have been
mentioned as alternatives. This will create a VOID, i.e., no bus service to 9 steep
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N/S blocks between California+Union and 8 sloping E/W blocks between
Fillmore+Presidio. Imagine the physical demand of carrying groceries &
merchandise, seeking medical care or getting home after a drink at a restaurant
without driving!

I-Hestor (1) (pp. 35-36)

(Sue Hestor, Public Hearing Transcript, August 15, 2013)

The environmental review and the MTA think of this city as flat. It has mountains all over it.
Going four blocks may mean traversing a steep hill going down and a steep hill going up.
That is not unusual in this city. Any EIR that doesn't include topography maps at every point
you're talking about Muni service is not a good EIR, because it doesn't provide the decision-
makers -- MTA and the Planning Department -- with the ability to make effective decisions,
because | don't assume | know every block in the city. But you have to when you make
these decisions; and I'm talking to MTA as well as the Planning Department. And the
information provided in the EIR should give that information to the decision-makers.

I-Kuechler (2)
(Henry N. Kuechler IV, Letter, September 17, 2013)

A. Geography: Merging #3 routes to # 1 California and #2 Clement have been
mentioned as alternatives. This will create a VOID, ie., no bus service to 9
steep N/S blocks between California Street and Union Street and 8 sloping
E/W blocks between Fillmore Street and Presidio Avenue. Imagine the physical
demand of carrying groceries & merchandise, seeking medical care or getting
home after a drink at a restaurant without driving!

I-LewisG (2)

(Geoff Lewis, Email, September 17, 2013)

| strongly recommend that bus stops be provided on Clipper at or near the intersection with
Grand View both for the outbound and inbound directions. Without these new stops,
passengers would have to climb a significant distance up the steep hill on Clipper to reach a
stop or descend a significant distance down Clipper to reach the next stop at Douglas.
Residents, like myself, who live on Grand View or on adjoining streets within three or four
blocks of Clipper who will be impacted by the re-routing, should reasonably expect to at least
be able to walk along Grand View to Clipper and board a bus there.

I-Long4 (3)
(Alex Long, Public Hearing Transcript, Exhibit #1 — Power Point Presentation Slides,
August 15, 2013)

Our Neighborhood

e Is quite hilly

- 100 to 150 foot elevation change walking N to S between just Jackson and
California

I-LongD (1)

(Daniel Long, Email, August 18, 2013)

I live almost at the top of an extremely steep hill — the last block of Elizabeth Street — and |
am physically handicapped in that | am unable to climb the stairs to my house. Descending
the hill from Grandview Avenue after exiting the 48 at 23rd Street is cumbersome and painful
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enough, but manageable thus far. | cannot afford to move nor can | afford the luxury of a
car.

Please look into how extremely steep the last blocks of 23rd, Elizabeth, 24th, and 25th
Streets off Grandview Avenue. They are as steep, if not steeper, than the famous block on
Lombard (the “Crookedest Street”). The 48 bus that goes along Grandview Avenue and
makes these stops are a God’s end and lifeline for us. | would be more than happy to guide
and host [you].eyu-

I-Weiner2 (7)
(Herbert Weiner, Letter, September 16, 2013)
The 6 Parnassus

The 6 Parnassus line will be extended to West Portal Station, excluding Masonic
Avenue, Frederick and Clayton Streets and a portion of Parnassus Street on grounds of low
ridership. Again, this places a great burden on those who utilize the service. While walking
to destinations from these streets would seem a short distance without inconvenience to a
normally healthy person, it is a hardship for the physically disadvantaged. This is being done
to make the bus run faster. But the health and well being of the physically unfortunate is
being sacrificed in the process. It should be noted that, in addition to the block being long,
the portion of Masonic Avenue that is designated for deletion of service is on an inclined hill
which would be very taxing, if not impossible, on the elderly and disabled. The TEP, on
grounds of making the buses run faster, is willing to inflict cruel hardship on a significant
portion of passengers. This is no way for the TEP or its parent MTA, which are designated to
serve every citizen of San Francisco, to act.

Response PD-3: Topography

Comments express concern that topography and slopes were not taken into consideration
when the SFMTA established the various stop consolidations, realigned routes, and
proposed route eliminations in the TEP. A comment also was made that this information
regarding topographic conditions is not presented in the EIR. In particular, comments
mention needing to walk up steep hills to access the 2 Clement or 1 California routes if the
3 Jackson route is eliminated, recommend bus stops on Clipper Street at Grandview Avenue
for the 48 Quintara-24™" Street route, express concern about loss of service on steep hills
along Grandview Avenue and Douglass Street on the portion of the 48 Quintara-24t" Street
route proposed for elimination, and the hill along Masonic Avenue and Frederick Street
where the 6 Parnassus route would be relocated to continue on Haight Street to Stanyan
Street instead of operating on Masonic Avenue to Frederick Street, and Clayton Street to
Parnassus Street.

Please see the Guide to the TEP for a discussion of the SFMTA’s approach to the
development of service change proposals, the SFMTA Stop Spacing Guidelines and their
use, and how topography was considered in both. Also see the Guide to the TEP for a
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discussion of the issues considered by the SFMTA in proposing to eliminate the 3 Jackson
route.

To provide decision-makers and the public with additional detail and a geographic context for
the topographic conditions in areas with steep streets that are served by transit, Attachment
C to this Responses to Comments document, SFMTA Service Area Topographical Maps,
has been added to the EIR as a new Appendix 5. These topographic maps show street
grades in areas where the grade exceeds ten percent in relation to the transit routes and the
proposed stop consolidations in those areas. This information does not change the analysis
of impacts in the EIR, but provides additional information and more detail regarding the
existing geographic setting for the proposed changes for use by decision-makers during their
deliberations on the TEP, as well as decisions regarding implementation of individual TEP
components as they are presented for approval and funding.

For the majority of route segments that are proposed to be eliminated in the Service
Improvements component of the TEP, other existing routes provide similar service, although
transfers would be required of most patrons. For example, service on Douglass and
Hoffmann streets now provided by the 48 Quintara-24" Street route would be replaced by the
modified 35 Eureka, as explained in Table 8 on EIR p. 2-94, and service on Masonic Avenue
and Frederick and Clayton streets by the 6 Parnassus would be replaced in part by the
existing 32 Roosevelt and 33 Stanyan routes. The realigned 6 Parnassus route would
operate on Haight Street two blocks (approximately 975 feet) from its existing route, and
downhill from Frederick Street in the Ashbury Heights neighborhood.

Comment PD-4: Block Length

I-Hestor (2) (p. 36)

(Sue Hestor, Public Hearing Transcript, August 15, 2013)

Secondarily, the block lengths in the city are all over the place, because it's different in the
Sunset going north-south and east-west and it's different in Chinatown. And the blocks
South of Market are enormous. And the Planning Department environmental review is
enraptured by the term "blocks" as a scope of distance. Every time you use the term "block"
without involving feet and terrain, it disempowers the decision-maker. It disempowers the
public that is trying to get informed. | don't think I'm going to become an expert on every
block in this city by the time this EIR comes back. But if the tools are not provided, shame on
environmental review and shame on MTA and shame on the consultant as well.
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A-SFPC-Bor (2) (p. 41)

(Gwyneth Borden, San Francisco Planning Commission, Public Hearing Transcript,
August 15, 2013)

Also, in talking about blocks, maybe representing by mileage or like a quarter-mile, tenth of
a mile. Just | think that those things when you're actually describing the physical condition
would actually help a lot for making this EIR stronger.

Response PD-4: Block Length

While discussions of transit and bicycle routes describe travel on various blocks throughout
the City to provide locational information, distances in the EIR are often provided in blocks
with no indication of feet or miles. As indicated in the comments, the length of City blocks
varies throughout San Francisco. Therefore, in sentences where “block” is used as the only
explanation for distance, approximate distance in feet has been added to clarify the
information in the EIR; these distances are reasonable approximations developed by using
accepted available technologies such as geographic information systems (GIS) and other
Web-based mapping services such as Google Earth Pro. These additions do not change the
analyses or conclusions in the EIR. Other minor editorial corrections have also been made
in a few instances to provide clarification. Additionally, the EIR explains on p. 4.2-3 that the
typical South of Market block is about four times the length of blocks in the North of Market
area of downtown.

Chapter 2, Project Description

The following text has been added to the first sentence in the last paragraph on p. 2-109,
continuing to p. 2-110 (footnote 27 is not reproduced) (new text is underlined):

The Sansome Street Contraflow Lane Extension (SCI.2) project would extend the
existing southbound "transit-commercial*?’ contraflow lane three blocks to the north
on Sansome Street from Washington Street to Broadway (approximately 1,000
feet

The following text has been added to the third sentence in the last paragraph on p. 2-115
(footnote 29 in first sentence is not reproduced here) (new text is underlined):

An 18-month pilot project for the collection of data for a portion of the improvements
being studied for the TTRP.J has undergone separate environmental review and was
approved by the City Traffic Engineer on October 29, 2012. This pilot project would
include the designation of a center-running transit-only lane in both directions of
Church Street, between Duboce Avenue and 16" Street, for the exclusive use of
transit vehicles: the J Church Line and the 22 Fillmore route, and taxis. The full-time
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transit-only lane on this three-block segment of Church Street (approximately 1,800
feet) would be demarcated with red paint on the roadway surface. ...

Section 4.2, Transportation and Circulation

The first sentence of the first full paragraph on p. 4.2-57 has been revised as follows (new
text is underlined):

The TTRP.14 Moderate Alternative (for both Variants 1 and 2) and TTRP.14
Expanded Alternative would not substantially affect bicycle conditions.
Implementation of transit bulbs near 11" Street may delay bicyclists on Bicycle Route
30 (which runs westbound for a short two-block segment [approximately 1,100 feet] of
Mission Street between Tenth Street and South Van Ness) as the bus would stop in
the travel lane to pick up and drop off passengers. However, the increased delay
would only occur when a bus is present at the stop. ...

The following text has been added to the second sentence of the second full paragraph on p.
4.2-70 (new text is underlined):

Construction duration for the implementation of project-level SCI.2: Sansome Street
Contraflow Lane Extension project is anticipated to be between six and nine months.
Construction activities would include restriping, the installation of sighage, and the
installation of two traffic signal mast-arm poles and six traffic signal poles within the

three-block segment (approximately 1,000 feet). ...

The following text has been added to the second-to-last sentence of the first full paragraph
on p. 4.2-86 (new text is underlined):

...In some instances, on streets where mixed-flow lanes are proposed to be removed
to provide transit-only lanes, signed bicycle routes with bicycle lanes are often
available on nearby parallel streets (for example, Valencia Street, which has bicycle
lanes in both directions, is one block or approximately 600 feet west of Mission Street
where a transit-only lane is proposed), providing nearby bicycle routes that avoid this
increase in traffic in the remaining mixed-flow travel lanes.

The following text has been added to the first sentence in the first full paragraph on p. 4.2-
107 (new text is underlined):

Bicycle Impacts. Implementation of TPS Toolkit elements along the program-level

TTRP corridors would not directly affect bicycle facilities because the majority of the
roposed TTRP segments are not designated bicycle routes (or only overlap bicycle
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routes in certain one-to-two block segments, [which could range from 300 to as much
as 2,000 feet]) and do not have existing bicycle lanes.

The following text has been added to the first sentence in the first full paragraph on
p. 4.2-141 (new text is underlined):

33 Stanyan — The rerouted 33 Stanyan service from Mission Street to Valencia Street
would reduce the number of buses on the two-block segment (approximately 1,200
feet) of Mission Street between 16™ and 18" streets, which would facilitate travel for
the 14 Mission, 14L Mission Limited, and 14X Mission Express on that segment of
Mission Street. ...

The following text has been added to the first sentence of the last paragraph on p. 4.2-143,
extending to the top of p. 4.2-144 (new text is underlined):

6 Parnassus, 71 Haight-Noriega/71L Haight-Noriega Limited and 71L Haight-
Noriega Limited Service Variant — The 6 Parnassus reroute would travel on streets
and through intersections on which transit is currently located (for example, the 71
Haight-Noriega/71L Haight-Noriega Limited route on the section of Haight Street
between Masonic Avenue and Stanyan Street), with the exception of a two-block
segment (approximately 700 feet) of Stanyan Street between Frederick Street and
Parnassus Avenue where currently no transit is located. ...

The following text has been added to the first sentence of the last paragraph on p. 4.2-144,
extending to the top of p. 4.2-145 (new text is underlined, deleted text is shown in

strikethrough):

10 Sansome, 11 Downtown Connector, and 27 Folsom and associated Service
Variants The 10 Sansome would mostly travel on streets and through intersections on
which transit is currently located. The 10 Sansome service in the northern segment of
the route would continue as under Existing conditions, with two exceptions. Weekend
and evening service, which currently uses Van Ness Avenue between Jackson Street
and Pacific Avenue to loop, would instead loop via Franklin Street. The one-block
segment (approximately 300 feet) on Van Ness Avenue {between Jackson Street and
Pacific Avenue would be eliminated to reduce conflicts with the planned BRT service on
Van Ness Avenue. ...

The second sentence of the first full paragraph on p. 4.2-145 has been revised as follows
(footnote 50 at the end of the paragraph has not been reproduced here) (new text is
underlined):
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With the exception of the northern segment, the new 11 Downtown Connector would
predominantly travel on streets and through intersections on which transit is currently
located, with similar service (replacing the 12 Folsom service in part). The exception
is the one-block segment (approximately 500 feet) of Bay Street between Van Ness
Avenue and Polk Street that would be used for the route turnaround. ...

The following text has been added to the third sentence of the last paragraph on p. 4.2-146,
extending to the top of p. 4.2-147 (new text is underlined):

16X Noriega Express and 16X Noriega Express Service Variant — Adding 16X
Noriega Express service to the portion of Market Street between Fourth and Spear
streets would have only a marginal effect on the overall traffic conditions of this
portion of the street. This portion of Market Street already accommodates a high
volume of buses in the peak periods, and no new infrastructure would be required on
Market Street. Service on the one block segment of Spear Street between Market
and Mission streets (approximately 600 feet), Mission Street between Spear and Main
streets (approximately 350 feet), and Main Street between Mission and Market streets
(approximately 650 feet) would be similar in that a high volume of buses already uses
these streets. ...

The following text has been added to the first sentence of the second full paragraph on p.
4.2-149 (footnote 53 has not been reproduced here) (new text is underlined):

29 Sunset — As part of the realignment of the 29 Sunset, transit service would be
introduced on Persia Avenue for a short segment (one block, or approximately 250
feet) between Mission Street and Ocean Avenue. The Service Improvements would
not result in the removal of parking;__however, the TTPI.1 Persia Triangle

Improvements to support the improvements would remove some parking related to a
new transit stop. ...

The following text has been added to the first sentence of the second full paragraph on p.
4.2-150 (new text is underlined):

33 Stanyan — The two-block reroute (approximately 1,200 feet along Valencia Street)
of the 33 Stanyan from Mission Street to Valencia Street (a distance of about 650

feet) would alleviate transit congestion on the segment of Mission Street between 16%
and 18" streets. ...
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The following text has been added to the first sentence of the second full paragraph on p.
4.2-156 (new text is underlined):

The 6 Parnassus currently operates on Haight Street where Bicycle Route 30 (Class
lll, sharrows) runs for the one-block section between Pierce and Scott streets
(approximately 450 feet); however, the Service Improvement changes to frequency
would not substantially affect bicycle conditions on this block. ...

The following text has been added to the first full sentence in the partial paragraph at the top
of p. 4.2-157 (new text is underlined):

... The 11 Downtown Connector would also travel on Polk Street between North
Point and Bay streets and use the one-block segment of Polk Street (approximately
300 feet along Bicycle Route 25 — Class Il/lll, bicycle lanes/designated route) for the
route turnaround. Overall, because conditions for bicyclists along the 11 Downtown
Connector route would remain similar to Existing conditions, the new service would
not result in hazardous conditions for bicyclists.

The following text has been added to the first sentence in the second full paragraph on p.
4.2-157 (new text is underlined):

As part of the new northern terminus/turnaround, the 27 Folsom would also travel on
Polk Street for one block (approximately 300 feet) between Green and Vallejo streets,
and on Green Street for one block (approximately 450 feet) between Polk Street and
Van Ness Avenue. ...

The following revisions have been made to the first full paragraph on p. 4.2-159 (new text is
underlined, deleted text is shown in strikethrough):

As part of the Service Improvements the 19 Polk would be removed from Hyde Street
between Eddy and McAllister streets, from Larkin Street between Geary and Market
streets, from Geary Street between Larkin and Polk streets, and from Eddy Street
between Hyde and Polk streets. Instead, the 19 Polk would be realigned to travel on
Polk Street between Eddy and McAllister streets (three blocks or approximately 1,000
feet), and would connect with the 19 Polk route to the north on Polk Street. The
realignment of a segment of the 19 Polk from Hyde and Larkin streets to Polk Street
would not substantially affect bicycle travel on Polk Street, which is part of Bicycle
Route 25 (Class I, bicycle lane in this segment) because conditions on this three-
block segment would be similar to those immediately to the north on Polk Street (i.e.,
where the 19 Polk and Bicycle Route 25 currently overlap), because the new transit

Case No. 2011.0558E RTC-4.A-28 Transit Effectiveness Project
March 27, 2014 Final EIR



Section 4: Comments and Responses
4.A Project Description

service would not substantially affect bicycle lane conditions eperating, and because
conditions for bicyclists would remain similar to Existing conditions.

The following text has been added to the first sentence of the third full paragraph on p. 4.2-
160 (new text is underlined):

35 Eureka and 36 Teresita — As a result of the realignment of the 35 Eureka,
passengers along the segment of the 35 Eureka on Farnum, Moffitt, Bemis, and
Addison streets would access the 35 Eureka or 36 Teresita via a short walk (one to
four blocks or approximately 400 to 2,000 feet, depending on the starting location) to
the remaining portions on Diamond Street. ...

The first full paragraph on p. 4.2-163, under Impact TR-19, has been revised as follows (new

text is underlined):

Transit Impacts. The project-level Service-related Capital Improvement projects have
been identified to support certain Service Improvements or Service Variants as described
below. The TTPI.1: Persia Triangle Improvements project would reduce travel times on
the 29 Sunset, and enhance access to the 29 Sunset and reduce delays at bus stops for
both the 29 Sunset and the 49L Van Ness-Mission Limited. The TTPI.1 project would
improve transit operations for the 29 Sunset by facilitating turning movements from
Ocean Avenue to Persia Avenue, and accommodating the 29 Sunset service on Persia
Avenue between Mission Street and Ocean Avenue for both the inbound and outbound
routes. Currently, the inbound 29 Sunset route turns left from Persia Avenue westbound
onto Mission Street southbound, and right onto Geneva Avenue westbound to the Balboa
Park Station. With implementation of TTPI.1, the 29 Sunset route would be realigned so
that the inbound (northbound) route could continue directly on Persia Avenue across
Mission Street (one block or approximately 250 feet), and then turn left onto Ocean
Avenue to proceed to the Balboa Park Station, and as a result, both the inbound and
outbound routes would travel on the same streets. ...

The following text has been added to the last sentence of the first full paragraph on p. 4.2-
164 (new text is underlined):

... Because the extension of the contraflow lane three blocks between Washington
Street and Broadway (approximately 1,000 feet) would not substantially affect
intersection operations as described below, it would also not affect transit routes
running along this segment of Sansome Street in the northbound direction, including
the 10 Sansome, 30X Marina Express, and Golden Gate Transit routes.
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The following text has been added to the first sentence of the first full paragraph on p. 4.2-
165 (new text is underlined):

Implementation of SCI.2 would reduce the number of northbound travel lanes on the
three-block segment (approximately 1,000 feet) of Sansome Street between
Washington Street and Broadway from three lanes to two lanes (i.e., similar to the
contraflow lane configuration south of Washington Street). ...

The following text has been added to the fifth sentence in the second full paragraph on p.
4.2-166 (new text is underlined):

Inbound bus service would be added to the one-block segment (approximately
250 feet) of Persia Avenue between Mission Street and Ocean Avenue (outbound
service already travels on this segment); however, Persia Avenue is not a designated
bicycle route, and bicycle traffic on this non-bicycle network street is relatively low.

The following text has been added to the second-to-last sentence in the first full paragraph
on p. 4.2-167 (new text is underlined):

. On the three-block segment of Sansome Street between Washington Street and
Broadway (approximately 1,000 feet), there are 27 parking spaces, of which 10 are
currently designated for commercial vehicle loading/unloading activities.  With
implementation of SCI.2, the Sansome Street Contraflow Lane Extension, up to 17 of
these parking spaces would be converted to commercial loading spaces.

The following text has been added to the fifth sentence in the second full paragraph on p.
4.2-168 (new text is underlined):

. Construction of the new overhead wiring (OWE.1, OWE.2, OWE.3, OWE.4,
OWE.5) would not affect any on-street parking supply. Implementation of SCI.2
would alter the use of vehicle parking spaces on the west side of the three-block
segment of Sansome Street between Washington Street and Broadway
(approximately 1,000 feet) by up to 17 parking spaces. On this three-block segment
there are 27 existing parking spaces, of which 10 are currently designated for
commercial vehicle loading/unloading activities. ...

The following text has been added to the first full paragraph on p. 4.2-179 (new text is
underlined):

In addition, as part of TTRP.5 Expanded Alternative the number of lanes on Fulton
Street between Stanyan Street and Central Avenue (six blocks or approximately
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2,900 feet) would be reduced from four lanes to three lanes to provide one lane in
each direction with a center left-turn lane by removing a westbound travel lane, and
additional left-turn, and, where feasible, right-turn pockets at the intersections located
within this segment.

The following text has been added to the first sentence of the first paragraph under Impact
TR-40 on p. 4.2-202, continuing to p. 4.2-203, under Impact TR-40 (new text is underlined):

TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 would widen travel lanes on Stockton
Street on the two-block segment between the intersections of Columbus
Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street and Stockton Street/Broadway (approximately
650 feet), resulting in one mixed-flow lane in each direction. ...

The following text has been added to the second sentence of the first full paragraph on p.
4.2-204, under Impact TR-42 (new text is underlined):

TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would be similar to TTRP.30_1 Expanded
Alternative. On the two-block segment of Stockton Street between the intersections
of Columbus Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street and Stockton Street/Broadway
(approximately 650 feet), the p.m. peak period tow-away zone on the west side of
Stockton Street would be maintained, and the parking lane on the east side of the
street would be eliminated, allowing for widening of the two southbound mixed-flow
lanes and narrowing of the one northbound mixed-flow lane. ...

The following text has been added to the first full paragraph on p. 4.2-225 (new text is
underlined):

Implementation of TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative Variant 1 and TTRP.30_1
Expanded Alternative Variant 2 would widen mixed-flow lanes on Stockton Street for

a two-block segment (approximately 650 feet), which would enhance bicycle travel on
this Class Il facility.

The following text has been added to the first sentence of the second full paragraph on p.
4.2-265 (new text is underlined):

TTRP.30.1 Expanded Alternative Variant 2 — Under TTRP.30_1 Expanded
Alternative Variant 2, parking would be permanently eliminated on the west side of
Stockton Street for the two block segment between the intersections of
Green/Stockton streets and Stockton Street/Broadway (approximately 650 feet), for a
total loss of 50 parking spaces on Stockton Street. ...
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Comment PD-5; Purpose of TEP

I-Cauthen (2)

(Gerald Cauthen, Letter, August 15, 2013)

However, as Planning Commissioners, it would be useful for you to take a minute to consider
how recent regional demographic projections are likely to affect transportation in San
Francisco.

ABAG projects that between 2010 and 2040 the Bay Area will grow by 2.1 million residents.
The San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association, Department of City Planning
and the Mayor’'s office are all on record as eagerly seeking to locate as many of these
newcomers to the Region in San Francisco as possible. Let's say...to be conservative...that
San Francisco, with 10% of the Region’s population, receives 10% of the new residents.
That would come to 210,000 new residents by 2040, which translates to a 25% increase in
the population of San Francisco, a demographic change of monumental proportions.

And in addition to the new residents, San Francisco would be struggling to accommodate the
thousands of additional commuters attracted by its growing employment base.

Under the right circumstances, greater populations in cities benefit everyone. For one thing
open space is preserved. For another, urban residents are less dependent on their
automobiles than suburbanites. And finally, higher densities make it possible to provide
needed public services more efficiently.

But this works only if City infrastructure keeps up.

So please stop and ask yourselves, what is being done in the public transit field to
accommodate this large projected influx of residents, most of whom would presumably live in
the downtown and southeastern part of San Francisco? Will the Central Subway help? Not
really; the SFMTA projects that it will attract a mere 2,500 new patrons a day by 2035. The
bridges, freeways and city streets? No, they are nearing capacity and already often
gridlocked. More parking? No, that would just worsen the congestion. Muni Metro? With
major changes, maybe... but peak period Muni subway crowding is already discouraging an
estimated 35,000 would-be riders Muni a day from using the system. BART? No. In fact it
is fast running out of transbay carrying capacity.

What about the TEP? Does it adequately address this problem? Also no. The TEP
unfortunately focuses mostly on relatively small changes to a favored group of bus lines
scattered throughout the city.

Is any element of DCP, MTA, CTA or the Mayor’s office seriously addressing this oncoming
population/commuter crunch? Again no.

In implementing changes to the Muni system, it is essential...... and required under
CEQA.....to take into account effects of future anticipated growth and development.

Increased development in San Francisco must be accompanied by a commensurate
increase in infrastructure.
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Response PD-5. Purpose of TEP

The comment asks why the Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP) does not address San
Francisco’s share of the projected regional population growth and what transportation
infrastructure will address this growth in the City.

This comment raises questions about the proposed project and does not comment on the
project’'s environmental effects or the adequacy of the analyses in the EIR. Please refer to
Response EP-2 in Section 4.1, EIR Process, pp. RTC-4.1-9 to RTC-4.1-16, and Response
MER in Section 4.K, Merits of the Proposed Project, pp. RTC-4.K-94 to RTC-4.K-102, for a
discussion of these issues.

The TEP has been developed to improve existing transit service in San Francisco, to attract
more passengers, and to increase efficiency. The Objectives of the proposed project are
listed in Chapter 2 of the EIR, on pp. 2-2 and 2-7. They are, in summary, to improve transit
speed, reliability, and safety and reduce travel time; to make Muni more attractive and
increase ridership; to improve cost-effectiveness; and to implement the Transit First Policy.
TEP is one of several City efforts to improve the transportation system of the City.

The EIR accounts for the effects of the proposed project under future conditions, including
projected population and employment growth to the year 2035, in the cumulative impact
analyses of each CEQA Checklist topic in the Initial Study (Appendix 2 to the EIR) and in
EIR Chapter 4. There is no requirement in CEQA that a proposed project include features
intended to accommodate future growth and development.

The comment notes that a substantial amount of the projected population growth in
San Francisco is expected to be in the eastern side of the City. If residential growth in and
near Downtown continues as it has in the recent past, implementation of recent citywide
plans such as the Bicycle Plan update and the Better Streets Plan as well as transportation
infrastructure improvements in those areas such as those proposed by the TEP and the
Central Subway, will improve conditions to allow many residents to walk or bicycle to work as
well as to use transit.

The SFMTA 20-year Capital Plan, adopted by the SFMTA Board of Directors in October
2013, is the SFMTA long-term planning document that identifies needs for investing in the
citywide transportation system, including the transit system, and establishes priorities for
capital investments to meet the SFMTA strategic and long-term goals. It accounts for
population and employment growth over time, and balances expansion of transit service to
meet increased demand (due to both population growth and ridership growth not associated
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with population growth) with other demands on the transit system related to maintenance,
efficiency, accessibility, and safety.

Comment PD-6: Service Improvements

I-PanH (4)

(Henry Pan, Letter, September 16, 2013)

Relocated Stops on Relocated Routes? The DEIR does not indicate which stops will no
longer be served, and where new bus stops will be implemented for routes not in the Rapid
Network. This includes the 27 and the 35 routes. It would be handy to have a list of
proposed locations for stops, to get an idea of who these bus lines will serve....

Response PD-6: Service Improvements

The Service Improvements include some changes to route alignments that would both
remove segments from a route and add other segments where no transit service currently
operates, or extend or shorten a route. Stop consolidation is not proposed for the Service
Improvements. However, transit stops along segments proposed to be eliminated from a
route would be removed. New bus stops would be established for new route segments on a
Service Improvement route and the locations would follow the SFMTA stop spacing
guidelines.® The locations of new stops have not been established, but enough detail has
been provided to adequately analyze the Service Improvements as part of this environmental
review.

Stop consolidation, stop optimization, and stop removal are proposed for the TTRPs, and are
described in detail in the Project Description in Section 2.5.2.3, Project-Level Travel Time
Reduction Proposals, on pp. 2-110 to 2-160. Figures in that section of the Project
Description illustrate the locations where existing stops would be relocated, where existing
stops would be removed, and where new stops would be added. As indicated in the EIR, the
specific designs for the program-level TTRPs have not yet been developed, but would
consist of TPS Toolkit elements including stop consolidation; therefore, proposed stop
locations are not yet known.

6 SFMTA, 2012. Proposed Revisions to Transit Stop Spacing Guidelines. A copy of this document is
available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as
part of Case File No. 2011.0558E.
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4.B PLANS AND POLICIES

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover subjects related to EIR
Chapter 3, Plans and Policies. The following categories are addressed:

PP-1. Consistency with Plans and Policies

PP-2: Coordination with City Projects

Comment PP-1: Consistency with Plans and Policies

A-SFPC-Moore (2) (pp. 42-43)

(Kathrin Moore, San Francisco Planning Commission, Public Hearing Transcript,
August 15, 2013)

...that the most recent discussions on Plan SF are fully incorporated; that indeed the
growth which is projected is clearly brought in line with transit effectiveness, because what
I hear clearly is people's concerns about transit reduction does not necessarily mean
transit effectiveness.

