SAN FRANCGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

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

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

DATE: July 11, 2008

TO: Interested Parties

FROM: Joan A. Kugler, Senior Environmental Planner

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

AND RESPONSES.

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

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

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

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

Thank you for your consideration of this matter.

Attachment

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
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415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:

415.558.6377



fir Straus
Serv1ce Planning
SFMTA
1 South Van Ness, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Vedica Puri

Telegraph Hill Dwellers
P.O. Box 330159

San Francisco, CA 94133

John Elberling

Tenants and Owners Development Corp.

230 Fourth Street
San Francisco, CA 94103

Gerald Cauthen
900 Paramount Road
Oakland, CA 94610

Jeanne Quock
59 Temescal Terrace
San Francisco, CA 94118

Jonathan Leong
946 Stockton Street #14D
San Francisco, CA 94108

Larry Chin
770 Stockton Street
San Francisco, CA 94123

Terry Roberts

Director

State Clearing House
P.O. Box 3044
Sacramento, CA 95812

Robert Beck

Senior Program Manager
TIPA

201 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Daniel Faessler
409 8th Ave
San Francisco, CA 94118

Howard Wong
128 Varenness Street
San Francisco, CA 94133

Joanl Woodﬁ
P.O. Box 330214
San Francisco, CA 94133

June Fraps
378 Chestnut St
San Francisco, CA 94133

Lee Goodin
600 Chestnut Street # 408
San Francisco, CA 94133



Easy PEEI Labels ~ } A =] See |nstrucﬁ°“ Sheet { “ ® ® '}
Use Avery® TEMPLATE 5160%® iFeed Paper mm=====_ for Easy Peel Feature J'. AVERY 5160 i
gg:]i‘?s\;eig.l Secretary Alex Smith Government Informatign Servir::ta:s
San Francisco Planning Commission Federal Transit Administration San Francisco Main Library, Civic Center

9 ! 201 Mission Street, Room 1650 100 Larkin Street

1650 Mission St., Ste 400 1

\ San Francisco, CA 94105 San Francisco, CA 94102 .

SanF L . =

an rancssci CA 41;’}3 9. dsy \@ﬁ S ¢apties /ub-u/’ 7-M4 (.U’ gg% 6 7 p& /WQU-&/ 7,- yli ”
3 Cd}»c h L v/,

Virna Liza Byrd Ms. Tgwanna M. Glover State Cléarirlghouse
Malor Envin os:amental Nyl Offige of Human and Natural Resources, TPE-30 State Office of Intergovernmental Management

) fe s Federal Trangit Administration, Room 9413 1400 Tenth Street, Room 121
1650 Mission St., Ste 400 400 Tih StreeNSW T s P.O. Box 3044
san Frandsco, CA 941 w 7-))-08 Washington, DG sgse0 Y04 U5/ U | I Secramento. CA g6 ,} Wl e

p 5 cqpier it w0 Vsl T i?-,ow;t' bl L0l 2 ke

r 4 6 27 7 ¢03 b ohni e
Gary Griggs Cliff Wong Marilyn Duffey
PPrqecl Manager Project Engineer N\ Environmental Lead, Visual Resources
PB/Wong Team PB/Wong Team A PB/Wong Team
303 Second Street, 700 North 303 Second Street, 700 North 303 Second Street, 700 North
San Francisco, CA 94107 San Francisco, CA 94107 San Francisco, CA 94107
Matt Fowler St Wolf Ivy Edmonds-Hess
Alternatives, Engineering, Construction Methods P Lo Air Quality, Energy
PB/Wong Team
PB/MWong Team 303 S d Street. 700 North PB/Wong Team
303 Second Street, 700 North o Ff:ﬁ;sco o BT 303 Second Street, 700 North
San Francisco, CA 94107 n ' San Francisco, CA 94107
Tara Cok Liz Fowler Rob Malone
Section 4(f) Socioeconomics Land use
PB/Wong Team PB/Wong Team PB/MWong Team
303 Second Street, 700 North 303 Second Street, 700 North 303 Second Street, 700 North
San Francisco, CA 94107 San Francisco, CA 94107 San Francisco, CA 94107
Joe Castiglione Mona Tamari Susan MacKenzie
Travel Demand Forecasting Architectural Simulations Document Control
PB/MWong Team PB/Wong Team PB/MWong Team
303 Second Street, 700 North 303 Second Street, 700 North 303 Second Street, 700 North
San Francisco, CA 94107 San Francisco, CA 94107 San Francisco, CA 94107
Robert Jansen Betty Chau Javad Mirabdal
Architecture Public Outreach Traffic Analysis
PB/Wong Team PB/Wong Team San Francisco Department of Parking and Traffic
303 Second Street, 700 North 303 Second Street, 700 North One South Van Ness Ave, 3rd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94107 San Francisco, CA 94107 San Francisco, CA 94102
in Whi ..*John Funghi Bill Neilson
San Francisco Department of Parking and Traffic (Sﬁ;];ranmsco Municipal Transportation Agency (Sr;; :}ranc:sco Municipal Transportation Agency
ggﬁ ’:S;":]t:i;ao” gzsg 4‘::["[592' ard:Flee One South Van Ness Ave, 3rd Floor 821 Howard Street, 2nd Floor
! San Francisco, CA 94103 San Francisco, CA 94103

David Greenaway Dan Rosen /(
? Environmental Lead Transit Analysis 5/”/{9 -p/(‘ &f""

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency M
(MTA) (MTA) ﬂobv/ !AV! 207

821 Howard Street, 2nd Floor One South Van Ness Ave, 3rd Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103 San Francisco, CA 94103 Zm /M ﬁ‘--z:o

x Yellow did not ¢l sent

Etiquettes faciles & peler A Consultez la feuille www.avery.com
Utilisez le aabarit AVERY® 5160@ Sens de chargement d'instruction 1-800-GO-AVERY



request only FEIS-FEIR 07.10.08

Organization F NAME L NAME Title Address 1 Address 2 City State| Zip
Copies to
No [distrubute|Commission/BOS
1 12 Board of Supervisors City Hall, Room 244 1Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place San Francisco [CA 94102
Landmarks Preservation
2 1 Advisory Board Sonya Banks 1650 Mission St., Ste 400 San Francisco [CA 94103
3 Recreation & Parks Commission |Daniel LaForte McLaren Lodge, Golden Gate Park 501 Stanyan Street San Francisco [CA 94117
San Francisco Planning Commission
4 8 Commission Linda Avery Secretary 1650 Mission St., Ste 400 San Francisco [CA 94103
5 Public Agencies
Bay Area Rapid Transit District
6 2 (BART)( 2 copies) Val Menotti & |Marianne Payne 300 Lakeside Dr., 16th Floor Oakland CA 94612
California Department of Fish
7 and Game Central Coast [Region Habitat Conservation P.O. Box 47 Yountville CA 94599
California Department of
8 Transportation Tim Sable IGR CEQA Branch Office of Transportation Planning-B P.O. Box 23660 Oakland CA 94623
California Department of
9 Transportation Timothy C. Sable 111 Grand Ave P.O. Box 23660 Oakland CA 94612
10 Chinatown Library 1135 Powell Street San Francisco |CA 94108
Dir. Office of Environmental
Policy & Compliance U.S.
11 Department of Interior Main Interior Building, MS 2340 1849 C Street, NW Washington DC 20240
12 DPW Will Kwan CCSF Bureau of Architecture 30 Van Ness 4th Floor San Francisco |CA 94103
13 5 Federal Transit Administration  |Alex Smith 201 Mission Street, Room 1650 |San Francisco |CA 94105
Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Director of Planning
14 Transportation District Mr. Alan Zahradnik and Policy Analysis 1011 Andersen Drive San Rafael CA 94901
Government Information
15 3 Services San Francisco Main Library, Civic Center 100 Larkin Street San Francisco [CA 94102
Government Publications
16 Department San Francisco State University Library 1630 Holloway Avenue San Francisco [CA 94132
Hasting College of the Law-
17 Library 200 McAllister Street San Francisco [CA 94102
18 Institute of Government Studies University of California 109 Moses Hall Berkeley CA 94720
19 Main Library 100 Larkin Street San Francisco [CA 94102
20 3 Major Environmental Analysis  |Virna Liza Byrd 1650 Mission St., Ste 400 San Francisco [CA 94103
Metropolitan Transportation
21 Commission Craig Goldblatt 101 8th Street Oakland 94607
22 Mission Bay Library 960 4th Street San Francisco [CA 94158
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7th
23 MTA Bond M. Yee Traffic Engineering Division Floor San Francisco [CA 94103
24 North Beach Library 2000 Mason Street San Francisco [CA 94133
25 Office of Historic Preservation Milford Wayne Donaldson [FAIA, SHPO California Department of Parks and Recreation |P.O.Box 942896 Sacramento  [CA 94296
Office of Human and Natural Ms. Tawanna
26 10 Resources, TPE-30 M. Glover Federal Transit Administration, Room 9413 400 7th Street, SW Washington DC 20590
27 Recreation & Park Department |Daniel Laforte McLaren Lodge, Golden Gate Park 501 Stanyan Street San Francisco [CA 94117
San Francisco Redevelopment One South Van Ness Ave, 5th
28 Agency Amy Neches Yerba Buena Center Floor San Francisco |CA 94102
Damkroger-
29 SF Landmarks Preservation Courtney Hansen Advisory Board 2626 Hyde Street San Francisco |CA 94109
30 SF Landmarks Preservation Karl Hasz Advisory Board 300 Brannan St., Suite 501 San Francisco [CA 94107
31 SFCTA-CAC Brian Larkin 100 Van Ness Avenue, 26th Floor [San Francisco |CA 94102]
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7th
32 SEMTA Roberta Boomer Floor San Francisco [CA 94102]
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7th
33 SEMTA Sophia Simplicaino Floor San Francisco [CA 94102
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1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7th

34 SFMTA CAC Frank Markowitz Floor San Francisco [CA 94102

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

44 Chinese Chamber of Commerce [Sidney Chan & |Wayne Hu 730 Sacramento Street San Francisco [CA 94108

45 Chinese Culture Center Sabina Chen 750 Kearny Street, 3rd Floor San Francisco [CA 94108

Yuk Gui Zhong

46 Community Tenants Association [& Anna Chang 1525 Grant Avenue San Francisco [CA 94133

47 CYC Sarah Wan 1038 Post Street San Francisco [CA 94108|

48 Donaldina Cameron House Doreen Der-McCloud Executive Director 920 Sacramento Street San Francisco [CA 94108

49 EPA, Region IX Nova Blazej 75 Hawthorne Street San Francisco [CA 94105
Landmarks Preservation

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

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

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

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

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

55 Chinatown Cynthia Joe member 1526 Funston Avenue San Francisco [CA 94122

56 RENEW SF Wells Whitney, Chair of the Board 1308 Montgomery Street San Francisco [CA 94133

57 RENEW SF Claudine Cheng Treasurer 101 Lombard, Ste 305 E San Francisco [CA 94111
Saints Peter and Paul Salesian |Lisa Harris, Russ Gumina, Father John Itzaina,

58 School Principal Director Pastor 660 Filbert Street San Francisco [CA 94133

59 SFMTA Peter Straus Service Planning 1 South Van Ness, 7th Floor San Francisco [CA 94103

60 State Clearing House Terry Roberts Director P.O. Box 3044 Sacramento CA 95812

61 Telegraph Hill Dwellers Vedica Puri P.O. Box 330159 San Francisco [CA 94133

Senior Program

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

63 Development Corp. John Elberling 230 Fourth Street San Francisco [CA 94103

64 Daniel Faessler 409 8th Ave San Francisco [CA 94118

65 Gerald Cauthen 900 Paramount Road Oakland CA 94610

66 Howard Wong 128 Varenness Street San Francisco [CA 94133

67 Jeanne Quock 59 Temescal Terrace San Francisco [CA 94118

68 Joan Wood P.O. Box 330214 San Francisco [CA 94133

69 June Fraps 378 Chestnut St San Francisco [CA 94133

70 Larry Chin 770 Stockton Street San Francisco [CA 94123
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71 Lee Goodin 600 Chestnut Street # 408 San Francisco [CA 94133]
72 Mark Scott 358 Frederick St. #3 San Francisco [CA 94117
73 Mary E. Gilpatrick 946 Stockton Street Apt. 9A San Francisco [CA 94108
74 Michael Wiebracht 735 El Camino Real, # 205 Burlingame CA 94010
75 Moraya Khan 946 Stockton Street., # 17F San Francisco [CA 94108
76 Peter Hartman 300 Third Street, No. 310 San Francisco [CA 94107
77 Ron Lee 819 Stockton Street, 2nd Floor San Francisco [CA 94108|
NO ADDRESS Comments: Tony Huang
NO ADDRESS Comments: Alan Ma
NO ADDRESS Comments: Connie Zhang
Email only goodshoped35110s@gmail.com
List of Preparers
City and County of San Franciscg Environmental Revie
78 Planning Department Bill Wycko Officer Major Environmental Analysis (MEA) 1650 Mission St., Ste 400 San Francisco [CA 94102
City and County of San Franciscd EIS/EIR Management
79 Planning Department Joan A. Kugler and Oversight 128 Laidley Street San Francisco [CA 94131
City and County of San Franciscd
80 Planning Department Randall Dean Archaeology 1650 Mission St., Ste 400 San Francisco [CA 94102
81 City Attorney's Office Susan Cleveland-Knowles|Deputy City Attorney |City Hall, Room 235 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place San Francisco [CA 94102
82 City Attorney's Office Audrey Williams-Pearson |Deputy City Attorney |City Hall, Room 235 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place San Francisco [CA 94102
83 EnviroTrans Solutions, Inc Rebecca Kohlstrand SEIS/SEIR Manager 1333 Broadway, Suite 300 Oakland CA 94612
84 Garcia and Associates Carole Denardo Historic Properties 2601 Mission Street, Suite 600 San Francisco [CA 94110
85 Geomatrix Peggy Peisch Hazardous Materials 2101 Webster Street Oakland CA 94612
86 LSW Consulting Luba Wyznyckyi Traffic Analysis 3990 20th Street San Francisco [CA 94114
87 Neighborhood Planning Tim Frye Historic Architecture 1650 Mission St., Ste 400 San Francisco [CA 94102
88 Neighborhood Planning Ericka Jackson SEIR Reviewer 1650 Mission St., Ste 400 San Francisco [CA 94102
89 Neighborhood Planning Jim Miller SEIR Reviewer 1650 Mission St., Ste 400 San Francisco [CA 94102
90 Neighborhood Planning Sue Exline SEIR Reviewer 1650 Mission St., Ste 400 San Francisco [CA 94102
91 PB/Wong Team Gary Griggs Project Manager 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco [CA 94107
92 PB/Wong Team Cliff Wong Project Engineer 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco [CA 94107
Environmental Lead,
93 PB/Wong Team Marilyn Duffey Visual Resources 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco [CA 94107
Alternatives,
Engineering,
94 PB/Wong Team Matt Fowler Construction Methods 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco [CA 94107
95 PB/Wong Team Steven Wolfe 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco [CA 94107
96 PB/Wong Team vy Edmonds-Hess Air Quality, Energy 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco [CA 94107
97 PB/Wong Team Tara Cok Section 4(f) 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco [CA 94107
98 PB/Wong Team Liz Fowler Socioeconomics 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco [CA 94107
99 PB/Wong Team Rob Malone Land use 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco [CA 94107
Travel Demand
100 PB/Wong Team Joe Castiglione Forecasting 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco [CA 94107
Architectural
101 PB/Wong Team Mona Tamari Simulations 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco [CA 94107
102 PB/Wong Team Susan MacKenzie Document Control 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco [CA 94107
103 PB/Wong Team Robert Jansen Architecture 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco [CA 94107
104 PB/Wong Team Betty Chau Public Outreach 303 Second Street, 700 North San Francisco [CA 94107
San Francisco Department of One South Van Ness Ave, 3rd
105 Parking and Traffic Javad Mirabdal Traffic Analysis Floor San Francisco [CA 94102
San Francisco Department of One South Van Ness Ave, 3rd
106 Parking and Traffic Dustin White Bicycle Analysis Floor San Francisco [CA 94102
San Francisco Municipal One South Van Ness Ave, 3rd
107 Transportation Agency (MTA) John Funghi Program Manager Floor San Francisco [CA 94103
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San Francisco Municipal

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

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

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

111 Anthropoligical Studies Center _|Adrian Praetzellis Archaeology 1801 E. Cotati Avenue Rohnert Park  |CA 94928
Other Interested Parties

112 District 3 Democratic Club Arthur Chang P.O. Box 26709 San Francisco [CA 94126

113 Edaw Inc. Tammy Chan 150 Chestnut Street San Francisco [CA 94111

114 Friends of Washington Square  |June Osterberg 722 Filbert Street San Francisco [CA 94133

115 Levine & Baker LLP Richard E. Levine 1 Maritime Plaza, Suite 400 San Francisco [CA 94111

116 Madison Marquette Tory Hill 909 Montgomery Street Ste 200 |San Francisco |CA 94133
San Francisco Architectural

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

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

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

120 Research Association Gabriel Metcalf Executive Director 312 Sutter Street San Francisco [CA 94108

121 San Francisco Tomorrow Jane Morrison President 44 Woodland Ave San Francisco [CA 94117

122 Speedway Printing Harry B. Newhall President 475 4th Street San Francisco [CA 94107

123 Telegraph Hill Dwellers Nan Roth 1436 Kearny Street San Francisco [CA 94133

124 Telegraph Hill Dwellers Nancy Shanahan 224 Filbert Street San Francisco [CA 94133
Telegraph Hill-Friends of

125 Washington Square June Fraps 378 Chestnut Street San Francisco [CA 94133

126 Deborah Hagan 946 Stockton Street # 16D San Francisco [CA 94108

127 Doris Lininbach 155 St. Germain Ave. San Francisco [CA 94114

128 Gary Larssen 241 Cherry Way Hayward CA 94541

129 Greg Justice 170 La Rue Road # 361 Davis CA 95616

130 Howard Chabner 1930 Fell Street San Francisco [CA 94117

131 Linda Chapman 630 Mason Street #301 San Francisco [CA 94108

132 Pat Buchovich 235 Montgomery Street San Francisco [CA 94104

133 Virginia Toy 950 Stockton Street, # 398 San Francisco [CA 94108
Public Hearing Speakers:

134 Jonathan Leong 946 Stockton Street #14D San Francisco [CA 94108

135 Adopt-an-Alleyway Inna Chen 1525 Grant Avenue San Francisco [CA 94108
Chinatown Community

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

137 Association Ben Lee

138 Chinese Affirmative Action Ronnie Rhoe 17 Walter Lum Place San Francisco [CA 94108

139 Donaldina Cameron House Doreen Der-McLeod 920 Sacramento Street San Francisco [CA 94108|
North Beach Merchants

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

149 Ernestine Weiss
Ellman, Burke, Hoffman &

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

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

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

153 Association Charles Segalas 3 Los Conejos Orinda CA 94563]

154 Yerba Buena Alliance Chi-Hsin Shao 130 Sutter Street, Suite 468 San Francisco [CA 94104

155 Grassroots Enterprise David Chiu 1635 Clay Street Apt. 1 San Francisco [CA 94109
Campus Planning, UCSF Mission

156 Bay Diane Wong 3333 California Street, Suite 11 [San Francisco |CA 94118

157 Potrero Boosters Dick Millet 250 Connecticut Street #5 San Francisco [CA 94107
Bayview Hunters Point Project

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

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

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

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

162 Union Square Association Linda Mijellem 323 Geary Street, Suite 408 San Francisco [CA 94102]

163 Planning for Elders Michael Kwok 980 Howard Street, Apt. 406 San Francisco [CA 94103

164 San Francisco Tomorrow Norman Rolfe 2233 Larkin Street San Francisco [CA 94109
Residents of the Southeast

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

166 resident Peter Hartman 300 Third Street, #310 San Francisco [CA 94107

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

168 Visitacion Valley Baptist Church |Samson Wong 61 Leland Avenue San Francisco [CA 94134

169 RENEW SF Wells Whitney 1308 Montgomery Street San Francisco [CA 94133
San Francisco Planning

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

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

172 Michael J Antonini 2827 Franklin Street San Francisco [CA 94123

173 Gwyneth Borden 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco [CA 94103

Director of
International

San Francisco International Economic & Tourism

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

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

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

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

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

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

| 179| CA | 94103




FINAL SEIS/SEIR (Vol. 1l with errata) ADDITIONAL DISTRIBUTION

Name Company Address # of copies

Marlene Wong Transpacific Geotechnical | 639 Clay Street, San Francisco, Ca 94111 1 hard copy

Virnaliza Byrd Planning Department 1650 Mission Street, 4™ Floor, San Francisco, Ca 4 hard copies

Hoi Yung Poon | Poon Associates hoi@poonassociates.com electronic copy

Lisa Carboni Caltrans P.O. Box 23660, Oakland, Ca 94623 1 hard copy, 2 CDs

Andre Boursse SFMTA 1 South Van Ness, San Francisco, Ca 94103 1 hard copy
(Contract Compliance)

David Pilpel 2151 27" Avenue, San Francisco, Ca 1 hard copy
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1.0: INTRODUCTION

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This document contains all public comments received on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement/Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (Draft SEIS/SEIR) prepared for the Central
Subway Project and the responses to those comments. Following this introduction, Chapter 2.0 contains a
list of all persons and organizations who submitted written comments on the Draft SEIS/SEIR during the
public review period from October 17 through December 10, 2007 or who testified at the San Francisco
Planning Commission public hearing on the Draft SEIS/SEIR held on November 15, 2007.