I would also like to suggest that -- I'd like to see a clear delineation that the land-use plans -
- Market/Octavia, Eastern Neighborhoods -- where we are strongly striving for parking
reduction and these neighborhoods not yet being fully realized -- or built out with the
parking reduction -- | meant to say -- that that will potentially mean that we need to look for
intensification of lines rather than reduction of lines in those areas. People will have fewer
cars, so they will have to have a way, because we are planning these neighborhoods with
transit-first in mind.

O-GPA (11)

(Michael Rice, President, Glen Park Association, Letter, September 11, 2013)

We also note that the Planning Department and SFMTA have been working for some time on
design and implementation of circulation improvements called for in the adopted Glen Park
Community Plan, particularly at the Diamond-Bosworth intersection serving all the current
bus routes in Glen Park, and the BART station. The Final EIR should confirm that 35-Eureka
service and, for that matter, the TEP as a whole is compatible with those plans.

I-Goodmanl (1)

(Aaron Goodman, Email, August 22, 2013)

I am concerned about the status of the SF TEP process and the 19th Ave. Transit Study
(Chester Fung) is head of currently as we have not heard about the concerns raised on the
future extension and lack of information regarding the Tier-5 portion and future platform and
station stop and routing issues raised prior.

The TEP process proposes to change stops, eliminate stops and speed travel times, part of
the concern is that the 19th Ave Transit Study and developer proposals at Parkmerced and
SFSU-CSU ignore the extension out to Daly City Bart (Tier-5 Level Funding) and where and
how station stops should be planned for currently and in the future.
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I-Goodmanl (3)

(Aaron Goodman, Email, August 22, 2013)

| need to discuss this further with the SFTEP planners and SFMTA/SFCTA people in regards
to the submitted documents on the 19th Ave Transit Study to provide more pin-pointed
comments for the SFTEP memo.

I would request that we receive input on whether the SFTEP issues and EIR have been
coordinated with the 19th Ave Transit Study and concerns we raised on eliminating the
northern end aireal platform design at Mercy H.S. since our routing differed greatly from the
current ocean ave route, instead going down Sloat and turning on 20th St. through
Stonestown and back up and over 19th Ave.

Thank you for any input and if a meeting is possible to discuss the issues and concerns of
missing data and sections and station locations in the current 19th Ave. Transit Study.

I-Goodman2 (1)

(Aaron Goodman, Email, September 15, 2013)

| am writing to you regarding the concerns of the TEP and how prior and recent changes are
not considering larger long-term planning issues in addition to legal challenges, and current
capacity of systems in place.

I-Paxton (1)

(Jon C. Paxton, Email, September 16, 2013)

I am writing in support of retaining the 3 Jackson bus line. This letter is in addition to a
separate "group letter" which | participated in, with the Concerned Citizens for Saving #3
Jackson.

| believe that the tentative findings in the Draft Environmental Impact Report are inadequate
for a number of reasons. But | would like to articulate three reasons in particular:

(1) The Proposed Elimination of the 3 Jackson Controverts the City's Transit First Policy:
Transit First works if there are adequate transit resources, making it convenient and
desirable for people to abandon their cars in favor of public transportation. Eliminating an
essential transit link, and extending transit time and hassle, works in opposition to that
important City policy.

(2) Transit Hub: The 3 Jackson line terminates at the corner of Presidio and California,
which has been designated as a transit hub, an important orchestration of many bus lines
where people can move from one part of the City to another. However, the significance goes
beyond transit - it also extends to land use policies, and other long-term planning. To
remove the 3 Jackson is to diminish the effectiveness of the transit hub, as well as the other
policies that have been around it.

[-Whitaker (1)

(Jamie Whitaker, Email and Letter, September 15, 2013

The Draft EIR is insufficient, incomplete, and false to state in Chapter 3, Plans and Policies,
that “The TEP project was reviewed for its consistency with the following applicable plans
and policies and no conflicts or inconsistencies were identified.”

Specifically, the TEP project discriminates, ignores, and via a December 5, 2009 change in
route to the 12-Folsom which eliminated the bus service east of 2nd Street, contributes to the
increased chances of asthma in our kids and premature deaths of residents in the Rincon Hill
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neighborhood. The Transit First Policy, The Bay Area Air Quality Plan, and the Rincon Hill
Community Plan are all in conflict with the TEP project as the project proposes transit
services that do not acknowledge the existence of the supposedly “transit-oriented
development” neighborhood of Rincon Hill and the current public health problems posed by
traffic congestion and air pollution in Rincon Hill. By willfully discriminating against Rincon
Hill residents by not offering northeast to southwest bus service via a 4- block extension of
the 11-Downtown Connector proposed bus line to Main Street (versus 2nd Street), the
SFMTA's TEP project, if approved as currently written, is effectively killing San Francisco
residents by influencing residents of Rincon Hill to drive fossil fuel powered vehicles which
add ozone, carbon, and particulate to the air — known carcinogens and poisons that are
already at elevated concentrations in Rincon Hill — and adding to traffic congestion which
delays transit service (works against the supposed goal of the TEP) and creates other
negative externalities that impact community health.

Response PP-1. Consistency with Plans and Policies

Comments express concerns about the consistency of the TEP with other known projects,
plans, the City’s Transit First Policy, San Francisco neighborhood plans, and regional plans
and policies.

One comment raises concerns that prior and recent changes have not considered larger
long-term planning issues. EIR Chapter 1, Introduction, 1.4 Relationship to Other Projects,
pp. 1-7 to 1-8, discusses how TEP project-level Service Improvements and TTRPs are being
planned and coordinated with projects that have been completed or are currently being
planned. Also, as discussed in EIR Chapter 3, Plans and Palicies, pp. 3-1 to 3-2, the TEP
was reviewed for consistency with the Transit First Policy, the General Plan, and a humber of
existing (e.g., San Francisco Bicycle Plan) and longer term planning efforts (e.g., The
Sustainability Plan for the City of San Francisco). Also, refer to Response PP-2 on
pp. RTC-4.B-9 to RTC-4.B.11 concerning coordination of the TEP with other City projects
and community planning efforts. These comments are being provided to the decision-
makers for informational purposes and for their consideration. These are not comments on
the adequacy or accuracy of the TEP EIR, and no further response is required.

One comment refers to incorporation into the TEP planning process of “Plan SF,” which is
believed to refer to the Plan Bay Area that was jointly approved in July 2013 by the
Association of Bay Area Governments and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission.
Additionally, this comment states that the growth projected in Plan Bay Area should be
consistent with planning for the City’s transit effectiveness. For context, Plan Bay Area is a
long-range integrated transportation and land-use/housing strategy through 2040 for the San
Francisco Bay Area that was developed with input from representatives of all of the nine Bay
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Area counties, including the City and County of San Francisco. Plan Bay Area includes
housing and employment projections for the City and County of San Francisco through 2040.

Plan Bay Area provides a strategy for meeting future growth and sustainability by proposing
the inclusion of 80 percent of the region’s future housing needs in Priority Development
Areas (PDASs) that include neighborhoods within walking distance of frequent transit service.
San Francisco has 10 designated PDAs, all of which would be served by the TTRP Rapid
Network Corridors proposed in the TEP, except for Treasure Island, which will be served by
a new ferry service, AC Transit, and an expanded 108 Treasure Island Muni route.

In addition, as a comment on the proposed project, the commenter notes that there is a need
to look for intensification rather than reduction of Muni lines in areas covered by land use
area plans such as the Market & Octavia Plan and the Eastern Neighborhoods Area plans,
since (1) these are planned with transit-first in mind, and (2) the City is encouraging parking
reduction in these areas. The Market & Octavia area and Eastern Neighborhoods areas are
included among the designated San Francisco PDAs. These plan areas are within areas
served by the proposed Rapid Network routes, which are the most frequent, heavily used
bus routes and rail lines. These neighborhoods are in proximity to TTRP projects on the
Rapid Network that are analyzed at a program- or project-level in the TEP EIR. The Market
& Octavia plan area is located in proximity to the TTRP.22_2 Fillmore (program level), and
the TTRP.J, TTRP.5 Fulton, TTRP.9, and TTRP.14 (project level). The Eastern
Neighborhoods plan areas are in proximity to the TTRP.9 for the 9 San Bruno (project level),
the TTRP.14 for the 14 Mission and 14L Mission Limited (project level), and the
TTRP.J Church (project level). The proposed TTRPs have been developed to improve
transit reliability, improve travel times, and enhance the transit ridership experience, all of
which are intended to make transit a more attractive travel mode than private vehicle use and
reduce parking demand.

As noted in a comment, SFMTA staff worked with the Planning Department on development
of the Glen Park Community Plan. The proposed Service Improvement in the TEP for the
35 Eureka in the Glen Park neighborhood would not be inconsistent with the Glen Park
Community Plan. Additionally, please see the Guide to the TEP for more information about
SFMTA'’s considerations related to rerouting the 35 Eureka.

SFMTA is a partner agency with the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA)
for the planning and development of the 19" Avenue Transit Study. The purpose of the
Study is to identify conceptual designs for transit and non-motorized projects in the
19" Avenue corridor. Two community meetings were conducted in 2013 with active
involvement by SFMTA staff. The Draft Final Report on the feasibility of relocating the
M Ocean View light rail from the median to the west side of 19" Avenue through grade
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separated crossings was completed in February 2014 and is scheduled for approval in April
2014, followed by more detailed planning, preliminary engineering, and environmental
review. SFMTA will continue to work with SFCTA and other partner agencies throughout the
study and environmental review process for the 19th Avenue Transit Study to coordinate with
the TEP-proposed 17 Parkmerced route changes, and other affected routes on the
19t Avenue corridor.

The comments regarding the content of the Study, and SFMTA coordination with SFCTA on
projects on 19" Avenue and at Parkmerced and San Francisco State University are being
provided to the decision-makers for informational purposes and for their consideration.
These are not comments on the adequacy or accuracy of the TEP EIR and no further
response is required.

One comment expressed concern about the proposed alignment of the 11 Downtown
Connector, which would provide service to Rincon Hill at Second and Folsom streets. The
comment raises the point that the 11 Downtown Connector would better serve Rincon Hill
with a stop Folsom and Main. The comment further states that the proposed alignment of
the new 11 Downtown Connector is in conflict with the Rincon Hill Area Plan; discriminates
against Rincon Hill residents; and will encourage increased automobile use by Rincon Hill
residents, thereby contributing to traffic congestion and air pollution in Rincon Hill and to
delays in transit service, which conflicts with the objectives of the TEP.

As discussed in Response TR-3, in Section 4.D, Transportation and Circulation, on
pp. RTC-4.D-17 to RTC-4.D-22, the proposed initiation of the 11 Downtown Connector would
not result in a substantial change in the number of Rincon Hill residents driving their
automobiles instead of taking transit from the number under existing baseline conditions.
The Rincon Hill Plan Area is generally bounded by Folsom Street, The Embarcadero, Bryant
Street, Beale Street, the Bay Bridge approach, and Essex Street. Northeast-to-southwest
service would continue to be provided to Rincon Hill residents with the proposed TEP. The
service now provided by the 12 Folsom would be replaced in the Rincon Hill area by the new
11 Downtown Connector along Folsom and Harrison streets, Second Street, and Sansome
Street. The Rincon Hill area would continue to be served by the 10 Sansome (currently the
10 Townsend), which would also operate on Second Street. Connections to the 10 Sansome
and 11 Downtown Connector on Second Street are located approximately four blocks or
1,500 feet walking distance to the southwest, as measured from near the crest of Rincon Hill
at Harrison and Fremont Streets.! The Muni Metro routes closest to Rincon Hill are the

1 All distances are measured in feet by Google Earth Pro from the center of the intersection of
Harrison and Fremont streets.
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N Judah and T Third, with a stop on The Embarcadero at the Folsom Street station, located
approximately four blocks or 1,500 feet walking distance to the northeast.

Existing northeast and southwest transit service in the vicinity, such as the 27 Bryant and
5 Fulton, and other routes that currently terminate at the Transbay Temporary Terminal are
located approximately three blocks or 1,000 feet walking distance north of Rincon Hill on the
block bound by Howard, Main, Folsom and Beale streets. These and other existing routes
will continue to terminate at the new permanent Transbay Transit Center, currently under
construction, and will continue to provide connections at the Transit Center to other local and
regional transit service. The Transbay Transit Center will be located between Mission and
Howard streets and Beale and Second streets, approximately five blocks or 2,000 feet
walking distance northwest of Rincon Hill. These walking distances would be shorter for
Rincon Hill residents who live north of Harrison Street, and somewhat longer for residents
south of Harrison Street to the west.

With implementation of the TEP, transit service to the Rincon Hill area would continue the
existing 10 Sansome (currently the 10 Townsend) and initiate a new 11 Downtown
Connector service on Folsom Street. Overall, as stated in EIR Chapter 2, Project
Description, subsection 2.5.1.1, Policy Framework, p. 2-20, Objective A of the Service Policy
Framework for the TEP is to provide equitable public transit options for residents, employees,
and visitors to travel to a broad range of destinations and maximize the effectiveness of
scarce transit resources systemwide. As such, the TEP has been developed to provide
improved transit service in a balanced, equitable manner across neighborhoods citywide,
including Rincon Hill.

This comment concerning the 11 Downtown Connector further states that the TEP is in
conflict with the Transit First Policy, Bay Area Air Quality Plan, and Rincon Hill Area Plan
because the TEP proposes transit services that do not embody the principles of transit-
oriented development for neighborhoods such as Rincon Hill and therefore contributes to
health issues related to traffic congestion and air pollution in Rincon Hill. As stated in
EIR Chapter 2, Project Description, Section 2.3 Project Sponsor’'s Objectives, pp. 2-2 and
2-7 to 2-8, the SFMTA proposes a transit Service Policy Framework that sets forth transit
service delivery objectives and identifies actions needed to fulfill these objectives. The
objectives in the Policy Framework support the SFMTA Strategic Plan goals, which set forth
the vision, mission, goals, and objectives of the Agency, including providing a faster and
more reliable transit system in support of the City’s Transit First Policy. The objectives of the
proposed project listed on EIR pp. 2-2 and 2-7 support the principles of the Transit First
Policy, particularly the last objective, to implement more fully the City’s Transit First Policy by
prioritizing transit operations in high-ridership corridors over automobile delay and on-street
parking.
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As discussed in EIR Chapter 4, Section 4.4 Air Quality, p. 4.4 to 52, the proposed TEP would
be consistent with the 2010 Clean Air Plan, which is the regional air quality plan adopted by
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. Proposed service changes under the TEP,
such as the proposed alignment of the 11 Downtown Connector, would not result in
substantial, long-term increases in criteria air pollutants, would not expose receptors to
substantial levels of air pollutants and health risk, and would have less-than-significant air
quality environmental impacts. Refer also to Response AQ-1, in Section 4.F, Air Quality,
beginning on p. RTC-4.F-6, concerning the air quality effects of proposed route changes to
the 11 Downtown Connector route.

As stated in EIR Chapter 3, Plans and Policies, on p. 3-1, the TEP was reviewed for its
consistency with the applicable plans and policies, including the Transit First Policy, Bay
Area Air Quality Plan, and Rincon Hill Area Plan, and no conflicts or inconsistencies were
identified. For the reasons discussed above, the TEP would not be in conflict with the Transit
First Policy, Bay Area Air Quality Plan, and Rincon Hill Area Plan. Comments concerning the
adequacy and completeness of the Draft EIR with respect to conflicts with applicable plans
and policies will be considered by the SFMTA Board and other decision-makers during their
deliberations on the project.

The transit service change, referenced in a comment, that eliminated the 12 Folsom east of
2" Street in 2009 is an existing condition and not an impact of the proposed TEP. The TEP
proposes to eliminate the 12 Folsom-Pacific route; however, portions of this service would be
replaced by the 10 Sansome (currently the 10 Townsend), the 11 Downtown Connector, and
the 27 Folsom.

With respect to the comment that the proposed elimination of the 3 Jackson would conflict
with the Transit First Policy, the SFMTA’s goal in developing the TEP was to improve the
overall operation of Muni. In developing the individual route recommendations, the SFMTA
staff considered a number of other factors including the availability of other transit service in
the area. The decision to allocate transit resources differently does not conflict with the
Transit First Policy. Additionally, this comment indicates that the current 3 Jackson route
terminates at a designated transit hub at the corner of Presidio Avenue and California Street.
While several routes — the 1 California, 2 Clement, 10 Townsend (to be renamed the
10 Sansome), and the 43 Masonic currently serve the terminal point for the 3 Jackson and
would continue to do so with implementation of TEP Service Improvements, this location is
not a transit hub that provides major cross-town service to major employment, social service,
visitor, or retail destinations in the SFMTA transit system. An EIR is required to provide
information regarding the environmental impacts of a proposed project. Decision-makers will
take other policy considerations into account at the time they deliberate on project approval.
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Additionally, the SFMTA'’s proposal to eliminate the 3 Jackson route is further discussed in
the Guide to the TEP.

Comment PP-2: Coordination with City Projects

I-Cuca (1)

(Yvette Cuca, Email, September 12, 2013)

Over the past year or two, there have been efforts to improve the traffic situation in the
neighborhood, but it has come to my attention that two of these efforts are at cross-purposes.

First, there is an effort to "calm" traffic on Polk Street and turn the neighborhood into a "little
Paris" by reducing car traffic, removing parking, increasing bike lanes, and making it more
pedestrian friendly (Though, to be honest, pedestrians and bicyclists cause many of the
problems. I can't tell you how many times | have almost been hit by a bicyclist who does not
stop at stop signs, or how many times | have seen pedestrians almost hit by cars because
people decide to cross in the middle of the block).

At the same time, however, there are plans to create exclusive bus lanes on Van Ness and
re-route the additional traffic from Van Ness onto Polk, Gough and Franklin. How is it
possible that one plan seeks to reduce traffic on Polk while another plan seeks to increase it?
It seems that there are two completely different efforts / committees that are not talking to
each other. The result, | can assure you, will be chaos.

I-Cuca (3)

(Yvette Cuca, Email, September 12, 2013)

As a resident of District 3, | would very much appreciate if you could get more involved and
take these concerns [27 service change and coordination of TEP proposals with Polk
Street Improvement project and Van Ness BRT project] to the planning committees. It
really seems as if there are two different groups that are not talking to each other.

I-Ford (1)

(Justin Ford, Email, September 10, 2013)

| am a resident located at 688 Clipper Street directly along the route that is being proposed
for this route [48 Quintara]. As you may be aware, there is a long standing open request for
slowing speed, increasing pedestrian/bicycle traffic safety and reducing noise pollution along
this area....

I-Ghosh (2)
(Samir Ghosh, Email, September 16, 2013)
o Traffic speed along this stretch of Clipper St [between Douglass Street and Grand
View Avenue] is a serious problem. Residents have been working with SF MTA since
2004 to calm traffic. The proposed routing change to 48 bus would significantly hamper
our traffic calming efforts because SF MTA tells us that catering now for a bus
significantly reduces the feasible traffic calming options.
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I-Haile (5)
(Vera Haile, Email, August 12, 2013)
...Muni’s goals of transit time reduction and traffic calming are contradictory....

I-LewisG (3)

(Geoff Lewis, Email, September 17, 2013)

Moreover, provision of these stops need to take into account the Clipper Traffic Calming plan
that has recently been proposed by the SF MTA after many years of community discussion
that includes the narrowing and relocation of through-traffic lanes and a traffic circle being
built at the intersection of Clipper and Grand View. The new bus stops need to be designed
into the final plan. Some forward thinking now would avoid having the re-routing constrain or
even preclude aspects of the proposed traffic calming and could potentially allow a better
and lower cost solution. As you may know, the comment period for the Clipper Traffic
Calming plan is closing very shortly.

[-PanH (41)

(Henry Pan, Letter, September 16, 2013)

...Also, on page 2-82, the 27 is slated to layover at a 100-foot zone at Van Ness and Vallejo
Street. Will this be affected because of the Vallejo Station slated to be built as part of Van
Ness BRT? Will this necessitate route modifications to reduce conflicts to Van Ness BRT,
similar to the 10- Sansome? How will this routing conflict with the Polk Street Improvement
Project, if separated bicycle lanes are considered (please see 4.2-157)?

Response PP-2: Coordination with City Projects

The comments generally question the coordination and consistency of TEP proposals with
other City roadway projects. One comment mentions a potential conflict between the Van
Ness BRT Vallejo Station and the 27 Folsom layover at Vallejo Street. These comments
raise issues concerning coordination with other proposed projects rather than inconsistencies
with adopted City plans or policies. A response is provided here for informational purposes.

The SFMTA actively coordinates the development and implementation of its various
transportation projects internally and with other agencies and departments in the City and
County of San Francisco. The SFMTA conducts routine biweekly internal coordination
meetings between modal program managers and professional planning and engineering staff
to discuss ongoing projects. As part of the coordination process, staff identify opportunities
for the integration of SFMTA projects; these meetings are attended by planners and
engineers across the agency working on pedestrian, traffic and traffic calming, bicycle, transit
and accessible services projects. In addition, the SFMTA coordinates with other City
departments, including the Department of Public Works (DPW) and the Planning
Department, on a biweekly basis. The SFMTA and DPW use DPW'’s 5-year repaving plan to
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coordinate opportunities for project integration and implementation for projects affecting the
public right-of-way.

The SFMTA is currently working on several projects that are ongoing and could potentially
overlap with the implementation of some TEP components, including the Clipper Street
Traffic Calming Project, the Polk Street Improvement Project, the Columbus Avenue
Streetscape Project, and the Folsom Complete Streets Pilot Project. In addition, other San
Francisco city partner organizations such as DPW and the San Francisco County
Transportation Authority (SFCTA) are leading efforts on other projects such as the Better
Market Street Project and the Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project. Changes
proposed as part of the TEP are being coordinated to provide integration with projects
proposed by partner organizations such as the SFCTA. For example, the 27 Folsom layover
at Vallejo Street proposed as part of the TEP would not conflict with Van Ness BRT Vallejo
Station. This is because the layover would be located on Vallejo Street whereas the Van
Ness Vallejo Station is on Van Ness Avenue. SFMTA considered the operation of the 27
Folsom in conjunction with Van Ness BRT operations in formulating the proposal. The goal
of the Van Ness project is to improve transit service, reduce automobile use, and implement
traffic calming measures to improve safety for the pedestrian and bicycling environments.

The goal of the SFMTA's Clipper Street Traffic Calming Project is to improve transportation
safety by reducing motorized vehicle speeds along the corridor. The goal of the Better
Market Street Project, the Polk Street Improvement Project, and the Folsom Complete
Streets Pilot Project is to improve the safety and operation of transit service, as well as the
environment, safety, and comfort for bicyclists and pedestrians.

Overall, SFMTA’s goal is to coordinate the objectives of various SFMTA projects to improve
transit service, support the City’s Transit First Policies to reduce single-occupancy vehicle
use supported by traffic calming and vehicle, pedestrian and bicycle safety measures. The
SFMTA actively works to ensure that projects, including the TEP, consider all transportation
modes and that in the project development or design process multi-modal activities are
coordinated to the greatest extent possible. The ongoing bi-weekly internal and intra-
departmental coordination meetings described above ensure that projects consider the
impact on different modes and minimize negative effects.

For example, as the Clipper Street Traffic Calming Project is being developed, it will consider
the proposed future alignment of the 48 Quintara-24th Street route as part of the planning
and design process. The SFMTA pursues opportunities to improve pedestrian safety and
access to transit stops in development of traffic calming projects such as this one.
Community meetings regarding the Clipper Street Traffic Calming Project will occur this
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spring and summer, and to date no agreements regarding this project have been made by
the SFMTA.

The SFMTA coordinated the TTRP.30 proposals for Columbus Avenue with the proposed
Columbus Avenue Streetscape project (referred to as the Columbus Avenue Plan in one
comment). Specifically, the TTRP.30 proposals were incorporated into the Columbus
Avenue Streetscape project, and have been shown in the design materials shared at
outreach meetings regarding the streetscape project since that project began in Fall 2013.
The Streetscape project’s design was informed by the Columbus Avenue Neighborhood
Transportation Study (Transportation Study) completed in 2010 by the SFCTA. The
Transportation Study included the elements from the TTRP.30 proposals, such as the
proposed bus bulbs and travel lane reduction which would reduce the travel lanes available
to vehicles from two lanes in each direction to one lane in each direction.

The TEP components have been coordinated with the Van Ness BRT project. In response to
concerns regarding traffic on surrounding streets, the Van Ness BRT analysis considered
traffic diversions to adjacent parallel streets. As described in the Responses to Comments
on the Van Ness BRT EIR/EIS in Master Response #8, the greatest amount of traffic would
likely divert from Van Ness Avenue to Franklin, Gough and Polk Streets — between 50 and
250 cars in the peak hour. Of these three streets, the analysis showed that the highest
volume would be on Franklin Street and the lowest volume would be on Polk Street. No
significant traffic impacts as a result of the Van Ness BRT were identified for Polk Street.
The TEP proposals in proximity to the Van Ness BRT would not conflict with the BRT project.

The environmental analysis in the TEP EIR used a plan-based approach for cumulative
analysis, which includes consideration of anticipated growth in the City. In addition, the
cumulative analysis in the TEP EIR accounts for the cumulative effects of the TEP with other
projects such as those mentioned in the comments. The cumulative transportation and
circulation impacts analysis for the Service Policy Framework and the TEP, in combination
with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, is described in EIR Section
4.2, Transportation and Circulation, under Impacts C-TR-1 to C-TR-C-TR-54 on pp. 4.2-265
to 4.2-322. The cumulative noise and vibration impacts analysis for the Service Policy
Framework and the TEP, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future projects, is described in EIR Section 4.3, Noise, under Impact C-NO-1 on pp. 4.3-51 to
4.3-54. The cumulative air quality analysis for the Service Policy Framework and the TEP, in
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects, is described in
EIR Section 4.4, Air Quality, under Impacts C-AQ-1 and C-AQ-2 on pp. 4.4-52 to 4.4-55.
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4.C CULTURAL RESOURCES

The comments and corresponding response in this section cover subjects related to IS Topic
E.4: Cultural and Paleontological Resources, presented in EIR Appendix 2 - Initial Study and
Service Improvement Maps. The following category is addressed:

CP-1: Historic Transit-Served Neighborhoods

Comment CP-1: Historic Transit-Served Neighborhoods

A-SFPC-Mooare (3) (p. 42)

(Kathrin Moore, San Francisco Planning Commission, Public Hearing Transcript, August
15, 2013)

The other point was made about the historic aspects of certain neighborhoods and people
living in neighborhoods that historically had transit. People did not have cars. People did not
have even garages in their homes....

I-Wermer (1) (pp. 33-34)

(Paul Wermer, Public Hearing Transcript, August 15, 2013)

And | will try to tie some of this actually into why the draft EIR is, in fact, in need of additional
work and is deficient. | should note that there's a lot of focus on the guidelines for CEQA.
It's also interesting to pay attention to the findings of the legislature when they passed it.
They define "the environment." It means the physical conditions which exist within the area
which will be affected by a proposed project, including -- and then it goes on to list a number
of items -- objects of historic or aesthetic significance. And | would argue that a long-
standing service, such as service along Jackson Street or the 8X that the Chinatown
community was referring to, are in fact objects of historic significance. They're not fixed
objects, but they are a historic service that the community has relied on. That reliance and
how that affects the quality of life of the people in that area has not been addressed.

Response CP-1: Historic Transit-Served Neighborhoods

The comments concern historic transit service to neighborhoods. One comment states that
historic transit service should have been studied in the Draft EIR as historical resources. The
comment cites the definition of “Environment” under CEQA Guidelines 815360 to include
“objects of historic or aesthetic significance.”

CEQA Guidelines 815064.5 (a)(3) provides the pertinent guidance for identifying historical
resources for the purposes of CEQA. Historical resources include:

Any object, building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript which the lead
agency determines to be historically significant or significant in the architectural,
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engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political, military, or
cultural annals of California may be considered to be an historical resource, provided
the lead agency’s determination is supported by substantial evidence in the whole
record.

A patrticular transit route reflects a policy determination by the City. It is not an “object,
building, structure, site, area, place, record, or manuscript” for the purposes of CEQA.
Transit routes are changed by the SFMTA on a fairly routine basis when a change is
determined to better serve riders and to improve the overall operation of the transit system.
The commenter does not provide substantial evidence as to why the 8X service, for example,
would be considered a historic resource.

The San Francisco Cable Cars and the physical structures associated with the Cable Car
system, such as the underground cable and cable cars, are National Historic Landmarks,
due to their age and association with San Francisco’s history. No changes would be made to
the City’s cable car system as a result of implementation of the TEP.
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4D TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

The comments and corresponding responses in this section cover subjects related to EIR
Section 4.2, Transportation and Circulation. The following categories are addressed:
TR-1:. Setting Information

TR-2: Methodology

TR-3: Mode Shift

TR-4: Transit Capacity Utilization

TR-5: Transit Impacts

TR-6: Traffic Impacts

TR-7: Pedestrian Safety

TR-8: Pedestrian Access

TR-9: Bicycle Impacts

TR-10: Emergency Response

TR-11: Parking Impacts

TR-12: Cumulative Transit

TR-13: Cumulative Traffic Impacts

TR-14: Cumulative Transit Mitigation

TR-15: Mitigation Measures

Comment TR-1: Setting Information

O-GPA (1)

(Michael Rice, President, Glen Park Association, Letter, September 11, 2013)

The Glen Park neighborhood’s thriving commercial area, centered in the Chenery Street-
Diamond Street-Bosworth Street blocks, is well-served by transit. The Glen Park BART
station provides major downtown, SFO, and other regional connections. The J-Church Muni
Metro line serves nearby neighborhoods, and the Market Street corridor. The 23-Monterey,
36-Teresita, 44-O’'Shaughnessy, and 52-Excelsior bus routes link Glen Park to many
neighborhoods, the rest of the Muni network, and brings riders to and from BART service.

The Transit Effectiveness Project Draft EIR (TEP DEIR), as part of a TEP goal to “connect
customers to key destinations,” describes a proposed service change in the 35- Eureka bus
line. The 35-Eureka would be re-routed to serve Glen Park BART directly via Diamond
Heights Boulevard and Diamond Street. The route from Castro-Market currently runs to
Bemis Street and Addison Street, about five blocks from the BART Station (TEP DEIR, p.
2-89). This would close a gap in direct transit service between Castro-Market, parts of Noe
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Valley, and Glen Park BART. The TEP also would increase 35-Eureka mid-day schedules
from twice an hour to three times an hour.

Response TR-1: Setting Information

The comment provides a description of the existing routes serving the Glen Park
neighborhood and Glen Park BART station. The comment also states that the proposed 35
Eureka Service Improvements to extend the route to the Glen Park BART station would close
the gap between the Castro-Market area, parts of Noe Valley, and the Glen Park BART
station, as well as increase the frequency of service during the midday. It should also be
noted that, as indicated in Table 8 on EIR p. 2-89, the frequency of service during the a.m.
peak period would increase from twice an hour to three times an hour. The comment does
not express a deficiency in the analysis and information in the EIR. The comment is
acknowledged for informational purposes and is provided to the SFMTA Board and other
decision-makers for their consideration.

Comment TR-2: Methodology

O-HVNA (6)

(Jason Henderson, Chair, Transportation and Planning Committee, Hayes Valley
Neighborhood Association, Letter, September 10, 2013)

SF Planning Department's EIR analysis continues to pander to cars.

Despite the city's transit first policy, the San Francisco Planning Department, which oversees
most environmental studies in the city, remains stuck in a 1950's highway engineering
mentality. When analyzing streets the department considers a few seconds delay to
automobiles as bad for the environment even if massive transit and bicycle improvements
occur. This is an absurdity leading to embarrassing conclusions such as the notion that
doing nothing is better for the environment -which is actually the conclusion of this EIR. The
No project alternative is considered "environmentally superior" because it does not impact
traffic. The way the city analyzes streets, using intersection LOS, streets dampens
possibilities and discourages thinking of ways to accommodate transit AND bicycles on the
same streets. This EIR should remind the Planning Commission and other decision makers
that it is time to dispense with using intersection LOS in our environmental review process
and to use metrics that show how reducing the convenience of driving is good for the
environment because it improves walking, biking, and public transit movements.

O-SC (4)

(Sue Vaughan, San Francisco Group Secretary and Executive Committee Linda Weiner,
Executive Committee, Sierra Club, Email with Letter, September 17, 2013)

...The SC also notes that most of the data for the TEP was gathered as long ago as 2006
and 2007 and that ridership density may have changed since then, especially considering the
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increases in gasoline prices starting in 2008 and the recession which started in the same
year. The SC urges data collection for all lines to be ongoing;

I-Cronbach (2) (p. 31)

(Michael Cronbach, Public Hearing Transcript, August 15, 2013)

...But | presume the EIR authors take that into account and have quantitative measures to
look at the impact in items of things [things like stop-consolidation and bus bulbs].

Ditto with eliminating routes in -- lightly served routes -- in certain neighborhoods such as
the areas served by the 3 Jackson -- which actually | forgot to say | lived on Washington a
block from Jackson and rode the 3 for about a year. Again, quantitatively in terms of how
that impacts the environment, | really can't say.

I-PanH (3)

(Henry Pan, Letter, September 16, 2013)

Corridor mode-share studies These studies should be especially conducted on the TTRP
corridors, especially where the projects will necessitate traffic or parking removal, similar to
what was done on the Polk and Geary corridors. Determining mode share of corridors, as
well as how much each of these different mode shares spend, could come useful in justifying
the TTRP projects, as well as other bike-ped improvement projects as needed. While this
may potentially delay implementation of the TEP, it will be beneficial for future transportation
planning here.

I-PanH (5)

(Henry Pan, Letter, September 16, 2013)

...Ridership projections would also be useful. In addition, a list of up-and-coming housing
and office development would also make a case to justify some of these reroutes.

Response TR-2: Methodology

The comments request additional information regarding existing and future ridership data,
analysis methodology, and corridor mode share studies, including the potential economic
considerations of these choices. One comment raises concerns regarding the relevance of
transit data collected in 2006 and 2007. In addition, one comment raises concerns regarding
the use of intersection LOS analysis as part of the environmental review process in San
Francisco.

In response to the comments regarding the transportation impact analysis methodology,
the environmental impacts of the TEP and its various components were assessed using
the San Francisco Planning Department’s significance criteria for transportation,
presented on EIR pp. 4.2-20 to 4.2-23, which, in addition to traffic analysis, includes an
analysis of transit, pedestrian, bicycle, loading, emergency vehicle access, and
construction-related transportation impacts. Social and economic issues (such as costs
associated with different travel modes along a corridor, as requested for TTRP corridors
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in one comment) are not physical environmental issues considered under CEQA and are
not required to be included in an environmental analysis. A quantitative analysis was
conducted for the transit, traffic, loading and parking impacts, and a detailed qualitative
analysis was conducted for assessing pedestrian, bicycle, emergency vehicle access,
and construction-related transportation impacts. The transportation analysis of the
proposed project was conducted for Existing plus Project and 2035 Cumulative conditions
as presented on EIR pp. 4.2-20 to 4.2-322. EXxisting plus Project conditions assess the
near-term impacts of the proposed project. A 2035 Cumulative plus Project analysis was
conducted to assess the long-term impacts of the proposed project in combination with
other future development and planned transportation infrastructure projects.

A detailed discussion of the approach to the transit impact analysis can be found in
Subsection 4.2.4.2, Approach to Analysis, on EIR pp. 4.2-26 to 4.2-39. Because the
proposed TEP includes a Policy Framework as well as detailed and conceptual TEP
proposals, the transportation analysis draws upon both program- and project-level
analyses to assess the physical environmental effects of the proposed project. As
detailed in the EIR, the analysis includes an assessment of the project’s effect on
ridership, and on possible crowding, of both schedule and route change proposals
included as part of the TEP. In addition, the analysis assesses the degree to which TEP
proposals (such as stop consolidation and transit bulbs that the commenter refers to)
would affect traffic conditions, including the degree to which riders would shift from transit
to autos where transit routes are proposed to be eliminated. As described in Impact
TR-18 on EIR pp. 4.2-121 to 4.2-163, the impacts of the proposed Service Improvements
on transit capacity as a result of schedule and route changes would be less than
significant.

In response to the comment regarding transit ridership data, since 2006 the SFMTA has
used automatic passenger counting (APC) devices to supplement manually collected
ridership counts on its motor and trolley coach fleet, and currently has APCs on
approximately 30 percent of the motor coach and trolley coach vehicles. About 20 to 30
percent of all trips are sampled with APCs each day. Ridership information on the light rail,
historic streetcar, and cable car lines is collected manually, and less frequently by SFMTA
Ride Checkers who supplement on-board ride checks with more frequent point checks
conducted from a fixed location typically at or near the route’s traditional maximum load
point. As described in the Guide to the TEP, SFMTA developed proposals for specific
network service changes and transit priority capital improvements that would improve
neighborhood connectivity, reduce transit travel times, increase capacity on crowded routes,
and increase reliability. The TEP proposals were initially developed in 2007 and 2008 during
the planning phase of the TEP; however, SFMTA staff re-evaluated and refined them in 2011

Case No. 2011.0558E RTC-4.D-4 Transit Effectiveness Project
March 27, 2014 Final EIR



Section 4: Comments and Responses
4.D Transportation and Circulation

and 2012 as part of the development of the TEP description in order to capture more recent
land use and ridership trends, as well as to integrate service changes that were implemented
in 2009 and 2010. For additional information regarding development of the TEP proposals,
please see the Guide to the TEP.

As indicated on EIR p. 4.2-8, ridership and transit fleet information was obtained from
SFMTA and is based on ridership data collected in 2010/2011. Data from 2006/2007 were
not used for the environmental review analysis. The 2010/2011 ridership data are included
in Appendix C of the Technical Appendix for the TEP Transportation Impact Study, which is
part of the Administrative Record for the TEP (and available for public review at the San
Francisco Planning Department offices), and ridership data for the routes included as part of
the TEP are available as well as online at the SFMTA website at
http://www.sfmta.com/node/97906.

In response to the comment about ridership projections, the EIR includes route-by-route
ridership projections for Existing plus Project (Tables 12 and 13 on EIR pp. 4.2-122 to 4.2-
135) and future year 2035 Cumulative Muni conditions, which reflect proposed and
reasonably foreseeable development, including housing and office developments in the City
(Tables 20 and 21 on EIR pp. 4.2-268 to 4.2-269). As described in Subsection 4.2.4.2.2,
Existing and Future Year 2035 Cumulative Transit and Traffic Forecasts, EIR pp. 4.2-35 to
4.2-39, projections for the Existing plus Project and 2035 Cumulative conditions were based
on the City’s travel demand model, SF-CHAMP, which takes into account projected changes
in land uses. Therefore, it is not necessary to provide a list of upcoming housing and office
development. Land use and employment information was included in the analysis for
cumulative conditions and analysis for the TEP. One comment asks whether the EIR takes
into account the quantitative analysis related to impacts of the proposed elimination of the
3 Jackson route. Please see Response TR-4, pp. RTC-4.D-28 to RTC-4.D-35, where
similar comments are included, and the Guide to the TEP for a discussion of the factors
considered by the SFMTA to determine whether a route should be changed or eliminated.
In addition, please see Response EP-2, in Section 4.1, EIR Process, pp. RTC-4.1-9 to
RTC-4.1-16, regarding the adequacy of the cumulative analysis in the EIR.

In response to the comment that states that the No Project alternative is considered
environmentally superior because it does not impact traffic, as indicated on EIR p. 6-3, the
environmentally superior alternative is the alternative that would result in the least adverse
effects on the physical environment. The No Project Alternative was determined to be the
environmentally superior alternative among all of the alternatives analyzed, because it would
not result in any traffic, transit, commercial loading, or parking impacts. In addition, the
EIR, p. 6-50, states that when the environmentally superior alternative is the No Project
Alternative, the EIR must identify another environmentally superior alternative. The TTRP
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Moderate Alternative was determined to be the environmentally superior alternative
compared to the TTRP Expanded Alternative (the other alternative analyzed). While the
TTRP Moderate Alternative would result in greater significant impacts related to loss of
on-street loading spaces and, in the cumulative context, related to the loss of on-street
parking compared to the TTRP Expanded Alternative, it would not result in any significant
project-specific or cumulative traffic impacts, unlike the TTRP Expanded Alternative.

Under existing procedures, each project subject to CEQA is evaluated to determine whether
it would have the potential to result in a significant transportation impact. This evaluation
considers potential impacts to all modes of transportation, including traffic, transit, bicyclists,
and pedestrians. With respect to traffic, the San Francisco Planning Department, like many
other jurisdictions and lead agencies throughout the state, has historically analyzed the
change in auto vehicle intersection level of service (LOS) to determine whether a project
would result in a significant traffic impact under CEQA.

The City and other jurisdictions have recognized for some time that LOS is not the best
metric to use in assessing impacts of traffic on the environment, particularly in an urban
area. This metric has been applied in ways that discourage both infill development and
construction of infrastructure for transit, bicycles and pedestrians. At the state level, the
Office of Planning and Research (OPR) has also recognized the drawbacks of using LOS for
a number of years, as demonstrated by revisions to the transportation thresholds in Appendix
G of the CEQA Guidelines in 2010 to reframe references to LOS.

Senate Bill 743, signed into law by Governor Brown on September 27, 2013, requires OPR
to develop revisions to the CEQA Guidelines establishing criteria for determining the
significance of transportation impacts of projects within transit priority areas that promote the
“...reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, the development of multimodal transportation
networks, and a diversity of land uses”. It also allows OPR to develop alternative metrics
outside of transit priority areas. The statute provides that, upon certification and adoption of
the revised CEQA Guidelines by the Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency,
“automobile delay, as described solely by level of service or similar measures of vehicular
capacity or traffic congestion shall not be considered a significant impact on the environment
pursuant” to CEQA. In other words, LOS generally shall not be used as a significance
threshold under CEQA. Senate Bill 743 states that in developing alternative CEQA
significance criteria for transportation, OPR can recommend potential metrics that include,
but are not limited to, vehicle miles traveled, vehicle miles traveled per capita, automobile trip
generation rates, or automobile trips generated. Senate Bill 743 requires OPR to circulate a
draft of such criteria on or before July 1, 2014. These changes would need to be adopted by
the Secretary of the Natural Resources Agency and are anticipated to be effective sometime
in 2015.

Case No. 2011.0558E RTC-4.D-6 Transit Effectiveness Project
March 27, 2014 Final EIR



Section 4: Comments and Responses
4.D Transportation and Circulation

Alongside, but separate from, SB 743, the City has been engaged in modifying its practice
relative to the review of development projects under CEQA through the proposed
Transportation Sustainability Program (TSP). This effort has focused on changing how the
Planning Department evaluates the effect of new development and transportation projects on
the transportation system by replacing auto LOS with a metric that better reflects
transportation concerns in an urban setting with multimodal considerations.

San Francisco will continue to use LOS as a significance criterion for traffic analysis until
such time as an appropriate alternative metric that better reflects transportation concerns in
an urban setting with multimodal considerations has been developed and adopted.

Comment TR-3: Mode Shift

A-Farrell (3)

(Mark E. Farrell, Supervisor, City and County of San Francisco, Letter, September 16, 2013)
...Several schools in the area have long relied on the #3 Jackson for commute management
for both their faculty and students - students ranging from elementary school to high school.
The lack of viable alternatives for the residents in this area and the students and faculty begs
the question of whether the elimination of the #3 Jackson will actually result in more traffic
congestion in the area if riders now resort to vehicle transportation -whether their own cars or
taxi service.

O-BSSF (1)

(Timothy W. Johnson, Head of School, The Bay School of San Francisco, Letter,
September 3, 2013)

The Bay School of San Francisco is writing to protest the proposed elimination of the
3 Jackson.

The Bay School is located in The Presidio and has a student population of 320 and additional
faculty and staff of 85. We strongly encourage all members of our school community to
utilize public transportation to get to and from school, thereby reducing the number of cars
coming into and out of The Presidio and helping to minimize our carbon footprint.

The #3 Jackson MUNI line intersects with the #43 MUNI, which is heavily used by our
students, and as such is an important transit link for them to get to and from school.

Elimination of the #3 Jackson will cause more of our families to drive their children to school
instead of utilizing MUNI. This will increase congestion in The Presidio and have a negative
impact on the environment.

O-CCSC (4)
(Priya Sawhney, Central City SRO Collaborative, Letter, September 18, 2013)
= These changes to the 19-Polk alignment will make it more difficult for transit riders to
gain access to Little Saigon and push visitors into cars, which will increase cumulative
traffic impacts on the surrounding neighborhoods.
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O-CCSJ1 (4)
(Alex Long, Concerned Citizens for Saving #3-Jackson, Letter, September 16, 2013)

e Part 2 - Reasons that we believe the proposed #3-Jackson route elimination would
have a negative impact on: a) the living environment of residents in our community, b)
the level of MUNI ridership in our community, and c) the implications for auto usage,
auto congestion and auto pollution. The failure of the DEIR to address these issues
and potential issues in other bus routes is a deficiency.

0O-CCSJ1 (12)

(Alex Long, Concerned Citizens for Saving #3-Jackson, Letter, September 16, 2013)

From our rider survey we estimate that there are approximately 2500 unique riders who get
on or off the #3-Jackson in our neighborhood each week. Of these riders we expect that at
least half would either find non-public means of travel (use of private cars or taxis compelled
by the additional transit time and inconvenience of transfers), or may be "stranded" without
the financial means or physical ability to get out and about as they do now on the #3-
Jackson. Assuming that there are 1250 riders who would convert to automobiles and take
3.5 average round trips per week in the city of five mile duration; the results is approximately
one million additional miles of auto traffic and 450 additional metric tons of green house gas
emissions. This is yet another impact which the DEIR has failed to address.

O-CPC (3)

(Rev. John Weems, Pastor and Head of Staff, Calvary Presbyterian Church, Letter,
August 21, 2013)

We feel the proposed elimination of service [3 Jackson] will have a negative impact to the
environment, given that many members and visitors will choose to drive instead of using
MUNI. This will, in turn, increase local traffic and parking congestion.

O-CTRIP2 (4)

(Wil Din, Co-Chair, Harvey Louis, Co-Chair, Chinatown Transportation Research and
Improvement Project, Letter, September 17, 2013)

8X - Bayshore Express

TRIP is opposed to the elimination of the 8X and 8BX route north of Broadway (TEP DEIR,
Appendix A).....

The proposed project would eliminate service north of Broadway.....

» Reduced transit access will force more of the population accessing areas in northern
Chinatown, North Beach, and Fisherman's Wharf into cars, increasing cumulative
traffic impacts on surrounding neighborhoods.

= We encourage a re-examination of whether this change will create a significant
impact. What is the ridership that is currently getting off the bus above Broadway?
Will they be driving as an alternative?

» This proposal should be revoked in order to fully prevent environmental impacts.

Case No. 2011.0558E RTC-4.D-8 Transit Effectiveness Project
March 27, 2014 Final EIR



Section 4: Comments and Responses
4.D Transportation and Circulation

O-CTRIP2 (11)
(Wil Din, Co-Chair, Harvey Louis, Co-Chair, Chinatown Transportation Research and
Improvement Project, Letter, September 17, 2013)
» Elimination of this line [12 Folsom-Pacific] will force riders into cars increasing
cumulative traffic impacts, which the DEIR has determined to be less than significant
and proposes no mitigations.

O-CTRIP2 (14)
(Wil Din, Co-Chair, Harvey Louis, Co-Chair, Chinatown Transportation Research and
Improvement Project, Letter, September 17, 2013)
= The alignment change [19-Polk] will make it more difficult for transit riders to gain
access to Little Saigon and push visitors into cars, which will increase cumulative
traffic impacts.

O-LI (2)

(Christopher Hill Operations Manager, The Laurel Inn, Letter, August 29, 2013)

From an environmental standpoint, we feel that the proposed elimination of service [3
Jackson] will have a negative impact on our patrons' quality of life and cause many of them
to either use their automobiles or to not take advantage of our services. Instead of improving
customer service and reducing transit time, it will have leave many of our patrons stranded
without service or increase local traffic and parking congestion.

O-PHAN (2)
(William L. Hudson, President, Presidio Heights Association of Neighbors, Letter, August 16,
2013)

From an environmental standpoint, we feel that the proposed elimination of service [3
Jackson] will have a negative impact on the quality of life of our residents and the day
workers and students who come to our community and cause many of them to either use
their automobiles or to not take their business to the concerns downtown that depend on
their support or to not be able to easily keep their jobs or attend the schools in our
neighborhood. Instead of improving customer service and reducing transit time, it will leave
many of our neighbors stranded without effective public transit options and increase local
traffic and parking congestion due to the increased number of day workers and students
coming into our neighborhood by car.

O-SC (8)

(Sue Vaughan, San Francisco Group Secretary and Executive Committee Linda Weiner,
Executive Committee, Sierra Club, Email, September 17, 2013)

...The SC believes that elimination of that route [19 Polk] will leave riders planning to travel
north of SFGH stranded or force them to drive.

O-SFUHS (2)

(James F. Chestnut, Chief Financial Officer/Community Liaison Officer, San Francisco
University High School, Letter, August 17, 2013)

From an environmental standpoint, we agree with others in the community that the proposed
elimination of service will have a negative impact on the quality of life and result in increased
use of automobiles. Instead of improving customer service and reducing transit time, this
proposal will leave many stranded without service and increase local traffic and parking
congestion.
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| urge you to maintain the current 3 Jackson service and its important role in commute
management for the schools and residents in our neighborhood.

0-SS (2)

(Ed McManis, Head of School, Sterne School, Letter, August 20, 2013)

Also, many teachers take the #3, which provides a direct route to work. Eliminating it would
force many back to their automobiles.

I-Annamanthodo (1)

(Guy Annamanthodo, Email, September 10, 2013)

I along with many Muni riders in my area have utilized the #3 for over 20 years in order to get
to and from work and losing this line would severely impact how we commute to work and in
many cases will lead to more people having to utilize their cars which | am sure is not the aim
of the public transportation authorities in San Francisco.

I-Bell (3)

(Susan Bell, Letter, September 4, 2013)

...Discontinuing this bus will add a long walk and/or a bus transfer to any of these outings,
meaning that we will be more likely to stay home. The Jackson Street corridor is also
relatively isolated from shopping, dining, and car sharing resources. Without the 3 Jackson,
we may have to consider buying a car, which was an expense that we did not anticipate
when moving to this area.

I-Bocci (1) (p. 19)

(Barbara Bocci, Public Hearing Transcript, August 15, 2013)

The goals set out by TEP to enhance accessibility, reduce transit time, and improve
reliability will not be achieved in our neighborhood by eliminating the #3 Jackson bus. We
estimate that half of the round-trip passengers, about 235 a day for a total of
approximately 700 people, will be stranded and forced to drive their cars or to use taxis.
Estimating 5 miles for an average round trip this adds 500 miles of auto travel and another
325 cars or taxis driving and parking downtown near Union Square.

I-Carroll (1)

(Shannon W. Carroll, Email, August 31, 2013)

I am writing to you with hopes of adding an impassioned plea to keep the 3-Jackson alive. |
have faithfully ridden this bus for three years to/from work downtown. In all honesty, it is this
line that has kept me from buying a car. If this line is removed, | will inevitably purchase an
automobile because the other lines are too crowded and highly unreliable. This seems like it
serves to defeat the purpose of an Eco-driven initiative. | can say, with confidence, that the
loyal patrons of the 3-Jackson can probably afford to drive their cars to/from their
destinations; but like myself, they choose to reduce pollution and traffic because the 3-
Jackson provides a perfect alternative.

I-Cassidyl (1)

(Michaela Cassidy, Email, September 12, 2013)

I got this info from a poster on the #3 Jackson bus — please do NOT discontinue this bus! |
use it regularly and so appreciate the way in which it helps me “up the hill” after working all
day! Because it conveniently gets me downtown, | use this line and many other MUNI lines
regularly and do not want to revert back to driving my car in already crowded (and super
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expensive) SF. You all in Planning don’'t want me to do that either... Please keep the MUNI
#3 running!

I-Cassidy2 (2)

(Michaela Cassidy, Letter, September 12, 2013)

For those of us who live "up the hill", neither the #1 or the #45/#41 are satisfactory to
encourage the use of public transportation on a day-in-day-out basis, a goal objective of
the Transit Effectiveness Program. Keep the #3 buses coming and we will keep riding
them, as well as the many, many other MUNI buses that | use regularly. Discouraging me
from public transportation by making it too difficult/inconvenient will only stimulate me and
others to use our cars which is not the objective!

I-Colamarino (6)

(Sophia Colamarino, Email, September 18, 2013)

| grew up in San Francisco taking MUNI everywhere with my parents. | don’t mind being a
commuter and believe strongly in public transportation. That said, honestly, without the 3
Jackson | will begin driving to work every day.

[-Connelly (1)
(Kelly Connelly, Email, September 12, 2013)
I am writing for your help, and to beg that SFMTA keeps the 3-Jackson bus line.

I have a small business downtown, and | commute from my home (rental) at the end of the 3-
Jackson Line every day. It is a vital link for me to take public transit to my work. San
Francisco is pushing everyone to use public transit rather than to drive. If the 3-Jackson is
eliminated, then | will be forced to drive my car to my office, or | will move my office to
another location. It will be easier to be out of San Francisco, frankly. This not only presents
a financial hardship for me, but it does this for so many of us who rely on that bus line.

I-Cox (3)

(Toni Cox, Email, December 8, 2013)

...If you cut us off from Muni service [reroutes 35 and 52], then you are requiring everyone
in my area to rely on driving at the same time that parking is being reduced and parking rates
are rising.

I-Francoeur (1)

(Robert Francoeur, Email, July 17, 2013)

Good morning! | live at 101 Downey, Cole Valley/Ashbury Heights neighborhood. One of
the reasons | moved here is because of the transit rich options. | have lived in SF since 1990
and | have never owned a car. | feel the new proposed changes to the #6 line and the #37
line will make it necessary for me to purchase a car.

I-Francoeur (5)

(Robert Francoeur, Email, July 17, 2013)

...My husband and | are in the process of adopting 2 foster children. We may have to buy a
car if you make these changes [6 Parnassus and 37 Corbett]. Isn't the goal to keep
families in SF?
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I-FungH (4)
(Helen Fung, Email, September 17, 2013)

C. Schools. Jackson/Lyon -SE University High School. Neighborhood traffic nuisance
due to institutions such as the school and church nearby has been an ongoing
neighborhood issue. Muni bus #3 Jackson is an existing option for 397 students
enrolled at San Francisco University High School plus approximately 50 students of
their affiliated Summerbridge after school tutoring program. The Town School for
Boys (Jackson/Scott) 400 students, Schools of the Sacred Heart (Broadway and
Fillmore) 650 students. The #3 Jackson is the ONLY bus line serving these three
major schools with a composite enrollment of 1500 students! If the #3 line is
eliminated, it will increase traffic nuisance and hazards in our neighborhood in
violation of the City’s Master Plan.

I-Haile (3)

(Vera Haile, Email, August 12, 2013)

5 FULTON TROLLEY BUS. After going to a community meeting | was hopeful there might
be some improvements in the 5 Fulton. It is basically a good bus that could go faster just
because it doesn’t have much cross traffic along Golden Gate Park. | had heard that there
might be a Limited but | couldn’t believe it would only go to 8th Avenue. 1 live at 44th
Avenue, and several of us who live in the Outer Richmond especially asked that it go to the
end of the line. People who ride the 5 to work from out here say it is so full by 30th Avenue
that they begin passing up those who are waiting. People hate short line buses, and | think it
is irresponsible of Muni to continue them when they are hiring part-time drivers. It is not
healthy for people to stand in the wind, fog, and drizzle that permeates the area most
evenings. Mothers cannot get to whatever child care arrangements they have, and those
who take care of children and elders have trouble getting to their own homes. If people are
able, they start driving to work and back to avoid that. Many of the plans will slow down the
bus:

I-HansenH (1)

(Helene Hansen, Email, September 9, 2013)

why are you planning on eliminating this line? This is extremely convenient and reduces
traffic. It is particularly useful for teenagers who have no other means of decently priced
transportation to downtown. Removing this line will almost certainly increase car traffic as
well as put a strain on parking in large stretches of the city.

I hope this shall not come to pass; please keep the 3 Jackson line,

I-Kahn (2)

(Linda M. Kahn, Letter, August 16, 2013)

Elimination of the #3 Bus Line will also have a negative impact on our environment. More
people will drive and either pay outrageous parking fees, causing them to go even higher, or
have someone else drive and wait while they do their errands, leading to more traffic
congestion, pollution, and double parking. It will also have a negative effect on local
business in the long run, as more people are driven to shopping on-line because of the
inconvenience of patronizing businesses in San Francisco.
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I-Kirshenbaum (2) (pp. 32-33)

(Daniela Kirshenbaum, Public Hearing Transcript, August 15, 2013)

Now, | live on Baker Street; and my neighborhood has numerous schools, businesses,
churches, hospitals, a major Muni center, and hills so steep that cars are not allowed and
sidewalks are actually stair ways. And the proposal would just take the 3 Jackson and
make it evaporate, leaving cars to pick up the slack.

My great-grandparents used to take the Pacific Avenue streetcar and the Jackson
streetcar. And a hundred years later what we have are these growing lines of cars idling in
front of the schools. | can attest to that. They're not going away. They're only getting
longer. And that's because, of course, the Pacific line was eliminated decades ago. And
the Jackson Street line is already so unreliable that, Commissioners, | admit to you | drove
here today. | feel very strongly that our environment needs more service, not less. And
calling it a service improvement I think is really the wrong label.

I-Kuechler (4)
(Henry N. Kuechler IV, Letter, September 17, 2013)

C. Schools. Jackson/ Lyon -SF University High School. Neighborhood traffic
nuisance due to institutions such as the school and church nearby has been an
ongoing neighborhood issue. Muni bus #3 Jackson is an existing option for
397 students enrolled at San Francisco University High School plus
approximately 50 students of their affiliated Summerbridge after school tutoring
program. The Town School for Boys (Jackson/Scott) 400 students, Schools of
the Sacred Heart (Broadway and Fillmore) 650 students. The #3 Jackson is the
ONLY bus line serving these three major schools with a composite enrollment
of 1500 students! If the #3 line is eliminated, it will increase traffic nuisance and
hazards in our neighborhood in violation of the City's Master Plan.