Chapters 3.0 and 4.0 contain the comments and responses. Section 3.0 contains written comment letters
received by the Planning Department during the public comment period. Section 4.0 contains transcribed
comments made at the public hearing on the Draft SEIS/SEIR and the responses to each of those
comments. Comments are grouped by person commenting, rather than by topic, to allow commenters to
easily find the responses to their comment(s). As the subject matter of one comment may overlap with
that of others, the reader may be referred to another response for a complete answer to a particular
comment. Each comment letter on the Draft SEIS/SEIR has been given a letter identifier and each
comment has been given an identifying number. The comments made at the public hearing have each
been given a comment number. Each substantive comment on the Draft SEIS/SEIR is labeled with a

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

Chapter 5.0 contains the staff initiated changes to the Draft SEIS/SEIR. The staff-initiated changes, made
by the preparers, revise text of the Draft SEIS/SEIR to correct or clarify information presented in the
Final SEIS/SEIR. All the revisions to the text of Volume I, whether from responses to comments or staff

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

The responses to comments included in the Final SEIS/SEIR, Volume Il, respond solely to comments on
the adequacy of the approach, analysis, and information in the Draft SEIS/SEIR. Some comments
received did not pertain to physical environmental effects of the Project, but responses may be included to
provide information for use by decision makers. Comments regarding the merits of and need for the

Central Subway Project will be considered by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
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1.0: INTRODUCTION

(MTA) as part of the project approval process. A decision regarding approval of the Project will be made
subsequent to certification (determination of completeness) of the Final SEIS/SEIR. In order to approve
the Project, the MTA will need to adopt a “Statement of Overriding Considerations,” as required by
CEQA, to explain the public good that would be achieved by implementation of the project despite the

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

The text of the SEIS/SEIR, with the recommended text changes incorporated, is contained in Volume | of
this Final SEIS/SEIR.
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2.0: LIST OF PERSONS COMMENTING

2.0 LIST OF PERSONS COMMENTING

The following lists identify all groups, agencies, or individuals commenting on the Draft SEIS/SEIR.

Each comment letter and each person commenting at the public hearing has been given a letter identifier

as noted below based on the order in which their comments were received.

Comment Letters/Forms Page No.
N I 15 oV o o SR 3-2
2 N (o= T V1Yo T Lo OSSPSR 3-10
C.  g00dshoped35110S@AMAILCOM .....ciiieiieieiieeieee ettt sttt te et esae e seeeteeneesaeeneeneenneens 3-12
D RON LB ottt b kbbb e b e e bt e R bt e bt e ebe e ehe e saeenheenaneanbe s 3-14
O AV T o Yo IV =T o] o o SR T 3-16
F.o JONAENAN LEOMNG ...ttt r et b s 3-18
G. Cynthia Joe, member, Presbyterian Church in Chinatown ...........ccccooiiiiii i 3-20
H.  Sabina Chen, Executive Director, Chinese Culture Foundation of San Francisco .............c.cc.c.... 3-22
I [T €T To Lo |1 o TSP 3-26
J. Sarah Wan, EXECULIVE DITECION, CY C...veieeiitiiee ettt ettt ettt sttt e e st e e e s st e e e s sbae e e s sabane e 3-36
(SO T T T oo GRS 3-38
L.  Terry Roberts, Director, State ClearingOUSE ..........ccceevieiieieie i 3-42
M.  Harvey Louie, President, Chinatown Transportation Research and Improvement

e (0] =T OSSP R PR UR TR PRTPRP 3-45
N.  Cindy Wu, Community Planning Manager, Chinatown Community Development

L0001 (<] PO U PSP R UPTUPRPP 3-47
(O T o] )V o VT g o TRV P PR PPPRP 3-49
N - T4 1Y - USSR 3-51
Q. CONMIE ZNANG ...ttt bbbttt h bbbttt 3-53
R.  Robert Beck, Senior Program Manager, Transbay Joint Powers AUthOrity..........c.ccocoovveiiinenenns 3-55
S MarY E. GIIPALIICK ..ottt 3-67
T.  Sabina Chen, Executive Director, Chinese Culture Foundation of San Francisco ............c.ccc....... 3-70
U.  Wells Whitney, Chair of the Board and Claudine Cheng, Treasurer, RENEWSF ............cccccoeu.. 3-73
V.  Peter Hartman, Member, Community AdVIiSOrY GrOUP ......ccocereriererieiisisisesesiesie e 3-75
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AD.

AE.
AF.

AG.
AH.

Al.

Al.

AK.

AL.

AM.
AN.
AO.

Homer Teng, Coordinator, Chinatown Families Economic Self-Sufficiency

(070> 1110} 1SS 3-77
Alan R. Zahradnik, Planning Director, Golden Gate Bridge Highway &

TransSPOrtation DISIIICT ........c.eoviiiiieeeie e 3-81
T Qo] i SR 3-88
Peter Straus, SFMTA Service PIanNing ........cccoooiriioieiieeee e 3-90
Vedica Puri, President, Telegraph Hill DWEIIErS ..........cccvvieiiiiie et 3-93
Dorothy Dugger, General Manager, BART ..o 3-121
Lisa Harris, Principal, Russ Gurnina, Director, and Father John Itzaina, Pastor,

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

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

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

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

Sidney Chan, President, Chinese Chamber of Commerce

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

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

Public Hearing Comments

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

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

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

the Public Hearing transcript.

Federal Agencies

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

State Agencies
L.  Terry Roberts, Director, State ClearinghOUSE ...........ccooiiiiiieiiie e 3-42
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Regional Agencies
X.  Alan R. Zahradnik, Planning Director, Golden Gate Bridge Highway &

TranSPOrtation DISTIICE ........ccveiieiiiiiie ittt 3-81
AB. Dorothy Dugger, General Manager, BART ..o e 3-121
AM. Steve Heminger, Executive Director, Metropolitan Transportation Commission ............c..c....... 3-213
Local Agencies
R.  Robert Beck, Senior Program Manager, Transbay Joint Powers AUthOrity..........c.ccocoovoviiinincnns 3-55
Z. Peter Straus, SFMTA Service PIanNing ........ccceeiiiiieieiisiee e st see e 3-89
AH. Bridget Maley, President, Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board ............c.cccceovviiniiencnnenn 3-174
Al. Yomi Agunbiade, General Manager, Recreation and Park Department, City and

CouNty OF SAN FrANCISCO ......evieeiieiieiieiesit et 3-182
. Planning Commissioner Antonini (PH-49 thru PH-57) ..o 4-58
. Planning Commissioner Lee (PH-58 thru PH-63) ..........ccccoiiiiiiiiiieeee e 4-60
. Planning Commissioner SUgaya (PH-64) .........ccoiiiiiiiieieeeese e 4-61
Organizations
G. Cynthia Joe, member, Presbyterian Church in Chinatown ...........ccocoviiiiie i 3-20
H.  Sabina Chen, Executive Director, Chinese Culture Foundation of San Francisco .............c.cc....... 3-22
J. Sarah Wan, EXECULIVE DIFECION, CY C...ouvvieiiiriiee ettt ettt ettt te e e st a e s e s sabae e s s saba e e s s sabaneeans 3-36
M. Harvey Louie, President, Chinatown Transportation Research and Improvement

o (0T SRS 3-45
N.  Cindy Wu, Community Planning Manager, Chinatown Community Development

L0001 (<] TP PO PP PP R UPPPPRPPT 3-47
T.  Sabina Chen, Executive Director, Chinese Culture Foundation of San Francisco ..............ccc...... 3-70
U.  Wells Whitney, Chair of the Board and Claudine Cheng, Treasurer, RENEWSF ....................... 3-73
V.  Peter Hartman, Member, Community AdVISOrY GrOUD ....cccccvereeiieerieeiiesie e sieesieesreeseeeeeeneeens 3-75
W. Homer Teng, Coordinator, Chinatown Families Economic Self-Sufficiency

(07T 1111 [o] o OSSPSR 3-77
AA. Vedica Puri, President, Telegraph Hill DWEIIErS .........ccooviiiiiiiec e 3-93
AC. Lisa Harris, Principal, Russ Gurnina, Director, and Father John Itzaina, Pastor,

Saints Peter and Paul Salesian School, Boys’ and Girls” Club, and Church...........cc.ccocoenneen. 3-140
AE. John Elblerling, President/CEQ, TODCO........cccceiiiieieie et se et sve st sre e sre e 3-155
AF. David Mote, Moderator, and Mary Wong Leong, Clerk, Presbyterian Church

1O o T = (011 o SRS 3-165
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AL. Sidney Chan, President, Chinese Chamber of Commerce
Doreen Der-McCloud, Executive Director, Donaldina Cameron House
Guang Wu Chen, President, Ping Yuen Residents Improvement Association
Yuk Gui Zhong, Vice President, Community Tenants Association

Gordon Chin, Executive Director, Chinatown Community Development Center...........c.cccco..... 3-198
AN. J. Gregg Miller, Jr., Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pittman LLP ..........cccccoeiiiiiiiiieeee 3-215
AO. John Tsang, Hoy-Sun Yung Benevolent ASSOCIAtION .........cccvevveiiiiierieiecie e 3-220
o Wells WhItney, RENEW SE (PH-1) ....ovveevereeeeeeeerereeseseesseseeeeseessesessesssoessessssssssessessssessesessnenes 4-50
. Tony Gantner, North Beach Merchants Association (PH-2 and PH-3) .........cccocviiiiiniicicncn 4-50

° Stephen Taber, San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association (PH-4 thru PH-6)....... 4-50

. David Chiu, Small Business Commission and Community Advisory Group of the Central

SUBbWaY (PH=7 thru PH-=9) .. ..ottt sttt st ne e 4-51
. Marlene Tran, Visitacion Valley Agents Alliance (PH-10)........ccccccviiiiiiii i cie e 4-51
o Bonnie Shiu, Visitacion Valley Parent Association (PH-11).......cc.ccccoririiiiniiniinineneneseeeeeine 4-51
° Ken Nim, Visitacion Valley Community Development Corporation (PH-12 and PH-13)............ 4-52
. Wayne Hu, Chinese Chamber of Commerce (PH-14 and PH-15) ........cccccoovveviiviivie e 4-52
o Sabina Chen, Chinese Culture Foundation of San Francisco (PH-16 and PH-17) ..........ccccceevnee. 4-52
. Ronnie Rhoe, Chinese Affirmative Action (PH-18) ........cccceiiiiiii i 4-53
. Guang Wu Chen, Ping Yuen Resident Improvement Association (PH-19 and PH-20)................. 4-53
. Anna Chang, Community Tenants Association (PH-21 and PH-22) ..........ccccccoviiniiiinencienen 4-54
° Doreen Der-McLeod, Donaldina Cameron House (PH-23).......ccccveiiiiiieieiieie e, 4-54
. Leon Chow, San Francisco Chinese Progressive Association (PH-24) ..........cccvviiiiiicicinnnne 4-54
o Cynthia Joe, Presbyterian Church in Chinatown (PH-25 thru PH-30).........ccccooviiiininiiccee, 4-54
° David Lee, Presbyterian Church in Chinatown (PH-31 and PH-32)..........ccccccviiiieviiiiiie e 4-55
. Ben Lee, Chinatown Photographic Association (PH-33 and PH-34)..........cccccoviviininiieice 4-55
. Joan Wood, Telegraph Hill Dwellers and Friends of Washington Square (PH-35 thru PH-38)....4-56
. Cindy Wu, Chinatown Community Development Center (PH-39 and PH-40) ............cccecevevieenen. 4-57
. April Vernanocin, South of Market Community Action Network (PH-41 thru PH-43)................ 4-57
o Pauline Peel, Bay View Community Advisory Group (PH-45).........ccccoeiiininininineicieeiins 4-58
. Inna Chen, Adopt An Alleyway (PH-46 thru PH-48) .......c.cccoeiieiiiie e 4-58
Individuals
N I U VK O o1 o SRS 3-2
B J0BN WOOM........oiiiiitiiiiet bbb 3-10
C.  g00dshoped35110S@AMAILCOM ......coiiiiriiiircee s 3-12
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mom o

RO LLBE ..ttt h ettt E e e Rt bbbt nh e e nn e nnr e 3-14
MiIChAET WIEBDIACHT ... et 3-16
B Lol g L1 g T T Vo PSS 3-18
[T €T oo |1 F USSP 3-26
JEANNE QUOCK ...ttt ettt e e et e e et be e e ebe e e e bt e e eabe e e ebaeesabeeeabeeeebbeeeabeeesabeeenbeas 3-38
L1020 L = T PR UPRTSR 3-49
AUBN IVIBL ettt bttt Rt R et sRe Rt e bRt et e beene e e ereenes 3-51
CONNIE ZNANG .ttt bt bt e ettt b bt bbb e bbb b n s 3-53
Mary E. GIIPALIICK ......ocviiiiiicce e 3-67
T G o] i SRS 3-87
(C1=T 1 o O 011 1< o 1SR 3-136
IMOTAYE KRN, ...t bbbt 3-166
HOWAIT WONG ...ttt bbbttt ettt b 3-180
Ernesting WEISS (PH-44) ........co ottt sttt et sae et nne s 4-58
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3.0 WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

This chapter includes a copy of the comment letters received during the public review period on the Draft
SEIS/SEIR and responses to those comments. Each letter is labeled with a letter identifier and each
substantive comment on the Draft SEIS/SEIR is labeled with a number in the margin of the letter. The

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

Text changes to the Draft SEIS/SEIR resulting from comments are also presented in this chapter and are
included as part of the responses. Text that has been added is underlined and text that has been deleted is
shown with a strikethrough. The intent of these text changes is to clarify or amplify information already
provided in the Draft SEIS/SEIR. The text changes do not present any new information that would alter

the analysis or conclusions presented in the Draft SEIS/SEIR.
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Letter A
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Strest. They look like junk mailers and few paople have stopped to read them. They are in
Engilsh only. This is inadequate and insulting.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

-
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Reponses to Letter A

A-1

Commenter’s opposition to the project due to displacement of residences and businesses is noted.
Comments received at public meetings have been responded to and the project alternatives have been
modified and refined throughout the project’s history in response to public input. The project
development history is outlined in the SEIS/SEIR on pages 2-52 through 2-62. As detailed in Section 1.3
of Volume I, there is a need for transportation improvements in the Central Subway Corridor to meet
expanding population and employment. The majority of letters and comments received during the 55-day
public comment period for the SEIS/SEIR expressed support for the Central Subway Project. Many of
these letters and comments came from Chinatown residents and community organizations in support of

the project.

A-2

The Central Subway Project is projected to generate approximately 18,470 to 21,010 net new transit
riders on the corridor compared to the No Project Alternative by 2030. The increase is ridership can be
attributed to improvements in service reliability and reductions in travel time (over 10 minutes savings
between Fourth and King Streets and Chinatown). The buses currently serving Chinatown and Union
Square are routinely delayed by surface congestion on Stockton Street due to the narrow width of the
street and competing demands for street space by autos, buses, bicycles, trucks, and pedestrians. In 2030,
these bus lines would carry about 5,280 passengers during the p.m. peak period in the Central Subway
corridor. By providing an exclusive transit right-of-way underground, the congestion problems would be
reduced. Trains would be able to operate much faster as they would not be subject to surface congestion
and traffic controls and there would be only a limited number of stops. This not only improves service to

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

Achieving these transit improvements would require an extended construction period of from 5% to 6
years that would result in disruption to the residents and businesses along the corridor. These impacts are
described in Chapter 6.0, Construction Methods, Impacts, and Mitigation, of the SEIS/SEIR. The San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) will ultimately make the decision as to whether
the project should be approved based on the project benefits and impacts and responses to public
comments outlined in the Final SEIS/SEIR.
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A-3

During the planning and project development phase of the Central Subway, public presentations were
made to community groups and stakeholders along the corridor. Many of these meetings were held in
Chinatown or with representatives from the Chinatown community. Informational materials pertaining to
the project have been made available in English, Chinese, and Spanish to ensure a broad distribution of
information. The newsletter on the Central Subway website is posted in Chinese. Representatives of the
project have attended community events in Chinatown, such as the Harvest Moon and Chinese New Year
festivals, to distribute project-related information. In addition the Community Advisory Group for the
project included representatives from the Chinese Chamber of Commerce, Chinatown Community
Development Center, and Chinatown TRIP. Chapter 11.0 Coordination and Consultation provides a

summary of the outreach effort conducted for the project.

To provide opportunities for public comment during the environmental review process, a public scoping
meeting was held in June 2005 and additional public meetings were held in October 2006 to inform the
public of updates to the project. When the Draft SEIS/SEIR was released on October 17, 2007, a press
conference was held in Chinatown with the Chinese press and an article about the Central Subway and the
availability of the environmental document was published in Chinese the following day in the Sing Tao
Daily newspaper. The Draft SEIS/SEIR was mailed to those who had previously requested copies, the
Notice of Awvailability was mailed to those expressing general interest in the project, multi-lingual
postcards were mailed to property owners along the corridor, copies of the Notice of Availability were
posted along the corridor (including notices in Chinese posted on November 6, 2007 in Chinatown), and
two public meetings (one in South of Market and one in Chinatown) describing the project and the

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

On October 31, the Sing Tao Daily announced the November 8 meeting at the Gordon J. Lau Elementary
School located at 950 Clay Street in Chinatown. At the November 8 Chinatown meeting the presentation
was made in Chinese as well as English and presentation materials, including the Executive Summary of
the Draft SEIS/SEIR were provided in Chinese. Copies of the Draft SEIS/SEIR were available for review
at the San Francisco Planning Department, the San Francisco main library and branch libraries, including
the Chinatown library at 1135 Powell Street; and the Chinatown Resource Center, Chinatown
Transportation Research and Improvement Project (TRIP), Chinatown Community Development Center
(CCDC), and Chinese Chamber of Commerce.

A-4
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Section 2.4.4 Screening of Design Options/Alternatives Not Carried Forward (pages 2-58 to 2-62)
describes the screening process used to identify the two station alternatives analyzed in the SEIS/SEIR for
Chinatown. The project team involved in the screening process included representatives of SFMTA, the
Community Advisory Group, the CCDC, and the engineering consultants. Four potential station sites in
Chinatown along Stockton Street were assessed. Screening criteria used to evaluate the alternatives
included: building size and height, accessibility for passengers, ability to accommodate station facilities
and vent shafts, access to the station site by construction equipment, space for construction materials,
extent of business and residential displacement, post construction transit-oriented development potentiall,
possible environmental impacts (noise, historic property, parkland), and consistency with the project
boundaries established in the certified 1998 EIS/EIR for the Third Street Light Rail Project. Two
alternative locations for the station emerged from the screening assessment: the property at 814-828
Stockton Street and the property at 933-949 Stockton Street. These two properties are analyzed in the
SEIS/SEIR.