I-Long3 (1) (pp. 17-18)

(Alex Long, Public Hearing Transcript, August 15, 2013)

I'm part of a group of people here today who are from a 60-square-block area in Pacific
Heights and Presidio Heights who are concerned about the proposed impact of terminating
the #3 Jackson from an environmental standpoint, first, from the standpoint of quality of life
on our riders; and, second, from the increased congestion that we believe will result from
more auto usage and associated higher level of pollution.

I-Long4 (5)
(Alex Long, Public Hearing Transcript, Exhibit #1 — Power Point Presentation Slides,
August 15, 2013)

Environmental Impact of Plan

o NONE of the goals of TEP to enhance accessibility, reduce transit time, and improve
reliability are achieved in our neighborhood!

o We estimate that half the round trip passengers
e (about 325/day) will be stranded, drive themselves, or use taxis.

- assuming 5 miles for average round trip; this adds 500k miles of auto travel and
another 325 cars or taxis driving & parking downtown near Union Square.
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I-Long4 (9)
(Alex Long, Public Hearing Transcript, Exhibit #1 — Power Point Presentation Slides,
August 15, 2013)

Isn’t there a Positive Fix?

e Rather than cutting service [3 Jackson] and forcing more use of private
transportation; can’'t we work to encourage more folks to use MUNI in/out of our
neighborhood?

- coordinate with seven schools to increase use of public transportation and reduce
congestion for pickup and drop-off

- coordinate with senior and cultural centers

- adjust bus frequencies at periods of lower demand

I-LongAnne (1) (pp. 20-21)

(Anne Long, Public Hearing Transcript, August 15, 2013)

Isn't there a positive fix to this? Rather than cutting service [3 Jackson] and forcing more
use of private transportation, can't we work to encourage more folks to use the bus, to take
Muni in and out of our neighborhood? There are seven schools in our neighborhood.
Can't we work with those schools to increase use of public transportation? This would
possibly reduce congestion during pick-up and drop-off. | don't know if you've been
through our neighborhood, but there are long lines of cars at 3:00 o'clock waiting to pick up
the kids; and they are running their engines and filling the air with greenhouse gases.

We can coordinate with senior and cultural centers. And, finally, during those periods of
the day when ridership is lower, we could eliminate the frequency of some of the buses.

I-Massocca (1)

(Anne Marie Massocca, Email, September 17, 2013)

| am very opposed to the elimination of the three Jackson bus line. This bus line serves not
only the neighborhood but also many of the schools in the area. Without it we will see
increases congestion and parking issues.

We should be creating more transportation options not eliminating them.

I-PanH (37)

(Henry Pan, Letter, September 16, 2013)

Also, while this route replaces most of the 18, the reroute [reroute 17 Parkmerced] fails to
address two transit-dependent communities who would most likely have to contribute to the
deadly stream of automobiles that grace Lake Merced Boulevard everyday: Lake Merced
Hills and the 900 Brotherhood Way development currently under construction. This could be
remedied by instituting request service (dropoff at operator request, pickup request by calling
Central Control), similar to what is currently done for the Fountain loop on the 48 and the
Mount Davidson leg of the 36 after 9PM. The bus could use the streets in the Brotherhood
or Lake Merced Hills development to turn around. The other alternatives are: to make no
changes to the 17 and 18, consolidate the 17 and 18 as one route and extend the 18 to West
Portal via the TEP 17 route, with service to Lake Merced Hills and Brotherhood Way, or
restore the 88-BART route that was discontinued in December 2009.
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I-Paszty (2)

(Barbara Paszty, Letter, September 17, 2013)

Please — re-think this situation — public transport should not be cut, but retained so people
use their cars less and cut down emissions. In many different ways we are all making an
effort to “save the planet.” So please save BUS ROUTE #3.

I-Preston (1)

(Ann Preston, Email, September 15, 2013)

A number of my friends and | take the #3 bus to go to Calvary Presbyterian Church.
Eliminating it would make it necessary to take a taxi.

I-Schaefer (1)

(Rob Schaefer, Email, September 17, 2013)

I rely on the Muni 3-Jackson to get from my office in Lower Pac Heights to downtown on a
regular basis. | also ride the 22 bus everyday to and from work, so | am a heavy user of SF
Muni and have now been a non-car owning SF resident for 9 years!

Living in the city, | rely on public transportation for much of my mid-to-longer (more than a
walking mile) trips. Since | already lost the 4, I'd prefer not to lose the 3 as well. The more
that Muni service is reduced, the more likely | will need to go back to owning a car. Please
take that into consideration when making these service decisions, as it might save your
agency money in the short-term, but there will be other/additional implications to SF
transportation, traffic, and parking in the longer term.

Please don’t eliminate the Muni 3-Jackson.

I-Seow (1)

(Andrew Seow, Email, August 7, 2013)

| am writing to express my strong objection regarding the elimination of the 36 Teresita
service through Forest Knolls. My wife and | take the #36 as part of our daily commute to
downtown SF. A significant number of my neighbors also rely on this bus route for their
commute. If the route were to be discontinued, many of us will be forced to give up public
transportation and drive to work. In addition there are many senior citizens that live on
Warren Drive that use the bus as their chief mode of transportation. Also the demographics
of the neighborhood are changing where an increasing number of children are using the #36
to get to school.

I-Soyster (1)

(Cynthia Soyster, Email, September 15, 2013)

| have heard that service of the #3 Jackson bus may be stopped. This would leave only the
2 Clement to service Post St downtown and to Union Square.---and no service from Sutter
street down Jackson Street to Presidio Ave. If you want people to stop using their cars, how
can you keep eliminating these stops? | am an 83 year, living in one of the many retirement
homes that use the #3. If it stops, | will simply USE MY CAR when | need to go to Presidio
Avenue. So will all the other seniors who now use the #3. Please DO NOT STOP THIS
SERVICE if you expect us to utilize Muni and if you want to keep San Francisco "green".
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I-Thompson (1)

(Barbara Thompson, Email, September 15, 2013)

The #3 Jackson bus line Is the most important means to downtown with a minimum of
walking for a great many regular riders in the Japan-town vicinity. It not only services the
neighborhood in a timely and safe fashion, but provides needed transportation for the several
hundred Post Street residents in The Sequoias and Carlyle Senior Residences, West of
Gough, while eliminating the danger of crossing Geary Blvd. In addition, it eliminates the
necessity to drive for those who still do.

Please consider retaining this important convenience for a needful segment of San Francisco
citizens.

I-Toomey (1)

(Nancy Toomey, Email, September 11, 2013)

I am a small business owner here in SF, and also own a home on Sacramento Street near
Fillmore.

| am writing to register my vote to keep the #3 bus line alive and running. It's the only bus
route that goes through the neighborhood and then downtown. By taking the bus, not only
am | saving a ton of money, but also keeping another car off the road and into downtown.
And I'm not the only one, so hoping that the city sees reason here and keeps it intact.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

I-Weber (1)

(Ted Weber, Email, September 15, 2013)

I would like to register my opposition to elimination of the #3 Jackson. At a time when the
City is attempting to control (reduce) automotive congestion downtown it seems illogical to
eliminate a bus service which allows many of us to leave our cars at home when we have
business or appointments downtown. An equally important reason for opposing this action is
the fact that the #3 serves an area with many senior residents who have no alternative.

[-Williams (1)

(Ashley Williams, Email, September 17, 2013)

This is a crucial bus line. I'm on the #3 right now and it's absolutely packed, which is a
testament to how much people rely on this bus. | rely heavily on this bus and I'm currently
disabled. My caregiver also takes this bus to make a critical connection to get across town. If
the number 3 is shut down, she will have to take 3 buses instead of 2 and will make her
commute untenable. | will have to drive or take a cab to work. PLEASE continue the #3 bus
line! It's critical to many! Also-this was not heavily publicized, so I'm sure most riders would
protest this if they knew about it.

I-Woodruff (4)
(Debra Woodruff, Email, September 17, 2013)
e SFMTA has increased the hours and prices for metered parking. The neighborhoods
are clogged enough with cars. The 3 Jackson keeps transportation for the local
community so they don't have to drive into congested neighborhoods.
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Response TR-3: Mode Shift

Generally, the comments express sentiments that proposed TEP Service Improvements for
specific routes, be they entire or partial route discontinuations or route changes, would result
in a shift in travel behavior. The majority of the comments are concerned with the shift from
what are currently transit trips to auto trips. The comments indicate that the mode shift to
auto trips would result in traffic impacts and effects to air pollution and greenhouse gas
emissions. In addition, the comments indicate that some segment eliminations could
potentially “strand” riders or reduce access to certain areas around the City. The affected
routes mentioned in the comments include the 3 Jackson, 8X Bayshore Express, the 8BX
Bayshore Express, and the 19 Polk routes.

This response first presents an overview of how the transit impact analysis of the TEP
Service Improvements considered mode shifts in assessing ridership on Muni routes. This is
followed by a description of how route availability was factored into the travel mode analysis
and how travel modes were considered in the traffic impact analysis. The response then
addresses route-specific concerns for the 3 Jackson, 6 Parnassus, 8X Bayshore Express
and 8BX Bayshore Express, 19 Polk, 36 Teresita, and the 37 Corbett routes. Please see
Response TR-6, pp. RTC-4.D-52 to RTC-4.D-61, for a discussion of traffic-related impacts of
the proposed Service Improvements; Response TR-12, pp. RTC-4.D-83 to RTC-4.D-85, for a
discussion of cumulative traffic impacts; Response AQ-1, in Section 4.F, Air Quality, pp.
RTC-4.F-6 to RTC-4.F-13, regarding the impacts on air quality; and Response GG-1, in
Section 4.G, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, pp. RTC-4.G-2 to RTC-4.G-4, regarding the
impacts on greenhouse gases.

Transportation Analysis Travel Mode Overview

The transportation analysis conducted to determine the environmental impacts of the TEP
found that with implementation of the TEP Service Improvements, some individuals who
previously traveled by other modes, including by auto, would choose to travel via transit and
in turn, some individuals who previously traveled via transit would choose to travel via other
modes, including by auto. Overall, the analysis shows that the net effect of implementing the
TEP citywide would be an increase in transit ridership and a decrease in auto trips. The
analysis does not support the comments that state that some of the Service Improvements
would result in an overall citywide shift from transit to auto trips. The TEP Service
Improvements were designed to improve the overall level of transit service in San Francisco,
but the nature of some changes (such as route elimination and realignment) may result in a
reduction in the level of transit service for some individuals. These individuals may choose to
either shift to automobile, taxi, bicycle, or walking, or modify their trips on transit.
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The City's travel demand forecasting model, SF-CHAMP, is able to discretely forecast the
travel behavior of individuals, which is aggregated over the population to not only determine
the magnitude of each of these travel shifts but the effect on transit loading and traffic
throughout the City's transportation network. As part of the TEP transportation analysis, SF-
CHAMP was used to determine the effects of these shifts, comparing Existing conditions to
those with the TEP Service Improvements in place. The scenario with the TEP Service
Improvements in place resulted in an overall increase in transit ridership citywide, which
reflects the proposed increase in the overall level of transit service provided of approximately
350,000 additional transit service hours on an annual basis, as described on EIR p. 2-57.
These ridership changes were analyzed at the individual route level and the screenline level
(see EIR pp. 4.2-9 to 4.2-10 for a description of the screenline analysis and methodology).

For example, the 2 Clement and 3 Jackson both serve the same east-west corridor between
the Western Addition/Pacific Heights neighborhoods and downtown. As part of the TEP
Service Improvements, the 3 Jackson would be discontinued; however, the frequency of the
existing 2 Clement route would be increased to maintain the existing combined frequency of
the 2 Clement and 3 Jackson routes. Therefore, during the a.m. and p.m. peak periods,
service on the 2 Clement east of Presidio Avenue would increase from a bus every 12
minutes, to a bus every five minutes (i.e., as indicated in Table 12 on EIR p. 4.2-122 and
Table 13 on EIR p. 4.2-130), and capacity for the 2 Clement would increase from 315
passengers per hour to 756 passengers per hour. The capacity utilization analysis indicates
that upon discontinuation of the 3 Jackson route, the ridership on the 2 Clement route would
increase to at least the amount of the two routes combined. Thus, it can be reasonably
assumed that many trips previously taken on the 3 Jackson would switch to the 2 Clement.
As indicated in Tables 12 and 13 on EIR pp. 4.2-122 to 4.2-135, under the Existing plus
Service Improvements conditions, the capacity utilization of the 2 Clement would be about 75
percent inbound and 43 percent outbound during the a.m. peak hour, and 28 percent
inbound and 75 percent outbound during the p.m. peak hour, which is below the SFMTA’s 85
percent capacity utilization standard.

Route Availability Impacts on Travel Mode

Several comments state that the 3 Jackson is the only bus route serving the San Francisco
University High School, the Town School for Boys, and the Schools of the Sacred Heart are
incorrect, as there are a number of existing options for students attending these schools,
including the 1 California, 2 Clement, 22 Fillmore, and the 24 Divisadero routes. Although
some students may be inconvenienced by an additional transfer or a longer walk time to
access transit, this effect would not result in a substantial mode shift between transit, auto,
and other modes. The effects of mode shifts by individuals inconvenienced by the proposed
Service Improvements were accounted for in the transportation analysis conducted for the
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TEP, as discussed above. A comment states that the 3 Jackson intersects with the
43 Masonic, providing good transit access in western Pacific Heights. The 2 Clement also
intersects with the 43 Masonic at the same location along Presidio Avenue and California
Street, thus providing the same connectivity. Also refer to Response TR-4, pp. RTC-4.D-28
to RTC-4.D-35, for additional discussion regarding the transit analysis in the EIR for the 3
Jackson, including alternate routes to this service.

Consideration of Travel Modes in the Traffic Impact Analysis

The SF-CHAMP model was also used to determine the effects of the TEP Service
Improvements on automobile traffic within the City. A comprehensive process was
undertaken that selected 78 study intersections, each representative of a different element of
the citywide street network, for analysis during p.m. peak hour (a subset of 20 intersections
were analyzed during the a.m. peak hour), when the transportation system is most
congested.! The study intersections are spread geographically throughout the City, which
ensures that the effects on the roadway system as a whole were captured in the analysis. A
level of service analysis was performed for each intersection, which allows for the
determination of the TEP Service Improvements’ impact on each intersection. The absence
of any resultant significant traffic impacts, as discussed on EIR p. 4.2-121, demonstrates that
the TEP Service Improvements would not result in a mode shift that would significantly
impact the overall citywide street network. In fact, of the 78 intersections analyzed, none of
the study intersections would experience a change in LOS, as shown on EIR pp. 4.2-180 to
4.2-186, which indicates that the effect of the Service Improvements on traffic operating
conditions would be negligible. See Response TR-6, pp. RTC-4.D-52 to RTC-4.D-61, for a
discussion of traffic impacts, and Response TR-13, pp. RTC-4.D-86 to RTC-4.D-90, for a
discussion of cumulative traffic impacts.

Route-Specific Mode Shift and Access Review

The comments above include queries as to the effect of Service Improvements-proposed
changes to the 3 Jackson, 5 Fulton, 6 Parnassus, 8X Bayshore Express, 12 Folsom, 18 46"
Avenue, 19 Polk, 36 Teresita, and 37 Corbett routes. A deeper understanding of mode shift,
particularly at a local level, can be revealed by investigating the travel demand changes for

! The TTRP.L, TTRP.9, and TTRP.71_1 proposals were included in the TEP Draft EIR and Final TEP
Transportation Study (Final TEP TIS) as program-level proposals. However, since publication of
the TEP Draft EIR and Final TEP TIS, the SFMTA has developed details for three of the nine
program-level proposals, and the project-level analysis of TTRP.L, TTRP.9 and TTRP.71_1 has
been incorporated into the TEP Final EIR. As part of the additional project-level analysis for the
TTRP.L, TTRP.9, and TTRP.71_1 proposals, the number of study intersections was increased from
70 to 78.

Case No. 2011.0558E RTC-4.D-19 Transit Effectiveness Project
March 27, 2014 Final EIR



Section 4: Comments and Responses
4.D Transportation and Circulation

travel from particular traffic analysis zones (TAZs). The City’'s travel demand forecasting
model is comprised of 981 TAZs, which range in size from a single square city block to
approximately 50 acres (San Francisco is approximately 30,000 acres in area). Thus, as part
of the response to comments indicating that service changes would result in more people
driving, an additional analysis of the SF-CHAMP model output was conducted to identify the
extent to which mode shifts between transit and automobile travel occurs in certain
representative areas where transit routes were rerouted or discontinued as part of the
Service Improvements. This analysis focused on Pacific Heights and Presidio Heights due to
the elimination of the 3 Jackson, Ashbury Heights due to the realignment of the 6 Parnassus,
and Outer Potrero and Bayview due to the partial route elimination of the 19 Polk, and the
TAZs within these areas were selected to represent the effect of the Service Improvements
on mode shift. The analysis showed that with the Service Improvements in place, mode shift
changes in these neighborhoods would be as follows:

o Pacific Heights and Presidio Heights: Approximately 0.5 percent mode shift during
the a.m. and p.m. peak hours to transit from auto and other modes (a net addition of
about 30 transit trips during the a.m. peak hour, and about 45 transit trips during the
p.m. peak hour). This minimal mode shift is likely because although the 3 Jackson
would be discontinued, service on the 2 Clement, which parallels the 3 Jackson for
the majority of its route, would more than double, resulting in more transit capacity
along the corridor that the 3 Jackson served with the Service Improvements in place,
than without them.

e Ashbury Heights: Approximately 1.0 percent mode shift during the a.m. and p.m.
peak hours to transit from auto and other modes (a net addition of about 15 transit
trips during the a.m. peak hour, and about 45 transit trips during the p.m. peak hour).
This minimal mode shift is likely because although the 6 Parnassus would be
realigned to Haight Street downhill from the Ashbury Heights neighborhood, this
neighborhood would still be served by the 6 Parnassus, 43 Masonic, and the N
Judah, although some passengers would need to walk farther to access these
routes and would need to walk uphill on their return home.

o Outer Potrero/Bayview: Less than 1.0 percent mode shift during both the a.m. and
p.m. peak hours to transit from auto and other modes (a net addition of about 10
transit trips during the a.m. peak hour, and zero transit trips during the p.m. peak
hour). This minimal mode shift is likely because although the portion of the route
south of 24" Street would be eliminated, that portion of the route would continue to be
served by the 48 Quintara-24™ Street route following the same alignment. The
remaining portion of the 19 Polk route (and vice versa) could then be accessed via a
transfer.

Several comments refer to specific route segments being eliminated and the potential result
of reduced access to certain areas around the City, “stranding” riders and resulting in more
people driving. The affected routes mentioned include the 8X Bayshore Express, 8BX
Bayshore Express, 19 Polk, and 37 Corbett routes. These routes are discussed below.
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8X Bayshore Express and 8BX Bayshore Express — A comment indicates that eliminating
the segment of the 8X Bayshore Express and 8BX Bayshore Express route north of
Broadway would reduce transit service and access to North Beach, Chinatown, and
Fisherman’s Wharf. With implementation of the TEP, the new 11 Downtown Connector route
would provide overlapping service on this segment to North Beach, as would other routes
serving these areas, such as the new E Embarcadero line. The proposed TTRP.30 would
also improve transit service to Fisherman’s Wharf and Chinatown.

19 Polk - One comment indicates that eliminating the southern portion of the 19 Polk near
the San Francisco General Hospital would strand riders at this location; however, this
eliminated service would be replaced by the rerouted 48 Quintara-24" Street route.
Additionally, an increase in auto trips near the San Francisco General Hospital due to the
partial route elimination of the 19 Polk was not identified as part of the transportation
analysis. A couple of comments state that because the 19 Polk would no longer run on Hyde
and Larkin streets, it would become more difficult to access Little Saigon (generally bordered
by Polk, Hyde, O’Farrell and Eddy streets). However, with implementation of the TEP
Service Improvements, the 19 Polk would be realigned to run on Polk Street, one to two
blocks west of Hyde and Larkin streets (i.e., between 500 and 1,000 feet). It should be noted
that with the proposed TEP Service Improvements, both the 31 Balboa along Eddy Street
and 38 Geary routes would remain in operation to the south and north of Little Saigon. See
Response TR-4, pp. RTC-4.D-28 to RTC-4.D-35, for a discussion of capacity utilization and
crowded transit routes, Response TR-5, pp. RTC-4.D-39 to RTC-4.D-45, for a discussion of
transit impacts, and Response TR-13, pp. RTC-4.D-86 to RTC-4.D-90, for a discussion of
cumulative traffic impacts.

37 Corbett — One comment references the proposed changes to the 37 Corbett route. A
portion of the proposed alignment changes associated with the 37 Corbett Service
Improvements was implemented in fall 2012 (Case No. 2012.0796E, 37 Corbett Segment
Elimination/Stop Removal), and included the segment of the 37 Corbett on Portola Drive
between Burnett Avenue and Glenview Drive, Glenview Drive between Portola Drive and
Dawnview Drive, and Dawnview Drive between Glenview Drive and Burnett Avenue. A
new 32 Roosevelt route would replace the Roosevelt branch of the 37 Corbett. Segments
of the 37 Corbett that would not be replaced by the new 32 Roosevelt route include Clayton
Street between 17" and Carmel streets, Carmel Street between Clayton and Cole streets,
and Cole Street between Carmel and 17% streets; however, the 32 Roosevelt route would be
located one block (about 300 feet) to the north. Although the northern segment north of
Frederick Street would be discontinued, riders would be able to access the 32 Roosevelt
route about three blocks (about 1,000 feet) south of Haight Street. Please see the Guide to
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the TEP, which describes how proposals for changes to and/or elimination of routes are
established, including the factors considered such as street grades and topography.

Conclusion

In summary, although some individuals may be inconvenienced by an additional transfer or a
longer walk time to access transit as a result of the proposed TEP Service Improvements, this
effect was not found to result in a substantial mode shift between transit, auto, and other modes.
With implementation of the TEP, the total vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in the San Francisco Bay
Area each day would decrease by 26,980 VMT (TTRP Moderate Alternative) and 40,424 VMT
(TTRP Expanded Alternative). This indicates that while some individuals could certainly shift
mode to single occupancy vehicles as a result of service changes, the total VMT are expected to
decrease because other individuals would shift mode from single occupancy vehicles to transit.
Overall, the proposed TEP Service Improvements would result in an increase in transit ridership.
The effects of mode shifts by individuals inconvenienced by the proposed Service Improvements
were accounted for in the transportation analysis conducted for the TEP, and no additional
analysis is required. Please see the Guide to the TEP, which describes how proposals for
changes to and/or elimination of routes are established, including the factors considered such as
street grades and topography, why short lines? are included, and how competing interests are
balanced during the decision-making process. See also Response MER, in Section 4.K, Merits
of the Proposed Project, pp. RTC-4.K-94 to RTC-4.K-102, regarding suggested proposals to
revise the project proposed by the SFMTA and analyzed in the EIR, and similar comments
related to the support or opposition of the proposed Service Improvements based on transit
rider access. See Response PD-3, in Section 4.A, Project Description, pp. RTC-4.A-21 to
RTC-4.A-23, which addresses comments on topography and transit service in hilly areas.
See Response TR-4, pp. RTC-4.D-28 to RTC-4.D-35, for a discussion of capacity utilization and
crowded transit routes; Response TR-6, pp. RTC-4.D-52 to RTC-4.D-61, for a discussion of
traffic-related impacts of the proposed Service Improvements; Response TR-12, pp. RTC-4.D-83
to RTC-4.D-85, for a discussion of cumulative traffic impacts; Response TR-11, pp. RTC-4.D-79
to RTC-4.D-82, for a discussion of parking impacts; and Response AQ-1, in Section 4.F, Air
Quality, pp. RTC-4.F-6 to RTC-4.F-13, regarding the impacts on air quality. Also see Response
EP-6, in Section 4.1, EIR Process, pp. RTC-4.1-30 to RTC-4.1-32, regarding public notice and
outreach conducted for this project.

2 A short line is a variant of a route that does not travel the full length of the route. Short lines are
often used to supplement service along higher ridership portions of a route.
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Comment TR-4: Transit Capacity Utilization

I-Bocci (3) (pp. 19-20)

(Barbara Bocci, Public Hearing Transcript, August 15, 2013)

Now, will there be cost savings by cutting the #3? The #3 is not the most underused line.
30 of 65 lines have lower use in the peak hours. 25 of the 65 lines have lower use in the
peak evening hours. If the #3 Jackson is eliminated, the EIR plans to expand buses on
the #2, the 22, and the 24. If 50 percent of our riders go over to their buses, they would
have to add considerably. 76 percent of the eliminated buses would have to be added to
those lines. It's a case of robbing Peter to save Paul.

I-Colamarino (4)

(Sophia Colamarino, Email, September 18, 2013)

| tried the 30X, but multiple buses passed me every day, already full by mid-Chestnut St.
When | finally mushed on, | stood awkwardly with everyone’s office bags in my back. At
least everyone was good- natured, which was unlike my experiences on the 30 and 45,
where going through Chinatown was a nightmare. Moreover, now that Stockton St. is
closed, the bus re-routes in the opposite direction from SoMa, requiring yet another transfer
and additional time. The 10 bus had a torturous, slow route to the Financial district. It wasn'’t
too awful when | wasn't in a hurry to arrive at a specific time, but three times the bus | was
waiting for never showed up. This inconsistency does not allow it to be a commute bus.

Finally, for a few weeks | tried the 22 up the hills and down to the 2 or the 38L, but these
were completely packed, and | (like anyone else who boards on this side of town) had to
stand the entire way with my heavy computer, work files, lunch bag, and purse. Additionally
they were loud, dirty, smelly and scary (people screaming obscenities; people passed out on
seats; homeless with big bags of whatever literally blocking the doors and aisles), and |
realized | was arriving to the office already in a foul mood just from those buses. | finally
stopped taking them when | found a hand in my purse.

I-Conde (1)
(Daniel Conde, Email, September 16, 2013)
| understand that the Jackson 3 Muni bus is under consideration for elimination.

| take the 3 Jackson bus, and as an alternative, the 1 California. The 1 California Bus is
often crowded and will not take on any passengers at downtown stops and towards
downtown at Presidio and California stop, it also is often very crowded and cannot take on
passengers. Therefore, | take the 3 Jackson instead.

I-Dougherty (1)

(Michael Dougherty, Email, September 16, 2013)

| regularly take the #2 or #3 to get to and from work from the Montgomery BART station. The
buses are quite full. In the evening | routinely must stand. | believe the service levels will
decline if one of the routes is eliminated. The buses will be then become overcrowded, and
perhaps unsafe for the elders who reside in The Sequoias.

I-Farooqui (1)

(Danyaal Farooqui, Email, September 16, 2013)

| know you've probably received many emails on this issue, so lll keep it short. I've been riding
the 3 Jackson since high school. | now ride it to get to work and back home. With an increase
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in SF residents, the buses are more crowded than ever. This is especially true of the 1 and
1BX (which are alternatives for many regular 3 riders). Even the 3 is packed during the
morning and evening rush, so I'm unsure what the premise for even considering a shut down
is. Without the 3, the remaining lines will get even more crowded and parts of the city that the
3 serves will be much tougher to reach. Unlike many other lines, the 3 is a pleasant ride. Its
clean and all riders are respectful. | urge you to keep this line open so as to prevent
inconvenience for many of its riders.

I-FarrellC (1)

(Casey Farrell, Email, September 8, 2013)

The plan to scrap the 3 JACKSON line is not a good idea- let's list a few reasons why this
strategic link must be kept;

Financial district workers who can not get on the other lines due to overflow crowds can
‘circle the globe' on the JACKSON 3.

I-Francoeur (3)

(Robert Francoeur, Email, July 17, 2013)

...In addition, the N line is already overcrowded and routing the 6 to bypass Frederick is
going to add to the already overburdened N line as 6 riders on the hill migrate to the N....

I-Goodman2 (4)

(Aaron Goodman, Email and Attachment, September 15, 2013)

| also am concerned about the lack of connectivity to the 14/14L, 44 O’Shaugnessy line, 9
and 9L lines and overall overcrowding and lack of capacity on these bus lines as a daily
rider. We see often inadequate transfer time between stations at major intersections and
problems for seniors, families, and children trying to switch bus lines. Many of the existing
lines are overburdened and over-crowded to capacity. The 9/9L 8x routes on San Bruno Ave,
and the 44 and 14/14L routes are at “crush-capacity” and bus stop TEP proposed changes
will not solve or improve the current situation without initiating longer term transit planning
that would alleviate the over-burdened systems. Planning lesser stops in the route, may
speed initial travel times, but with buses already over-burdened on many of these routes,
frequency is not the primary issue, it is capacity of the bus systems, and the need to re-
engineer the streets and lines for mass-transit and larger capacity systems.

In some cases bus lines should be already changed to street-level mass-transit light-rail, or
BRT at a minimal improvement.

The San Bruno Ave 8x line is visually a joke daily, with many people crammed in at
dangerous levels with dangerous situations like drivers driving past he northbound stop over
Silver Ave to unload on the other side of the intersection, or driving past when over-full and
not letting people off....

I-Goodman2 (6)

(Aaron Goodman, Email and Attachment, September 15, 2013)

The 44 bus route also faces the same issues going to Glen Park BART station with over-
filled bus routes inbound and outbound daily.
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I-Grecevich (1)

(Alison Grcevich, Email, September 17, 2013)

| am a regular rider of the Muni 3-Jackson. | live directly across the street from the last stop
at Presidio and California. Without the #3, the only bus that many of us, including myself,
can take to and from work (I work in the Union Square area), is the #2. Both the #2 and #3
are beyond packed every morning and night. Sometimes riders cannot even get on at the
Sutter/Stockton stop, and need to wait at least another 10 minutes for the next bus. Without
the #3, | cannot imagine the negative impact on the #2 and ridership on this Pacific Heights
route.