Mitigation for displaced residents and businesses is described in SEIS/SEIR Section 6.5.2 Acquisition and
Displacement, on pages 6-48 through 6-54. Mitigation measures include the development of a detailed
relocation plan designed to minimize impacts on businesses and residents. Copies of the Draft
SEIS/SEIR were mailed to the property owners identified for displacement by the project, if approved,
and notices of the availability of the draft document were sent to residents and businesses along the

corridor.

The Notice of Availability and the public hearing before the Planning Commission was posted along the
project corridor from October 17 through December 10, 2007. In the Chinatown area, these notices were

both in English and in Chinese.

Following the selection by San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) of a Locally
Preferred Alternative (LPA), approval of the Final SEIS/SEIR by the San Francisco Planning
Commission, and issuance of the Record of Decision (ROD) by the Federal Transit Administration
(FTA), which is expected to be completed by fall 2008, the SFMTA would send a certified Notice of
Intent to the property owners on the intent to appraise and possibly acquire the property. The SFMTA
would offer funding assistance to the property owner to hire legal counsel and an independent appraiser.
The city would review and approve the appraisal and an offer letter would be provided as a basis for
negotiation of price and conditions. The responsibility to notify tenants would initially be the SFMTA in
cooperation with the property owners. The transit-oriented development proposed as an independent

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

level, the impacts to displaced residents and businesses.

A-5

As shown from the Noise and Vibration evaluation in Chapter 5, pg. 5-79, the FTA vibration criteria of
72 Vdb would not be exceeded during operation in the Chinatown portion of the Central Subway Project
(page 5-79 and Tables 5-9 and 5-12) for wood-frame buildings. Noise and vibration during construction
would need to meet the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29, Regulation of Noise), which limits
noise from construction equipment to 80 dBA at 100 feet and all construction activities within 200 feet of
a historic building would have to meet the vibration limits of 72 Vdb established by FTA. A detailed
construction noise and vibration analysis would be prepared to assess potential impacts to receivers
within close proximity to the underground mining and excavation operations during final engineering
design for the project. The Noise and Vibration Control Plan would include pre-construction
measurements and periodic vibration monitoring using approved seismographs. If at any time the
construction activity exceeds the 0.12 inches/second of peak particle vibration (PPV) velocity level, in
any direction, for any length of time at any historic structure, the construction activity will be halted, as
described under mitigation measures, until an alternative construction method can be used that would
lower vibration levels (pages 6-117 to 6-118 of the SEIS/SEIR). The Environmental Compliance Monitor
would be responsible for independent monitoring during construction as described in the Mitigation

Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), Appendix 1.

A-6

The construction period for the project, which would last 5% to 6 years would have an impact on
residents and businesses located along the corridor. These impacts and the recommended mitigation
measures are summarized in Chapter 6.0, Construction Impacts and Mitigation. The transportation
impacts are discussed on pages 6-34 through 6-46 of the SEIS/SEIR.

A-7

There is no evidence to indicate that the introduction of a fixed-rail system would increase crime,
homelessness, vandalism or graffiti. The SFMTA, in addition to the closed circuit system used for
monitoring subway stations, will provide it own security guards for patrolling its fixed-facilities (page 5-
15 of the SEIS/SEIR).

A-8
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The SFMTA has continued outreach to Chinatown residents and business owners along the Stockton
Street corridor during the preparation of the Final SEIS/SEIR and plans to maintain community contacts
as the project, if approved, progresses into the final design and construction phases. Newsletters
translated to Chinese have been distributed and notices of public meetings and agency meetings in

Chinese have been distributed to residents and businesses.
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Letter B
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Responses to Letter B

B-1

Commenter’s opposition to the project is noted. The location of the temporary construction extraction pit
for the tunneling machine, located at Union Street and Columbus Avenue in North Beach, is not the
location of the turnaround (crossover tracks and twin storage tracks) for the Central Subway. The
northern limit of the Central Subway Project, including the turnaround, is in Chinatown at Jackson Street.
The Central Subway Project will not affect the 41, 30, 45 or 9X Muni buses at the Columbus Avenue and

Union Street intersection.

B-2

The Central subway crossover and twin storage tracks would be located between Clay Street and Jackson
Streets, under Stockton Street in Chinatown. The temporary extraction shaft opening for the construction
variant (North Beach Tunnel Construction Variant) described on pages 2-33 to 2-34 of the SEIS/SEIR,
would be located within the middle two lanes of Columbus Avenue. The construction of this temporary
construction shaft is estimated to take five to six months, and would be for the purpose of removing the

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

B-3

Comment noted. The Central Subway is the second phase of the 1998 Third Street Light Rail Project,
which was part of the City approved Four Corridor Plan (June 1995) and the 1997 Proposition B Local
Sales Tax for Transportation passed by the voters of San Francisco in 1989.

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

decisions leading to the Central Subway Project.
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Comment Form C

C-1

C-2

C-3

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

C-1

The northern boundary of the Central Subway Project is Jackson Street in Chinatown. This project
boundary is consistent with the San Francisco County Transportation Authority’s 1995 Four Corridor
Plan that established project priorities for transit projects in the City. Moving the station to Pacific Street,
would push the station location north of the project boundary established in the Four Corridor Plan and in
the original 1998 Certified EIR/EIS for the Third Street Light Rail. Several locations, including a Pacific
Street station, have been evaluated for the Chinatown station. Pages 2-59 through 2-62 of the SEIS/SEIR
discuss the station alternatives and the screening process for narrowing the station locations to identify
those carried forward in this SEIS/SEIR for analysis. The Pacific Street station was eliminated as an

option during preliminary evaluation.

C-2 and C-3

Station entrances for both the Union Square/Market Street Station and Chinatown Station would provide
access and egress for passengers traveling the Stockton Street Corridor. Passengers can access other
Muni streetcar lines and BART at the Powell Street Station via a two-block subsurface connection from
the Union Square/Market Street Station, as well as, the 2-Clement, 3-Jackson, 4-Sutter, and 38-Geary
lines within one block at the surface. The Chinatown Station provides access to the 1-California line
within one to two blocks of the station depending upon the alternative. The Chinatown Station under
Alternatives 2 and 3A is within one block of the California Street cable car line and Alternative 3B
Chinatown Station is located within one block of the Hyde Street cable car line. In addition, surface

buses would remain to serve other destinations not directly served by the Central Subway.
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Comment Form D
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Responses to Comment Form D
D-1
Comment recommending a Chinatown Station at 814-828 Stockton Street as studied in the SEIS/SEIR

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

As stated in the SEIS/SEIR on pages 6-51 and 6-52, there are five ground-floor businesses on the 814-828
Stockton Street frontage of the building five small businesses/clubs along the backside on Hang Ah Alley
that would be displaced and would need to be relocated. In addition, there appear to be one or two

residential units in this building.

This station alternative would impact the Hang Ah Alley and Willie “Woo Wo00” Wong Park to the east
of 814-828 Stockton during construction and would cast shadows on the tennis court. The Recreation and
Park Commission has stated a preference for the station alternative at Stockton and Washington Streets
(see Letter Al, page 3-170).
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Comment Form E
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Responses to Comment Form E

E-1

Comment noted. The Fourth/Stockton Alignment (Alternatives 3A and 3B) as described in the
SEIS/SEIR on page 2-56 evolved as a more direct alignment that provided improved transit operations

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

E-2
Comment noted. The underground pedestrian connection between the Union Square/Market Street
Central Subway Station and the Powell Street BART/Muni Metro Station will be clearly marked to

facilitate pedestrian movement between the two stations.
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Responses to Comment Form F

F-1

Comment noted. Commenter is opposed to the Central Subway Project because the Chinatown area is a
small crowded neighborhood with existing bus service that serves Chinatown and states that the subway

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

F-2

Commenter prefers use of Kearny Street for the Central Subway project. The possible use of Kearny
Street for the Central Subway alignment was discussed and studied during the period leading up to the
1998 EIS/EIR. Kearny Street was eliminated from consideration because the Community Advisory
Group and Chinatown representatives preferred Stockton Street as the alignment and station location in
Chinatown because it would serve the heart of Chinatown and the Union Square retail area. The public
review process is documented in the “Design Options Screening Report Working Paper #2”, April 1997.
Some 120 meetings attended by SFMTA between 1996 and 1997 with the Community and Technical
Advisory Groups, the Planning Department, the Department of Parking and Traffic, and the
Redevelopment Agency representatives (see Project Development History, SEIS/SEIR, page 2-54)
narrowed the design options and eliminated the use of Kearny Street alignment alternatives from further

study.
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Comment Form G
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Responses to Comment Form G
G-1

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

o call home,

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

Sincerely,

ahina Chen
Frecutive DHrcctor

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume 11 3-24



3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Responses to Letter H
H-1
Commenter strongly supports the project and wishes to continue their inclusion in the decision making

process.

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

discussion of the future project approval process.

H-2

Comment expressed need for adequate funds to be directed to addressing the relocation needs of both
residents and businesses and for replacement housing. See Response to Comment A-4, and SEIS/SEIR,
Section 6.5.2, Acquisition and Displacement, for a summary of the notification process for residents and
businesses. Minimum relocation payments are set by law and include moving and search expense
payments for businesses. Affordable housing could also be part of transit-oriented station development in

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

H-3

A representative of the San Francisco Arts Commission has been part of the community meetings held in
Chinatown and at the Community Advisory Group for the Central Subway Project for purposes of
describing the Arts Program for the stations. Two percent of the eligible construction costs would be set
aside for the arts for the subway project. The City’s Administrative Code requires that all capital
improvement projects allocate two percent of eligible construction costs for public art programming. The
Arts Commission’s Public Arts Program is responsible for management of the public arts funding and
selection of artists and art, working in close coordination with local communities. SFMTA has also
retained the services of CCDC to ensure the continued involvement of the Chinatown community in the
project development and design. Meetings will be held in Chinatown to determine the art treatment of the
station and community artists have been solicited to participate in the program in a February 2008 Call for

Artists information sheet.
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Letter |

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

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

To: Subway, Central

Subject: RE: Central Subway Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Repart

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

12. "Construction of a TBM retrieval shaft near Washington Square park for the North
Beach Tunnel Construction Variant would require the termporary relocation of bus
stops for the 30-Stockton and 45-Union/Stockton lines, along Columbus Avenue
between Union and Powell Streets. This construction approach would require the
closure of one side of the sireet while the shaft is excavated, keeping one travel lane I-12
in each direction, and then switching over to the other side of the street fo complete
the shaft. This shift in traffic lanes may also require the temporary relocation of
overhead wires on the 30-Stocklon and 45-Union/Stockton to accommodate
continued transit operations. This construction activity iz estimated to take six monthe,
at which point the shaft would be covered and normal street operations would be
restored. If the North Beach Tunnel Construction Variant is not approved, the TEM
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extraction shaft would be at the Chinatown off-strest station site and would last
approximately one week. Trucks and cranas would occupy the nearside curb parking
lane to haul materials and load the TEM.” Question: What will the economic and
social impacts be of a disruption of this magnitude be over a period of six months?

1-12
Cont.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

*  Washington Square is an historic area and a much used park - the Environment
Section does not cover the impacts in detail but instead complete avoids any
discussion.

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume 11 3-28



3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

* Extracting the Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM) logically will be noisier and
environmentally impacting than when it is deep below the ground. The anticipated
noise levels and vibration appear to be underestimated and not realistic,

*  Other alternative extraction locations should be discussed and considered.

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

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

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

1-18
Cont.

Lee Goodin

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

I-1

A surface alternative was evaluated as part of the screening process prior to the preparation of the Draft
SEIS/SEIR. This alternative was rejected because it would increase surface congestion, particularly along
Stockton Street, and would not improve service reliability and travel times, as set forward in the project

Purpose and Need.

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

of the surface alternative:

“Subsequent to the Scoping Process, an updated Project construction cost estimate was
prepared that exceeded the proposed budget for the Project. A panel of construction
experts working with the Project design team undertook a cost reduction analysis to
identify ways of reducing the cost of the Project without compromising its overall

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

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

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

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

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

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

operation and maintenance costs.

In response to public input during Scoping and recommendations from the cost reduction
effort, a new option for the Fourth/Stockton Alignment design was identified. The
original Fourth/Stockton Alignment was designated Option A (LPA) and a modified
Fourth/Stockton Alignment, described below, was designated as Option B (Modified
LPA). The changes incorporated into the Option B (Modified LPA) Alternative are

summarized below.”

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

1-2
The Stockton/Fourth Street Transit Preferential Streets (TPS) project, as identified in the SFMTA
2005/2006 Short Range Transit Plan, called for the extension of a Stockton-Fourth Street Transit Lane
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from Stockton and O'Farrell Streets across Market Street to Fourth and Clementina Streets, providing a
continuous transit lane from the south end of the Stockton tunnel. This project was completed in 2004
and facilitates the surface flow of Muni buses. Further information on TPS is available in the SFMTA

Short Range Transit Plan.

1-3

The project boundary is Jackson Street, which is located in Chinatown. The Community Advisory Group
(CAG), which was originally created for the Third Street Light Rail Project, did not initially include any
project activities that extended into the North Beach neighborhood. In 2006, a construction variant for
extraction of the Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM) extending into North Beach via Columbus Avenue was
added to Alternative 3A and 3B. Since that occurred, SFMTA has met with representatives from the
Telegraph Hill Dwellers and RENEWSF to discuss this proposal. In addition, the CAG has
recommended the addition of a representative from the North Beach area and SFMTA is in the process of

soliciting that representation.

1-4

The Area Plan boundaries in Figure 4-1 reflect the boundaries of those six neighborhoods that have a
specific Area Plan adopted as part of the San Francisco Planning Department General Plan (see
discussion starting on page 4-3 of the SEIS/SEIR). A specific Area Plan has not been prepared for North

Beach and therefore it is not depicted on this figure.

1-5

The Waterfront Land Use Plan and BCDC’s San Francisco Bay Plan and San Francisco Waterfront
Special Area Plan are mentioned in the Plans and Policies section as they are relevant to the service area
impacted by the No Project/TSM Alternative and all of the Build Alternatives. The No Project/TSM
Alternative would continue to have surface rail operations on The Embarcadero, which falls under the
scope of the Waterfront Land Use Plan and the BCDC plans. In addition, the eastern Waterfront Land
Use Plan boundary extends to Third and King Streets, which falls within the study area for all Build

Alternatives.

1-6

As discussed in the SEIS/SEIR in Section 6.12, the mature trees within Washington Square Park and
along the western edge of the park would not be impacted by construction of the Tunnel Boring Machine
extraction pit that would be located in the middle two lanes of Columbus Avenue. Consistent with the

Urban Forestry Ordinance, Article 16, San Francisco Public Works Code, the small street trees in the
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median of the street do not meet the definition of a significant tree and would be removed and replaced at
a 1:1 ratio following construction (see Biology, page 6-99, in the SEIS/SEIR). A certified arborist would
be present during construction of the TMB retrieval shaft to monitor protection of tree roots during

excavation.

-7

Page 4-50 of the SEIS/SEIR documents the existing archaeological conditions of the study area,
specifically along Columbus Avenue. The reference cited by the commenter goes on to say, “Due to the
depth of the tunnel at this location, the only potential historical archaeological resources that may be
encountered are artifacts from filled wells.”  Mitigation measures for archaeological resources
encountered during construction of the project are described in Chapter 6.0 Construction Methods,
Impacts, and Mitigation on pages 6-61 thru 6-67 and would be responsive to both City and Federal
guidelines and laws for recovery and documentation of resources. Archaeological impacts for the TBM
shaft along Columbus Avenue are identified as moderately sensitive for Alternative 3A and 3B for the
presence of historical park remains from 1840-1873 (see pages 6-69 and 6-71 of the SEIS/SEIR). Federal
and state guidelines require that undertakings subject to environmental review address potential effects to
archaeological resources. Under State environmental laws, a project that may have an adverse effect on a

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

1-8

Page 4-70 of the SEIS/SEIR describes the existing cultural resources that would be potentially impacted
by the Central Subway Project. Washington Square Park and the associated Washington Square Park
Triangle are the only historic architectural resources that are located in proximity to the TBM extraction
shaft. As noted on pages 6-26 (Section 6.2.2) and 6-33 (Section 6.2.3) of the SEIS/SEIR, which describe
the construction process for Alternatives 3A and 3B, respectively, the construction of the TBM
excavation shaft on Columbus Avenue would take approximately six months and retrieval of the TBM
would take about one week. During the construction period, businesses and residences in the immediate
vicinity would be subject to construction-related impacts, such as traffic, noise, dust, and vibration. The
impacts related to the North Beach Construction Variant are discussed in Construction Impacts Sections
6.3 through 6.15 in the SEIS/SEIR.

1-9
Page 4-110 of the SEIS/SEIR describes the existing hazardous material conditions that would be
potentially impacted by the Central Subway Project. The construction-related hazardous material impacts

are summarized in Section 6.13 on pages 6-108 and 6-109. As noted in the mitigation measures for
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Alternative 3A and 3B, the North Beach Construction Variant would require an additional sampling work
plan to be completed as part of the Soil Quality Investigation for the segment of Stockton Street between
Jackson and Green Streets and for Columbus Avenue from Green Street to just north of Union Street.
This investigation would be required to meet the requirements of Article 20 of the San Francisco
Municipal Code. The findings of the soils investigation would be included in a Soils Analysis Report and
Site Mitigation Report according to the Article 20 guidelines. A groundwater investigation in
conformance with the state and local guidelines and requirements would also be conducted in conjunction

with the soil investigation.

1-10

Table 4-32 on page 4-136 of the SEIS/SEIR describes the current noise levels along the Central Subway
Corridor and therefore does not reflect any project-related noise. Table 6-3 on page 6-115 of the
SEIS/SEIR identifies the range of noise expected from construction-related activities along the project
corridor. As shown on page 6-115 of the document, temporary construction noise would be expected to
be in the range of 85 to 89 decibels, while ambient noise level ranges from 71 to 74 decibels. A series of
mitigation measures, including preparation of a Noise Control Plan, are outlined on page 6-117 to 6-118
to minimize noise disruption during construction and reduce noise impacts to a less-than-significant level.

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

1-11

All construction impacts including those for the North Beach Construction Variant are summarized in
Chapter 6.0. As noted on page 6-38 of the SEIS/SEIR, the construction of the TBM removal shaft in
North Beach would take approximately six months to construct and one week would be required for the
extraction of the TBM(s). During the six month period, the number of traffic lanes on Columbus Avenue
would be reduced to just one lane in each direction and would be shifted to avoid the area under
construction. This would also require shifting of the overhead wires for the 30-Stockton, 41-Union, and
45-Union/Stockton trolley bus lines and temporary relocation of bus stops. Temporary rerouting of
traffic may be required as noted on Figure E-12. In addition to these circulation impacts, neighbors of the
construction site would be impacted by noise, vibration, and dust during construction activities. The
construction impacts and related mitigation measures to minimize air, dust, and noise impacts are outlined
in Sections 6.14 and 6.15 of the SEIS/SEIR.

The construction shaft at Washington Square would not be used for the removal of muck from the tunnel
excavation. Disposal of excavated materials from the tunnel construction (station excavation will be at

each station) would occur at the portal at the south end of the subway tunnel (Fourth and Brannan for
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Alternative 3B). The excavation of muck for the TBM extraction shaft itself would last about three
months and is expected to generate approximately five truck trips per day during that period.
Contaminated soil would be off-hauled to a treatment facility south of San Francisco while clean fill may

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

1-12

The SFMTA would be required to maintain public access to all properties during the construction phase
and to minimize social and economic impacts associated with construction activities and the potential
disruption of business access. As stated in Section 6.5 of the SEIS/SEIR, no property takes are required
for construction of the North Beach Construction Variant, but an easement under a parcel located at 1455
Stockton Street would be required. SFMTA would act in accordance with all existing federal and state
regulations and guidelines to minimize disruption to affected property and business owners and residents

during the construction phase.

1-13

As stated in Response to Comment I-11, an estimated five truck trips per day would be associated with
the off-hauling of excavated materials associated with the TBM extraction shaft in North Beach. Other
truck trips associated with muck removal for the tunnel would be off-hauled from the construction shaft at
the beginning of the TBM tunnel at Fourth Street between Bryant and Harrison Streets. A limited number
of truck trips would be generated in Washington Square during the one week period when the TBM is

removed from the site.

1-14

See response to comment I-7 above.

1-15

Section 6.15 of the SEIS/SEIR describes noise and vibration impacts and mitigation measures during the
temporary construction of the project. Potential for an adverse effect from construction vibration is
controlled by adhering to vibration limits for settlement of structures and requiring monitoring to assure
that vibration is within specified limits during construction activities. Mitigation measures are described
on pages 6-117 to 6-119. The maximum peak particle vibration (PPV) velocity level, in any direction, at
any of the historic structures along the corridor should not exceed 0.12 inches/second for any length of
time. Periodic vibration monitoring at the closest structure to any construction activities would be

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

less-than-significant.

1-16

It is not clear to which figure the commenter is referring. The potential historic architectural structures in
the North Beach, Washington Square, and Powell Street Historic Districts that would potentially be
affected by the construction of the North Beach Construction Variant are discussed on page 4-69 through
4-75 of the SEIS/SEIR. The boundaries of the Historic Districts are outlined on Figure 4-5, page 4-54 of
the SEIS/SEIR.

1-17

The detour routes included in Appendix E of the SEIS/SEIR have been prepared by the Department of
Parking and Traffic (DPT) and are based on the preliminary engineering information for each alternative.
Once an alternative is selected and the project moves into the final design phase, SFMTA would select the
most appropriate detour routes and develop temporary transportation system management measures along
these routes, e.g. additions of turn lanes at key intersections, conversion of parking lanes into peak period
travel lanes, etc. Detour routes would be advertised prior to construction in the appropriate media. When
construction detours are implemented, traffic control police would monitor critical locations along the
detours to promote uncongested traffic flow. Traffic detours would also be coordinated with other

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

1-18

Impacts to Washington Square from the temporary construction of the TMB extraction shaft are discussed
in the SEIS/SEIR in Section 6.0 under biology, cultural resources, noise and vibration. Impacts are
described as less-than-significant with mitigation measures. The construction of the TMB shaft on
Columbus Avenue is estimated to take about six months and the extraction of the TBM would take about
one week (page 6-26). This is considered a short-term, construction related, temporary impact that would
less-than-significant. Information about the construction activity and schedule would be posted in the
Washington Square Park area and would be provided to businesses and residents around the square, and
to park users prior to construction. See Response to Comments I-3 through 1-17 above for detailed

responses.
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Letter J
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Responses to Letter J
J-1

Statement in support of the project is noted.

J-2

As noted on pages 3-36 and 3-37 of the SEIS/SIER bus service on the 30-Stockton, 45-Union/Stockton,
and 9X/9AX/BX-San Bruno would continue once the Central Subway is completed. Elimination of these
lines is not contemplated at this time. The implementation of rail service on the Central Subway would
provide an opportunity to adjust headways on surface bus lines as numerous long-distance passengers
shift to the Central Subway. In addition, the 22-Fillmore line is planned to be extended into Mission Bay

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

K-1

As stated on page 5-79 of the SEIS/SEIR, potential noise levels from vent shafts would be from the
passby of underground trains transmitting noise through the vent shaft and the monthly testing of
emergency ventilation fans. For the most part, the train passby noise would be barely audible over
background noise. The vent shafts would be designed to meet noise level limits of the San Francisco
noise ordinance and would not have significant adverse impacts to adjacent properties. Specific measures
for the abatement of noise from the vent shafts would be determined during final design. Testing of the
emergency ventilation fans could be restricted during the times that Church services are being held (see
Mitigation Measures, page 5-83 of the SEIS/SEIR). Churches fall under Category 3 for FTA noise
criteria for a 1-hour Leq (equivalent sound level) with moderate impacts at 70 Leq, and the existing noise
measurements at Stockton and Sacramento Streets show a noise level of 72 Leq (Table 4-32 on page 4-
136 of the SEIS/SEIR). Mitigation measures to minimize the noise and vibration impacts associated with
the general operation of the train are outlined on pages 5-83 and 5-85 of the SEIS/SEIR.

K-2
An emergency exit would be located between Washington and Jackson Streets, on the west sidewalk of
Stockton Street for Alternative 3B, as shown on Figure 2-22, page 2-46 of the SEIS/SEIR.

K-3

Shadow analysis is required for public parks and for the reduction of shadows on certain public or
publicly accessible open spaces in San Francisco, under Section 295 (Proposition K) and Section 147 of
the San Francisco Planning Code. For public or publicly accessible open spaces, the amount of area
shadowed, the duration of the shadow, and the importance of sunlight to the type of open space being
shadowed for buildings over 50 feet high needs to be described. A preliminary shadow analysis has been
conducted for the station building outline (assuming maximum height and bulk) at Stockton and
Washington Streets to show the maximum new shadows on the Gordon Lau Elementary School
schoolyard, the Methodist Church across Washington Street, from the proposed station and the adjacent
Presbyterian Church on Stockton Street. (See Appendix K of the SEIS/SEIR). Shadows on the south
wall of the Methodist Church, from the proposed Chinatown Station, would occur in the morning and
early afternoon hours during winter months (December 21), but not during other times of day or months
of the year. The playground of the Gordon Lau Elementary School is currently shaded by adjacent
buildings and the school itself during all months of the year. Additional shading from the proposed

Chinatown station building and vent shaft would occur on the eastern edge of the school playground in
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the morning hours and at noon during all seasons of the year and during the winter months (December 21)
in the afternoon. There would be no additional shadows cast on the Presbyterian Church from the

proposed Chinatown Station based on the preliminary analysis.
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Letter L
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Civision of Transgarlation Plasning; Mative American Heritage Commisaion; Public Utifies
Commission: Regional Water Queity Control Board, Region 2; Stata Wetar Resources Condrof Board,
Clean Water Program; Alr Resources Board, Transporation Projacts
Date Recelved 10182007 Start of Rewfew 10182007 End of Review 120032007
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Responses to Letter L

L-1
This letter confirms procedural compliance with the State Clearinghouse environmental review. There

were no comments from State reviewing agencies.

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume 11 3-44



3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter M
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Responses to Letter M
M-1
Chinatown TRIP’s support of the Central Subway Project and endorsement of Alternative 3B as the

Locally Preferred Alternative is noted.

M-2
Refer to Response to Comment 1-17. A more detailed traffic flow plan would be prepared once an

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

M-3

The SFMTA has been conducting an extensive community outreach effort as summarized in Chapter 11.0
Coordination and Consultation. As indicated on page 5-12, this effort will continue through the project
implementation phase. Signage will be provided in both English and Chinese on all public notices and

signage posted for project meetings and construction notices.
The following text is added at the end of the third paragraph of page 6-35:

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

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

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

M-4

The request for a second entry to the Chinatown station at the lower level of the Mandarin Towers was
considered, but is outside of the budgeted project cost estimate. The pedestrian level of service analysis
(see Table 3-17, pages 3-66 and 3-67 of the SEIS/SEIR) has shown that the planned station entrance is
sufficient to meet pedestrian demand.

M-5

SFMTA has retained the services of the CCDC for assistance in the planning and implementation of the
project in Chinatown. SFMTA is committed to including the Chinatown community in planning for
construction to minimize adverse impacts to the neighborhood and community over the five to six-year

construction period.
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Letter N
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Responses to Letter N

N-1

The comments made in the CCDC letter regarding input from the Chinese Historical Society of America
and the local architectural historian, Phil Choy, are not inconsistent with the findings in the SEIS/SEIR.
The main difference is in the identification of an adverse effect for the demolition of either of the two
buildings in Chinatown that have been determined to contribute to the potential eligibility of Chinatown

as a National Register Historic Place-Historic District.

As the SEIS/SEIR points out on page 4-65, a National Register of Historic Places Inventory Nomination
Form was completed for the Chinatown Historic District in 1979. Though reportedly the nomination was
not approved by the Planning Department in 1986, the nomination has not been rejected by the State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPQO). The original EIS/EIR for the Third Street Light Rail Project
identified the buildings at 814-828 and 933-949 Stockton Street as contributors to the potential Historic
District in 1997 (Corbett) and submitted the nomination forms to the SHPO. The Office of Historic
Preservation letter dated February 17, 1998, acknowledged the potential Historic District in their response
letter as two of twenty “structures that appear to be eligible for inclusion on the NRHP as contributing
elements to a Chinatown Historic District, a district that has not been evaluated”. The Chinatown
Historic District is listed on the California Register of Historic Resources (status code rating of 3D). An
adverse effect is created when an undertaking alters either directly or indirectly the character-defining

features of a NRHP-eligible property.

These factors lead to the conclusion of a potential adverse effect for the demolition of either building for a
station. Page 6-73 of the SEIS/SEIR describes that “demolition of contributing elements to a NRHP
eligible district constitutes an adverse effect under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
of 1966 and under the California Environmental Quality Act.” Mitigation measures for historic property
impacts that would reduce the adverse impact, but not to a less-than-significant level, are described on
page 6-76 of the SEIS/SEIR: partial preservation, having an architectural historian involved in the design
of the new station, salvage of the architectural features for preservation, and development of a permanent
display that would include the history of the demolished building and the relevance to the Chinatown
District.
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Responses to Comment Form
O-1

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

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

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

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

Coordination with Caltrain Downtown Extension

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

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

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

Temporary Construction Impacts

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

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

R-1

SFMTA is committed to continued close coordination with the TIPA for the interface between the Central
Subway Project and the Transbay Transit Center Program, including the Caltrain Downtown Extension
and Bus Storage facility on Fourth Street. The design refinement of Alternative 3B, locating the subway
portal south of Perry Street is now included in the SEIS/SEIR as the proposed design. The Central
Subway use of the temporary staging area under the 1-80 structure between Harrison and Bryant Streets

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

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

follows:

“2. In addition, the portal at Fourth Street under 1-80 may restrict aceess-to-the-proposed
bus-storage-faciity-atPerry Street-and large truck movements onto Stillman Street.”

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

follows:

“Same as Alternative 3A, in addition SEMTA will explore options-desigh-medifications
to-the-portal-location with Caltrans, the TIPA, and Golden Gate Transit that will permit

bus—aceess—to—PerryStreetand-truck access to Stillman Street that-wiH-to-reduce the

impacts to a less-than-significant level.”

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

“After stopping at the station platform on Fourth at King Streets, light rail would continue
north on Fourth Street to a double-track portal between Bryant-Perry and Harrison Streets
under 1-80 (see Figure 2-16).”

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

subway portal and the placement of a crash barrier.
The text in the last two sentences, paragraph two, page 3-55 is revised as follows:

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

the Interstate 80 Freeway, has been located to accommodate the bus access from south-
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FIGURE 2-18
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FIGURE 2-19
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FIGURE 5-10

Simulation Looking South Simulation Looking North

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

greater wheelbase) to Stillman Streetforthe samereasons.”

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

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

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

and-Stillman-Streets—Other possible options not yet identified may also be considered as
part of the coordination process with the Transbay Terminal project team. When the
preferred option is selected, it would be included into the design ef-the—pertal for this

Project.”

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Project.”

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

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

Perry Street, between Harrison and Bryant Streets.”

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

follows:

“2. In addition, the portal at Fourth Street under 1-80 may restrict access to-the-proposed
bus-storage-facility-at-Perry-Street-and large truck movements onto Stillman Street.”

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

follows:

“Same as Alternative 3A, in addition SEMTA will explore options-design-medifications
te-the-portal-Hocation with Caltrans, the TIPA and Golden Gate Transit that will permit

bus—acecess—to—Perry-Street-and-truck access to Stillman Street that-wil-to-reduce the

impacts to a less-than-significant level.”

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

page 7-13 is revised as follows:

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

on Stockton Street between Washington and Jackson Streets would occur.

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

due to the portal location.”

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

13 is revised as follows:

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

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

See Response to Comment R-1. The design of the tunnel portal has been modified to reduce the portal
length and shift the portal location south to allow buses to enter the bus storage facility under the 1-80
Freeway from Fourth Street using Perry Street. The removal of the tight turning radius will also remove
the potential for further bus delays at the Fourth and Harrison Streets intersection. The text has been
revised to reflect discussions with the TIPA and design refinements to minimize impacts to the TIPA bus

storage access.

R-3

The description of the TJPA Transbay Terminal, and possible future accommodations for Caltrain
Peninsula Rail Service and a future high speed train is in the third bulleted item on page 2-8 of the
SEIS/SEIR. Continued coordination between SFMTA and the TJPA is considered a vital part of the
design development and engineering phases for the Central Subway Project to make sure that
construction timing and project implementation will minimize any potential conflicts with the Caltrain

Downtown Extension, should it be funded and implemented.

R-4
See Response to Comment X-4 for discussion of the operation of the bus storage facility and revised text
on pages 3-56 and 6-36 of the SEIS/SEIR, under Mitigation Measures, for how temporary construction

related impacts to the bus storage area under 1-80 would be minimized.
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Letter S
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Responses to Letter S

S-1

Letter expresses concerns about the significant negative impacts of the project on the environment and the
speculative nature of the report. The potential for environmental effects are detailed in Sections 3.0, 5.0,
and 6.0 of the SEIS/SEIR. The analysis for the SEIS/SEIR has been based on accepted professional
methodology for projecting potential environmental impacts associated with the implementation of a rail
project as can be applied to the proposed Central Subway project in the San Francisco environment. A
comparative summary of significant impacts is shown in Table 7-2, along with mitigation measures.
Detailed analysis of impacts can be found in Sections 5.0 and 6.0 of the SEIS/SEIR and analysis of

impacts to traffic can be found in Section 3.0.

Architectural and historic integrity impacts (for the proposed station in Chinatown) resulting from
demolition of the existing building at 933-949 Stockton Street that contribute to the Chinatown Historic
District would be partially mitigated through partial preservation of the building through rehabilitation,
hiring an architectural historian to assist in the design development of the station and incorporation of
architectural elements compatible with surrounding architectural features in the building architectural
treatment, and/or salvaging of architectural features for conservation into a historic display in the station.
The building at 933-949 Stockton Street is one of fourteen historic buildings in the block and 371
contributing buildings in the Chinatown Historic District.(see page 6-78 of the SEIS/SEIR). Other than
the property proposed for demolition for the station, temporary construction-related vibration and visual
impacts would not have significant adverse effects to historic properties or the Chinatown Historic
District. (see pages 6-76 and 6-81 of the SEIS/SEIR).

The contractor would be responsible for hiring an acoustical consultant to prepare a Noise and Vibration
Control Plan that would identify all potential impacts that may occur during construction and would
provide adequate control measures to clearly demonstrate that the noise and vibration criteria and limits
established by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance would be adhered to. (see page 6-117 of the
SEIS/SEIR).

Long term traffic impacts would result from the project South of Market Street but not in Chinatown
where the Central Subway would be in a deep tunnel. Mitigation measures for traffic impacts are
described on pages 3-53 thru 3-56 of the SEIS/SEIR. Significant impacts to traffic at the intersections of
King and Fourth Street and King and Third Streets cannot be mitigated to less-than-significant levels.
S-2
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Comment expresses opposition to the project and preference for Alternative 2 or Alternative 3A if the

project does move forward.
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Letter T
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- 1o publicize and convene artist workshops to provide information regarding the
translation of 2 -dimensional artwork and designs into permanent media

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

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

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

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

ol arlist's team

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

Chinese Culiure Center,

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Best regards,

‘f;’--wa_géﬂ__j

ggb\'::lu Chen
seecutive Director
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Responses to Letter T
T-1
Comment noted that loss of one building for a station would not necessarily adversely affect the

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

T-2

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

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

develop a design culturally appropriate to the Chinatown community”.

T-3
SFMTA has included coordination with the Arts Commission as part of the scope of services with the
CCDC as follows:

CCDC will assist in the coordination and integration efforts of the Arts Commission and
architects/engineers for development of a visual image for the Chinatown subway station that
reflects community supported art. Work with the San Francisco Arts Commission and
Chinatown community-based arts organizations to develop an inclusionary process for choosing

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

CCDC will coordinate with the Chinese Culture Foundation for input to this process.
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Letter U
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Responses to Letter U
U-1

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

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume 11

3-75

V-2

V-3



3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Responses to Letter V
V-1
Comment on the adequacy and completeness of the Draft SEIS/SEIR is noted.

V-2

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

V-3

Comment of support for transit-oriented development above the Moscone and Chinatown Stations is
noted. SFMTA will issue RFPs for development of stations as the next phase of work after this
SEIS/SEIR. Transit-oriented development proposals for the station sites will be evaluated as part of an

independent environmental process if a firm proposal is submitted to the Planning Department.
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Letter W
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support Vocational English as a Second Language programs aimed at assisting limited
English-speaking residents with those trade skills to become better prepared for those job
opportunities?

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

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

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

sincerely,

'E‘»’meq, %

Homer Teng

Coordinator

Chinatown Families Eeonomic
Self-Sufficiency Coalition

e, Mathaniel Ford, SFMTA

Member apencies of the CFESC:

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

Giondwill Indusiries

Jewish Voeational Service (JWS)

Kai Ming Head Start

Maintenance Training Corporation {Maintrain)
NICOS Chinese Health Coalition

Refugee Transitions

Self-Help for the Elderly

Wu Yee Children's Services
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Responses to Letter W

W-1

The Chinatown Families Economic Self-Sufficiency Coalition (CFESC) supports any effort to relieve
traffic congestion and improve public transit. Comment noted. The SEIS/SEIR analyzes both short-term

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

W-2

Page 6-117 of the SEIS/SEIR describes that mitigation during construction will need to meet the San
Francisco Noise Ordinance Limits, and that a detailed Noise and Vibration Control Plan will be prepared
during the final engineering design for the project. This plan will identify all sources of noise during
construction and will identify noise control measures that would be monitored during construction. The
mitigation measures in the draft document describe typical noise control measures for construction
activities. Appendix I, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, describes how construction noise

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

W-3

See Response to Comment A-4. Small businesses displaced by the project will be offered relocation
assistance and compensation for their loss of business during construction, as required by the federal
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act and the State of California
Relocation Act. Displaced businesses would also be given first rights to opportunities for renting
commercial space in a new Chinatown station. Mitigation measures to minimize potential impacts to
businesses in the Project Area are described for parking and truck access in Section 6.3 and for noise in
Section 6.15 of the SEIS/SEIR.

W-4

See Response to Comment A-4. Residents displaced by the project will be relocated during the period
following the adoption of the Final SEIR/SEIS and Record of Decision scheduled for late 2008 and prior
to the start of construction scheduled for 2010. Section 6.5.2 of the SEIS/SEIR describes the process to
be used to comply with the Uniform Relocation Act for the 17 residential units displaced in Chinatown at
the 933-949 Stockton Street station location. The potential for the replacement of housing on the
Chinatown Station sites is identified as a mitigation measure on pages 6-52 to 6-84 of the SEIS/SEIR.
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W-5

SFMTA will provide opportunities for Chinatown residents to seek jobs on the Central Subway Project
through public notices (in English and Chinese) in Chinatown newspapers and project newsletters over
the next two years and during construction. SFMTA has also retained the services of the CCDC to assist

in communicating job opportunities to Chinatown residents.

W-6

Job training would be part of the construction contracting and procurement process, not part of the
environmental review process for the project. SFMTA will explore all opportunities, consistent with City
policies, to offer access to training for language and trades skills over the next several years leading to

construction of the Central Subway.