Please reconsider the elimination of the #3-Jackson, and keep it running. We residents truly
need it!

I-Hemphill (2)

(Maria Sullivan Hemphill, Email, September 17, 2013)

...I would understand the point that those serviced by the 3 could potentially be serviced by
the 2, except that the 2 doesn't even serve well all the people that want to use it at this point.
If you are coming from Downtown outbound to Pacific Heights and beyond on a weeknight at
6pm, you had better pick up the 2 by Sutter and Kearny or you won't be able to get on. I've
heard stories of people waiting 40 minutes for a 2 that actually had room. Are you going to
put more 2's out there? How are you going to cover all the people that generally take the 3,
because the 2's are too full to ride? | fail to understand the logic of removing buses while
simultaneously attempting to increase ridership. | suppose perhaps your statistics will
improve (less buses, same or more amount of riders), but your reputation amongst citizens of
SF will certainly decline once again.

| look forward to hearing from you and hope that you and your team will re-consider the
elimination of the 3- Jackson.

I-JonesJanet (2)

(Janet Jones, Email, September 16, 2013)

...The # 38 is already overcrowded and leaves us at the bottom of downtown hills. Nor does
it connect us directly with places like Calvary Church,

With the impending hospital on Post and Van Ness and another proposed high rise next
door, Muni should be increasing its service not cutting back.

I-KochC (2)

(Caroline Koch, Email, September 7, 2013)

As a resident of lower Nob Hill who works in the Presidio, the 3 Jackson provides a
convenient, efficient, and not overly crowded route for me to get to work. This is especially
true on weekend mornings when alternate Muni lines such as the 45 Union or the 30
Chestnut are often too full to even stop at many of the downtown locations. Eliminating the 3
Jackson could exacerbate the over-crowding of those lines by causing additional riders to
need those routes to get across town.
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I-Long2 (1)
(Alex Long, Email, July 25, 2013)
e Am | correct in assuming that we should consider the elimination of the #3- Jackson
line as an environmental issue too, and therefore we should raise any concerns
before the 26th of August or at the 15th scheduled meeting.?

¢ | looked at the utilization numbers and was really surprised to see that the IB on the
line #3 was actually quite high, the outbound on both the #3 and #2 is low, | wonder
why?

| will look forward to hearing back by e-mail or phone (650-380-9116).

Sean -- | have been lead to understand from Debra's colleagues that | should address my
guestions to you? If you could provide me with any guidance on the following | would very
much appreciate it (perhaps a brief phone conversation would be more effective)?

e | understand that ridership on the #3-Jackson is light and maybe it is also light on the
#2 line? Do you have data on the number of folks that board each of these two lines
between Presidio and where they reach Sutter at Fillmore?

o Can this data be further broken down into the number of older (over 65) and
the number of younger (school age) riders that board each line in this region?

0 Can this data also be broken down by time of day?

I-Long4 (7)
(Alex Long, Public Hearing Transcript, Exhibit #1 — Power Point Presentation Slides,
August 15, 2013)

Cost Savings by Cutting #37?

e |s #3-Jackson most under-used line?
- as aresidential community:
e 30 of 65 lines have lower use in the peak morning direction (Table 12 EIR)
e 20 of 65 lines have lower use in the peak evening direction (Table 13 EIR)
e Are many $'s saved by cutting the #3-Jackson?
- according to EIR, service needs to be expanded on #2, #22, #24

- if just 50% of #3 capacity is shifted, it would require 76% of the eliminated buses
to be added back because the other routes are significantly longer.

- and, there is the cost of making the #2-Clement line electric.

I-Parent (1)

(Gary Parent, Email, September 15, 2013)

| am writing this letter because | am very disappointed to learn that MUNI through its “Transit
Effectiveness Project (TEP)™ is planing to discontinue the #3 Jackson bus. | live in district 2
and use this bus almost daily. | am also disabled and use a wheelchair. | understand that
along Jackson Street there are not a lot of riders but this is not uncommon for any bus to
have few riders at the beginning and end of their route. | can tell you once it turns down
Fillmore the bus begins to fill up. The MUNI plan to increase buses on the #2 Clement to
replace the #3 will improve the system is shortsighted. Not only will there be more crowding
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and fewer locations to get the bus but as a disabled rider this really exacerbates the issue of
crowding. There have been a number of times I've waited for a bus pull up to my stop and
find the bus over full of passengers and | had to wait and hope the next bus has room. There
are a number of stops that the #2 Clement does not go that the #3 Jackson. Like upper
Fillmore, Bart stop in bound on Sutter Sansome. There are others.

| agree there is some redundancy with the #2 Clement and #3 Jackson but eliminating a
whole bus line and adding busses to another wont really increase efficiency, it will increase
crowding and reduce the number of available stops. And if increasing the number of bus's is
the plan why not just perhaps reduce the number of bus's on the #3 and leave us riders
some options. Eliminating the #3 Jackson leaves us no options.

I-Patrickl (1)

(Patrick, Email, August 29, 2013)

| read a notice about the 3 line getting shut down. Can you send me some info on the
proposed changes? I'm wondering if it will be replaced by something else. | commute
downtown on the 2 and 3 from Fillmore and at rush hour, both are very crowded. If the route
is removed the 2 will be utterly packed.

I-Patrick2 (1)

(Patrick, Email, September 16, 2013)

please do not drop the 3 jackson. | rely on this line to get home. | work near stockton/sutter.
It is very difficult to board any bus going outbound during the pm commute hours. 1 literally
have to wait at the corner to see if there is a 30 (going to the marina district), 45, 2 or 3 that |
can ride. Most of the times the buses are packed. Removing the 3 line doesn't make sense.
It will make the evening commute far worst. at least keep the 3 running during commute
hours or get longer buses for the 2.

I-Richter (2)

(Kathleen M. Richter, Email, September 2, 2013)

| ask you to try and board the eastbound #3 Jackson as it exits Pacific Heights at the Sutter-
Van Ness stop at 8:00am, 9:00am or even 10:00am on a weekday morning. Similarly, | ask
you to try and board the westbound #3 Jackson at 5:00pm, 6:00pm or even 7:00pm at the
same Sutter-Van Ness stop. Do you realize that every seat is still full on the westbound #3
Jackson during 6:00pm rush hour even as it turns up Fillmore Street, Ms. Jones?

I hope you will do the right thing and preserve the MUNI #3 Jackson. Will you support the
taxpayers and faithful riders who keep MUNI in business, Ms. Jones?

I-Sanford2 (1)

(Patti Sanford, Email, September 17, 2013)

As a follow up to my message yesterday, | remembered another reason why | rely on the #3
Jackson bus! | use the #3 for downtown appointments every month. The alternate #2 line is
consistently crowded and | rarely can find a seat.

I-Scammell (1)

(Geoffrey Scammell, Email, September 15, 2013)

| live at the Sequoias, a retirement community of over 300 persons on Cathedral Hill served
by the #3 & 2 Muni line. We rely on the bus to get downtown and have a bus stop near our
entrance. | have heard that Muni is considering eliminating the #3 bus, which would result in
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less frequent service and more crowded conditions. There are several retirement
communities in this neighborhood that need good and reliable bus service. Please support
us in this important issue.

I-Woodruff (2)
(Debra Woodruff, Email, September 17, 2013)

e The 1 California bus (Westbound) is at least 5 blocks away, downhill from the 3
Jackson and is usually very crowded. When getting off the 1 California (Eastbound) to
reach the streets going up to Jackson one must walk uphill. This is a challenge for the
senior population in the neighborhood.

e The 38 Geary is also overcrowded and is at least 8 blocks away for riders.

I-Woodruff (5)
(Debra Woodruff, Email, September 17, 2013)
e Many in the neighborhood use the bus to get to BART and take transportation to
Oakland or SFO. It is considerably harder to carry luggage on two or more transfers
to reach the area the 3 Jackson serves. It is nearly impossible to board the 1
California with a small bag when it is crowded. If the 3 Jackson is eliminated, it will be
even worse.

I-Zeluck (1)

(Steve Zeluck, Email, September 8, 2013)

| am a regular rider of the 3 Jackson. It makes my travels to and from downtown very much
easier. There is a real need for the 3 Jackson as a compliment to the 2 Clement, which can
be very crowded during peak hours. Please do not decommission the 3 Jackson.

Response TR-4: Transit Capacity Utilization

Many of the comments are statements in opposition to specific lines being altered or
eliminated, such as the 3 Jackson. Many of these comments are statements or questions
about the project or project merit, such as converting bus routes to light rail lines or
providing BRT service, or existing SFMTA service (including existing ridership questions);
these comments are not directly related to the transit analysis conducted for the
environmental review of the TEP. For responses to many of these comments, please see
the Guide to the TEP and Response MER, in Section 4.K, Merits of the Proposed Project,
pp. RTC-4.K-94 to RTC-4.K-102, which addresses comments on the merits of the project.

For purposes of the environmental review document for the TEP, the comments also
express concerns about capacity utilization on the Muni system, stating that specific
routes are currently very crowded and that, due to changes in travel patterns that may
result from implementation of the TEP Service Improvements, existing crowding on
routes may be exacerbated or some routes may begin to experience substantial
overcrowding. The first part of this response is a discussion of capacity utilization in
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general terms, with an overview of transit capacity and how it is calculated, a recap of the
significance criteria used in the EIR (see EIR pp. 4.2-20 to 4.2-23), and the effect of the
TEP Service Improvements from a systemwide perspective, as analyzed in the EIR on
pp.- 4.2-117 to 4.2-141. This is followed by an explanation of the impact of the TEP
Service Improvements on capacity utilization for the routes mentioned in the comments.

Transit Capacity Utilization

The a.m. and p.m. peak periods are the two busiest periods during the weekday on the
Muni system, and accordingly they feature the highest levels of utilization and crowding.
Crowding is generally highest on routes that enter downtown in the a.m. peak period and
exit downtown in the p.m. peak period. Many of these lines are close enough together
that a large proportion of the passengers have a choice between parallel routes, as
indicated in several of the comments, and the rider's choice is based partially on
crowding experienced on each route, among other factors. Thus, the ridership and
capacity utilization of parallel routes are interrelated and effects of the TEP on capacity
utilization are assessed by bundling parallel routes within a corridor and analyzing them
together. In practice, this is done by applying a screenline analysis across the corridor.
As explained on EIR pp. 4.2-26 and 4.2-27, a screenline is a line drawn on a map that
represents a gateway through which parallel and interrelated routes pass. A weighted
average is taken of the capacity utilization (which is taken at the maximum load point
along each route, not necessarily at the screenline itself) of the routes that fall within the
screenline to gain insight into the general trends of capacity utilization for a corridor. A
picture of the general crowdedness of a corridor emerges from the screenline analysis.
The individual line analysis was informative in illuminating how travel behavior between
various lines was affected by the implementation of Service Improvements and TTRPs and
could inform future transit service adjustments made by SFMTA. However, for purposes of
CEQA analysis, which examines capacity utilization and transit delay, this EIR identifies
impacts of the project on the corridor and screenline basis. This approach is appropriate
because the TEP is a Citywide project that is attempting to address the efficiency of the
entire transit network. This approach is also consistent with transit analysis conducted for
projects in and outside of the downtown area, where the downtown screenlines are utilized or
transit lines and their corresponding capacity utilization are grouped into corridors and
screenlines for analysis purposes. It is also consistent with the transit impact analysis
methodology set forth in the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines.

Definition of Capacity Utilization

Capacity utilization relates the number of passengers per transit vehicle to the design
capacity of the vehicle. The number of passengers for each route is taken at the
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maximum load point location (i.e., the location on the route where the vehicle is carrying
the most passengers). The capacity per vehicle includes both seated and standing
capacity, where standing capacity is somewhere between 30 to 80 percent of seated
capacity (depending upon the specific transit vehicle configuration). For example, the
capacity of a light rail vehicle is 119 passengers, the capacity of a historic streetcar is 70
passengers, and the capacity of a standard bus is 63 passengers.

To calculate the capacity utilization for a route, first the maximum load per transit vehicle
along a route during the peak hour is determined. This is the maximum load at any part
along the route. This maximum load is then divided by the capacity of the transit vehicle
type on that route. The resulting percentage is the portion of total transit capacity that is
occupied (capacity utilization) during that peak hour. Please also refer to the Guide to the
TEP for further discussion on how the SFMTA provides transit service throughout the
City.

Significance Criterion

Muni’s established capacity utilization standard for peak period operations is 85 percent.
It should be noted that the 85 percent utilization accounts for seated and standing loads,
so at 85 percent all seats are taken and there are some standees. Muni screenlines and
corridors at or near 85 percent capacity operate under noticeably crowded conditions with
many standees. Because each screenline and most corridors include multiple routes,
each with several vehicles operating during the peak hour, some individual vehicles may
operate at or above 85 percent and are crowded, while others may operate under less
crowded conditions.

The project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would cause a substantial
increase in transit demand that could not be accommodated by adjacent transit capacity,
resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service; or cause a substantial increase in delays or
operating costs such that significant adverse impacts in transit service levels could result.
With the Muni and regional transit screenlines analyses, the project would have a significant
effect on the transit provider if project-related transit trips would cause the capacity utilization
standard to be exceeded during the peak hour.

Analysis Results

Owing to San Francisco’s grid street system, most of the routes in the Muni system are to
some extent paralleled by other nearby routes, typically one, two, or sometimes three or
more blocks away. For example, there are a number of east-west Muni bus routes that
travel through the Richmond District that parallel each other and offer similar inter-
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neighborhood services (i.e., the 1 California, 38 Geary, 31 Balboa, and 5 Fulton routes).
These routes are spaced two blocks apart, or approximately 1,200 feet, depending on the
location in the Richmond District.

The TEP Service Improvements include a variety of changes to routes, such as increases
or reductions in frequency, changes in alignment, and elimination of routes, which could
attract passengers to or deter them from particular lines. In these cases, some
passengers would choose to use a different route, especially in cases of route
elimination. Thus, the effects of the proposed changes at the route level are linked and
were analyzed this way in the EIR.

The EIR concludes that there are no significant capacity utilization impacts in the Existing
plus Project conditions due to the proposed TEP Service Improvements, as discussed on
EIR pp. 4.2-121 to 4.2.142. Under Existing plus Project conditions, the capacity
utilization for each of the 14 corridors within the four transit screenlines was less than 85
percent in both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, including for conditions with the proposed
Service Improvements, as well as with the proposed Service Improvements and the
TTRP Moderate Alternative and TTRP Expanded Alternative proposals as discussed on
EIR pp. 4.2-169 to 4.2-177. Furthermore, of the routes mentioned in the comments (i.e.,
the N Judah, 1 California, 1BX California Express, 2 Clement, 6 Parnassus, 8X Bayshore
Express, 9 San Bruno, 9L San Bruno Limited, 10 Sansome, 14 Mission, 14L Mission
Limited, 22 Fillmore, 24 Divisadero, 30 Stockton, 30X Marina Express, 38 Geary, 38L
Geary Limited, 44 O’Shaughnessy, and the 45 Union-Stockton routes), all have a
capacity utilization under Existing plus Project conditions (i.e., with implementation of the
proposed Service Improvements) during both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours of less than
the 85 percent capacity utilization standard, and in many cases, with the proposed
Service Improvements, would have a reduction in capacity utilization from Existing
conditions. As noted in one of the comments, on occasion a bus on a particular route may
reach capacity and be unable to allow anyone else to board due to safety considerations. In
this instance, barring service disruptions, another bus usually follows within a reasonable
amount of time. SFMTA attempts to the extent possible to address overcapacity issues in
service, and the TEP is one of the efforts that is intended to address this issue by providing
up to 350,000 additional annual hours of service and implementing TTRPs that facilitate
transit movement through the system.

Under 2035 Cumulative conditions, three different corridors were projected to have
significant capacity utilization impacts: the Fulton/Hayes and Mission corridors during the
a.m. and p.m. peak hour and the San Bruno/Bayshore corridor during the p.m. peak hour,
as discussed in EIR pp. 4.2-267 to 4.2-276 under Impacts C-TR-1 to C-TR-3. For the
Fulton/Hayes and Mission corridors, the TEP was found to contribute considerably to
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exceeding the 85 percent capacity utilization threshold and result in a significant
cumulative transit impact. For the San Bruno/Bayshore corridor, under 2035 Cumulative
plus Service Improvements, 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and TTRP
Moderate Alternative, or 2035 Cumulative plus Service Improvements and TTRP
Expanded Alternative conditions, the capacity utilization would either stay the same or
decrease from 2035 Cumulative No Project conditions, and therefore, would not result in
a significant cumulative transit impact.

Specific Muni Routes

Many of the comments regarding capacity utilization referred to concerns regarding
specific routes. Generally, the comments do not suggest that the EIR analysis is flawed;
rather, they address the merits of individual route restructuring. The EIR analysis
accounts for the effects of the proposed service changes and appropriately and
adequately discloses the resulting transit impacts. Additional discussion is provided
below to describe and further explain how the EIR analysis accounts for the specific
service changes.

Route Elimination

3 Jackson. The entire 3 Jackson route is proposed for elimination and service frequency
along the parallel 2 Clement route would be more than doubled. Proposed service from
other Muni routes overlaps with almost the entire discontinued 3 Jackson route. East of
Fillmore Street, service overlaps with the 2 Clement, and the increase in frequency for
this route (i.e., the 2 Clement route), proposed as part of the Service Improvements,
would compensate for the loss of the 3 Jackson service along this section, as shown in
the Muni Ridership and Capacity Utilization Tables 12 and 13 on EIR pp. 4.2-122 to 4.2-
135. Along Fillmore Street and west of Fillmore Street, there are a number of parallel
routes that serve downtown in addition to the 2 Clement. The most notable parallel
routes are the 1 California on California Street, and the proposed 10 Sansome that would
run east of the intersection of Jackson/Steiner streets. The greatest additional distance
from the current 3 Jackson route that a passenger would need to walk to access any of
these routes is four blocks, or approximately 1,300 feet (e.g., from Jackson Street to
California Street). As discussed in the EIR, pp. 4.2-42 to 4.2-43, the TEP Service
Improvements, which include the proposed changes to the 3 Jackson route, would result in
less-than-significant impacts to pedestrians. As indicated in a comment, some riders may
choose to take the 38 Geary on Geary Boulevard, located nine blocks, or approximately
0.6 miles, from Jackson Street. While some current 3 Jackson passengers would
experience some additional walk time, they would continue to have other reasonable
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route options. For additional information regarding pedestrian impacts, see also
Response TR-7, pp. RTC-4.D-65 to RTC-4.D-71.

Considering capacity utilization and the EIR transit analysis, the effects of elimination of
the 3 Jackson were considered as part of a transit corridor of parallel and, at times,
overlapping routes. In the screenline analysis methodology, as described on EIR p. 4.2-
27, the 3 Jackson was considered alongside the 2 Clement in the Sutter/Clement
corridor. These two routes overlap east of Fillmore Street and run parallel for seven
blocks between Presidio Avenue and Fillmore Street. Under Existing conditions, these
two routes have a combined capacity utilization of 77 percent in the a.m. peak hour
traveling in the peak inbound direction. The p.m. peak hour peak outbound direction
capacity utilization is 75 percent. Under Existing conditions, the capacity of the
Sutter/Clement corridor in both peak hours is 630 passengers per hour. To compensate
for the loss of capacity from the elimination of the 3 Jackson, the TEP Service
Improvements would add capacity on the parallel 2 Clement route. This would be done
by introducing the 2 Clement Short, which would provide extra service in the high
demand part of the route closest to downtown. The frequency of the 2 Clement “long”
route would also be increased. Although some passengers may need to walk farther or
transfer to access a bus route that goes to the same destinations as the 3 Jackson,
overall, capacity of the Sutter/Clement corridor would increase from 630 to 756
passengers per hour in both peak hours. This represents a 20 percent increase in transit
capacity for this corridor over the Existing condition. With implementation of the Service
Improvements and accounting for changes in ridership, capacity utilization on the 2
Clement would be 57 percent during the a.m. peak hour in the inbound direction (i.e.,
toward downtown) and 74 percent during the p.m. peak hour in the outbound direction
(i.,e., away from downtown toward the more residential parts of San Francisco).
Therefore, with implementation of the proposed Service Improvements, the capacity
utilization under Existing plus Project conditions would be less than the 85 percent
capacity utilization standard.

In response to a comment stating that the 38 Geary is overcrowded, it should be noted
that under Existing plus Project conditions (i.e., with the proposed Service
Improvements), the capacity utilization on the 38 Geary would be between 47 and 58
percent during the a.m. peak hour, and between 47 and 70 percent during the p.m. peak
hour (as presented in Tables 12 and 13 on EIR pp. 4.2-122 to 4.2-135), and would
therefore be less than the 85 percent capacity utilization standard. One comment refers
to the 38 Geary not connecting to such destinations as Calvary Church. Calvary Church
would, similar to existing conditions, be accessible from transit service via the 10
Sansome (which stops one block away (about 400 feet) from Calvary Church at the
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intersection of Jackson/Webster streets), the 24 Divisadero (which stops on the same
block as Calvary Church at the intersection of Jackson/Fillmore streets), and the 22
Fillmore (with a stop on the same block as Calvary Church at the intersection of
Jackson/Fillmore street) routes), which can be accessed through other east-west transit
routes such as the 1 California and the 38 Geary routes.

While some passengers may be inconvenienced by a longer walk or transfer, other route
options would continue to serve current passengers along the route of the existing 3
Jackson west of Fillmore Street, and the effects of this change were reflected in the travel
demand forecasts and the EIR impact analysis. There were no significant impacts for
capacity utilization on the Sutter/Clement corridor for any of the Existing plus Project or
2035 Cumulative scenarios. Please also see the Guide to the TEP, which describes how
the SFMTA develops proposals for changes to and/or elimination of transit routes, including
the 3 Jackson, as well of considerations for provision of transit service to seniors, disabled
persons, and school children. Please also see Response MER, in Section 4.K, Merits of the
Proposed Project, pp. 4.K-94 to 4.K-102, regarding proposals to revise the project as
described and analyzed in the EIR, and similar comments related to the support or
opposition of the proposed Service Improvements based on customer access; and
Response PD-3, in Section 4.A, Project Description, pp. RTC-4.A-22 to RTC-4.A-23,
addressing comments on topography and transit service in hilly areas.

12 Folsom-Pacific. The 12 Folsom-Pacific route is proposed for elimination, and service
frequency along the overlapping 10 Sansome route would be more than tripled to
compensate for this route elimination. In addition to the increased service on the 10
Sansome, which would serve the section of the route north of Folsom Street, portions of
the former 12 Folsom-Pacific route west of Second Street would also be covered by the
proposed 27 Folsom and the new 11 Downtown Connector route.

The effects of this change are reflected in the ridership projections and transit impact
analysis presented in the EIR. Under Existing plus Project conditions with the Service
Improvements, transit impacts of the changes to 10 Sansome and 27 Folsom routes, and
on the Other Routes corridors within the Northeast and Southeast screenlines would be
less than significant.

Alignment Changes

6 Parnassus. The 6 Parnassus route is proposed to be rerouted in the Ashbury Heights
neighborhood onto Stanyan Street and Haight Street. This neighborhood would still be
served by the 43 Masonic, the 6 Parnassus, and the N Judah, although some passengers
would need to walk farther to access these routes as well as up or down a hill. The
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longest additional walking distance would be around 1,800 feet (about five blocks
between the intersection of Haight/Stanyan streets and the intersection of Clayton/Cole
streets). While some passengers who wish to ride the 6 Parnassus would be
inconvenienced by having a longer walk time or having to walk up or down a hill, other
route options would still exist to serve all current passengers along the route of the
existing 6 Parnassus. The effects of this change are reflected in the ridership projections
and transit impact analysis presented in Tables 12 and 13 on EIR pp. 4.2-122 to 4.2-135.
Under Existing plus Project conditions, transit impacts on the 6 Parnassus would be less
than significant. One comment states that the N Judah is too crowded for former 6
Parnassus riders to use. However, as reflected in Tables 12 and 13 under Existing plus
Project conditions on EIR pp. 4.2-122 to 4.2-135, the N Judah has capacity (72 percent
capacity utilization outbound in the p.m. peak and 78 percent capacity utilization inbound
in the a.m. peak) to accommodate those riders. Please see the Guide to the TEP, which
describes how proposals for changes to and/or elimination of routes are established,
including the factors considered such as street grades and topography, and how competing
interests are balanced during the decision-making process.

8X Bayshore Express, 8BX Bayshore Express. The sections of the 8X Bayshore Express
and 8BX Bayshore Express routes north of Broadway are proposed for elimination. From
the route section proposed for elimination, the 8X Bayshore Express and 8BX Bayshore
Express routes currently serve downtown, South of Market, then, after traveling along
U.S. 101, the Portola and Visitacion Valley neighborhoods and Geneva Avenue. When
the north of Broadway section is eliminated, passengers from this area would be able to
take the 30 Stockton or the new 11 Downtown Connector and transfer to the 8X
Bayshore Express and 8BX Bayshore Express routes on Stockton Street south of
Broadway, or take the F Market & Wharves and transfer to the 8X Bayshore Express and
8BX Bayshore Express routes at the intersection of Market/Stockton streets.

Please see Response TR-3, pp. RTC-4.D-17 to RTC-4.D-22, for a discussion of shifts in
travel behavior (i.e., mode shift) as a result of implementation of the proposed Service
Improvements.

Comment TR-5: Transit Impacts

A-GGBHTD (2)

(Ron Downing, Director of Planning, Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation
District, Letter and Attachment, September 10, 2013)

The District also raised a concern about the abandonment of weekday peak period and
daytime service on Line 28 between the Golden Gate Bridge Toll Plaza and the Marina
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District. However, the EIR does not appear to analyze potential impacts to Muni riders and
the District's Golden Gate Transit bus service as a result of this proposal. While Golden
Gate Transit bus service operates along a portion of the abandoned line, the service is
tailored to regional travel and typically cannot accommodate heavy local passenger loads.
The District would benefit from an analysis showing whether the proposed Line 28 change
results in capacity problems or operational delays for Golden Gate Transit buses.

A-GGBHTD (4)

(Ron Downing, Director of Planning, Golden Gate Bridge, Highway and Transportation
District, Letter and Attachment, September 10, 2013)

Second, the District is concerned about the abandonment of weekday peak period and
daytime service between the Golden Gate Bridge Toll Plaza and the Marina District. While
Muni Line 28 would continue to operate to/from Dal y City BART Station, it is the District's
experience that the majority of visitors to the Bridge come from (or are destined to) the cast
(e.g., Financial District and Fisherman's Wharf) and not the south. The District operates
Golden Gate Transit bus service in this corridor, but the service is regional in nature and
would not be able to accommodate the passenger volumes carried on Muni Line 28. The
District requests that the TEP EIR analyze the impacts of this loss of service and practical
methods for accommodating the displaced passengers.

0O-CCSJ1 (11)

(Alex Long, Concerned Citizens for Saving #3-Jackson, Letter, September 16, 2013)

We now need to consider what options riders would have if the #3-Jackson were terminated.
The following is a brief summary of the alternatives proposed in the footnotes to Tables 12
and 13 of the EIR for riders currently taking the #3-Jackson locally or downtown to areas like
Union Square and the theatre district:

o #2-Clement - once the bus turns at Presidio Avenue and goes from California to
Sutter, this line is seven blocks away and from 100 to 200 feet different in elevation.
This makes it unlikely that many riders from our community would choose to walk
directly to the #2-Clement line.

o #24-Divisadero - this bus runs up Jackson from Fillmore to Divisadero and then turns
south on Divisadero. Those residents living between Divisadero and Fillmore who
currently take the #3-Jackson could choose to:

o0 ride the #24-Divisadero East to Fillmore and then transfer to the #22-Fillmore
going south and then transfer again at Sutter to the #2-Clement, or

o0 ride the #24-Divisadero West and South to Divisadero & Sutter where they could
transfer to the #2-Clement.

o #22-Fillmore - this bus runs north and south on Fillmore. Those residents living east
of Divisadero might choose to walk multiple blocks to Fillmore and then take the #22-
Fillmore to Sutter where they could transfer to the #2-Clement.

e #43-Masonic - this bus runs north and south on Presidio Avenue, and provides
access to the Presidio. Those residents living west of Divisadero might choose to
walk up the hill to Presidio and take the #43-Masonic to California where they could
transfer to the #2-Clement.
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e Local Use - for residents seeking to go to Laurel Village, JCC, Calvary Church,
Sacramento or Fillmore stores and restaurants, the best alternative would be to walk
the four blocks to California and take the #1-California.

When one looks at the proposed alternative bus routes and the four attributes of our
community that we discussed previously, it becomes clear that in most cases the rider would
need to walk two or more extra blocks and make one or two additional transfers with the net
result of increasing the length of each bus trip by 15-30 minutes (approximately doubles the
total transit time). Is this practical, given that we have a significant group of young student
and elderly riders who would have to do additional walking in a very hilly terrain and then
make one or more additional transfers?

O-CTRIP2 (10)

(Wil Din, Co-Chair, Harvey Louis, Co-Chair, Chinatown Transportation Research and
Improvement Project, Letter, September 17, 2013)

The proposed project would eliminate the 12-Folsom, a core transit line for Chinatown, and
replace this lost service by increasing frequency of the 10-Sansome to 6 minutes during peak
periods and 12 minutes mid-day (TEP DEIR, p. 2-74).

= The current headway of the 10 and 12 lines combined is 10 minutes. The proposed
12 minute headway is a service cut.