W-7

Representatives from Chinatown are part of the Community Advisory Group (CAG) that has been
actively involved in the Third Street Light Rail Project for over ten years. The screening process used to
identify alternative station locations in Chinatown is described in Section 2.4 (pages 2-59 to 2-62) of the
SEIS/SEIR that describes how the two station alternatives were selected for analysis. Chinatown
representatives will continue to provide input to the station design and station art over the next several
years and during final design/engineering for the project. SFMTA has retained the services of the CCDC
to assist in the coordination with Chinatown businesses and residents and architectural historians to
ensure that opportunities for input are part of the design and decision process leading to construction.
Project presentations have been made to community organizations (Chinatown Families Economic Self-
Sufficiency Coalition, Chinese Chamber of Commerce, Chinese Consolidated Benevolent Association,
Chinatown Presbyterian Church) over the past year and a public meeting at the Gordon Lau Elementary

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

W-8

See Response to Comment J-2. As noted on pages 3-36 and 3-37 of the SEIS/SIER bus service on the 30-
Stockton, 45-Union/Stockton, and 9X/9AX/BX-San Bruno would continue once the Central Subway is
completed, though headways may be adjusted.
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Mr. Wycko, 5F Planning Department December 7, 2007
Comments to Central Subway DEEISR Page 2

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

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

Comments on Central Subway Construction Impacts

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

Impacts and Mitigation for Transit

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

Tunnel Excavation Shaft

»  Page 6-25 (referring to Alternatives 3A and 3B) states a “tunnel excavation shaft™ will be
located on 47 Street "beneath 1-80 between Harrison and Bryant Streets,” Le., opposite the
entrance of the future GGT bus storage facility. Pages 6-35 and 6-36 (referring to X5
Alternatives 3A and 3B) state “At the tunnel construction shaft, buses will be rerouted to the
west side of Fourth Street between Bryant and Harrizson™ and “buses would retumn to the east
side of the street”™ and “two west lanes of Fourth Street between Bryant and Harrizon Streels
would remain closed for the duration of the construction of the guideway tunnels”. This
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X-5
Cont.
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Responses to Letter X
X-1
Comment regarding the acknowledgement of the Golden Gate bus storage facility at the Fourth and Perry

site is noted.

X-2

See Response to Comment R-1. SFMTA is committed to continued close coordination with the TIPA
and Golden Gate Transit for the interface between the Central Subway Project and the Transbay Transit
Center Program, including the Bus Storage facility on Fourth Street. As noted on page 3-55, text changes
have been incorporated into the SEIS/SEIR to reflect the revised location of the tunnel portal to

accommodate bus access and the agreements reached.

X-3

A crash barrier is planned for the portal to protect the entrance structure from turning buses. The current
tunnel portal layout plans provide space for the tunnel crash barrier without interfering with the turning
path of the bus as it enters the bus storage facility. Figure 2-18 on page 2-39, Figure 2-19 on page 2-41,
and Figure 5-10 on page 5-40 have been revised to show the tunnel crash barrier. See Response to

Comment R-1 for revised figures.

X-4

The project construction would not impact any of the regular Golden Gate Transit bus routes as none of
the Golden Gate Transit bus lines operate on Fourth or Stockton Streets in San Francisco. Construction
on the segment of Fourth Street, between Bryant and Harrison Streets under Alternatives 3A and 3B,
could temporarily affect access for empty Golden Gate buses entering the proposed Transbay Terminal
bus storage facility at Fourth and Perry Streets. Under Alternative 2, the portal would be located to the

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

Golden Gate buses would be entering the bus storage facility primarily after the morning peak period and
would enter via Harrison, Fourth and Perry Streets. Generally, exiting from the site would occur prior to
the start of the afternoon peak period via Perry and Third Streets. While a reduction in lanes is
anticipated on Fourth Street between Bryant and Harrison Streets during the construction period for
Alternative 3A or 3B, SFMTA plans to stage excavation shaft construction and utility relocation to
maintain access to the bus storage facility by Golden Gate buses and will work with the Golden Gate
Bridge Highway and Transit District (GGBHTD) to develop bus detour routing plans to ensure access. |If

access to the construction shaft is needed, it would be scheduled so as not to conflict with the periods
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when buses are entering or exiting the bus storage site. The SFMTA is committed to continued
coordination with the TIPA and GGBHTD to minimize construction impacts on Golden Gate Transit bus

operations.

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

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

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

identify impacts to Golden Gate Transit buses and proposed mitigation measures.
The text of the second sentence, fourth paragraph, of page 6-35 is revised as follows.

“...At the tunnel construction shaft, Muni buses would be rerouted to the west side of Fourth
Street between Bryant and Harrison Streets...

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

“Excavation of the construction shaft under the 1-80 Freeway between Bryant and

Harrison Streets would also impact Golden Gate Transit bus operations under

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

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

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

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

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

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

the bus storage facility.”

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

“Mitigation measures would be same as those proposed under Alternative 2, except as
described below. The MTA would continue to coordinate with the TIPA and Golden

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

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

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

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

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

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

bus storage site.”
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The text revisions under Mitigation Measures for Alternative 3B on page 6-36 are revised as follows.
“Mitigation measures would be same as those proposed under Alternative 2-3A.

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

follows:

“5. Excavation of the construction shaft under the 1-80 Freeway between Bryant and

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

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

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

minimize construction impacts on Golden Gate Transit. SFMTA would stage

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

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

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

avoid conflict with the active bus periods.”

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

“Same as Alternative 2-3A.”

X-5
See Response to Comment X-4 and text revisions proposed in the Transit Impacts section. Access to the
proposed bus storage facility would be maintained at all times, though rerouting of buses may occur for

limited periods of time.
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Letter Y

Y-1

Y-2

Y-3

Y-4
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Responses to Letter Y
Y-1

Comment expressing support for Alternative 3B is noted.

Y-2

Comment supporting the access point in Union Square from Geary Street is noted. The number of access
points at the subway stations was reduced to save costs for the project. The current design for Union
Square Station Alternative 3B meets capacity and emergency access requirements for the project. Stair
access would be provided on both the east and west sides of Geary Street and escalator and elevator
access along the south side of Union Square along Geary Street. These entrances would be located near
existing Geary 38 bus stops for ease of transfer. An additional stairway entry along O’Farrell Street

would be cost-prohibitive at this time because available funding for the Central Subway Project is limited.

Y-3

See Response to Comment Y-2. In early discussions with regarding the location of access points to the
Moscone Station, representatives from the Moscone Center indicated that a station access directly
connecting to the convention center at the northwest corner of Fourth and Howard Streets would present
security issues. In addition, an existing sewer trunk line under Fourth Street between Howard and
Mission Streets would interfere with station construction in this area. (See pages 2-59 through 2-61 of the
SEIS/SEIR.)

Y-4

The design team evaluated the potential for locating the fare gates and ticket vending machines at the
street level and determined that the queuing requirements could not be accommodated in the limited
surface area space at street level. In addition, MTA has a station agent at each station concourse level and

fare gates are collocated with the station agent booth for security and passenger assistance purposes.

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume 11 3-89



3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Memo Z

ViTA

e —

e

A I:prn.nii.vn Penlk

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

Subject:

1. Annual Operating Statistics

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

following:

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

Geran Memmm | bsyer

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

Cameron Beach | Deectar

Sninkry Broyes Blact | Disclie

Wil Din | Direch

Peter Berey | Oirecier

Lt Sharbarn | Direcian

Mattaniel F Fard, 5. | Execuive DiectogCED

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

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

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

tables need to spell out abbreviations

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

YOE" means

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Z-1

The following text changes suggested by the Muni Service Planning Section are incorporated into the
column headings for Table S-2, page S-12; Table 2-2, page 2-23; Table 2-4, page 2-35, and Table 2-6,
page 2-48 of the SEIS/SEIR:

Total
Diesel/Trolley Total Annual LRV Fleet Annual LRV
Peak Peak Demand Diesel/Trolley Peak Peak Demand® | Car Hours T-
Headways | (Systemwide-Fleet Bus Hours Headways (Systemwide- Line
Alternative 9-X Line’ size)! (Systemwide)! | T-Third? Fleet size)*® | (Systemwide)

Z-2

The following changes suggested by the Muni Service Planning Section are incorporated into the text.
The text of the footnote in Table S-3, page S-13 is revised as follows.

“Costs for Alternatives 3A and 3B do not include the North Beach Construction Variant,

which is estimated to costs $54 million in Year of Expenditure (YOE) dollars.”

The text of the second paragraph of page S-13 is revised as follows.

“As indicated in the total capital cost for the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment, including the
purchase of four additional LRVs (3 peak and 1 float vehicle) to accommodate 2030
demand is estimated at $1;.345 billion ($1;.685 billion in Year of Expenditure (YOE)).
The total capital cost for the Central Subway Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A is
estimated at $1.131 billion ($1;.407 billion in YOE) and the total capital cost for the
Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B is estimated at $1.014 billion ($1;.235 billion in
YOE).”

The text of the first sentence, first paragraph of page 8-7 is revised as follows.

“The projected incremental operating costs for both the T-Third line (10S) and Central
Subway Alternatives are summarized in Table 8-2 in year of expenditure dollars (YOE).”

The following footnote is added to Table 8-2, page 8-7.

“Note: YOE is Year of Expenditure.”
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Z-3

The following changes suggested by the Muni Service Planning Section are incorporated into the text.

The following footnotes are added to Table E-1 and E-2 in Appendix E.

“Notes: * Central Subways T-Third long-line to Visitacion Valley and T-Third short-line to 18" and
Third Streets.
2 15-Third Line shifts to 9X-San Bruno or to the T-Third line.

3 45 Union/Stockton extended into Mission Bay.”

Z-4

The ridership for the existing year and the future years has been revised based on new model runs from
the updated SF model (see revisions incorporated into Tables E-1 and E-2 in the SEIS/SEIR). The
updated results show that there would be an increase in ridership between 2000 and 2030 on the 30-
Stockton and 45-Union/Stockton lines for the No Project/TSM Alternative as suggested by the

commenter.

Z-5
The estimated transit ridership in Tables E-3 and E-4 is projected for the year 2030.

The text of the titles of Tables E-3 and E-4 are revised as follows.

“ESTIMATED 2030 DAILY TRANSIT RIDERSHIP”
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Letter AA

AA-1

AA-2
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William Wycko
December 10, 2007
Page 2

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

AA-3

PURPOSE AND NEED

= s s

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

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

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

*  “reliability of transit service™;

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

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

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

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

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

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

ALTERNATIVES

— et e S

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

= L R L r—

AA-6
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4) Needs Statement. The goiding parameter for ereation and evaluation of alternatives
i5 the Meeds Statement., The SEIS/SEIR fails to link the material it presents back to
the needs identified to improve service to northeast and southeast San Francisco and
the South of Market arca.

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

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

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

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

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

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

TRANSPORTATION

i e T S —

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

I} Transit Preferential Streets. "Transit Preferential Streets™ (TPS) Improverments
Areas noted include Stockton Street/Columbus Avenue and Market Streel, Where are
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: _ , , . . : AA-13
the improvements for Stockton Street/Columbus Avenue? How is a connection gap Cont
al Market Street (to Union Square) an improvement? '
12} Transit Demand. The project would make the pedestrian level of service of
Sockton at Washington worse, not better. Although the demographics of Chinatown, AALA

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

AA-16

AA-21
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23) Parking. The SE1S/SEIR does not present or analyze parking conditions or impacts
within the Corridor described as the Study Area, for existing, projected, or
conziruction conditions on the affected environment and, therefore, the SEISSEIR AA-22
is plainly inadequate, On-street parking spaces, counted on Stockton from Clay to
Washington Street, do not describe conditions sulficiently to analyze the impacts of
project construction.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

D i T S

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

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

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

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

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

AA-24

PLAN CONSISTENCY

LU S FE Y r—rem

Plan consistency is a Federal requirement.

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

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

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

AA-30

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

AA-40

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

protection. AA-41

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

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

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

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

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

AA-42

AA-44
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ADEQUACY

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Sincerely,

Wedica Puri
President

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

AA-1

While Telegraph Hill and North Beach are located in the northeastern quadrant of San Francisco, they are
identified in the 1995 Four Corridor Plan (San Francisco County Transportation Authority) as a future
transit corridor, following development of the Third Street Light Rail and Central Subway. North Beach
is shown as part of the Central Subway study area (Figure 1-2) to include evaluation of the option of an
underground construction tunnel to Columbus Avenue in North Beach for purposes of extracting the

Tunnel Boring Machine upon completion of the tunnel construction.

Consistent with the certified 1998 Third Street Light Rail Final EIS/EIR, and with the adopted Four
Corridor Plan, the Central Subway revenue service would terminate at the station in Chinatown at
Stockton and Jackson Streets. SFMTA’s objective for the proposed Project is to complete the second
phase of the Third Street Light Rail Project and provide Muni transit improvements in the Central
Subway corridor (page 1-3 of the Purpose and Need). The Third Street Light Rail Project stated a “need”
to address deficiencies in the transit system serving the communities in the southeastern part of San
Francisco, including deficiencies that exist at present and those that are anticipated to exist during the 20-
year planning horizon. Connections between Bayview Hunters Point and Visitacion Valley with
Downtown and Chinatown and to regional transit services were an important part of the definition of

“need” for the light rail project.

The reference to the use of transit deficiencies in the “northeastern part of San Francisco” on pages S-3
and 1-4 of the SEIS/SEIR has been revised to read “northeastern and southeastern” for consistency with
the original need statement. This was the basis for defining alternatives in the original Third Street Light
Rail Project EIS/EIR, including the Phase 2, Central Subway. This is also consistent with the definition
of the terminus of the Central Subway Project in the vicinity of Stockton and Jackson Streets in
Chinatown, as defined in the September 2006 Notice of Preparation (NOP), which was used to define the
alternatives for the SEIS/SEIR.

The first sentence, first paragraph, page S-3 is revised as follows:

“The Central Subway Project would help to address mobility and transit deficiencies by

improving connections to communities in the northeastern and southeastern parts of the

City and improving reliability of transit services.”
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The first sentence, last paragraph, page 1-4 is revised as follows:

“The Central Subway Project would help to address mobility and transit deficiencies by
improving connections to communities in the northeastern and southeastern parts of the

City and improving reliability of transit services.”

AA-2

See Response to Comment AA-1 above. The impact analysis for the North Beach area is focused on
potential impacts to traffic, transit, park land, cultural resources (archaeological resources and historic
properties), noise and vibration and biology for the temporary construction tunnel that would extend to
Columbus Avenue in North Beach for the purpose of extracting the Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM). The
potential impacts from this underground tunneling activity and one-week extraction of the TBM were
analyzed and were found to be less-than-significant and would be further minimized by mitigation
measures defined in the SEIS/SEIR. Potential impacts to Chinatown are not limited, and are described in
detail in the document in Chapters 5.0 and 6.0. The management of the mitigation monitoring program is
described in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) attached to this Final EIS/EIR as
Appendix I. SFMTA will have overall responsibility for ensuring that all mitigation measures are

implemented and that compliance is reported to the Planning Department on a quarterly basis.

The Appendices of the SEIS/SEIR are revised to add the Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program as
Appendix I.

AA-3

The 2005 revision to the federal regulations that govern Section 4(f) reporting described on page 10-8 of
the SEIS/SEIR allows a finding of de minimis impacts when the activities, features, and attributes of the
4(f) resource would not be adversely affected. Concurrence from the Department of Recreation and Parks
for the minor impacts to Union Square and Washington Square parks is attached as Appendix J. FTA

concurs with this finding (Appendix J).

The Appendices of the SEIS/SEIR, Volume I, are revised to add the Recreation and Park Commission de

minimis finding as Appendix J.

AA-4

See Response to Comment AA-1. Reference to the mobility and transit deficiencies in the “northeastern”
part of San Francisco has been added to a reference to “southeastern” part of the city for consistency with
the need statement in the Final EIS/EIR for the Third Street Light Rail Project. The mobility and transit
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deficiencies relate to the Bayview/Hunters Point residents in the southeastern neighborhoods of the City
and the need for improved transit connections with Downtown, Chinatown and transit systems that serve
the region (BART and Caltrain). The affected environment for the Central Subway analysis of potential
impacts is consistent with the study area established for the subway segment of the Third Street Light Rail
for the 1998 EIS/EIR. The alternatives in this SEIS/SEIR have been expanded to include the Fourth
Street corridor (Alternative 3 A and B) added as a result of public scoping. Each of the evaluations
performed for the environmental categories (as detailed in Chapters 3.0, 5.0, and 6.0) looked at an impact

area that was appropriate for that environmental resource.

AA-5

The population and employment growth between the year 2000 and 2030 is shown on Table 1-1, page 1-
6, and identifies the projected growth for the Central Subway Corridor. The greatest growth is projected
in the Mission Bay development and in the South of Market area. The Central Subway Project traverses
this growth area and would provide transit connections to regional transit (BART, Caltrain) and other
Muni lines, however, other areas along the Third Street corridor will also benefit by being able to access

Downtown and Chinatown.

AA-6

While the Central Subway Corridor is served by major bus lines, surface congestion, particularly along
Stockton Street, results in unreliable service and delays for transit passengers. As stated on page 1-4 of
the SEIS/SEIR, the Central Subway Project would help to address mobility and transit deficiencies by
improving connections between the southeastern and northeastern part of the City and improving
reliability of transit services. The goals of the Central Subway Project include: improving transit in the
Central Subway Corridor to enhance the mobility of corridor residents, business people, and visitors;
bringing transit service in the Central Subway Corridor to the level and quality of service available in
other sections of the city; and to support economic development within the South of Market, Downtown,
and Chinatown Study Area. By reducing transit travel times along the corridor and improving service
reliability, all of the build alternatives of the Central Subway Project would meet the stated project goals

and Purpose and Need as summarized above.

The alternatives analyzed in the SEIS/SEIR are consistent with those identified in the Notice of
Preparation (NOP) dated September 20, 2006 (Appendix B) and presented to the public at scoping
meeting and public information meetings. Alternative 2 was modified to meet current fire and safety
codes, but otherwise is the same subway corridor as analyzed in the Final EIS/EIR for the Third Street

Light Rail Project in 1998. Section 2.4 Project Development History, page 2-52 to page 2-62, describes
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the full range of alternatives assessed during project development and the environmental review process.
Transit reliability, connectivity with other transit lines, increases in traffic congestion, which relate to the
overall goals of the Project and the Purpose and Need are addressed in Chapter 3.0, Transportation, for

the No Project and for each of the subway alternatives.

AA-7

Measures to minimize harm to Section 4(f) resources (including the two buildings in Chinatown that are
potentially eligible for the NRHP as contributors to the potentially eligible Chinatown Historic District,
and Union Square Park, Washington Square Park and Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground) are
described on pages 10-46 to 10-49 of the SEIS/SEIR. Implementation of these measures would reduce
the potential impacts to resources to minor resulting in a de minimis finding for Section 4(f) and would
not require analysis of avoidance alternatives. Impacts to historic properties are described in Sections
5.4.1 and 6.7.2 of the SEIS/SEIR. Demolition of either of the buildings in Chinatown for station
development would constitute a significant adverse effect that will require a statement of overriding

considerations at the time of project adoption.

AA-8

As stated in Chapter 1.0, Purpose and Need on page 1-5 of the SEIS/SEIR, the population along the
Central Subway Corridor has a higher percentage of transit dependent population than the city average;
72 percent of households along the corridor are without a car compared to 29 percent citywide. The
unemployment rates on the corridor at 9 percent are also higher than the citywide average of 4.6 percent.
While the corridor is served by major bus lines, the surface congestion, particularly along Stockton Street,
results in unreliable service and delays for transit passengers. The goals of the Central Subway Project, as
they relate to the Purpose and Need, include: improving transit in the Central Subway Corridor to enhance
the mobility of corridor residents, business people, and visitors; bringing transit service in the Central
Subway Corridor to the level and quality of service available in other sections of the city; and to support
economic development within the South of Market, Downtown, and Chinatown Study Area. By reducing
transit travel times along the corridor and improving service reliability, the Central Subway Project is

meeting the stated project goals and Purpose and Need as summarized above.

AA-9

See Response to Comment AA-8 for discussion of equity and mobility issues and Response to Comment
AA-1 for background on city’s investment priorities for transit corridors in the city. The project is
intended to enhance transit service in the Central Subway Corridor with improved connections from

Visitacion Valley and the Bayview to South of Market and Chinatown and also improved access to jobs
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in the South of Market and Downtown. Improving transit and providing enhanced mobility for the
transit-dependent population along the corridor addresses environmental justice issues by bringing the
service to the level of transit in other sections of the City. The improvement of service to the Northern

Waterfront and North Beach are not stated objectives for the Central Subway Project.

AA-10

See Response to Comment AA-1 for discussion of why the northern boundary of the project was set at
Jackson Street. The extension of the TBM extraction tunnel into North Beach would facilitate a possible
future connection to North Beach, but would be subject to an independent study and environmental
review as the rail extension project has not advanced to the design stage at this time, though it is
identified as a future project in the San Francisco County Transportation Authority 1995 Four Corridors

Plan.

AA-11

An above ground alternative was considered in the project development phase, but was rejected from
further consideration in the SEIS/SEIR as it would not appreciably reduce travel times due to surface
traffic congestion and traffic control devices intended to manage vehicle flows on surface streets (see
page 2-52 of the SEIS/SEIR for Project development history).

AA-12

The study area for the Central Subway was set in consultation with the Planning Department and the FTA
based on the potential impact area for the proposed project. As the rail project runs along and under
existing city streets in a fully-developed urban area, the impacts area was defined within two-blocks of
either side of the rail corridor. The impact area was expanded to include a broader area when warranted
by a specific impact; for example, the potential impact of the project on population and employment or on
the larger Chinatown Historic District and the construction impacts on North Beach were considered. The
majority of the SEIS/SEIR in Chapters 3.0. 5.0. and 6.0 presents findings of the impact analysis and
follows a standard format for preparation of an SEIS/SEIR as identified by the Planning Department and
by FTA.

AA-13

See Response to Comment 1-2. The diamond lane outlined in the Transit Preferential Streets (TPS)
Program on Stockton Street, south of the tunnel, was implemented in 2004. Improvements on Columbus
Avenue and Market Street as identified for TPS treatments in the Muni Short Range Transit Plan 2006-
2025 (see page 3-9) are being incorporated into the SFMTA Transit Effectiveness Program. The Transit
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Effectiveness Program Draft Proposals are under public review and will be presented to the SFMTA in
summer 2008. Improvements proposed on Columbus Avenue include a Downtown Circulator Route
(modified 19-Polk) and all articulated buses operating on the 30-Stockton. Increased service on the F-

Market/Wharves is proposed for midday and p.m. peak hours.

AA-14

See Response to Comment AA-1 for discussion about project boundaries. Under the Central Subway
Project Alternative 3B, pedestrian trips to the corner of Stockton and Washington Streets would increase
as noted in Table 3-17, page 3-67. This would result in a degradation of Level of Service (LOS) from A
to B. While LOS B, represents more crowded conditions than LOS A, it is still considered to be an
acceptable level of service for city sidewalks. Level of Service E and F represent the most crowded
conditions when pedestrian movement becomes difficult due to crowded conditions. The Central Subway
would serve the transit dependent area within walking distance north of Washington Street along
Stockton Street. The station is located in an area just to the south of the most congested commercial
section of Stockton Street. This allows access to the important local shopping district north of Jackson
Street without compounding the already crowded conditions. In addition, the 9X-San Bruno express
lines, 20-Columbus, 30-Stockton, 39-Coit, 41-Union, and 45-Union/Stockton bus lines will continue to

serve the Telegraph Hill and North Beach neighborhoods.

AA-15

See Response to Comment AA-8.

AA-16

The individual bus stops along the Central Subway corridor were not shown under the existing transit
conditions as the ridership analysis is not done at that level of detail. In general, however, the bus stops
along Stockton Street are located approximately every two blocks. The ridership on all of the surface bus
lines along the Central Subway Corridor would decline with the implementation of the rail project as
noted in Table 3-8, page 3-37. With the declining ridership, a decline in passenger activity would be
expected at the surface bus stops, particularly on the 30-Stockton and 45-Union/Stockton lines, when
compared to Alternative 1, No Project/TSM. Based on the expected reduction in passenger demand at the

surface bus stations, a detailed impact analysis of each surface bus stop was not required.
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AA-17
Pedestrian counts were taken in April and June 2007 during the P.M. peak period.

AA-18

The Central Subway Project, which is an underground rail operation, would not be expected to have an
adverse impact on surface street operations along Stockton Street between Washington Street and
Columbus Avenue. A level of service analysis was conducted only for the segment of the rail line where

surface operations are proposed.

AA-19

See Response to Comment AA-18 regarding traffic level of service analysis for the subway corridor.
Level of service analysis was not performed for the construction period along Stockton Street or
Columbus Avenue because changes in traffic circulation and traffic delays that are likely to be
experienced during the construction period are highly episodic in nature and are continually changing as
the construction advances and therefore do not lend themselves to a standard level of service analysis.
The construction traffic impacts associated with the build alternatives are described in Section 6.3.2 of the
SEIS/SEIR.

AA-20
Text amendments are made in Chapter 3.0, Transportation Analysis and Chapter 6.0, Construction
Methods, Impacts, and Mitigations to elaborate on the existing freight loading conditions along Stockton

Street and Columbus Avenue.

The following addition of text pertaining to freight loading on Stockton Street in Union Square and

Chinatown is added as new third and fourth paragraphs following the second paragraph, page 3-24.

“Stockton Street is a mix of on-street metered parking, on-street loading zones, and bus

zones. In some blocks, between Market and Sutter Street, on-street parking and loading

has been removed completely to accommodate the flow of traffic, access to the public

parking garages, and bus stops. The on-street loading spaces in both Union Square and

Chinatown are important to servicing the adjacent retailers as off-street loading docks are

limited.

On Columbus Avenue, between Union and Powell Streets, there are no off-street loading

spaces.”
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The following text is added as a new fifth paragraph following the fourth paragraph, page 6-39:

“Construction_of the Union Square/Market Street Station would impact loading and

freight activities on Stockton Street between Sutter and Geary Streets. Loading and

freight would also be affected on Geary Street between Market/Kearny and Stockton

Streets due to the guideway tunnel construction. Curb parking would be eliminated along

these streets during various stages of construction to accommodate traffic flow around the

work area and trucks for equipment and materials delivery and spoils removal.

Freight and loading activities near the Chinatown Station would be impacted, although

the direct impacts would only be limited to the east side of Stockton Street between Clay

and Sacramento Streets. The demolition of the existing structures and construction of the

new station head house at this location would require curb space on the east side of

Stockton Street to accommodate trucks for equipment and materials delivery and spoils

removal.”

The following text is added as new paragraphs following the second paragraph, page 6-40:

“Construction_of the Union Square/Market Street Station would impact loading and

freight activities on Stockton Street between Post and Market Streets and a portion of

Ellis Street between Stockton and Powell Streets. Curb parking would be eliminated

along these streets during various stages of construction to accommodate traffic flow

around the work area and trucks for equipment and materials delivery and spoils removal.

Freight and loading activities near the Chinatown Station would be impacted, although

the direct impacts would only be confined to the east side of Stockton Street between

Clay and Sacramento Streets. The demolition of the existing structures and construction

of the new station head house at this location would require curb space on the east side of

Stockton Street to accommodate trucks for equipment and materials delivery and spoils

removal.

If the North Beach Tunnel Construction Variant is adopted, construction of the extraction

shaft on Columbus Avenue between Powell and Union Streets would have no effect on

loading and freight activities as there are no loading zones on this block. However,

access to loading and freight zones on Union Street between Stockton and Powell Streets

and on Columbus Avenue between Union and Stockton Streets may be impacted due to
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restrictions in traffic circulation and detours in the area for the duration of the shaft

construction.”

The text of the first sentence, fifth paragraph (Mitigation Measures), page 6-40 is amended as follows:

“Mitigation measures would be the same as those described above under Alternative 23A,
except as—noted—belew-Union Street and Columbus Avenue would also be directly

impacted by construction and would require converting a portion of curb parking

upstream or downstream from construction site to loading and unloading zones for

temporary access to businesses. DPT will work with the property and business owners

on Perry and Stillman Streets to develop temporary detour routes for traffic to maintain

access to their properties throughout the construction period. ”

The following text is added as new paragraphs following the fifth paragraph, page 6-40:

“Construction of the Union Square/Market Street Station would impact loading and

freight activities on Stockton Street between Geary and Ellis Streets and a portion of Ellis

Street between Stockton and Powell Streets since the method of construction used would

be cut-and-cover. As described in Section 6.2.3, the installation of shoring for the

platform section of the station may require Stockton Street to be shut down to traffic

completely for a period of six to eight months. In addition, the installation of shoring and

decking would also require at least two traffic lanes on Stockton Street to be closed for

about 10 to 12 months. During these stretches of construction activity, there would be no

access to the loading and freight zones on Stockton Street. Ellis Street would experience

similar impacts to loading and freight as it would be reduced to one traffic lane to

accommodate the construction staging area.

Freight and loading activities near the Chinatown Station would be temporarily impacted,

although the direct impacts would only be confined to the southwest corner of Stockton

and Washington Streets. The demolition of the existing structures and construction of the

new station head house at this corner would require curb space on the west side of

Stockton Street and the south side of Washington Street to accommodate trucks.

If the North Beach Tunnel Construction Variant is adopted, construction of the extraction

shaft on Columbus Avenue between Powell and Union Streets would have no effect on

loading and freight activities as there are no loading zones on this block. However,

access to loading and freight zones on Union Street between Stockton and Powell Streets
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and on Columbus Avenue between Union and Stockton Streets may be impacted due to

restrictions in traffic circulation and detours in the area for the duration of the shaft

construction.”

AA-21

Lane closures for six months in the middle two lanes of Columbus Avenue between Union Street and
Filbert Street would not affect any loading areas for businesses. This block of Columbus Avenue is
currently used as bus stops for the 15-Third, 45-Union and 30-Stockton and does not include on-street
parking or loading. Construction of the TBM retrieval shaft near Washington Square Park for the tunnel
variant would require the temporary (five months) relocation of bus stops for the 30-Stockton and 45-

Union lines. Once the shaft is constructed it would be covered and travel lanes would reopen.

AA-22

Parking conditions were presented for the blocks in which the project had the potential for impacting
parking conditions. The loss of parking for each alternative is described in Chapter 2.0. The permanent
parking loss associated with the project is summarized on Table 3-16, page 3-60 and described on pages
3-58 to 3-64. The construction-related parking impacts are described in Section 6.3.4, pages 6-41 through
6-44 of the SEIS/SEIR. Text additions are recommended as part of the staff initiated text changes (see
Chapter 5.0, Volume 1), to add additional parking information for the block of Stockton Street, between
Washington and Jackson Streets, in Chinatown. This block would lose two parking spaces under
Alternative 3B, to accommaodate the provision of emergency stairs as described at the bottom of page 2-
45,

AA-23

See Responses AA-1, AA-4, and AA-12. The Study Area, Affected Environment, and project boundary
at Stockton and Jackson Street is consistent with the study area in the Third Street Light Rail Project Final
EIS/EIR, which includes the Phase 2, Central Subway. Population and employment in the broader
service area for the subway project has been considered in the analysis on pages 4-25 to 4-27 of the
SEIS/SEIR.

AA-24
See Response to Comment I-3. The CAG has recommended the addition of a representative from the

North Beach area and SFMTA is in the process of soliciting that representation.

AA-25
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See Response to Comment AA-1 for history of the project and the 1995 Four Corridor Plan. Page 4-13
clearly points out that the Bayshore Corridor (Third Street) had the highest priority for implementation
and use of Proposition B revenues. The Van Ness and Geary corridors were to follow the Third Street
LRT project for funding and implementation. The North Beach corridor would follow the Van Ness
Avenue and Geary Street corridor in terms of priority, according to the Four Corridor Plan. The Central
Subway is the second phase of the Third Street Light Rail Project, and is therefore consistent with the

funding priorities.

AA-26

See Response to comment I-5. The purpose and need of the Central Subway Project is not specifically
relevant to the Port’s Waterfront Land Use Plan goal of reuniting the city with the waterfront. Reference
to the Waterfront Land Use Plan was included because it covers The Embarcadero Corridor (Alternative
1, No Project/TSM) and extends to Third and King Streets, which is relevant to the general study area.
The fact that the Central Subway Project does not actively promote access to the waterfront does not
invalidate it as an important or viable project for the city. The transportation goals of the Waterfront
Land Use Plan are being achieved through other projects such as the F-line, which was implemented as

part of the improvements to The Embarcadero Corridor.

AA-27

See Response to Comments I-5 and AA-26. The Northeastern Waterfront Plan boundaries, like those of
the Waterfront Land Use Plan, cover The Embarcadero Corridor (Alternative 1, No Project/TSM) and
extend west to Third and King Streets, which is within the project study area. The purpose and need of
the Central Subway Project is not directly related to enhancing access to the city’s waterfront; however,

this does not invalidate the importance or viability of the project.

AA-28

The extension of the TBM extraction tunnel into North Beach could facilitate a possible future connection
to North Beach. As noted in Responses to Comments AA-10 and AA-25, rail service in the North Beach
corridor would be subject to an independent study and environmental review as the project has not
advanced to the design stage at this time. The 1995 Four Corridor Plan calls for improvements in the

North Beach Corridor after improvements in the Van Ness Avenue and Geary Street corridors.
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AA-29

The Central Subway Project would provide direct transit connections between the AT&T Ballpark,
Moscone Convention Center, Union Square, and Chinatown. These destinations are among the most
popular tourist attractions in the city. In addition, the project would provide a direct connection to the
Powell Street BART/Muni Metro station, which would expand the potential connections to other parts of
the city and the region. By enhancing these connections, the project would promote ease of access to
popular tourist destinations. See Section 4.1.1, page 4-1 for a description of General Plan Elements. It is

up to decision-makers to decide if the project is consistent with the General Plan.

AA-30

The Central Subway Project does not directly address transit improvements to east-west links. It is
focused more on improving the transit connections between the northeastern and southeast parts of the
city, particularly between Visitacion Valley and Chinatown and the Bayview/Hunters Point and the South
of Market and Downtown employment centers. The Central Subway Project is consistent with Objective
7, Transportation, of the Area Plan for Chinatown and, specifically, Policy 7.2 to make Muni routes
reflective of, and responsive to, Chinatown ridership, evidenced by the over crowding of the 45 and 30

buses along Stockton Street.

AA-31

A substantive analysis of potential impacts from both construction and operation of the Central Subway
Project is included in the SEIS/SEIR, Section 5.0 Environmental Consequences and Section 6.0
Construction Methods, Impacts, and Mitigation. Both FTA and San Francisco noise limits for
construction are described on page 4-124. Dust during construction is discussed on page 6-110 and noise
impacts are discussed on page 6-115. Significant impacts and mitigation measures are summarized in the
Executive Summary and also in Section 7.0 CEQA Considerations. Standard mitigation measures are
typical for an environmental document at this level of project design and engineering. A Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program has been included in the Final SEIS/SEIR as Appendix | and includes
daily monitoring of air quality, noise, and vibration to make sure that FTA and City thresholds are met.
Detailed dust and noise/vibration control measures would be developed during the next phase of design

and engineering and would be reflected in construction documents.

AA-32
Pedestrian and vehicle access to businesses will be maintained during construction of the Central Subway
Project. Temporary disruption during station excavation to traffic and parking and loading areas in the

Downtown (Union Square area along Stockton Street) and in Chinatown along Stockton Street between
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Clay and Jackson Streets has been described in the SEIS/SEIR (Section 6.3.2). Measures to minimize
transportation impacts are described on pages 6-39 and 6-41. The economic impacts of such disruption
on businesses during the construction period have not been specifically quantified as business activity is
related to a number of factors including general economic conditions and evolving consumer demand that
are not related to the implementation of the Central Subway Project and are difficult to project at an

individual business level.

Spoils from tunneling for the subway will be trucked out at the southern portal to the tunnel (along Fourth
Street, south of the 1-80 Freeway) to minimize impacts to the Downtown, Chinatown and North Beach
commercial businesses. SFMTA will provide advance notices to businesses and neighborhoods on the
schedule for construction activities, and will be responsive to any complaints regarding business

disruption.

AA-33

A detailed construction management plan addressing street closures, transit route changes, truck haul
routes, and a public outreach component are generally developed as part of the final design phase of a
project and are included in the construction documents. Construction management plans are not
developed as part of the environmental impact assessment prior to actual selection of a project. Sections
6.3.1 and 6.3.2 of the SEIS/SEIR do, however, provide a general description of the expected transit and
traffic construction-related impacts. Mitigation for expected impacts are described in Section 6.3,

Construction Impacts and Mitigation Measures for Transportation.

AA-34

The potential transit detour routes have not yet been identified, however, the intent would be to minimize
the out of direction travel from the existing bus corridor if a detour is required, therefore such detours are
likely to fall within the study area boundaries. The potential traffic detour routes are identified in
Appendix E of the SEIS/SEIR. If traffic is temporarily diverted to other streets, then the traffic level on
the detour routes would temporarily increase. As noted on page 6-37 of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, the
SFMTA would develop temporary transportation system management measures, such as addition of turn
lanes at key intersections, conversion of parking lanes to peak period travel lanes, and traffic control

officers, for these detour routes to minimize the adverse impacts.
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AA-35

The Columbus Avenue Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM) excavation shaft would not be used for general
tunnel and station excavation materials removal. The TBM tunnel excavated materials removal would
occur at the south end of the tunnel, under the 1-80 Freeway. As stated on page 6-25 of the SEIS/SEIR,
the shaft on Columbus Avenue would only be used for removal of soils related to the excavation of the
shaft itself, which is anticipated to result in about 5 truck trips a day over a six-month period. Removal of
the TBM(s), which is expected to take up to one week, would also occur at this location. The removal
would require cranes to lift the TBM and trucks to haul the parts away. There are no plans to stage any
construction materials in Washington Square. One lane of traffic would be closed for six months during
excavation along Columbus Avenue. Mitigation measures, as outlined on page 6-58 of the SEIS/SEIR,

would be put in place to minimize disruption to the park during the construction period.

The following text is added to the end of the second paragraph, page 6-25 and the end of the third
paragraph on page 6-32.

“An estimated 3,200 cubic vards of spoils would be removed at the retrieval shaft on

Columbus Avenue resulting in an estimated five truck trips per day during the six-month

long excavation period. Approximately 20 truck trips would be required to remove the

tunnel boring machines.”

AA-36

Several of the SEIS/SEIR sections clearly define the sensitive receptors along the corridor that could be
affected by proposed project activities for impacts related to noise and vibration, air quality, and park
land. Public and community facilities, including churches, parks, schools and museums are identified in
Table 4-7, page 4-37. Each of these is considered a potential sensitive receptor. For example, ambient air
quality standards are designed to protect segments of the population most susceptible to the pollutants’
adverse effects, or sensitive receptors that include the very young, the elderly, people weak from disease
or illness, or persons doing heavy work or exercise. Sensitive receptors for air quality analysis include:
Yerba Buena Center, Union Square, Gordon Lau Elementary School playground, Willie “Woo Wo0”
Wong Playground, and Washington Square Park. (page 4-112 and page 4-120, Air Quality Section 4.11).

In addition, residential areas are considered to be sensitive receptors.

For noise, sensitive land uses are grouped into three categories, with associated impact criteria. (page 4-
127). Section 4.12.3 on page 4-130 defines the sensitive receptors along the corridor where monitoring

was performed to establish a baseline for impact analysis. Measures to minimize or mitigate dust
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emissions and noise and vibration impacts are described on pages 6-111 for air quality, and 6-117 for

noise.

Information for socioeconomic characteristics is presented in Section 4.2 of the SEIS/SEIR. In terms of
Environmental Justice and potential impacts to minority and/or low-income populations refer to Tables 4-
1, Population, Race, Hispanic Origin and Age: 2000; Table 4-2, Housing Characteristics: 2000, and Table
4-3, Resident Employment Characteristics by Segment: 2000. These tables compare the characteristics of
the Central Subway and the North Beach Construction Variant corridors against the City as a whole. For
example, the population along the North Beach Construction Variant corridor is 73 percent Asian,
compared to 40 percent for the overall Central Subway Corridor, and 31 percent citywide. The
population also tends to be older, 26 percent over the age of 65, compared to 17 percent in the Central
Subway Corridor and 14 percent citywide. Ninety-three percent of the 30,910 housing units along the
Central Subway corridor are in buildings with more than 5 units, compared with 72 percent along the

North Beach Construction Variant Corridor and 44 percent citywide.