» Headways must be maintained or improved both during peak and non-peak hours.

= The 12-Folsom is currently operating at a utilization rate above 70% during peak
periods with a ridership well over 100 during AM and PM peak periods.

» The 12-Folsom is critical connection for Northern Chinatown residents traveling to the
Mission neighborhood.

I-Hutchison (1)

(Jack Hutchison, Email, September 13, 2013)

I have concerns about the proposed change to the Richmond District Express Bus Routes
(LAX/BX, 31AX/BX, and 38AX/BX), which would add new bus stops on Pine Street and Bush
Street at Van Ness Avenue, making those line less “express”. I've been a rider on all of
those express bus lines at one time or another, except the 38AX, during my 28 years living in
the Richmond District and working downtown, and have been witness (as an interested rider
and as a transportation engineer by profession) to the slow slog navigating across Van Ness,
as cars and trucks wait for pedestrians before turning from Bush and Pine onto Van Ness.
The Muni bus drivers are typically good at using the middle lane(s) to avoid the backup in the
right and left turn lanes. | don’t see anything in the TEP DEIR to say where the new bus
stops would be located (i.e., on the near side or far side of Van Ness), but regardless of
where the bus stops would be, requiring the express buses to stop (after traveling in the
right-hand curb lane) will introduce, in my professional opinion, substantial delay for the
buses. Even if the bus stops are on the far side of Van Ness (in theory avoiding the backup
of vehicles in the right-hand curb lane at Van Ness), there are similar delays at the
downstream intersections (Polk Street in the morning and Franklin Street in the
afternoon/evening). Not only do I disagree with the DEIR’s statement (page 4.2-143) that the
increase in bus travel times “would not be substantial enough to affect transit or traffic
operations”, the DEIR provides no basis for that “less than substantial” conclusion (i.e., what
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is the threshold of significance, and what is the estimated increase in bus travel times that
was compared to that threshold of significance?)

I-Ling (1)

(Hom Ling, Email, September 16, 2013)

Please reconsider the proposal for a short-line 10 between Van Ness and Montgomery
Station.

The 10 and 12 north of Market as they are today are extremely unreliable. Unless there are
reliability improvements to be made south of Market and in Potrero Hill, there will still be
major reliability and headway issues on the 10.

[-Martin (3)

(Peter Martin, Letter, September 3, 2013)

The TEP is also mis-directed. The "Effectiveness" part of its name should be "Efficiency".
As we know efficiency does not always mean effectiveness. | am aware of the operating
benefits of running buses faster, but MUNI's mission is to serve the diverse transit needs of
the City and not just to run buses fast. An extreme illustration would be for MUNI not to stop
and pick up passengers. Clearly the buses would run faster without serving passengers.
TEP proposes to eliminate routes and run buses faster. Speed is not critically important to
MUNI riders east of Masonic. Access is important and trimming routes increases walking
distances to MUNI service. Aside from reliability, load factors are a major passenger
concern and source of MUNI delay. During peak commute times, many riders are relatively
mobile. During off-peak times most of the riders are seniors and disabled and access effort
to MUNI is a huge issue - potentially an ADA issue. We are trying to get as many
passengers to use fixed route services like the 3 Jackson rather than expensive door to door
services, so elimination of successful routes like the 3 Jackson makes no sense. The zero
emissions trolley coach warrant special consideration in any service reduction plan. As
mentioned before, service reduction is not consistent with City policies.

[-PanH (18)

(Henry Pan, Letter, September 16, 2013)

1AX/BX, 31AX/BX, 38AX/BX, NX: How will the stop at Van Ness currently proposed be
implemented? Will it be a curb stop, or will an island need to be built?

I-PanH (21)

(Henry Pan, Letter, September 16, 2013)

5-Fulton: | am interested how the traffic circles would impact bus service. Assuming no
other cars are at the intersections traffic circles are slated for, travel time for buses to slowly
navigate the circles would theoretically be the same as a bus stopping at a stop sign and
going again (give or take one second). In addition, the traffic circles would be placed at
many intersections with local stops. Local stops necessitate bypass wires for the limited
buses. If the size of the traffic circle requires all buses to use the bus zone to bypass the
circle, and the bypass wires cannot be used effectively because there is a local bus at the
bus zone, the traffic circle will negate any time savings to the 5/5L.

I-PanH (23)
(Henry Pan, Letter, September 16, 2013)
6-Parnassus: | am concerned how the reroute on Haight Street would impact travel time for
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the 6, especially since the corridor is congested on weekends. | spoke with several
operators during the N shutdown, who complained about having to operate down Haight
Street because of the congestion. It would probably be effective to operate it through
Ashbury Heights instead. If extra service is merited, perhaps resurrecting the 7-Haight
during select trips may help (as it is done on the 6 today). Another alternative would be to
maintain the Ashbury Heights routing of the 6 during rush hour, while maintaining it on Haight
and Stanyan Streets at all other times.

Response TR-5: Transit Impacts

A number of comments express concerns regarding the transit impacts associated with the
Service Improvements on the 3 Jackson, 6 Parnassus, 10 Sansome, 12 Folsom-Pacific, and
28 19" Avenue, and the TTRP.5 proposals. Another comment expresses concerns
regarding the proposed changes to the Richmond District express bus routes, and disagrees
with the statement that the proposed new bus stops on Pine and Bush streets at Van Ness
Avenue would not substantially affect the operations of the 1AX/BX California Express
routes, the 31AX/BX Balboa Express routes, and the 38AX/BX Geary Express routes that
would use these stops. The comment also requests additional information about the
significance criteria by which significant impacts related to increases to bus travel times are
determined.

This response first addresses comments related to the Service Improvements on the 3
Jackson, 6 Parnassus, 10 Sansome, 12 Folsom-Pacific, and 28 19" Avenue routes, then
addresses the comment on the proposed new bus stops on Pine and Bush streets, and
followed by the comment related to proposed traffic circles along the TTRP.5 corridor.

Service Improvements

A number of comments correctly state that route alignment changes and route elimination
proposed as part of the TEP Service Improvements would result in some passengers having
to walk longer distances in order to access Muni service. This is discussed in Impact TR-18
on EIR pp. 4.2-121 to 4.2-163. Please also refer to the Guide to the TEP for additional
information regarding this concern.

Service Improvements would not, however, result in substantial overcrowding on public
sidewalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with
pedestrian accessibility to a particular site and adjoining areas. The TEP, including the
Service Improvements, Service-related Capital Improvements, and TTRPs, would not alter
existing crosswalks or sidewalks except to improve pedestrian conditions by increasing the
protected area in the right of way for pedestrians such as installing pedestrian bulbs, transit
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bulbs, and pedestrian refuge islands, and widening the sidewalk in a few locations. The TPS
Toolkit elements would be implemented as part of the TTRPs and would meet the City
standards. In general, the Service Improvements would result in minimal construction such
as the provision of curb ramps for accessibility. Therefore, impacts of the Service
Improvements on pedestrians were determined to be less than significant.

Regarding the comment stating that service reductions are not consistent with City policy, it
is assumed that the comment is referring to the City’s long-standing Transit First Policy,
which gives top priority to public transit investments as a matter of public policy. As
described on EIR p. 2-57, overall the proposed Service Improvements would add new routes,
discontinue routes, and modify existing routes, among other proposals, and the net effect
would be that 350,000 additional transit service hours would be added to the Muni system on
an annual basis. Please also see Response MER, in Section 4.K, Merits of the Proposed
Project, pp. RTC-4.K-94 to RTC-4.K-102, which addresses similar comments related to
the support or opposition of the proposed Service Improvements based on issues related
to the commenter’s access to a particular route, and the Guide to the TEP, which describes
the factors that the SFMTA considers in developing proposals for changes to and/or
elimination of transit routes and how competing interests are balanced during the decision-
making process.

See also Response MER regarding proposals to revise the project as described and
analyzed in the EIR, and comments in support or opposition of the proposed Service
Improvements based on issues related to the commenters’ access to a particular route.

3 Jackson — Regarding the comment that raised concerns about the young (school-age) and
elderly passengers having to walk farther or transfer buses if the 3 Jackson is discontinued,
as stated in the comment, there are other route options in the vicinity of the 3 Jackson,
including the 1 California, 2 Clement, the 24 Divisadero, the 22 Fillmore, and the 43 Masonic
for the segment of the 3 Jackson that does not run along the same alignment as the 2
Clement. Although discontinuation of the 3 Jackson route would require some passengers to
walk farther than they currently do and to transfer to other routes, as discussed on EIR pp.
4.2-155 to 4.2-156 under Impact TR-18, the CEQA impact of the 3 Jackson Service
Improvements on pedestrians was determined to be less than significant. In addition, please
see Response PD-3, in Section 4.A, Project Description, pp. RTC-4.A-22 to RTC-4.A-23,
regarding topographic conditions and how those are considered in development of the
Service Improvements and any variants. In addition, the Guide to the TEP describes the
factors that the SFMTA considers in developing proposals for changes to and/or elimination
of transit routes and how competing interests are balanced during the decision-making
process.
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6 Parnassus — Suggestions for alternatives to the 6 Parnassus proposal included in one
comment are noted and may be considered by the SFMTA Board and other decision-makers
as part of the project approval process. See also Response MER, in Section 4.K, Merits of
the Proposed Project, pp. RTC-4.K-9 to RTC-4.K-102, regarding proposals to revise the
project as described and analyzed in the EIR. The 6 Parnassus Service Improvements
include eliminating the portion of the route that travels on Clayton Street, Frederick Street,
and Masonic Avenue, and instead rerouting the 6 Parnassus to travel on Stanyan and Haight
streets. The TEP also includes TTRP.71_1 to improve conditions for the 71L Haight-Noriega
Limited and the 6 Parnassus routes along the Haight Street corridor. The TTRP.71_1
proposal is included in the TEP Draft EIR and Final TEP Transportation Study (Final TEP
TIS)® as a program-level proposal. However, since publication of the TEP Draft EIR and
Final TEP TIS, the SFMTA has developed details for three of the nine program-level
proposals. The project-level analysis of TTRP.L, TTRP.9 and TTRP.71_1 has been
incorporated into the TEP Final EIR. The proposed project-level TTRP.71_1 is summarized
below.

TTRP.71_1 would provide transit improvements along the Haight Street corridor, between
the intersections of Haight/Laguna streets and Haight/Stanyan streets. The TTRP.71_1
Moderate Alternative would include transit stop changes, pedestrian improvements, parking
and turn restrictions, lane modifications, and traffic signal and stop sign changes. The
TTRP.71_1 Moderate Alternative would include the replacement of stop signs at ten
intersections on Haight Street (i.e., at Shrader, Clayton, Central, Baker/Buena Vista East,
Broderick, Scott, Pierce, Webster, Buchanan, and Laguna streets) with traffic signals and
would relocate transit stops from nearside to farside on Haight Street at the intersections with
Clayton (inbound and outbound directions), at Pierce (inbound and outbound directions), and
at Buchanan (outbound direction) streets. Right-turn pockets would be installed at four
Haight Street intersections (at Stanyan, Fillmore, and Buchanan streets and at Masonic
Avenue), and westbound left turns would be restricted at the intersection of Haight
Street/Masonic Avenue. Under the TTRP.71_1 Moderate Alternative, the all-way stop-
controlled intersection of Haight Street/Buchanan Street would be signalized. In addition, a
right-turn pocket would be added in the eastbound direction, and a transit queue jump signal
would be provided to allow buses stopped at the bus zone to pass stopped traffic at this
intersection. The TTRP.71_1 Expanded Alternative would include the same transit stop
changes, pedestrian improvements, parking and turn restrictions, and traffic signal and stop
sign changes as the TTRP.71_1 Moderate Alternative, with the following difference: stop
signs would be replaced with traffic calming measures instead of traffic signals at six

3 Fehr & Peers and LCW Consulting. San Francisco Transit Effectiveness Project Transportation
Impact Study, Final Report, July 2013. This document is available for review at the San Francisco
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2011.0558E.
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intersections on Haight Street (i.e., at Shrader, Central, Scott, Pierce, Webster, and Laguna
streets), while stop signs would be replaced with traffic signals at four intersections (i.e., at
Clayton, Baker/Buena Vista East, Broderick, and Buchanan streets).

The comment regarding the 6 Parnassus is based on observations of existing travel on
Haight Street without implementation of the improvements proposed by the TEP, including
the TTRP.71_1 that would prioritize transit operations for the corridor. However, with
implementation of the TTRP.71_1 Moderate Alternative, the travel time of the 6 Parnassus
route would be reduced when compared to Existing plus Service Improvements conditions,
as forecast by SF-CHAMP, by about 7 percent during the a.m. peak period and 2 percent
during the p.m. peak period. Thus, transit operations along the corridor would be improved
under both the TTRP.71_1 Moderate Alternative and the TTRP.71_1 Expanded Alternative.
Therefore, transit operations along the corridor would be improved over existing conditions
during weekday and weekend conditions with implementation of the TTRP.71_1.

10 Sansome and 12 Folsom-Pacific — Regarding the comment that requests consideration
of a short line for the proposed 10 Sansome, although the TEP does not include a proposal
for a short line for the proposed 10 Sansome, whose full route is described on EIR p. 2-74,
the TEP Service Improvements would reduce the a.m. and p.m. peak period headways for
the 10 Sansome from a bus every 20 minutes to a bus every 6 minutes, which would
increase transit capacity from an existing 189 passengers an hour to 630 passengers per
hour (each direction) during both peak periods, as shown in Tables 12 and 13 on EIR pp.
4.2-122 through 4.2-135. The proposed increase in frequency (reduction in the headways
between buses) would also act to increase reliability by reducing the variation in the
difference between the scheduled and actual arrival time.

While it is correct that under Existing conditions, the combined headway of the 10 Townsend
(every 20 minutes during the peak periods) and the 12 Folsom-Pacific (every 20 minutes
during the peak periods) is 10 minutes, as part of the TEP, service on the proposed 10
Sansome would be increased, and the new 11 Downtown Connector would be implemented
(see Table 8 on EIR pp. 2-64 to 2-101). Therefore, the combined headway of the 10
Sansome (every 6 minutes during the peak periods) and the 11 Downtown Connector (every
12 minutes during the peak periods) would result in a 4-minute headway. This would be an
improvement over Existing conditions, and not a reduction in service as suggested in a
comment.

As indicated in Table 12 on EIR p. 4.2-122 and Table 13 on EIR p. 4.2-131, the existing
capacity utilization of the 12 Folsom-Pacific is 65 percent inbound and 76 percent outbound
during the a.m. peak hour, and 71 percent inbound and 66 percent outbound during the p.m.
peak hour, and during both peak hours the capacity utilization is less than the capacity
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utilization standard of 85 percent. The comment correctly states that the peak hour ridership
at the maximum load point for the 12 Folsom-Pacific is currently more than 100 passengers
during both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. While the 12 Folsom-Pacific currently connects
northern Chinatown with the Mission District, similar service would be provided with the 10
Sansome route, and service to the Mission District from this route would be via a transfer to
the 27 Bryant route. In addition, alternate routes between downtown and the Mission District
such as the 14 Mission and 14L Mission Limited (about four blocks or 1,300 feet from the
proposed 27 Folsom) are available. This was considered and accounted for in the transit
analysis of the 10 Sansome.

28 19™" Avenue — Regarding the comments that express concerns about the 28 19" Avenue
Service Improvements, as indicated in the comment, passengers traveling between the
Golden Gate Bridge toll plaza and the terminus near Fort Mason during the weekday daytime
hours would need to take alternate routes. With implementation of the Service
Improvements, the 28 19" Avenue route would terminate at the Golden Gate Bridge during
weekday daytime hours, while during the evenings and on weekends service would continue
to the intersection of Van Ness Avenue/North Point Street (just east of Fort Mason). To
access the Golden Gate Bridge toll plaza area from the east, passengers could take the 1
California, 2 Clement, 28L 19" Avenue Limited, 38 Geary or 38L Geary Limited routes to 19%
Avenue and California Street or Geary Boulevard, and transfer to the 19" Avenue
northbound route. Passengers traveling east from the Golden Gate Bridge toll plaza could
take the 28 19" Avenue south to 19" Avenue and California Street or Geary Boulevard and
transfer to the routes noted above. In addition, as noted in the comment, some Golden Gate
Transit routes serve the Golden Gate Bridge toll plaza, and passengers would be able to use
Golden Gate Transit to and from areas to the east of the Golden Gate Bridge toll plaza. On
weekdays during the daytime hours between 9 a.m. and 6 p.m., there is an average of about
13 passengers per hour traveling from the Golden Gate Bridge toll plaza to the terminal near
Fort Mason and about 2 passengers per hour traveling from the terminal near Fort Mason to
the Golden Gate Bridge toll plaza (passengers traveling to and from the south would not be
affected by the 28 19" Avenue Service Improvements).*

During the weekday daytime period between 9 a.m. and 6 p.m., Golden Gate Transit routes
10, 70 and 101/101x stop at the Golden Gate Bridge toll plaza, and all three routes have
hourly service. During the weekday, the three routes have an average capacity utilization of
40 to 60 percent southbound towards San Francisco and 30 to 60 percent northbound

4 SFMTA, Passenger Activity Report for 28 19" Avenue. The ridership data is available online at the
SFMTA TEP website at http://sfgov.org/site/frame.asp?u=http://www.sfmta.com/. Accessed on
February 21, 2014.
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towards Marin.> The average capacity utilization for all three routes is 51 percent
southbound and 43 percent northbound. If only Golden Gate Transit bus service was used
to accommodate the weekday daytime demand for the segment of the 28 19" Avenue that
would be discontinued during the weekday daytime hours, the addition of an average of 13
passengers southbound and 2 passengers northbound would not substantially affect the
average capacity utilization of the three Golden Gate Transit routes. Therefore, the 28 19™
Avenue Service Improvements would not substantially affect the capacity utilization of the
Golden Gate Transit routes serving the Golden Gate Bridge toll plaza, and impacts on
Golden Gate Transit bus operations would be less than significant.

Transit Stops

Regarding the comment that expresses concerns about the proposed new bus stops on Pine
and Bush Streets on the far side of the intersection with Van Ness Avenue for the 1AX/BX
California Express routes, the 31AX/BX Balboa Express routes, and the 38AX/BX Geary
Express routes, the EIR acknowledges on EIR p. 4.2-143 that the additional stops at these
locations would increase overall bus travel times, but the increase in travel times would not
be substantial enough to affect transit operations or result in significant impacts on these
routes. This determination was based on the San Francisco Planning Department's
significance criteria used to determine whether a proposed project would result in a
significant impact on bus operations. Specifically, a proposed project would result in a
significant impact if it would result in an increase in bus travel time by more than half of the
route’s peak period headway. Therefore, based on the headways between buses presented
in Table 8 on EIR pp. 2-64 to 2-101 for the 1AX/BX California Express routes, the 31AX/BX
Balboa Express routes, and the 38AX/BX Geary Express routes, the significance threshold
would be met if the travel times were to increase by 3.5 minutes during the a.m. peak period
and 6 minutes during the p.m. peak period for the 1AX/BX California Express routes, by 5
minutes during the a.m. peak period and 5.5 minutes during the p.m. peak period for the
31AX/BX Balboa Express routes, and by 5 minutes during the a.m. peak period and 4.5 to
5.5 minutes during the p.m. peak period for the 38AX/BX Geary Express routes, respectively.

The bus stops on Pine and Bush Streets on Van Ness Avenue are proposed on the far side
of the intersection with Van Ness Avenue, and the additional delay would be primarily
associated with the additional time at the stop to drop off and pick up passengers, although
some additional delay would also be incurred as buses merge from the center lane, the lane
in which these buses typically travel, into the right-most lane on the farside of the Van Ness
Avenue intersection. Although dwell data are not available for the proposed stops, as they

5 Email from David Davenport, Golden Gate Transit, to Eric Womeldorff, Fehr & Peers, February 20,
2014.
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do not exist, dwell data for the 38L Geary Limited were used to estimate the dwell time at the
new stops. Similar to the 1AX/BX California Express routes, the 31AX/BX Balboa Express
routes, and the 38AX/BX Geary Express routes, the 38L Geary Limited route is well utilized
during peak periods, and crosses Van Ness Avenue at Geary and O’Farrell streets (about
four blocks, or 1,400 feet, south of Pine and Bush streets). The average dwell time data for
the 38L Geary Limited is currently between 30 to 40 seconds during the peak periods at the
Van Ness Avenue stops. Assuming that the express buses on Pine and Bush streets would
dwell at the stop to pick up or drop off passengers for a similar time, an additional 40
seconds of delay would be added to the bus travel times, which is below the significance
threshold noted above that would result in significant impacts to transit operations. In
addition, it is not anticipated that the change in lane in which the buses travel as they
approach the bus stop would substantially increase the average delay. Therefore, as
discussed above, the combination of additional travel time and dwell time at the stops would
not exceed the significance criterion, and the impacts of the additional stops on the
operations of the 1AX/BX California Express routes, the 31AX/BX Balboa Express routes,
and the 38AX/BX Geary Express routes would be less than significant.

As described on EIR p. 4.2-143, the new bus stops would be added on Pine and Bush
streets at Van Ness Avenue to improve connections to the Civic Center and the Northern
Waterfront using the 47 Van Ness and the 49 Van Ness-Mission, as well as to the planned
49L Van Ness-Mission Limited (i.e., the Van Ness Avenue Bus Rapid Transit route which
would replace the 49 Van Ness-Mission route).

TTRP.5 Expanded Alternative

Regarding the comment about impacts of traffic circles proposed as part of the TTRP.5
Expanded Alternative on transit, the comment is correct in stating that the delay to transit
associated with traffic circles would be similar to that associated with unsignalized
intersections. With implementation of the TTRP.5 Expanded Alternative, traffic circles would
be installed at six intersections along McAllister Street. At the study intersection of
Scott/McAllister streets, for example, with implementation of the traffic circle, the delay on the
eastbound and westbound approaches on which the 5 Fulton/5L Fulton Limited routes travel
would decrease an average of one and two seconds of delay per vehicle, respectively.
Replacing stop signs with traffic circles would not affect the operation of the 5 Fulton/5L
Fulton Limited service, and would not require all buses to stop at the bus zone along the
corridor, as suggested in a comment. Overall, as indicated in Impact TR-23 on EIR pp. 4.2-
189 to 4.2-191, the impact of traffic circles along Fulton and McAllister streets as part of
TTRP.5 Expanded Alternative would be less than significant.

Case No. 2011.0558E RTC-4.D-45 Transit Effectiveness Project
March 27, 2014 Final EIR



Section 4: Comments and Responses
4.D Transportation and Circulation

Comment TR-6: Traffic Impacts

O-CCSC (5)
(Priya Sawhney, Central City SRO Collaborative, Letter, September 18, 2013)
= We encourage further analysis of whether or not this proposed change [19 Polk] will
create significant impacts.

» The Level of Service (LOS) analysis along Larkin Street and its surrounding
roadways is insufficient and needs to be re-examined.

O-CTRIP1 (1) (p. 29)

(Phil Chin, Chinatown Transportation and Research Improvement Project, Public Hearing
Transcript, August 15, 2013)

The 30 Stockton -- there was a proposal for a stop on the near side of Washington and
Stockton. We generally support having far-side stops. On this particular case we didn't
feel it was safe, because at the intersection and one block away there are three major
construction projects that will be ongoing for several years. We feel that if the stop is on
the far side, it would really hamper traffic flow and basically create gridlock.

O-CTRIP2 (6)

(Wil Din, Co-Chair, Harvey Louis, Co-Chair, Chinatown Transportation Research and
Improvement Project, Letter, September 17, 2013)

30-Stockton

TRIP is opposed to the addition of a new northbound stop at the northeast corner of Stockton
and Washington and instead supports a new northbound stop between Washington and Clay
(TEP DEIR, pg 2-160).

= Washington is a major escape route for motorists exiting Chinatown, particularly for
those leaving Portsmouth Square Garage. The proposed location of a new stop at
the northeast comer of Stockton and Washington will impede right turn traffic and
cause increased congestion within the dense core of the neighborhood.

O-GPA (3)

(Michael Rice, President, Glen Park Association, Letter, September 11, 2013)

We did identify the following questions about proposed 35-Eureka service that must be
addressed in the Final EIR:

1. The proposed route would use Wilder Street, Arlington Street and Bosworth Street as
the loop in Glen Park. Given existing traffic conditions in Glen Park, a bus making a
left-turn from Diamond to Wilder would potentially add to current peak-hour
congestion at the Diamond-Bosworth intersection a short distance to the south. How
would this affect intersection operations at Diamond Street intersections with Chenery
and Bosworth?

2. Large delivery trucks serving Glen Park businesses, as a practical matter, often
double-park Wilder Street for various periods. How would a bus route on Wilder
operate with those conditions?
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O-GPA (5)

(Michael Rice, President, Glen Park Association, Letter, September 11, 2013)

We did identify the following questions about proposed 35-Eureka service that must be
addressed in the Final EIR:

5. What would be the traffic, noise, displacement of parking, and other effects of the
“Potential 35 Eureka Service Variant” using Diamond, Bosworth, Brompton and
Chenery Streets?

I-Bartak (2)

(John Bartak, Letter, August 20, 2013)

. The George Moscone school on Harrison Street would be badly impacted [27
Folsom Variant 2]. | suggest that someone from your office stop by the school when school
is let out. There are parents double and triple parked on Harrison Street, school buses
picking kids up, and general chaos. Adding city buses into this mix would be unsafe, would
likely make buses run late, and frustrate parents.

I-Bechtel (1)
(Brian Bechtel, Email, August 8, 2013)
I have one concern. The proposal to modify the 35 Eureka route includes

* Buses would turn around near Glen Park Station using Wilder, Arlington, Bosworth
and Diamond streets.

This would present significant issues in traffic, safety, and accessibility.

The corner of Wilder and Diamond contains the Glen Park branch of the San Francisco
Public Library and Canyon Market. The Canyon Market, in particular, is extremely popular
with residents of the Glen Park and Sunnyside areas of San Francisco. There are many cars
double parked on those two streets during the busy times of the day. It has constant
deliveries of produce and groceries by rather large delivery trucks. In addition, those streets
are popular because of the restaurants and coffee shops in the area. You also have the 23,
36, 44, and 52 buses servicing this area, as well as private shuttles and buses.

Using that area as a turn around for the 35 Eureka bus would be a disaster. Buses would
frequently be unable to navigate the delivery trucks and double-parked automobiles on
Wilder.

I-Beigel (4)
(Lynda Beigel, Email, August 31, 2013)
3. Dedicating the busiest internal commute streets, like Masonic and Fulton, [TTRP.5] to
transit will only increase traffic problems and congestion by eliminating traffic lanes!

I-Beigel (7)
(Lynda Beigel, Email, August 31, 2013)
6. Widened curbs are a bad idea, forcing other vehicles into the middle of the intersection
to make turns, where they cannot see oncoming traffic through a stopped bus.
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I-Bromberger (3)

(Seth Bromberger, Email, September 9, 2013)

...and will negatively impact the already dismal traffic situation in the Polk Street corridor
[reroute 27 Folsom].

I-Bromberger (5)

(Seth Bromberger, Email, September 9, 2013)

| also note that there are weight restrictions on vehicles turning east onto Vallejo Street from
Polk Street. MUNI buses certainly exceed these posted limits.

I-ChristensenM (3) (p. 14)

(Mark Christensen, Public Hearing Transcript, August 15, 2013)

For those who need it, you also have the 28 Unlimited, which could move a lot quicker.
Then you have bulb-outs suggested for 19th Avenue [28/28L 19" Avenue] and other
thoroughfares. Every time a bus stops at a bulb-out, it blocks traffic behind it in the curb
traffic lane. That will only further back up traffic along the busy roadway and result in
delaying the next bus that is mired in the resulting traffic backup. How then does that
speed up service?

I-Elliott (1)

(Chance Elliott, Email, August 1, 2013)

I would like to voice my concern over the proposed changes to the 35 Eureka bus route
through the Glen Park central business corridor. The proposed route uses Wilder street and
Diamond as the loop to connect BART with the 35. This is one of the most congested
intersections in the city. Due to the high traffic on Diamond St, as well as the Canyon Market
and numerous other central businesses, Wilder street at Diamond is generally completely
grid locked with delivery trucks, people parking, people double parked, pedestrian traffic and
cyclist who use Wilder as a connector street. Adding a bus to this mix would make both
Wilder and Diamond completely impassible during most hours of the day, and would make
for an ineffective and troublesome bus route. Please reconsider this route modification as it
will have a negative impact on both riders, as well and the Glen Park community as a whole.

I-Friedman (2)

(Phyllis Friedman, Email, September 12, 2013)

There is already more than enough traffic and noise without having buses [27 Folsom] to
contend with as well....

I-Greene (2)

(Toni Greene, Email, September 7, 2013)

...This area is very close to a busy part of Polk Street with many restaurants and bars, and
closer to the Bay which adds to congestion due to Lombard Street, etc. Vallejo Street also
does not go right over Russian Hill to North Beach, which can also add to more traffic.

Please please please - DO NOT re-route Bus #27 to Vallejo Street!! It will just add to the
noise and traffic congestion.
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I-lsyanova2 (4)

(Victoria Isyanova, Email, August 2, 2013)

| am not going into details that it [reroute 18 46™ Avenue] will create more cars, more
accidents on intersections without street light, normal sidewalks for passenger to catch
alternatives.

I-LewisR (2)

(Rob Lewis, Email, September 6, 2013)

Here are a few very simple reasons why the current proposed path [reroute 27 Folsom]
does not work.