Table 4-4 shows the economic characteristics for the Central Subway, with 23 percent of the households
below the poverty level, compared with 19 percent along the North Beach Construction Variant, and 11
percent citywide. The same table shows that 72 percent of the households in the Central Subway
Corridor did not own an automobile in 2000, compared with 34 percent in the North Beach Construction
Variant Corridor, and 29 percent citywide. These statistics define the demographics for the analysis of
impacts to populations along the Central Subway Project Corridor for the project alternatives and for the
analysis of temporary construction-related impacts for the North Beach Construction Variant associated

with removing the Tunnel Boring Machine.

Section 5.2.3 Environmental Justice Findings for the implementation of the Central Subway Project states
that the project would provide direct mobility benefits to all of the neighborhoods traversed by the
project. These benefits would be equitably shared across communities and various demographic groups.
The project is intended to provide a long-term improvement in transit mobility and accessibility in the
Study Area, and adverse impacts do not unduly impact any one neighborhood or socioeconomic group,
except for residential and business displacement in the predominantly minority and low-income
Chinatown, where mitigation through relocation assistance would be required. Section 6.5.3 on page 6-54
describes the Environmental Justice Findings for construction of the project, and states that “construction
impacts, including traffic disruption, loss of on-street parking, noise, and dust would occur along the
entire alignment, primarily in the areas around the tunnel portals and stations. These temporary impacts

would not disproportionably impact low-income populations or neighborhoods.”
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AA-37

Measures to avoid adverse effects caused by the presence of hazardous materials during construction are
required by Article 20 of the San Francisco Municipal Code, administered by the Department of Public
Health. Mitigation measures include: preparation of a Site History Report; collection and analysis of soil
samples in accordance with an approved work plan; preparation of a Soils Analysis Report; and
preparation of a Site Mitigation Report (page 6-101 of the SEIS/SEIR).

Mitigation measures for construction of the North Beach Construction Variant, including removal of soils
and groundwater for the shaft in the middle of Columbus Avenue and the removal of the TBM, are
described on page 6-108 of the SEIS/SEIR and would comply with Article 20 to avoid adverse effects

caused by the presence of hazardous materials.

AA-38

Based on recent transit tunneling projects, such as the Metro Red line Project in Los Angeles, the removal
of the TBM at the extraction shaft in the middle of Columbus Avenue would be less-than-significant
because the tunneling machine would be turned off and partially dismantled underground prior to being
lifted out of the shaft by a crane to load unto a truck. The process of extraction of the TBM would take a

week and would result in less-than-significant impacts due to the limited, temporary duration.

AA-39

An estimated 3,200 cubic yards of spoils would be generated from construction of the TBM retrieval shaft
in the middle two lanes of Columbus Avenue. Spoils would be hauled off-site for permanent disposal in
an estimated five truck trips per day over the six month excavation period for the construction shaft.
Spoils from the tunneling of the construction tunnel would be transported in mine trucks back through the
tunnel to the portal south of Market Street near Perry Street for disposal (pages 6-25 and 6-32 of the
SEIS/SEIR).

See Response to Comment AA-35 for proposed new text for the SEIS/SEIR regarding the North Beach

Construction Variant.

AA-40

Emergency vehicle access during construction is described on page 6-45 and 6-46 (Section 6.3.7 of the
SEIS/SEIR). Contractors would be required to submit a site specific emergency access response plan as
part of compliance with bid specifications. The plan would include fire department and emergency

services access to construction areas, maintainability of emergency services such as fire hydrants, and
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demobilization of plant and equipment impacting access to adjacent properties and buildings (see page 6-
46 of the SEIS/SEIR).

AA-41

See Responses AA-3 and AA-7 for clarification of de minimis findings for impacts to Section 4(f)
resources. On August 10, 2005, Section 6009(a) of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU), Pub. L. 109-59 amended existing
Section 4(f) legislation in Section 138 of Title 23 and Section 303 of Title 49, US Code. Under the new
provisions, once the US DOT determines that a transportation use of Section 4(f) property results in a de
minimis impact, analysis of avoidance alternatives are not required and the Section 4(f) evaluation
process is complete. The Recreation and Park Commission concurred with the de minimis finding for

Union Square and Washington Square Park on February 21, 2008.

AA-42

Mitigation measures for historical archaeological resources are detailed on pages 6-61to 6-67 of the
SEIS/SEIR. As stated on page 6-69, “the TMB Retrieval Pit is moderately sensitive for the presence of
historical archaeological park remains (1840s-1873).” The mitigation measures outlined in the SEIS/SEIR
will also be part of an updated Programmatic Agreement among the California State Historic Preservation
Officer, the Federal Transit Administration, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. The
Programmatic Agreement details the requirements for supplemental archival research, field methods and
procedures to be followed if archaeological resources are encountered during construction, archaeological
monitoring during construction, and the treatment of discovered resources (see Appendix C of the
SEIS/SEIR). Pre-testing by a qualified archaeologist at the TMB extraction shaft prior to construction
would be part of the Programmatic Agreement, and curation of any artifacts discovered during the pre-
testing or monitored excavation activities would be documented in the Final Archaeological Resources
Report (FARR), which would be distributed to the Northwest Information Center and to the San

Francisco Planning Department.

Small street trees in the median of Columbus Avenue would be removed for construction of the TMB
retrieval shaft and would be replaced at a 1:1 ratio. These trees do not meet the Department of Public
Works definition of “Significant Trees” protected under Department of Public Works Code Section 8.02-
8.11. No trees within Washington Square Park would be removed or impacted. A Certified arborist
would be present during construction of the retrieval shaft to monitor protection of tree roots during

excavation (see Section 6.12 Biological and Wetland Resources, page 6-99).

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume 11 3-117



3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

AA-43

SFMTA is unaware of any ‘unimproved’ lot at Stockton and Clay Streets in Chinatown. Willie “Woo
Woo0” Wong Playground, a park under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Department located to
the east of Stockton Street on Clay Street along with park access routes on Hang Ah Alley (dedicated
park land) and Pagoda Place, would not be a viable location for a subway station.

AA-44

Returning Stockton Street, the busiest commercial street in Chinatown, to a streetcar-only street is not a
feasible option, as parking, loading, emergency access, and Muni bus operations are already dominant
uses of the street. See Response to Comment I-1 for discussion of surface operations. See also Project
Development History, Section 2.4, page 2-52, for a detailed description of alternatives considered and
screened from further analysis in the SEIS/SEIR. The extension of the light rail line to Fisherman’s

Wharf is beyond the scope of this project as outlined in Response to Comment AA-1.

Chinatown has been very supportive of the subway project from the beginning of the Third Street Light
Rail Project EIS/EIR over ten years ago. The majority of representatives of the Chinatown community
spoke in support of the project at the Pubic Hearing before the Planning Commission on November 15,
2007.

No significant impacts to Washington Square have been identified in the SEIS/SEIR.

AA-45

The affected environment and alternatives analyzed in the SEIS/SEIR are consistent with the certified
Final EIS/EIR (1998) for the Third Street Light Rail Project, which includes the Phase 2, Central Subway.
Improving mobility and transit deficiencies connecting the southeastern part of the City (Bayview,
Visitacion Valley and Mission Bay) with Downtown and Chinatown, and with regional transit systems
(BART, Caltrain) has been an objective of the Third Street Light Rail project since the 1993 original
Bayshore Transit Study and the 1995 Four Corridor Plan were completed. The project goals of
improved transit service and reliability for transit-dependant populations along the Third Street Light Rail
(T-Line) and the Central Subway Corridor have not changed. This SEIS/SEIR updates the information
for the affected environment to meet the 2030 planning horizon. The analysis of impacts is consistent

with the needs statement and study area affected by the alternatives for the Central Subway Project.

The alternatives analyzed in this SEIS/SEIR resulted from changes to the subway portion of the light rail
project (Phase 2) since 1998. These changes respond to input from the CAG and revisions by SFMTA to

incorporate updated design standards, design features responding to new policies, and project cost
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savings. The changes include: a closed barrier fare system; updated fire and safety requirements requiring
relocation of the vent shafts from within the streets to above ground adjacent buildings; development of a
more direct route under Fourth Street facilitated by a deeper crossing under the BART tube; use of off-
street/sidewalk access to stations; and use of a tunnel boring machine for construction (with a possible
extension of the tunnel for purposes of extracting the TBM at Columbus Avenue). For the SEIS/SEIR the
planning horizon year was also extended from 2015 to 2030. The history of the alternatives considered
and the changes to the original subway portion of the project is documented in Section 2.4 Project
Development History, page 2-52 to 2-62. This section addresses the range of reasonable alternatives and

provides rationale for eliminating some alternatives from further analysis.

The alternatives included in the SEIS/SEIR were endorsed by FTA, the federal lead agency with authority
for NEPA compliance, and the Planning Department’s Major Environmental Analysis (MEA) section has

concurred with the range of alternatives for CEQA purposes.

AA-46

The terminus of the Third Street Light Rail Project (which included the Phase 2 Central Subway Project)
was established at Jackson Street in Chinatown in the 1998 EIS/EIR. The Notice of Preparation for the
Central Subway Project, dated September 20, 2006 defined the “terminus of the subway project in the
vicinity of Stockton and Jackson Streets in Chinatown”. And public scoping for the SEIS/SEIR defined
the terminus for the alternatives as Jackson Street in Chinatown.

The SEIS/SEIR includes relevant affected environment information and impact analysis for the project
along Stockton Street, north of Jackson Street, to Columbus Avenue, the area potentially affected by the
construction of the North Beach Construction Variant for retrieval of the TBM. Information for the
affected environment is included in Section 4.0 Affected Environment for each of the environmental
disciplines and impacts and mitigation measures for the North Beach Construction Variant are included in
Section 6.0 Construction Methods, Impacts and Mitigation Measures as noted below: socioeconomic
impacts related to the easement under a parcel at 1455 Stockton Street (pages 6-53 and 6-54); community
facility impacts related to Washington Square Park (page 6-58); archaeological impacts (pages 6-68 to 6-
70); historic property impacts (pages 6-77 and 6-81); visual impacts (page 6-84); biological impacts on
street trees (page 6-99); and air quality impacts (page 6-113).

AA-47
A Draft Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is included in Appendix | of the Final

SEIS/SEIR. The MMRP provides details on how impacts would be monitored and mitigation measures
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would be implemented. The MMRP will become part of the Conditions of Approval for the project and it
will be the responsibility of SFMTA to provide progress reports to the Planning Department during the
construction of the project.

A representative from North Beach is being sought for the CAG. The Telegraph Hill Dwellers is part of
the list of community organizations that routinely receives project newsletters and updates on the project
and will continue to do so.
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Letter AB

AB-1

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

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

permit.

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

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

* As @ comparison, on an average weekday in Oclober 2007 there were about 54,000 trips {entries and
it on BART at Powell Streed Siation.

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume 11 3-122



3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

For the hnpact Category "Pedestrians™;

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

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

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

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

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

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

implies,

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

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

Aa

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

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

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

Creneral Manager

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

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

May 1, 2008

Mr. William Neilson, PE
Principal Engineer

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

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

Dear Mr. Neilson:

On December 10, 2007, BART provided written comments to San Francisco
Municipal Transit Authority (“MTA”) concerning the Central Subway Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Supplemental Environmental
Impact Report (“DSEIS/SEIR”). In its comment letter, BART noted that, based
on the available information in the DSEIS/SEIR, several potentially significant
impacts could result from the project, in particular related to impacts on transit
(both operational and construction related), public safety, public services (police,
fire and emergency), hydrology and hazardous materials. Since submitting its
comment letter, BART has undertaken a capacity study for the Powell Street
Station and a study of construction impacts of the MTA Central Subway
structures on existing BART facilities in order to gather additional information
regarding BART’s stated concerns and the identified potentially significant
environmental impacts. As part of BART’s ongoing effort to cooperate with
MTA in order to resolve these issues, BART submits this letter sharing and
discussing some of the initial findings from the construction impact study based
on the Draft Market Street Crossing Modeling Work Plan, dated March 13, 2008,
and various PowerPoint presentations given to BART staff by MTA between
March 2007 and March 2008.

1 In general the assessment methodology and analyses methods used by MTA
are in-line with accepted industry practice. A ground loss of 0.5% should be
achievable with an EPB TBM, and we note that MTA has also undertaken a
sensitivity analysis up to 1%.

2  The method used to assess settlements was initially developed specifically for
calculating settlements at the ground surface. An extension of that theory has
been developed that allows the trough width factors, etc. to be adjusted to
take into account the assessment of settlement for an underground structure
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such as BART's tunnels. However, where the object causing settlement (MTA's tunnels) is
very close to the structure being assessed (BART's tunnels), the equations used in the
empirical calculations tend to lose some accuracy. As there is only 5 feet between the MTA
and BART tunnels, has MTA considered this effect at all in its assessment methodology?

Whilst the previous experience of building the MTA tunnels above the BART tunnels (MTA
Metro Turnback) is useful, we note that in that instance the MTA tunnels were above the
BART facilities. We would expect this current situation with the MTA tunnels being below
the BART tunnels to have potentially greater impact and ground movements.

MTA's report outlining the assessment of impact on the BART tunnels, dated February 4,
2005, seems to be based on a vertical separation of 10 feet. The more recent presentation to
BART indicated that it could be as low as 5 feet. Will MTA please clarify?

MTA proposes grouting as a means of mitigating settlements. Given that there is only a 5-
foot clearance between MTA and BART tunnels, how will MTA ensure that the grouting
process itself does not impact the BART tunnels?

Will MTA provide relevant extracts (i.e. at the location in question) from its geotech report
so that we can make our own assessment of the validity of trough width factors and other
parameters used in the MTA assessment? Without geotechnical information it is very
difficult for BART to provide informed comment.

Will MTA provide details of the proposed depth/excavation dimensions, and construction
method for the new station/station entrance close to Powell Street Station? Without this it is
difficult to comment on the impact of the construction on the BART facility.

Figure 4.1 of the MTA report indicates future analyses that they propose to undertake. What
future analyses does MTA propose for the BART tunnels, and when will that be undertaken?

MTA's settlement assessment looked at the impact of various combinations for MTA tunnel
spacing, and vertical separation between the MTA and BART tunnels. How much latitude
will MTA’s alignment criteria actually give MTA to move the alignment, i.e. is this
sensitivity analysis just a "theoretical" exercise, or is there actually a possibility that the
MTA alignment could be lowered a little, or the tunnels separated further, in order to reduce
settlements? Also, will MTA confirm the current spacing of its tunnels and vertical
separation to BART tunnels based on its most up-to-date alignment?

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

A high-resolution "point cloud" cross-sectional clearance measurements will need to be
made, well in advance of any construction, to determine existing clearance conditions and
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again after the completion of construction. This can be used to determine what tunnel
correctional variances are acceptable. Extentiomoter measurements can then be used to
monitor during construction. This survey should extend at-least 200' on each side of the
areas being crossed.

An actual site survey of top of rail and alignment, on both rails of both tracks, at 15.5'
intervals will need to be performed. Two base line measurements, taken at least one week
apart should be done ahead of construction. Monitoring at least weekly beginning when
tunnel excavation activities are within 100’ of the BART tunnel, if movement exceeding 1/4"
is detected then the inspections shall be daily, until the movement within a 1-week period is
less than 1/4". This survey should extend at-least 200" on each side of the areas being
crossed. If the 62' chord mid-ordinate deflection for alignment or surface exceeds 1/2" then
construction activities shall be halted until such time as a mitigation plan can be developed.
The cord mid-ordinate can be determined for the survey data. For example if the 15.5'
stations are identified as:

A-0

B-15.5

C-3r

D-46.5

E - 62'

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

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

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

o The results of these surveys should be made available to BART within 24 hours of the

measurements being taken. Construction should be halted if the surveys are not
performed. '

A thorough photo or video survey should be performed by an independent, mutually agreed
upon consultant to document current BART tunnel conditions. This can be later referred to
in case of possible damage or water leaks. The survey report should detail all water leakage
and other conditions, keyed to BART's Engineering Station System. Note: BART's
engineering stations are painted on the rails at 100' intervals. Two surveys should be
performed, one before and one after construction. BART will combine this survey
information, with the inspections performed by our Structural Inspectors to have a good
record of pre-existing Conditions.

MTA should have a water leak mitigation plan in place, for water leaks in BART's tunnels,
prior to performing any work. This would include approved work plans for correcting water
leaks and methods, including how they intend to access BART's tracks (i.e., all insurance
and indemnifications should be in-place in advance). BART will have a plan in place for
supervision of the repairs, if they are required.
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15 All surveys should to be performed by an independent PLS, in the employ of MTA (not the
contractor performing the construction). The initial baseline surveys should not be
performed too far in advance of construction, so as to avoid possible unrelated changes.

BART looks forward to continuing to collaborate with MTA to develop a successful project with
substantial benefits for the public and both transit systems. To this end, and based on the above
discussion and the information available to date, BART continues to be concerned that the
Central Subway project will have a potentially significant impact on transit, public safety and
services, hydrology, and hazardous materials, and that such impact should be acknowledged and
appropriately analyzed in the Final SEIS/SEIR so that the possible impacts are “cleared” and not
subject to supplemental environmental review.

Please feel free to contact me at 510-464-6140 if you require further information or have any
questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

Marianne A. Payne
BART Department Manager of Planning
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CS Letter No. 0041 (0148) :
May 19, 2008

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District
300 Lakeside Drive, P.O. Box 12688
Oakland, CA 94604-2688

Attn:  Marianne A. Payne, BART Department Manager of Planning
Subject: T-Third Phase 2, BART Powell Station Capacity Study

Dear: Ms. Payne,

We apologize for the two day delay in returning comments on draft 2 of the Powell Station
Capacity Study transmitted in Thomas Tumola's May 8, 2008 email. However, this delay was
caused by a discrepancy in the assumptions within the draft report and the ridership projections
that SFMTA provided to BART in November 2007. We have resolved the discrepancy with the
information provided below. Please let us know when this information can be incorporated into

your report.

Section 2.1.1 Data Sources
Table 2: 2008 Total Daily Passenger Volumes

Table 2 shows the same exact number of riders transferring from Metro to BART as transferring
from BART to Metro. The SFCTA model provides different numbers for transfers from Metro to

BART and BART to Metro. Please correct.

Section 2.1.2 Assumptions

The PM Peak hour for Exits from the T-Third is expected to be 5:30PM to 6:30PM due to high
reverse commute ridership from Caltrain. For the T-Third, the PM Peak hour percentage for
exits of the 3-hour PM peak period should be the average of BART PM Peak hour percentage of
the 3-hour PM peak period and the percentage per hour for the remaining PM peak period to
account for the difference between BART (5:00PM-6:00PM) and T-Third (5:30PM-6:30PM) PM

Peak hour for exits.

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

43% 50% 39% 35%

Section 2.1.3 Resulting Peak Hour Passenger Volumes
We don't believe the information in this section is necessary to the analysis and question the

information given our concern with Table 2.

SFMTA | Municipal Transportation Agency @ 821 Howard Street 415.701,4280 Phone
San Francisco, CA 94103  415.701.5222 Fax
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Section 3.1.1 Data Sources
Table 6: Data Sources for 2030 without T-Third
Common data should be used for both BART and SFMTA, i.e. 11/2007 SFCTA data provided to

BART in November 2007.

Section 3.1.1 states that the BART estimates projected for the SFCTA CHAMP model should be
factored upwards by 10% to account for SVRT. BART's 2004 Capacity Analysis for Powell
Street Station projected that BART ridership would increase 2.3% as a result of SVRT with 30
trains per hour in each direction at Embarcadero in 2025. Please provide the supporting
documentation that would verify the current 10% projection.

Table 7: Powell Station 2030 without T-Third
Table 7 shows the same exact number of riders transferring from Metro to BART as transferring

from BART to Metro. The SFCTA model provides different numbers for transfers from Metro to
BART and BART to Metro. Tables 7 & 8 are revised below based on the 11/2007 SFCTA data.