1. There are 2 Day Care business on Vallejo Street - (1) at 1372 Vallejo and (1) at 1424
Vallejo. There are many kids from ages 2 to 4 that attend these schools, the parents
double park to drop the kids off this will cause the bus to go around or wait for the
park car to move creating dangerous situations.

I-LewisR (4)
(Rob Lewis, Email, September 6, 2013)
Here are a few very simple reasons why the current proposed path does not work.....

3. Vallejo Street has many deliveries - again the trucks double park - the bus will slow
down traffic and create dangerous situations when trying to go around a park car.
Also cars coming out of garages on Vallejo Street have a hard time seeing double
park cars and cars, buses and trucks going around double park cars.

I-McCahon (1)

(Lisa McCahon, Email, August 1, 2013)

I would like to express my concern over the proposed changes to the 35 Eureka bus route
through the Glen Park central business corridor. The proposal changes the route to use
Wilder Street and Diamond Street as a way to connect the 35 with BART. | have been a
resident of Glen Park now for 7 years. This area is already extremely congested especially
due to the market on the corner of Wilder and Diamond. Wilder is often busy everyday with
delivery trucks as well as people parking to shop at the store. The store enriches the
neighborhood and is much appreciated by the residents but it causes a lot of congestion in
an area already extremely congested due to BART and the freeway entrance traffic. Adding
a bus to Wilder Street would clog the neighborhood even more. It is not a smart decision. |
invite you to come visit Wilder Street during the busy times including morning delivery truck
and after work congestion doubled with people parking for the store. Driveways are often
illegally blocked. People are often double parked and trucks are often in the street making
deliveries. | don't see how a bus could smoothly run through that chaos. Wilder Street just
can't handle it....

[-Mitchell (1)

(Diana Mitchell, Email, August 8, 2013)

I would like to voice my concerns over the proposed changes to run the 35 Eureka bus route
through Wilder Street and the surrounding area. | live above Canyon Market and spent the
last two years working from home, and can tell you that Wilder Street is severely congested
M-F. Canyon Market receives deliveries each day starting before 6am, and often ending
after 7pm. Because their loading doc is small and only reserved 9am-1pm, this means that
trucks are usually double parked. This included several 18 wheelers that deliver daily. The
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restaurants across the street also receive deliveries on Wilder, often resulting in trucks
double parked on both sides of the street. | am often completely blocked from exiting my
garage while | try to hunt down delivery guys to move their trucks. Also, during commuting
hours the street is filled with people double parking and making three point turns to find
parking. | think running a bus line down the street would not only add to the congestion, but
would be a big headache for muni. | ask that you take this into consideration before making
any decisions regarding the changes to this bus route.

I-PanH (14)

(Henry Pan, Letter, September 16, 2013)

Also, why is it not feasible to remove the left turn lane at Winston that impedes the M right-of-
way entirely, let alone shift the left turn lanes one lane to the right [TTRP.28 1 Expanded
Alternative]?

I-PanH (34)

(Henry Pan, Letter, September 16, 2013)

14-Mission: On page 148, the IS details forced right turns on Mission to make service more
effective. This implies a negative effect as traffic is held up making right turns, holding up the
14/49 in the process. Are there plans to install a queue jump for the buses, or to leave it as
planned? Also, would bypass wires be necessary for the 14L since it is theoretically sharing
the same stops at the 49L? Perhaps the funding for bypass wires would be better invested
for extending the 14L to Daly City BART, proving a cohesive and comprehensive rapid
network.

I-Peltz2 (1)

(Steve Peltz, Email, September 13, 2013)

Below is the previous letter | sent in support of extending the 35 line to the Glen Park BART
station. While 1 still support the extension, Wilder Street cannot accommodate bus traffic. |
live on Wilder street and the intersection of Wilder and Diamond is frequently backed-up. In
addition, commercial trucks serving Canyon Park Market double park on Wilder Street all
morning long. The prospect of a bus negotiating Wilder and Diamond sounds impossible. |
know that the streets are dense and compact in this area and alternatives would all have
their difficulties, but Wilder street would be a grid- locked mess with buses.

I-Ravel (2)

(Elise Ravel, Email, September 17, 2013)

The route [reroute 35 Eureka] on Wilder St. is unacceptable. The street is too small and
congested to accept transit vehicles, with delivery trucks and double parking of market
customers, as well as cars waiting for BART riders.

I-RiekeR (3)

(Ruby Rieke, Email, August 14, 2013)

Please help us prevent this plan [buses on Harrison Street — 27 Folsom]. If it goes
through it will be super congested and not improve bus service and just make a giant traffic
mess. During school pickup and drop off the cars are already double parked for blocks.
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I-SooHooL (1)

(Linda Soo Hoo, Email, September 11, 2013)

I'am so angry will all of you. Why can't you leave our lovely neighborhood alone. We have
enough traffic already, with the go cars, tour buses, the ambulances, the cable cars, and the
buses - we have enough transportation, noise, pollutions, foot and car traffic.

| beg you NOT to reroute buses [reroute 27 Folsom] on to Vallejo St. 1 will not stand for

I-Strahs (3)

(Mark Strahs, Email, September 4, 2013)

Another concern is that cars often roll through the stop signs as they cross Vallejo and Larkin
as the drivers tend to focus on catching a green light at Broadway rather than coming to a
complete stop at the stop sign at this corner. For whatever reason, the buses constantly roll
through stop signs in the city and | would anticipate that this corner will become even more of
a trouble spot.

In addition, the corner of Vallejo and Polk is extremely busy with foot traffic, autos and
bicycles. When | am driving across that intersection, | often have to wait for several minutes
as people walk across the road from all sides (and bus drivers tend to be less patient). Rush
hour traffic also builds up on Polk at Vallejo as commuters by- pass Van Ness to try to get to
Broadway, often causing blocks of backed up traffic on Polk from Broadway to Union.
Putting additional bus traffic through to this equation will be a disaster [reroute 27].

I-Weninger (3)

(Andrea Weninger, Email, September 6, 2013)

Another concern is that cars often roll through the stop signs as they cross Vallejo and Larkin
as the drivers tend to focus on catching a green light at Broadway rather than coming to a
complete stop at the stop sign at this corner [reroute 27 Folsom]. For whatever reason, the
buses constantly roll through stop signs in the city and | would anticipate that this corner will
become even more of a trouble spot.

In addition, the corner of Vallejo and Polk is extremely busy with foot traffic, autos and
bicycles. When | am driving across that intersection, | often have to wait for several minutes
as people walk across the road from all sides (and bus drivers tend to be less patient). Rush
hour traffic also builds up on Polk at Vallejo as commuters by- pass Van Ness to try to get to
Broadway, often causing blocks of backed up traffic on Polk from Broadway to Union.
Putting additional bus traffic through to this equation will be a disaster.

I-Wizowski (3)

(Kathy Wizowski, Email, September 5, 2013)

Another reason my family and | don't approve of this proposed plan [reroute 27 Folsom] is
that this area already has so many bus lines; 10 Townsend, 19 Polk, 45 Union, 47 Van Ness,
to name just a few, in the end it would just add more congestion to an already overcrowded
area.

I-Wunderling (1)

(Jan Wunderling, Email, September 17, 2013)

| strongly urge you to reconsider shifting the #27 bus route to Vallejo Street [reroute 27
Folsom].
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I'm especially concerned about adding buses to the already busy intersection of Larkin and
Vallejo streets, since Larkin is heavily trafficked before and after the Broadway Tunnel. The
intersection at Polk and Vallejo can also quickly get backed up in all directions.

During the week but especially on weekends, we get additional traffic in the neighborhood
and also have to deal with the influx of bar patrons and their behavior after hours. Adding
the congestion, noise, and reduction in parking spaces that would be a result of inserting
buses into the mix would be extremely undesirable and exacerbate the situation.

I-Yates (2)
(Tom Yates, Email, September 17, 2013)
e The 27-Jackson MUNI line should NOT be re-routed to Vallejo St. because:

o Jackson St is two-lanes in the same direction which:

= provides buses a clear and safe route for negotiating double-parked vehicles
and delivery vehicles without the risks associated with on-coming vehicles

= means Jackson carries 1/2 the bus traffic that Vallejo St will carry, despite
Vallejo St being designed to carry less traffic overall

0 The intersection of Polk St and Vallejo St has:

= very high pedestrian traffic which causes traffic congestion and adding
additional MUNI traffic will make the intersection more dangerous for
pedestrians, bicyclist, automobiles, and MUNI.

= suffers from a large number of delivery vehicles blocking or partially blocking
lanes which will make it nearly impossible for MUNI buses to navigate Vallejo
and will cause frequent service delays

= very high congestion at rush hour which will cause additional service delays

o It will require removal of parking spaces near Polk St which contradicts the
SFMTA agreement with the community for non-removal of parking spaces per the
Polk St Bicycle Lane project.

Response TR-6: Traffic Impacts

The comments raise concerns regarding traffic impacts of the proposed Service
Improvements, in particular regarding effects on the 18 46" Avenue, the 19 Polk, the 27
Folsom on Vallejo Street, the 27 Folsom Service Variant on Harrison Street, and the 35
Eureka routes, and of the TTRP.5, TTRP.14 (for the 14 Mission, 14L Mission Limited and 49
Van Ness-Mission routes), TTRP.28_1, and TTRP.30_1 proposals. One comment expresses
concern about the lack of appropriate study of intersections along Larkin Street and nearby
streets with respect to the proposed 19 Polk Service Improvement. A number of comments
raised concerns regarding there being an existing problem with enforcement of parking and
traffic regulations on Wilder, Vallejo, and Harrison streets and how this would relate to the
proposed 35 Eureka and 27 Folsom Service Improvements. One comment also raises
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concerns about removal of parking spaces near Polk Street as it relates to the proposed 27
Folsom Service Improvements and states that this conflicts with the SFMTA agreement with
the community that parking spaces would not be removed per the Polk Street Improvement
project (referred to as the Polk Street Bicycle Lane project). Please also see Response PP-
2, in Section 4.B, Plans and Policies, pp. RTC-4.B-9 to RTC-4.B-11, regarding coordination
of the TEP with other City projects such as the Polk Street Improvement Project, and
Response TR-11, pp. RTC-4.D-79 to RTC-4.D-82, regarding parking impacts. Two
comments express concerns about the proposed new bus stop and transit bulb at the
northeast corner of Stockton and Washington streets under the TTRP.30_1 Moderate and
Expanded Alternatives.

This response first presents an overview of the traffic impact analysis of the proposed
Service Improvements and TTRP proposals, then addresses comments related to the
Service Improvements on the 17 Parkmerced, 18 46" Avenue, 27 Folsom, 27 Folsom
Service Variant, and 35 Eureka routes, the TTRP.5, TTRP.14, TTRP.28 1 and TTRP.30_1
proposals, and transit bulbs.

In response to a number of comments that raise traffic concerns that are occurring under
existing conditions and would continue to occur, the purpose of the environmental analysis is
to determine if a proposed project would result in significant adverse changes to the existing
physical conditions in the project vicinity. At locations where problems now exist, the
proposed project’s contributions to the existing problems are examined and assessed to
determine if the proposed project would worsen existing conditions to the extent that it would
result in significant transportation impacts. CEQA does not require analysis of existing
activities unrelated to the proposed project that would continue to occur, as these activities
are reflected in the baseline (existing) conditions. Resolution of existing transportation
problems is also not required. However, these community concerns are noted and may be
considered by the SFMTA Board independent of the CEQA analysis.

Traffic Impacts Overview

The impact of the proposed Service Improvements and Service Variants on traffic conditions
is discussed in Impact TR-18 on EIR pp. 4.2-121 to 4.2-162, and with the proposed changes
to transit service, traffic impacts would be less than significant. The impact of the proposed
Service Improvements and the TTRP Moderate Alternative or TTRP Expanded Alternative on
traffic conditions is discussed in Impact TR-22 through Impact TR-42 on EIR pp. 4.2-179 to
4.2-205. Under Existing plus Service Improvements and the TTRP Moderate Alternative or
TTRP Variants, none of the 78 study intersections would worsen from acceptable (LOS D or
better) to unacceptable levels (LOS E or F), and eight of the 78 study intersections would
continue to operate at LOS E or LOS F conditions during the a.m. and/or p.m. peak hours.
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However, based on an assessment of the project's changes to these LOS E or LOS F
intersection operations with implementation of the eight project-level TTRPs, intersection
operating conditions would not substantially change as compared to Existing conditions, or
the TTRP Moderate Alternative and TTRP Variants would not substantially worsen
intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F conditions, and therefore, the TTRP Moderate
Alternative and TTRP Variants would have less-than-significant project-specific traffic
impacts.

Under Existing plus Project conditions, implementation of the TTRP Expanded Alternative on
the TTRP.J, TTRP.L, TTRP.N, TTRP.5, TTRP.8X, TTRP.9, TTRP.28 1 and TTRP.71_1
corridors would have less-than-significant project-specific traffic impacts. However, with
implementation of the TTRP Expanded Alternative and TTRP Variants on the Mission Street
(TTRP.14), 16" Street (TTRP.22_1) and Stockton Street and Columbus Avenue
(TTRP.30_1) corridors, in combination with the Service Improvements, significant and
unavoidable impacts would occur at five of the 78 study intersections under Existing plus
Project conditions (i.e., at the intersections of Randall Street/San Jose Avenue, 16™
Street/Bryant Street, 16" Street/Potrero Avenue, 16™ Street/Seventh Street, Columbus
Avenue/Green Street/Stockton Street).

Specific Service Improvements

17 Parkmerced and 18 46" Avenue — Service changes are proposed for both the 17
Parkmerced and the 18 46™ Avenue route to better optimize service in the Parkmerced area.
The 18 46" Avenue would be rerouted to operate more directly between the San Francisco
Zoo and the Stonestown Galleria by eliminating the existing portion of the route around Lake
Merced via Skyline Boulevard, John Muir Drive, and Lake Merced Boulevard. The 17
Parkmerced would be extended and rerouted to replace the portion of the existing 18 46"
Avenue around Lake Merced. The new segments of the rerouted 18 46" Avenue would
travel on streets that currently have transit and bus stops (i.e., Sunset Boulevard and
Winston Drive on which the 29 Sunset currently travels), and would add up to four buses per
hour on these streets, which would not substantially alter existing traffic or other (for
example, pedestrian) operations or conditions. Routing of the 18 46" Avenue along Sunset
Boulevard and Winston Drive would be similar to conditions for the existing 18 46" Avenue
routing on Skyline Boulevard, John Muir Drive, and Lake Merced Boulevard, and therefore it
is not expected that the proposed 18 46™ Avenue Service Improvements would result in an
increase in accidents along Sunset Boulevard and Winston Drive. As discussed in Impact
TR-18 on EIR pp. 4.2-121 to 4.2-162, with the proposed changes to transit service, transit,
traffic, and pedestrian conditions would remain similar to Existing conditions, and impacts on
traffic, transit, bicyclists, and pedestrians would be less than significant.
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19 Polk — As part of the traffic analysis for Existing, Existing plus Project, and 2035
Cumulative conditions, 78 study intersections® were chosen for analysis as representative of
the potential transit and traffic impacts of the Service Improvements. Intersections along
Larkin Street were not selected because the proposed 19 Polk Service Improvement would
not increase transit traffic on Larkin Street. Instead, Service Improvements proposed for the
19 Polk route would eliminate service on Larkin Street between Geary and Market streets.

27 Folsom — A number of comments raise concerns with the proposed routing of the
27 Folsom onto Vallejo Street between Leavenworth Street and Van Ness Avenue (four
blocks or approximately 1,900 feet), particularly due to the street width of Vallejo Street,
traffic levels, and Existing conditions related to commercial vehicle and loading/unloading
operations including an existing problem with enforcement of parking and traffic regulations.
The total right-of-way (i.e., property line to property line) of Vallejo Street east of Van Ness
Avenue is 68.75 feet wide, which accommodates 15-foot-wide sidewalks on both sides of the
street, two 7-foot-wide parking lanes, and two 12-foot-wide travel lanes. The width of the
Vallejo Street right-of-way is the same as for Jackson and Washington streets, on which the
27 Bryant (proposed to become the 27 Folsom) currently travels. Twelve-foot-wide travel
lanes are adequate for buses, and therefore, the travel lanes on Vallejo Street are not too
narrow to safely accommodate buses, as suggested in a comment. In addition, the 15-foot-
wide sidewalks exceed the recommended width (i.e., 12 feet) for neighborhood residential
streets recommended in the Better Streets Plan,’” and therefore, the sidewalks are adequate
to safely accommodate pedestrians, including children.

Vallejo Street is a residential street with generally low traffic volumes. Vallejo Street is
discontinuous east of Jones Street (i.e., one block, or 490 feet, east of Leavenworth Street),
which contributes to the lower traffic volumes as compared to other nearby east-west streets
such as Jackson Street. Intersection LOS operating conditions along the proposed route are
similar to or better than those along existing portions of the 27 Bryant route (proposed to
become the 27 Folsom), at LOS D or better (e.g., on streets that have transit and with higher
levels of traffic volumes than along Vallejo Street, such as McAllister and Church streets, as

6 The traffic analysis in the Draft EIR analyzed 70 study intersections on EIR pp. 4.2-179 to 4.2-204.
However, since publication of the Draft EIR, project level details have been developed for the
TTRP.L, TTRP.9 and TTRP.71_1. Eight additional intersections have been analyzed and the
analysis is summarized in Section 2 of this Responses to Comments document and presented as
staff-initiated text changes in Section 5.

7 The San Francisco Better Streets Plan, which was adopted in 2010, creates a unified set of
standards, guidelines, and implementation strategies to govern how the City designs, builds, and
maintains its pedestrian environment. A key goal of the Better Streets Plan is to prioritize the needs
of walking, bicycling, transit use, and the use of streets as public spaces for social interaction and
community life, following San Francisco’s General Plan, Transit First Policy, and Better Streets
Policy.
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shown in Table 17 on EIR pp. 4.2-182 to 4.2-186, the intersections of McAllister/Scott streets
and 25"/Church streets operate at LOS B and LOS C, respectively). As indicated in a
number of comments, during peak periods, Existing conditions at the intersection of
Vallejo/Polk streets are more congested than those on Vallejo Street to the east of Polk
Street; however, as at other unsignalized intersections along Polk Street (e.g., at Green,
Filbert, and Greenwich streets to the north), the traffic volumes would not likely meet traffic
signal warrants, and therefore a traffic signal at this locations would not be warranted.
Please also refer to Response TR-11, pp. RTC-4.D-79 to 4.D-82, which includes a
description of SFMTA'’s ongoing Polk Street Improvement Project with the community for the
segment of Polk Street between Union and McAllister streets (i.e., which includes the
intersection of Vallejo/Polk streets), to develop and implement a streetscape design that
creates a thriving and active corridor, enhance the pedestrian experience, complement
bicycle and transit mobility, and support commercial activities.

A comment is correct in stating that the 10 Townsend, 19 Polk, 45 Union, and 47 Van Ness
are in the vicinity of the proposed 27 Folsom Street Service Improvements north of
Washington and Jackson streets. The 27 Folsom Service Improvements would add up to
three buses per hour on Vallejo Street, and would not substantially change Existing
conditions in the vicinity of the daycare facilities noted in the comments. Conditions for
pedestrians, bicyclists, and drivers, including those making deliveries, would be similar to
other locations within San Francisco where bus routes run adjacent to schools and daycare
facilities, and would not result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, create
potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or bicyclists, or otherwise interfere with
pedestrian, bicycle, or vehicle accessibility to a particular site and adjoining areas. The
daycare facility drop-off and pick-up operations occur for a limited duration primarily at the
start and end of the workday. If the daycare drop-off and pick-up operations affect bus
operations, the SFMTA’s Sustainable Streets Division could coordinate with the daycare
facility to install a white passenger loading/unloading zone and/or establish short-term
parking regulations that would create curb space by restricting parking for pick-up and drop-
off activities. White zones are for passenger loading and unloading during certain hours with
a time limit of five minutes and the driver must remain with the vehicle at all times (limited
exceptions apply at preschools and hospitals). The daycare or school may also
independently apply for a «color curb at the 311 service portal found at
http://www.sfmta.com/services/streets-sidewalks/installation-requests/new-color-curb. These
applications require a fee and are considered at a public hearing. Providing short-term
parking adjacent to the facility may enhance drop-off and pick-up procedures, and reduce the
existing double-parking noted in the comment.
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CEQA does not require analysis of existing activities unrelated to the proposed project that
would continue to occur, as these activities are reflected in the baseline conditions. The
resolution of existing transportation problems, such as illegal double-parking along Vallejo
Street or drivers rolling through the intersection of Vallejo/Larkin streets, are enforcement
issues and are not the result of the proposed TEP. Therefore, no mitigation would be
required as part of the proposed TEP. If the SFMTA determines that the existing double-
parking on Vallejo Street, all-way stop-controlled operations at the intersections of
Vallejo/Polk streets or Green/Polk streets (the intersection of Green/Polk street has similar
conditions as the intersection of Vallejo/Polk streets), or cars rolling through the intersection
of Vallejo/Larkin streets interfere with operations of the 27 Folsom, the SFMTA could
designate additional on-street curb space for loading activities, signalize intersections, or
enforce existing regulations. However, these concerns are noted, and may be considered by
the SFMTA Board as part of the TEP approval, which is considered independent of the
CEQA analysis.

In response to the comment regarding weight restrictions on Vallejo Street, Vallejo Street
between Montgomery and Sansome streets, and between Polk and Mason streets, is subject
to San Francisco Transportation Code 8501: Vehicle Weight Restrictions that limit non-
exempt vehicles (e.qg., transit, emergency vehicles, school buses) of a gross weight in excess
of 6,000 pounds. Public transit vehicles, emergency vehicles, and school buses are exempt
from these weight limits.

Please also refer to Responses NO-1 and NO-2, in Section 4.E, Noise, pp. RTC-4.E-4 to
RTC-4.E-12 and RTC-4.E-12 to RTC-4.E-13, respectively, regarding the impact of the
Service Improvements, including the 27 Folsom Service Improvement, on noise levels.
Please also see Response TR-11, pp. RTC-4.D-79 to RTC-4.D-82, regarding the 27 Folsom
Street Service Improvements parking impacts on Polk Street.

27 Folsom Service Variant — A number of comments raise concerns about the proposed
variant routing of the 27 Folsom onto Harrison Street, particularly due to the location of
schools on Harrison Street and existing problems related to double-parking during student
pick-up and drop-off times. The addition of up to three buses per hour on Harrison Street
would not substantially change Existing conditions in the vicinity of the George Moscone
School on Harrison Street. The school drop-off and pick-up activities occur only for a limited
duration before classes and after school lets out. If school operations result in double- and
triple-parking, as noted in the comment, and affect the 27 Folsom bus operations, the
SFMTA'’s Sustainable Streets Division could coordinate with the school to install a white
passenger loading/unloading zone that would create curb space by restricting parking for
pick-up and drop-off activities, which may enhance drop-off and pick-up procedures and
reduce the existing double and triple parking. CEQA does not require analysis of existing
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activities unrelated to the proposed project that would continue to occur, as these activities
are reflected in the baseline conditions. The resolution of existing transportation issues is
also not required. However, these community concerns are noted and may be considered by
the SFMTA Board independent of the CEQA analysis.

See also Response MER, in Section 4.K, Merits of the Proposed Project, pp. RTC-4.K-94 to
RTC-4.K-102, regarding proposals to revise the project as described and analyzed in the
EIR. Please also refer to Response AQ-1, in Section 4.F, Air Quality, pp. RTC-4.F-6 to
RTC-4.F-13, regarding the impact of the 27 Folsom Variant 2 on air quality.

35 Eureka — A comment is correct in stating that the 23 Monterey, 36 Teresita, 44
O’Shaughnessy, and 52 Excelsior are in the vicinity of the proposed 35 Eureka Service
Improvements in the Glen Park area. The 35 Eureka Service Improvement would extend the
35 Eureka to the Glen Park BART station via Diamond Street southbound to Bosworth
Street, and would make a left turn onto Bosworth Street eastbound (with a stop adjacent to
the BART station), a left turn onto Arlington Street northbound, a left turn onto Wilder Street
westbound, and a right turn onto Diamond Street northbound to connect with the existing
route at Diamond Heights Boulevard. The proposed extension would be facilitated at the
intersection of Bosworth/Diamond streets by the planned southbound left turn pocket from
Diamond Street onto Bosworth Street, and signal timing changes as a result of the Glen Park
Community Plan. The 35 Eureka Service Improvement does not propose that buses turn left
from Diamond Street southbound onto Wilder Street eastbound as noted in some of the
comments. Therefore, some of the traffic issues for eastbound traffic (double parking, etc.)
and the potential impact to the intersection of Diamond/Chenery noted in the comments may
not apply to the TEP proposed westbound routing. Furthermore, the 35 Eureka Service
Improvements are proposed to include the use of vans, which could more easily maneuver
narrower streets in the Glen Park neighborhood.

With the 35 Eureka Service Improvements, buses would travel in the westbound travel lane
across from the loading dock for the Canyon Market, and would not be affected by double-
parked vehicles adjacent to the Canyon Market within the eastbound travel lane, although
some vehicles serving the Canyon Market may also double-park within the westbound travel
lane. As noted above, CEQA does not require analysis of existing activities unrelated to the
proposed project that would continue to occur, as these activities are reflected in the baseline
conditions. Resolution of existing transportation problems is also not required. However,
these community concerns are noted and may be considered by the SFMTA Board
independent of the CEQA analysis. If the SFMTA determines that the existing loading
operations obstruct the 35 Eureka on Wilder Street, the SFMTA could coordinate with local
businesses to designate additional on-street curb space for loading activities, particularly
during the peak loading hours, or enforce existing regulations. The intersection of

Case No. 2011.0558E RTC-4.D-58 Transit Effectiveness Project
March 27, 2014 Final EIR



Section 4: Comments and Responses
4.D Transportation and Circulation

Diamond/Wilder streets currently has a “KEEP CLEAR” regulation across the intersection to
facilitate right turns from Wilder Street westbound onto Diamond Street northbound and no
known pedestrian issues have been observed by SFMTA staff.

The 35 Eureka Service Variant using Diamond, Bosworth, Brompton, and Chenery streets
would add up to three motor buses per hour (proposed for van service, but the timeline for
van procurement is uncertain) onto these streets, which would not substantially affect
existing traffic volumes on these streets, and no on-street parking spaces would be removed.
Please also refer to Response NO-1, in Section 4.E, Noise, pp. RTC-4.E-4 to RTC-4.E-12,
regarding the impact of the 35 Eureka Service Improvement and Service Variant on noise.

Specific TTRPs

TTRP.5 Moderate and Expanded Alternatives — In response to the comment regarding the
impact of eliminating travel lanes on commute streets such as Masonic Avenue and Fulton
Street, the Impact TR-22 discussion for the TTRP.5 Moderate Alternative (EIR pp. 4.2-179 to
4.2-189) and the Impact TR-23 discussion for the TTRP.5 Expanded Alternative (EIR pp. 4.2-
179 to 4.2-191) describe the impacts of implementation of TTRP improvements on Fulton
and McAllister streets includes transit stop changes, pedestrian improvements, parking and
turn restrictions, traffic signal and stop sign changes, and lane modifications (for TTRP.5
Expanded Alternative only). These improvements would, at certain locations, increase traffic
delay, but would not result in significant traffic impacts at the analyzed intersections or along
the corridor as stated by some of the comments. No travel lane reductions on Masonic
Avenue are proposed in the TEP.

TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative — The TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative includes a proposal
to restrict northbound mixed-flow through traffic on Mission Street between Cesar Chavez
and 13" streets, forcing vehicles instead to make a right turn. All of the locations at which
this condition is proposed would also feature right-hand turn pockets of sufficient length
(approximately 50 to 100 feet) and width (approximately 10 feet) to allow mixed-flow traffic to
queue outside of the northbound through lane, which would be used exclusively by the 14
Mission, 14L Mission Limited, and the 49 Van Ness-Mission. As part of the analysis of the
TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative, northbound right-turning vehicles at key intersections (e.g.,
Mission/24™ streets, Mission/19" streets, Mission/16%" streets) were reviewed, and there were
between approximately 50 to 70 vehicles per hour during the p.m. peak hour, or a rate of
approximately one vehicle per minute. In order to determine whether sufficient northbound
right-turn pocket capacity is being proposed for the intersections, each respective p.m. peak
hour intersection operating conditions report was checked to verify that the 95" percentile
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gueue was less than the proposed turn pocket length.® In each case, the estimated 95%
percentile queue was found to be less than the turn pocket capacity, indicating an adequate
right turn pocket length.

The TEP does not include new bypass wires to accommodate the 49L Van Ness-Mission
Limited and the 14L Mission Limited operations. The EIR analysis considered that these
routes would utilize the existing overhead wire system, and the local 14 Mission buses would
be motor coaches. Since the local buses would not utilize the overhead wires, they would
not impede the limited service provided by the 14L Mission Limited and the 49L Van Ness-
Mission Limited.

TTRP.28_1 Expanded Alternative — The proposed lane modifications on 19" Avenue at
Winston Street would shorten a portion of the left-most left-turn lane that is shared by the
M Ocean View light rail vehicles. Other lane madifications, including removing the left turn
lane at Winston Street, were considered by the SFMTA. Shortening the left-most left-turn
lane such that it only accommodates the number of vehicles that can clear the intersection
during each signal cycle would reduce the likelihood of delay for the M Ocean View light rail
vehicle due to queued left-turning vehicles that are unable to complete the turn in one cycle,
while maintaining the existing level of access into the Stonestown Galleria shopping center.
While the proposal to shorten the left-turn pocket would reduce the amount of vehicle
gueuing spaces, it would not modify the capacity of the left-turn signal phase. As
summarized under Impact TR-23 on EIR pp. 4.2-189 to 4.2-191, the TTRP.28_1 Expanded
Alternative would not result in a significant traffic impact. See also Response MER in
Section 4.K, Merits of the Proposed Project, pp. RTC-4.K-94 to RTC-4.K-102, regarding
suggestions to revise the project as described and analyzed in the EIR.

TTRP.30_1 Moderate and Expanded Alternatives — The comment regarding the proposed
transit bulb on the northeast corner of Stockton and Washington streets under both
TTRP.30_1 Moderate Alternative and TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative is correct in stating
that vehicles turning right from Washington Street westbound onto Stockton Street
northbound may be impeded by the proposed transit bulb; however, this would only occur
when a bus is stopped at the transit bulb and vehicles on westbound Washington Street have
a green light, or are making a right turn on red. The issue of transit bulbs and single traffic
lanes (such as in the northbound direction on Stockton Street) was analyzed in the EIR,
under Impact discussions for Impacts TR-7 and TR-9 on EIR pp. 4.2-81 to 4.2-91 and 4.2-93
to 4.2-95. A transit stop is being added to this location to connect passengers to Central
Subway service. Overall, with the implementation of the TTRP.30_1, improvements along

8 The 95™ percentile queue is the length of queue that has a probability of 5 percent or less of being
exceeded during the analysis hour
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Stockton Street, buses would be able to operate more efficiently. Please also refer to
Response TR-13, pp. RTC-4.D-86 to RTC-4.D-90, which includes a discussion of
overlapping construction activities on Stockton Street.

Transit Bulbs

Regarding the comment that states that widened curbs are a bad idea, it is assumed that the
comment is referring to transit bulbs. Providing transit bulbs (widened curbs) along Fulton
Street, McAllister Street, and 19" Avenue would not substantially affect traffic operations
(see Impact TR-22 on EIR pp. 4.2-179 to 4.2-189). On streets with two or more travel lanes
in each direction (e.g., on 19" Avenue), drivers would be able to change lanes to bypass a
stopped bus. In instances where streets have only one travel lane for a direction, operations
would be similar to flag stops where buses stop within the mixed-flow travel lane. Transit
bulbs are being implemented as transportation features throughout San Francisco, and
would be designed to meet the City’s roadway standards, which are meant to account for the
safety of all roadway users. Delay would occur predominantly to the vehicles directly behind
the bus, and only when a bus is stopped to load or unload passengers. On TTRP corridors
where transit bulbs and other improvements are proposed, transit travel times were shown to
improve over existing conditions. It is unclear, as noted in one comment, why transit bulbs
would force vehicles into the middle of an intersection to make turns. Vehicles making right
turns at intersections on the corridor where a bus is stopped at a nearside transit bulb would
be required to wait, similar to other vehicles, until the bus has proceeded before making a
right turn. Similarly, vehicles making turns from intersecting streets onto corridors with
nearside or farside transit bulbs would be required to yield when a bus is present until the
turning movement can be made safely. It should be noted that all drivers are subject to the
California Vehicle Code, and should not enter an intersection unless it is safe to do so.

Comment TR-7: Pedestrian Safety

O-CTRIP2 (7)

(Wil Din, Co-Chair, Harvey Louis, Co-Chair, Chinatown Transportation Research and
Improvement Project, Letter, September 17, 2013)

30-Stockton

TRIP is opposed to the addition of a new northbound stop at the northeast corner of Stockton
and Washington and instead supports a new northbound stop between Washington and Clay
(TEP DEIR, pg 2-160)....

» Increased congestion along Washington will result in a higher risk of pedestrian
injuries...
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O-GPMA (2)

(Ric Lopez President, Zoel Fages, Vice President, Glen Park Merchants Association, Email,
September 17, 2013)

We also hope you will plan the route of the 35 Eureka so it does not go down Wilder Street,
safety being paramount, and the effect on traffic in the heavily pedestrian use corners.

I-Bastunas (1)

(Brandon Bastunas, Email, September 12, 2013)

...This is a poor idea [reroute 27 Folsom]. Vallejo is far more residential and popuated than
the route it currently runs. Not only is it more dangerous for the people and children along
Vallejo St., because the street is more densley populated it also opens up muni for more
problems: accidents and tardiness.

I-Beigel (2)

(Lynda Beigel, Email, August 31, 2013)

Dedicated bus stops in the middle of the street are a bad idea, encouraging jaywalking and
therefore accidents between those running for a bus/streetcar/etc and those driving bicycles,
motorcycles, cars and trucks. Even at crosswalks we see deaths for walkers.

I-Bender (2)

(Rich Bender, Letter, September 13, 2013)

...To allow this [moving 27 Folsom to Vallejo Street] to happen would create a safety as
well as security problem for the residents of Russian Hill, and | am confident that you will
make the right decision. Thank you for listening to my appeal.

I-Bromberger (2)

(Seth Bromberger, Email, September 9, 2013)

Vallejo Street (particularly in the few blocks around Polk Street) is home to many families
with small children, and has neighborhood parking on both sides of the street. The street is
too narrow for MUNI buses to navigate safely [reroute 27 Folsom]; the new plan will pose
dangers to pedestrians, limit the activities of the children and parents in the area,....

I-Ford (2) (Justin Ford, Email, September 10, 2013)

...l would ask consideration be given to maintain current routing [for the 48 Quintara-24'"
Street] as | do believe this proposed change would increase noise/air pollution and would
increase hazards to pedestrian/bicycle traffic when vehicles pass this type of vehicle which is
done regularly now.

I-lsyanova2 (4)

(Victoria Isyanova, Email, August 2, 2013)

| am not going into details that it [reroute 18 46" Avenue] will create more cars, more
accidents on intersections without street light, normal sidewalks for passenger to catch
alternatives.

I-Kent (2)

(Daniel Kent, Email, September 17, 2013)

...Additionally there are 2 day care centers within 2 blocks of my home where children are
coming and going throughout the day [reroute 27 Folsom].
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I-Lee (1)
(Ryan Lee, Email, September 08, 2013)
I'd like to express my concern for rerouting the 27 bus line up Vallejo Street.

There are a number of daycares and preschools on this street, one of which my daughter
attends, that this change will affect in a negative way. There were 934 reported injuries
between 2006 and 2011, 25 of which were fatal. You probably have access to more
accurate and up-to-date safety data than | do, but I'm assuming that this is at least in the
ballpark range. | realize that accidents by nature are unpredictable and unavoidable, but any
effort we can take to prevent these from happening, especially involving children, seems like
it should be of the upmost importance.

Please keep in mind the safety and well-being of my daughter and the other children that
attend the preschools and daycares on Vallejo street as you make your decision regarding
this issue on September 17th.

I-LewisA (1)

(Andrea Lewis, Email, September 6, 2013)

We are a family who lived on Vallejo Street for the past 10 years. Recently we heard that a
new Muni bus line #27 should run through Vallejo Street. We live on Vallejo and Larkin and
my 8 year old daughter is playing on the sidewalk and we strongly would feel violated by
having a bus running every 30 min up and down Vallejo Street. For the safety of our kids we
would revoke the Muni bus line #27 on Vallejo street. Please, respect our neighborhood. A
lot of families are moving out of the city because of problems like that.

I-LewisR (5)

(Rob Lewis, Email, September 6, 2013)

Here are a few very simple reasons why the current proposed path does not work [27
Folsom]....

4. Helen Wills Park located at Broadway and Larkin - there is a tremendous amount of
family and children foot traffic to this park. The proposed change to have the bus go
down Vallejo would create a more dangerous situation.

I-Martin (5)

(Peter Martin, Letter, September 3, 2013)

The insensitivity of TEP planners to bus stop access issues is disappointing. The attached
cartoon from the Institute of Transportation Engineers Journal illustrates the disconnect.
Planners for cars have a tendency to widely space streets and to make them high speed
(sounds like the TEP plan for transit). The street fabric in San Francisco differs from this
national practice - our blocks are short and there are many paths. While cars might not mind
going X mile to reach a high speed road, pedestrians (MUNI riders) are more limited.
Planning pedestrian networks and access to transit need to be sensitive to the difference in
scale by mode. Eliminating service [3 Jackson] and asking MUNI riders to walk further is
not consistent with good practice. For example, the LEED program which is widely
supported by most enlighten planners has a neighborhood design element (LEED ND) that
emphasizes the porosity of the pedestrian network. Scale is critically important to
pedestrians and MUNI riders. Why is MUNI abandoning its walkable access service for a
less accessible service? There is a fundamental flaw in the thinking for this plan. Worsening
service to run faster makes no sense and is inconsistent with city policy. It is difficult to
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fathom how enlighten planners who are familiar with MUNI service could develop an
automobile oriented transit service plan. | agree that more buses and trains are needed, but
shifting resources is not the answer - adding vehicles are the answer.

I-McCahon (2)

(Lisa McCahon, Email, August 1, 2013)

...It is also a very busy spot for pedestrians as well walking to Bart and the shops. An
additional of a bus route [35 Eureka] through the already grid locked area will have a
negative impact on both the riders of the bus as well as the entire Glen Park Community.

[-PanM (2)

(Miranda Pan, Email, September 6, 2013)

2. For Children: There are [a] few child care facilities on this street [Vallejo Street — 27
Folsom] which serves the neighborhood, It provides safe environment which less traffic is
one of them. And they all use Helen wills playground as the neighborhood’s backyard for
children to enjoy playing. If Muni bus runs up and down the street will be very dangerous for
the children.

[-Strahs (2)

(Mark Strahs, Email, September 4, 2013)

Adding a bus line to Vallejo Street between Leavenworth and Van Ness would dramatically
alter the neighborhood as the street has historically been safe for children given Vallejo
dead-ends at Jones [reroute 27 Folsom]. Given the street has a dead- end, our
neighborhood gets less cross-traffic from busy commuters who speed through residential
neighborhoods trying to by-pass traffic on Van Ness and Broadway. Although there are
storefronts on the corner of Vallejo and Polk Streets, the rest of the buildings on this stretch
are all residential where multiple families reside (including my daughter). Importantly, on
Vallejo between Polk and Hyde, there are two separate day care centers where young
children are dropped off and picked up during the day. Given parking is already very scarce
in the Russian Hill neighborhood, cars tend to double park when parents pick up their
children and | fear that buses will become a dangerous hazard.

I-Weninger (2)

(Andrea Weninger, Email, September 6, 2013)

Adding a bus line to Vallejo Street between Leavenworth and Van Ness would dramatically
alter the neighborhood as the street has historically been safe for children given Vallejo
dead-ends at Jones [reroute 27 Folsom]. Given the street has a dead- end, our
neighborhood gets less cross-traffic from busy commuters who speed through residential
neighborhoods trying to by-pass traffic on Van Ness and Broadway. Although there are
storefronts on the corner of Vallejo and Polk Streets, the rest of the buildings on this stretch
are all residential where multiple families reside (including my daughter). Importantly, on
Vallejo between Polk and Hyde, there are two separate day care centers where young
children are dropped off and picked up during the day. Given parking is already very scarce
in the Russian Hill neighborhood, cars tend to double park when parents pick up their
children and | fear that buses will become a dangerous hazard.
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I-Wilson (1)

(Angus and Senta Wilson, Email, September 16, 2013)

We are residents of Jackson Street between Lyon and Baker and we wanted to write to
express our strong support for the removal of the #3 bus line. We have often wondered who
rides the line as almost every bus is empty or near empty and as such it seems like a
tremendous waste of city resources. In addition, our street is one with many young families
with small children whom the bus drivers constantly put in great peril with their high speed
driving and frequent disregard for our stop signs. While we must of course weigh these
concerns against the personal inconvenience of not having public transport to access our
jobs downtown, in this case it seems a clear conclusion as the utilization and safety concerns
are very real, particularly in a time of such fiscal pressures in our city.

I-Wizowski (2)

(Kathy Wizowski, Email, September 5, 2013)

Aside from a few stores on Vallejo Street, at Polk, the rest of the buildings are residences.
There are also two daycare centers on that stretch of the proposed route which could
definitely cause safety issues [reroute 27 Folsom].

I-WongT (1)

(TsaiChing Wong, Email, September 11, 2013)

I have been a resident of Russian Hill for over 10 years (we rent and we own in the area) and
was recently informed by Little Bee Preschool and daycare that there will be a bus route
being created on Vallejo Street [reroute 27 Folsom].

Opening up a new street to a bus route will not up the kid-friendliness factor in an already kid
hostile neighborhood. | strongly disagree to this change, especially with so many kids being
in that area due to a location of a daycare. | walk my toddler home to and fro almost daily, so
does my neighbor! A bus route brings more traffic and it is simply not big or wide enough a
street to accommodate a bus route and the rush hour traffic of parents picking their kids up
from school on that street, plus a whole slew of pedestrian traffic that comes with a bus
routet. Have you walked that street?!

| strongly urge you to use current streets that have bus routes, Broadway, is the closest one |
can think of.

Response TR-7: Pedestrian Safety

The comments raise concerns regarding the impact of the 27 Folsom, 35 Eureka, 17
Parkmerced, 18 46" Avenue, and the 48 Quintara-24™ Street Service Improvements on
pedestrians and their safety, as well as concerns related to transit boarding islands and a
new bus stop and transit bulb at the northeast corner of Stockton and Washington streets
(TTRP.30). In addition, one comment raises concerns about elimination of the 3 Jackson
route, while another expresses support for elimination of the 3 Jackson route, citing existing
safety issues related to buses traveling at high speeds and frequently not stopping at stop
signs on a segment of Jackson Street. Another comment expresses concerns about the
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Service Improvement changes to the 27 Folsom along Vallejo Street and pedestrians near
Helen Wills Park, one block (approximately 350 feet) to the south near Larkin Street and
Broadway. One comment also expresses general opposition to the TEP, stating that its
proposals do not improve pedestrian conditions and access to transit.

This response first addresses comments related to the Service Improvements on the 3
Jackson, 17 Parkmerced, 18 46" Avenue, 27 Folsom, 35 Eureka, and 48 Quintara-24"
Street routes, and then addresses comments related to the proposed transit bulb on
Stockton Street at Washington Street and transit boarding islands.

In response to the comment that expresses general opposition to the TEP with respect to
pedestrian conditions and access to transit, please see the Guide to the TEP, which
describes how SFMTA developed proposals for specific network service changes and transit
priority capital improvements that would improve neighborhood connectivity, reduce transit
travel times, increase capacity on crowded routes, and increase reliability, as well as how
competing interests are balanced during the decision-making process. Please see also
Response MER, in Section 4.K, Merits of the Proposed Project, pp. RTC-4.K-94 to
RTC-4.K-102.

Discussion of pedestrian impacts of the Service Improvements by route is presented in the
EIR pp. 4.2-154 to 4.2-162. As discussed on EIR pp. 4.2-42 to 4.2-43, the TEP Service
Improvements would result in less-than-significant impacts to pedestrians and pedestrian
conditions.

Specific Service Improvements

3 Jackson — Regarding the comments on the 3 Jackson Service Improvements, as indicated
in Impact TR-18 on EIR pp. 4.2-121 to 4.2-162, the comments are correct in stating that
discontinuing the 3 Jackson may increase the physical effort required to reach the 2
Clement. While this change may pose a challenge to some passengers, the route
elimination would be considered a less-than-significant impact on pedestrians because east
of Fillmore Street, the 2 Clement route runs along the same alignment as the 3 Jackson.
West of Fillmore Street, the 10 Sansome, 22 Fillmore, and 24 Divisadero would serve the 3
Jackson passengers. While discontinuing the 3 Jackson may increase the physical effort
required to reach the 2 Clement, posing a challenge to some riders, the route elimination
would not result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, create potentially
hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to a
particular site and adjoining areas, and therefore the impacts of the 3 Jackson Service
Improvements would be less than significant. For issues raised in the comments regarding
the merits of the proposed elimination of the 3 Jackson, please see Response MER, in
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Section 4.K, Merits of the Proposed Project, pp. RTC-4.K-94 to RTC-4.K-102, which
addresses similar comments related to the support or opposition of the proposed Service
Improvements, and the Guide to the TEP, which provides information regarding modification
or discontinuation of route segments or routes, including the 3 Jackson. The comment
stating that the 3 Jackson bus drivers speed and disregard stop signs along the route is
noted and provided for informational purposes; as this route is proposed to be discontinued,
no additional response is required. For issues raised in the comments concerning noise or
air quality, please see the Responses in Sections 4.E, Noise, and 4.F, Air Quality, of this
Responses to Comments document.

17 Parkmerced and 18 46" Avenue — In response to the comment regarding the 18 46t
Avenue Service Improvements, the 18 46" Avenue would be rerouted to operate more
directly between the San Francisco Zoo and the Stonestown Galleria by eliminating the
existing portion of the route around Lake Merced via Skyline Boulevard, John Muir Drive and
Lake Merced Boulevard, and the 17 Parkmerced would be extended and rerouted to replace
the portion of the 18 46™ Avenue route around Lake Merced. The rerouted 18 46" Avenue
would travel on streets that currently have transit and bus stops, and would add up to four
buses per hour on these streets. With the proposed 18 46" Avenue Service Improvements,
pedestrian conditions would remain similar to Existing conditions as no changes are
proposed to the sidewalks or crosswalks. The comment regarding provision of adequate
street lighting is acknowledged. Most street lights in San Francisco are owned or operated
by the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. The comment does not relate to the
environmental review of the TEP. It is provided for informational purposes to be considered
by decision-makers. Impacts on pedestrians would be less than significant as a result of the
changes to the 17 Parkmerced and 18 46" Avenue routes.

27 Folsom — A number of comments raised various concerns regarding the impact of the 27
Service Improvements on pedestrians and safety along Vallejo Street. North of Jackson
Street, service on the 27 Folsom would be extended north on Leavenworth and Hyde streets
for three to four blocks (up to 1,000 feet), and west on Vallejo Street for four blocks to Van
Ness Avenue (approximately 2,300 feet). The terminal would be located on Vallejo Street
east of Van Ness Avenue, and as part of the new northern terminus/turnaround, the 27
Folsom would also travel on Polk Street for one block between Green and Vallejo streets
(about 400 feet), and on Green Street for one block between Polk Street and Van Ness
Avenue (about 500 feet). Land uses along the extended segments on Leavenworth, Hyde,
and Vallejo streets are similar to those along Jackson and Washington streets, and traffic
volumes and pedestrian conditions are also similar. Please see Response TR-6, pp.
RTC-4.D-52 to RTC-4.D-61, regarding the width of, and bus travel on, Vallejo Street. Transit
routes currently operate throughout the City near parks and recreational facilities and this is
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not considered to be a hazard to pedestrian conditions or operations under CEQA. The TEP
Service Improvements would actually remove transit service (19 Polk) that is currently
adjacent to the Helen Wills Park.

The reference in one comment to statistics regarding reported injuries is unclear. Vallejo
Street intersections are not locations with the highest injury collisions for the three-year
period between 2009 and 2011 for which collision information is reported by the SFMTA.®
Overall in 2011, the SFMTA reported 3,111 non-fatal injury collisions and 28 fatal collisions
citywide.

As stated in Response TR-6, the addition of up to four buses per hour on Vallejo Street
would not substantially change Existing conditions in the vicinity of the daycare facilities
noted in the comments, and transit service on city streets does not represent a pedestrian
hazard under CEQA. The daycare facility drop-off and pick-up operations occur for a limited
duration primarily at the start and end of the workday. If daycare activities affect bus
operations, SFMTA’s Sustainable Streets Division could address this issue, primarily by
coordinating with daycare facilities to establish a passenger loading/unloading zone and/or
establish short-term parking regulations that would create curb space by restricting parking
for pick-up and drop-off activities, and which may enhance drop-off and pick-up procedures
and would reduce the existing double-parking noted in the comments. Conditions for
pedestrians, including children, would be similar to those in other locations within San
Francisco where bus routes run adjacent to schools and daycare facilities, and would not
result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, create potentially hazardous
conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to a particular
site and adjoining areas. As stated in Response TR-6, the 15-foot-wide sidewalks on Vallejo
Street in this location exceed the recommended width (i.e., 12 feet) for neighborhood
residential streets in the Better Streets Plan,° and therefore, the sidewalks are adequate to
accommodate pedestrians, including children. The TEP would not alter existing crosswalks
or sidewalks along Vallejo Street.

The TEP Service Improvements would add up to four buses per hour per direction on Vallejo
Street, and because Leavenworth and Hyde Streets are one-way streets, up to four buses

9 SFMTA, San Francisco 2010-2011 Collisions Report, December 2011. Available online at:
http://www.sfmta.com/cms/rtraffic/trafficrelatedindx.htm, by clicking on the 2010-2011 San Francisco
Collisions Report at this Web page, accessed on March 23, 2013.

10 The San Francisco Better Streets Plan, which was adopted in 2010, creates a unified set of
standards, guidelines, and implementation strategies to govern how the City designs, builds, and
maintains its pedestrian environment. A key goal of the Better Streets Plan is to prioritize the needs
of walking, bicycling, transit use, and the use of streets as public spaces for social interaction and
community life, following San Francisco’s General Plan, Transit First Policy, and Better Streets
Policy.
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per hour would be added to these street segments. This increase in service would not
substantially change traffic conditions over Existing conditions. Introduction of bus service
on these streets would result in conditions commonly found on similar streets throughout San
Francisco and would not result in unsafe traffic or pedestrian conditions under CEQA.
Similarly, while the route realignments may increase the physical effort required to reach the
27 Folsom for the portion of the route that would be eliminated on Jackson and Washington
streets (up to 1,430 feet), posing a challenge to some riders, other transit passengers in the
vicinity of the extended route may experience shorter distances to the new transit stops. The
27 Folsom Service Improvements would not result in substantial overcrowding on public
sidewalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with
pedestrian accessibility to a particular site and adjoining areas.

Although some comments raise concerns regarding security problems for residents of
Russian Hill, these are not CEQA issues and would be better addressed by enforcement and
public safety. The comments are acknowledged and provided to the SFMTA Board and
decision-makers for consideration during the project approval process.

Further, regarding other issues raised in the comments concerning the merits of the
proposed 27 Folsom Service Improvements, please see the Guide to the TEP, which
provides information regarding the factors considered by the SFMTA in developing route
modifications.

35 Eureka — Regarding the comment that stated that the 35 Eureka Service Improvements
would impact riders and the Glen Park community, it is noted that in the vicinity of the Glen
Park BART station, the 35 Eureka Service Improvements would add service mostly on
streets that currently have transit, including Diamond and Bosworth streets. The route
extension would facilitate access for riders to the BART station and to the Glen Park
commercial area. The addition of up to three additional buses (or vans, if procured) per hour
to these streets, and on westbound Wilder Street to turn right onto Diamond Street
northbound, would not substantially change the existing traffic conditions at the intersections
along the route or result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, create potentially
new hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility
to a particular site and adjoining areas, and therefore the impacts on pedestrians would be
less than significant.

48 Quintara-24" Street — Regarding the comment that refers to rerouting the 48 Quintara-
241 Street to Clipper Street between Grandview Avenue and Douglass Street, and to
Douglass Street between Clipper and 24™ streets, the comment is correct in stating that the
realignment of the 48 Quintara-24™" Street route would introduce transit service to a portion of
Clipper Street that is currently without transit. Removing service on segments of the 48
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Quintara-24™ Street route, such as on Grandview Avenue, would cause some transit riders to
walk further, increasing the physical effort to reach the alignment of the 48 Quintara-24®
Street route on Clipper and Douglass streets, which may be an inconvenience for some
transit riders. Along the south side of Clipper Street between Douglass Street/Douglass Park
along an undeveloped hillside to Diamond Heights Boulevard there is no sidewalk; however,
sidewalks are present on the north side of the street, and on adjacent streets, and can be
accessed at both the Douglass Street and Diamond Heights Boulevard intersections. The
exact inbound stops on the 48 Quintara-24™" Street route have not been determined by
SFMTA, but if inbound stops are proposed on the farside of the Diamond Heights Boulevard
or the nearside of Douglass Street intersections, SFMTA would improve and/or provide
sidewalks directly adjacent to those stops. Also see Response PD-2 in Section 4.A, Project
Description, pp. RTC-4.A-7 to RTC-4.A-19. The proposed changes in service headways
would result in up to four buses per hour on the route segments that currently do not have
transit, which could result in an increased potential for pedestrian, bicycle, and transit
conflicts. As explained on EIR pp. 4.2-154 and 4.2-155, this increased service would not
result in a substantial increase in hazardous conditions for pedestrians or bicyclists and
impacts on pedestrians and bicyclists would be less than significant. Also see Response
TR-9, pp. RTC-4.D-74 to RTC-4.D-76, for a discussion of impacts of the proposed 48
Quintara-24" Street Service Improvements on bicyclists.

Transit Bulb on Stockton Street at Washington Street

Regarding the comment that raises concerns about the proposed new northbound bus stop
and transit bulb at the northeast corner of Stockton and Washington streets under both the
TTRP.30_1 Moderate Alternative and TTRP.30_1 Expanded Alternative, the installation of
the transit bulb would provide additional space for passengers to wait, and generally would
improve pedestrian safety for all pedestrians, not just transit passengers, by shortening the
street crossing distance across Stockton Street, improving pedestrian visibility, reducing the
speed of turning traffic, and reducing sidewalk crowding at the stop locations. Therefore, it is
not anticipated that the new transit stop and transit bulb would result in increased conflicts for
pedestrians, and for the above reasons, impacts on pedestrians would be less than
significant. Also see Response TR-6, p. RTC-4.D-52 to RTC-4.D-61, for a discussion of
traffic-related impacts of the proposed new bus stop and transit bulb at the northeast corner
of Stockton and Washington streets.

Transit Boarding Islands

One comment refers to “bus stops in the middle of the street as a bad idea, encouraging
jaywalking and therefore accidents,” which could be interpreted as the proposed new transit
boarding islands located toward the center of the street (similar to existing transit rail

Case No. 2011.0558E RTC-4.D-70 Transit Effectiveness Project
March 27, 2014 Final EIR



Section 4: Comments and Responses
4.D Transportation and Circulation

boarding islands). Transit boarding islands are raised islands within the street that allow
transit vehicles to use a center lane within the roadway to pick up and drop off passengers at
transit stops. Boarding islands are typically up to eight feet wide by 150 feet long. Transit
boarding islands are used in cases where transit is operating in the center lane of a multi-
lane street and, as an improvement over existing conditions, would provide a place for
boarding passengers to wait directly adjacent to the light rail line or bus instead of having to
cross over mixed-flow travel lanes and parking lanes to board or alight rail vehicles or buses
in the center travel lane. For example, the TEP proposes installation of transit boarding
islands at existing N Judah and L Taraval light rail stops as part of the TTRP.N and TTRP.L
Moderate and Expanded Alternatives, and to support the center-running transit-only lanes on
Mission Street between Sixth and First streets as part of TTRP.14 Expanded Alternative, and
on 18" Street between Bryant and Third streets as part of TTRP.22_1 Expanded Alternative.
Transit boarding islands are standard transportation features in San Francisco, and would be
designed to meet the City’s roadway standards, which are meant to account for safety of all
roadway users, and generally improve pedestrian safety where passengers are currently
exiting vehicles into an existing travel lane. For these reasons provided in the EIR analysis
on pp. 4.2-71 to 4.2-75, 4.2-81 to 4.2-85, and 4.2-205 to 4.2-225, the impacts of transit
boarding islands on pedestrians would be less than significant.

Comment TR-8: Pedestrian Access

O-GPA (10)
(Michael Rice, President, Glen Park Association, Letter, September 11, 2013)
9. Would the route changes [35 Eureka] unduly affect transit access to riders on the
current route?

Response TR-8: Pedestrian Access

This comment requests information regarding the impacts of the 35 Eureka Service
Improvements on current passenger access to the realigned route. As indicated on EIR
p. 4.2-160, as a result of the realignment of the 35 Eureka under the proposed Service
Improvements, passengers along the segment of the 35 Eureka on Farnum, Moffitt, Bemis,
and Addison streets would access the 35 Eureka via a short two- to three-block walk (400 to
2,000 feet depending on starting point) to the realigned portion of the route on Diamond
Street. In addition, the 35 Eureka would be rerouted between 215t and 22" streets to replace
the existing 48 Quintara-24" Street on Hoffman Avenue and Douglass Streets, also a two- to
three-block walk (325 to 650 feet depending on starting point) to the realigned route. The 35
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Eureka route realignment, as compared to the current route, would also improve passenger
access to Glen Park and the Glen Park BART station.

While the route segment elimination would increase the physical effort required for some
passengers to reach the 35 Eureka, posing a challenge to those passengers, the route
realignment would not result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, create
potentially new hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian
accessibility to a particular site and adjoining areas. Please also refer to Response TR-7, pp.
RTC-4.D-65 to RTC-4.D-71, which addresses comments related to Pedestrian Safety and
similar issues, and to Response MER, in Section 4.K, Merits of the Proposed Project, pp.
RTC-4.K-94 to RTC-4.K-102, which addresses similar comments related to the support or
opposition of the proposed Service Improvements based on issues related to the
commenter's access to a particular route. Other transit passengers may experience
shorter distances to access the realigned 35 Eureka. Overall, as discussed under Impact
TR-18 on EIR pp. 4.2-121 to 4.2-162, the impact of the Service Improvements, including for
the 35 Eureka, on pedestrians would be less than significant.

Please see Response