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

To
BART Metro Surface Total
BART 41,990 41,990
From Metro 1,878 23,215 25,093
Surface 33,702 20,139 53,841
Total 35,580 20,139 65,205

AN Peak Hour

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

3.2.3 Resulting Passenger Distribution
Table 9: Pedestrian Distribution without T-Third
Revise per Table 8.

4.1.1 Data Sources
Table 11: 2030 Powell and UMS Stations

Table 11 shows the same exact number of riders transferring from Metro to BART as
transferring from BART to Metro. The SFCTA model provides different numbers for transfers
from Metro to BART and BART to Metro. Additionally, Table 11 shows exactly the same

CS Letter No. 0148 May 19, 2008



number of BART riders walking into and out of the station as the "No Project” condition shown in
Table 7. The project will change the number of BART riders walking into and out of the station
as shown below in Table 11 revised based on the results of SFCTA’s 11/2007 modeling.

To
BART Metro T-Third | Surface Total
BART 14,584 31,637 46,221
From Metro 73 8,229 17,287 25,5689
T-Third 15,315 8,488 8,296 32,099
Surface 33,226 15,231 5,692 54,149
Total 48,614 23,719 28,505 57,220

4.1.2 Assumptions

It is just as likely by 2030 that Caltrain will be extended to TransBay Terminal as it is that SVRT
will be operation. The largest source of T-Third users of the UMS station is Caltrain (67% of the
17,400 at 4™ & King). If either the Caltrain extension or SVRT is placed in operation, T-Third
ridership will be reduced. Because both SVRT and Caltrain Extension will reduce T-Third
ridership, our approach at this time is to use SFCTA’s (11/07) 2030 projections for BART and
the T-Third without SVRT and Caltrain Extension to identify potential impacts if both SVRT and
Caltrain Extension do not occur prior to 2030.

Traffic analysis zones (TAZ) south of Mission Street were incorrectly included in the analysis.
Traffic analysis zones south of Mission Street are closer to the Moscone station (between
Folsom & Howard) than they are to the UMS station (deep station centered on O’Farrell) and
are part of the contributory area for the Moscone station. The analysis, Figure 6, and
subsequent calculations should be revised accordingly.

4.1.3 Resulting Peak Hour Passenger Volumes

Table 12: 2030 Peak Hour Passenger Volumes, with T-Third

The below forecasts of 2030 Peak Hour Passenger Volumes uses Table 11 as revised above.
Please allocate the forecasted T-Third passenger flows between the ends of the UMS station
based on the revised TAZ analysis discussed in 4.1.2 above.

AM Peak
To
BART Metro T-Third | Surface Total
BART 0 4,613 8,809 13,422
Erom Metro 2 1,076 2,992 4,071
T-Third 941 1,540 1,914 4,395
Surface 683 790 538 2,012
Total 1,626 2,330 6,228 13,715
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PM Peak
To
" BART Metro | T-Third | Surface Total
BART 0 828 1,269 2,097
From Metro 11 982 1,255 2,248
T-Third 3,970 833 816 5,619
Surface 6,390 1,980 847 9,218
Total 10371 | 2813 | 2658 | 3,340

4.2 .3 Resulting Passenger Distribution
Table 13: Pedestrian Volumes in AM and PM Peak for 2030 with T-Third

Revise based on the requested revision to Table 12.

5.1 Passenger Volumes
Table 14: Comparison of No-project and With-project Volumes in the PM Peak Hour

Revise to reflect the requested revisions to Tables 9 & 13.

As a result of the work that ARUP has done, it is clear that potential impacts to Powell Street
Station will depend upon if either SVRT or Caltrain Extension is implemented. Since SVRT and
Caltrain Extension will reduce T-Third ridership, the SFCTA data provided in November 2007 is
a conservative estimate of the ridership impact for the T-Third Phase 2 project. Therefore,
BART/SFMTA will continue to monitor SVRT, Caltrain Extension, and T-Third ridership to
determine actual impacts and responsibility for mitigation.

Sincerel

wnghi, P.E.
Program Manager

cc: File No. 2.30.02
William Neilson
Thomas Tumola, BART
William Baumgardner, ARUP
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CS Letter No. 0179
May 30, 2008

San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District
300 Lakeside Drive, P.O. Box 12688
Oakland, CA 94604-2688

Attn:  Marianne A. Payne, BART Department Manager of Planning

Dear Ms. Payne,
Subject: T-Third Phase 2, May 5, 2008 BART Tunnel Crossing Comments

Thank you for your email of May 5, 2008, transmitting BART comments (dated May 1, 2008) on
SFMTA's April 7, 2008 presentation and other information provided to BART on the T-Third
Phase 2 project’s crossing under the Market Street tunnels. This is SFMTA's fourth response to
BART's SEIS/SEIR concerns. BART’s concerns are addressed in the SEIS/SEIR along with
proposed mitigations. We will continue to address BART’s concerns in accordance with the
current revision of the BART/SFMTA Coordination Plan for the T-Third project. If new
significant impacts are identified, we will address them as required. Below is a point-by-point
response to the May 5, 2008 comments.

; 1 SFMTA concurs that a ground loss of 0.5% is achievable with a properly operated Earth
Pressure Balance Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM). SFMTA is analyzing the sensitivity of
the BART tunnels to variations in ground loss.

2. Empirical calculations were performed to obtain a preliminary order of magnitude
estimate of the potential free-field settlements with the understanding that a
sophisticated analysis would be required to properly evaluate the soil-structure
interaction between the four existing tunnels and the new T-Third tunnels. SFMTA is
performing rigorous soil-structure Fast Lagrangian Analysis of Continua in 3 Dimensions
using FLAC3D version 3.10 to verify the stability and safety of the BART tunnels during
and following T-Third tunneling and expects to complete the analysis and provide the
result to BART within two months.

3. SFMTA concurs that the Muni Metro Turnback (MMT) tunnels serves as a useful starting
point for the T-Third analyses. As discussed previously, SFMTA believes the T-Third
tunneling will have less effect on the BART tunnels then the successful MMT tunneling.
The MMT tunneling was parallel to and above the BART tunnels. The T-Third tunnels
will be perpendicular and below the BART tunnels. As a result, the effect on the BART
tunnels will be limited. The BART tunnels, with their bolted steel linings, stiffen the
ground, which will reduce the potential for T-Third tunneling to affect the BART tunnels.
SFMTA is working with BART to verify that the deflection of the BART tunnels as a result
of the T-Third tunneling will not adversely affect the BART tunnels or exceed the agreed
limits for MMT tunneling using FLAC3D soil-structure analysis.

SFMTA I Municipal Transportation Agency @ 821 Howard Street 416,701.4280 Phone

San Francisco, CA 94103 415.701.5222 Fax
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4. When the Fourth-Stockton Alignment was first introduced in late 2004, a vertical
separation of 10 ft was assumed, prior to review of case histories of similar tunnels and
significant analysis. The Board of Consultants during their April 2005 technical review
workshop suggested a minimum vertical clearance from 1 ft. to 5 ft. After review of case
histories of the construction of similar tunnels, including tunnels crossing under other
tunnels and structures, and records from the construction of the BART tunnels, and
empirical calculations the criteria for vertical clearance to BART tunnels was approved at
5ft. Revision 0 of the approved T-Third Phase 2 Design Criteria dated September 30,
2005 states “A minimum vertical separation of 5 feet (or less if confirmed by detailed
analyses) shall be maintained between the extrados of new bored tunnels and the
existing BART tunnels.”

5. Compensation grouting is an accepted and proven method for controlling settlements
above tunnels. Grout mix design, injection pressure limits, injection volume and port
spacing will be tailored to the existing soil conditions and the separation between
tunnels. As required by BART, compensation grouting will be performed and tested prior
to tunneling reaching Market Street to check the process, procedures, crew, and
equipment.

6. SFMTA will provide BART with copies of all additional geotechnical information pertinent
to the tunnel crossings as it becomes available. Enclosed are draft geotechnical drill
logs and profile for the additional drilling completed in April 2008 and a CD of the May
2006 Phase 1B Geotechnical Data Report.

7. Question 7 asks for detailed information on the design of the connection of the T-Third
Union Square/Market Street (UMS) Station to the Powell Street Station. The connection
is shown in Drawing AR-306, attached. The current plan is to use 42-inch diameter
cased vertical secant piles to create structurally stiff and watertight walls on the side of
the Apple store entrance/exit. BART/ARUP/SFMTA are working together to study if the
Apple store entrance/exit can be reconfigured without effecting the emergency exiting
capacity of the Powell Street Station. SFMTA will continue to work with and obtain
BART's concurrence on the design of the connection to Powell Street Station.

8. As Bill Neilson discussed with you, he could not identify the SFMTA report that shows
Figure 4.1 referred to in comment 8. | will respond to comment 8 once the report is
containing Figure 4.1 is identified.

9. The present alignment of the T-Third tunnels takes into account the presence of the
existing BART tunnels and is the result of thorough analyses to optimize the T-Third
alignment with respect to project criteria and operational constraints. The minimum
centerline distance between the T-Third tunnels is 27 ft where they cross under the
BART tunnels. The extrados of the tunnels is 19.75 ft. The minimum vertical spacing is
discussed in the response to comment 4. SFMTA will continue to work with BART to
verify that the T-Third tunneling will not adversely affect the BART tunnels.

10. Yes. Actual field measurements will be used to monitor the BART tunnels at the
crossings during construction.
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11. Yes. A high-resolution laser scan (point cloud) will be made during tunnel final design to
determine existing tunnel dimensions and clearance conditions and used to determine
allowable tunnel deformation and movement.

12. Yes. Actual site surveys will be performed as described in comment 12.

13. Yes. Photo surveys to document the condition (including leaks) of the BART tunnels will
be performed before and after construction as recommended by BART. In addition,
SFMTA requests the opportunity to perform a structural inspection of the BART tunnels
in early 2009. We understand that BART is in the process of investigating and mapping
water intrusions into the existing tunnels and station. We request that BART include
SFMTA in all investigations and discussions and share with SFMTA all information that
is pertinent to the Powell Street Station and adjoining tunnels.

14. Yes. SFMTA will have a plan in place prior to crossing under the BART tunnels for
repairing any new leaks that develop as a result of T-Third tunneling, including
insurance, access, and clearance provisions. SFMTA requests that BART staff identify
and allow SFMTA staff to inspect known leaks within the next ten days and provide us
the results of on-going water intrusion surveys.

15. Yes. All surveys will be performed by a Professional Land Surveyor employed by
SFMTA orits consultants. We request that BART provide access during non-revenue
hours for the surveys. The collected survey measurements in conjunction with the
collected field notes, leak surveys and photographs will constitute a reliable
representation of the existing condition of the BART tunnels.

Please contact me at 415 701-4299 should you have any questions.

Since

ohnjunghi, P.E.
Progtam Manager

Enc:  Draft 4/08 Drill Logs
Draft 4/08 Geologic Profile
CD containing Phase 1B Geotechnical Data Report prepared in May 2006 and above
logs & profile
Drawing AR-306

cC: File No. 2.30.02
William Neilson
Albert Hoe
David Greenaway
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FIRST SUPPLEMENTAL MUNI/BART JOINT STATION MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered into this 'VT day of LY, 1986, by
and between the CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO (hereinafter called

"City") and the SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT (here-

inafter called "BART").
WITNEGSSETH:

WHEREAS, City is a municipal corporation chartered under the
Constitution of the State of California and is governed pursuant to
the provisions of its Charter; and

WHEREAS, BART is a rapid transit district established pursuant to
Public Utilities Code Sections 28500 et seq.; and

WHEREAS, Public Utilities Code Section 29037 provides that:

The district shall not interfere with or exercise

any control over any transit facilities now or

hereafter owned and operated wholly or partly within

the district by any city or public agency, unless by

consent of such city or public agency and upon such

terms as are mutually agreed upon between the board

and such city or public agency.
and

WHEREAS, on May 14, 1976, City and BART entered into an Agreement
establishing respective duties relative to maintenance and repair of
subway and other rapid transit facilities within the City and County
of San Francisco; and

WHEREAS, said Agreement was entered into prior to the time MUNI

commenced revenue service underground; and

o [
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WHEREAS, the parties hereto now desire to re-examine and redefine
their respective responsibilities with regard to maintenance and
upkeep of BART's subways and other facilities to be used and occupied
by CitY's Municipal Railway either separately or jointly with BART!:

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of mutual promises and the
foregoing considerations, the parties hereto do mutually agree as

follows:

1. Definitions:

As used through this Agreement, the following terms shall

have the following meanings:

. BART

" "BART" shall mean the San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit
District.

City
. "City" shall mean the City and County of San Francisco.

, MUNI

"MUNI" shall mean the San Francisco Municipal Railway.

Maintenance L

"Maintenance" shall mean the provision of: janitorial
'services; wall surface repairs; repair other Fthan structural
repairs required to remedy water seepage; repair of drain
inlets and cleaning of sewers; landscaping and grounds care;
relamping; repairs/removal of surface vandalism; inspection,
cleaning, lubrication, rehabilitation and replacement of
mechanical and electrical equipment and utilities; the

removal and disposal of trash and debris; and the care of

-2-
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the propulsion power system, train control and/or signal
systems, communications, and the trackway excluding
Structural Repairs.

Surface Repairs

"Surface Repairs" shall mean sufface repairs and sealing of
cracks to remedy water seepage or for any other reason and
sha11 include tunnel ring bolt tightening, replacement of
caulking and broken bolts, grouting including chemical
grouting, rust removeal, painting and any other work raquired
to stop seepage and seal the cracks in tunnels and station
area%. “

Structural Repairs

"Structural Repairs" shall mean repair of the basic
structure necessitated by structural Eai}ure, but hot
iécluding surface repaifs.

Station ' - . .
"Sfation" shall mean a ﬁaéility which includes all necessary
utilities, equipment and appurtenances necessary to handie
passengers who board and alight from transit vehicles with
the exception of the track, propulsion power system, train
Qontrol, communications and/or signal systems which may be

contained in the station structure.

Portal

"Portal" shall mean that structure used to provide a

transition from subway to surface operation or from surface

to subway operations,
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Joint Use Stations

Powell Street, Montgomery Street, Civic Center and
Embarcadero Stations (including mezzanine extensions) are
designated as Joint Use Stations.

Joint Use Areas

"Joint Use Areas" shall mean those areas within Joint Use

Stations which are used by BART and its patrons and MUNI and

its patrons. It does not include BART or MUNI controlled

areas.

MUNI Controlled Stations

Van Ness Avenue, Church Street, Castro Street and West

Portal Stations are designated as MUNI Controlled Stations.

MUNI Controlled Areas

Areas within BART facilities that are occupied 'or used
solely by MUNI are designated MUNI controlled areas.

MUNI Paid Areas

Those portions of MUNI controlled areas to which MUNI
patrons have access after paying a "fare" shall be
designated as MUNI Paid Areas, as well as the MUNI station

agent booth(s).

o

Trackway

"Trackway" shall mean the‘ties, ballast, and support slabs
which support the }ailéfghd switches.

Line '

"Line" shall mean“any:trackway along with its enclosing
structure, exclusive of trackway within stations.

il

-
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Utilities
"Utilities" shall mean water (fire and domestic),
electricity and the required conducting systems.

2 Ownership of Stations, Lines and Appurtenances

Ip is agreéd that BART owns, except as hereinafter quali-
fied, the West Portal Station and a structure and portal on Duboce .
Avenue and that portion of BART facilities in Market Street from the
Embarcadero to the Twin Peaks Tunnel. It is further agreed thap the
City owns the Twin Peaks Tunnel, Civic Center MUNI Electrical
Substation and Church Street MUNI Electrical Substation and Hallidie
Plaéa, its equipment and appurtenances. BART ismthe sole owner of
all stations (including mezzanine extensions), line structures and
appurtenant equipment constructed by BART. City owns any
appurtenances that City conséructed, or may cause to be constructed.
City also owns the track, rail fasteners, prdpulsion power system
equipment, signal equipment and communication equipment constructed
by BART for use exclusively by MUNI.

3 MUNI Appurtenances

Subject to prior written notice to and approval of BART,
MUNI may install or cause to be installed and shall be responsible
for maintenance and repair of such equipment or additional \
appurtenances as MUNI may desire. However, if written disapproval f
has not been received within 60 days of written submission by MUNI,?

the submission shall be deemed to have been approved by BART. This

equipment and appurtenances include but are not limited to the

following:
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a. Passenger information and guidance systems in addition
to those installed by BART,

bh. Closed circuit T.V.

¢. Communications systems.

d. Signal system.

e. Public address system equipment,
f. Wayside equipment.

g. PFare collection equipment.

h. Propulsion power system.

'i. Telephone systems and equipment.

Use and Control of BART Structures

MUNI may use those areas in BART's subway structures as

hereinafter defined for the operation of MUNI's Metro system. Said

areas shall include those which are necessary for MUNI opefatioﬁs.

€2760p

a. Areas to be used and controlled by MUNI for its

operations are£ o .

(1) Areas necessary for MUNI fare collection, signal
system, communications, yentilation aid other
transit related operations.

(2) All lines, stations, portals, ventilation and pump
structures constructed by BART from the west end of
Civic Center Station to West Portal Avenue.

(3) Line sections designated in Contracts 150011,
150021, and lSOOSlAAas "MUNI Line" or "MUNI Tunnel".

{(4) At Joint Use Stations, the MUKI Paid Area of the.

mezzanine, the vertical circulation areas (exclusive

.
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of elevators) between the MUNI level and the MUNI Paid
Area of the mezzanine, MUNI operations rooms, MUNI
dispatcher and crew facilities, the trackway at the MUNI
level and the Paid Areé (platform) at the MUNI level,
MUNI electricél substations and electrical rooms and all
areas used for MUNI equipment, as shown on Exhibit "A"
attached hereto.

BART shall control all other areas in stations and
subways including Joint Use Areas.

In the Joint Use Stations, MUNI and its patrons shall

have access at all .times to MUNI controlled areas

7 through Joint Use Areas subject to BART control, such as

mezzanines, street entrances, escalators, elevators and
passagewéys. MUNI patrons shall be permitted to use
jointly with BART and its patrons public facilities in

Joint Use Areas. -

5. Utkility Costs

a.

BART shall pay all the costs of utilities for BART 1fnes
and BART controlled stations including propulsion powér.
MUNI shall pay all the cost of utilities for MUNI lines
and MUNI controlled stations including propulsion power.
In MUNI controlled stations and MUNI controlled tunnels
and lines, electricity will be metered separately from
BART's electricity.

In Joint Use Stations costs of all utilities excluding

propulsion power will be shared by MUNI and BART. BART

6276p



shall pay 60% of the costs and MUNI shall paf 40% of the
cost. BART will pay the cost of the utilities except
for electricity and will bill MUNI for its share
monthly, itemiziﬁg eacﬁ separate utility charge on every
bill. BART and MUNI will continue torhave Pacific Gas &
Electric bill them separately for electricity in the
proportion of 60%/40% of the total usage.

6. Repairs

a. Responsibility for Repaifs

‘(1) Structural Repairs will be made by MUNI in all MUNI
controlled stations and areés. MUNI shallfnotify
BART in writing in advance of making any structural
repairs, provide detailed plans and specifications
of any such repairs, and BART may make an inspection
prior to the commencement oE'any structpral repairs
by MUNI. Structural repaifs by MUNI shall. not he
commenced without BART's prior written approval.
However, 1f written disapproval has not been
received within 60 days of written submission by
MUNI, the submission shall be deemed to have been
approved by BART. Under emergency conditions, MUNI
may make temporary emergency repairs notwithstanding
the foregoing but BART shall be notified immediately
that repairs are underway.

(2) BART shall notify MUNI in writing in advance of

making any structural repairs, provide detailed

-8~

6276p




6276p

(3)

plans and specifications of any such repairs, and
MUNI may make an inspection prior to the
commencement of any such repairs to MUNI controlled
stations and areas: BART's performance of this work
will not interfere with MUNI transit operations
without the approval of MUNI. However, if written
disapproval has not been received within 60 days of
written submission by BART, the submission shall be
deemed to have been approved by MUNI, .
Repair of materials and appurtenances and surface
;;pairs in MUNI controlled stations and areas,
including but not limited to fans, escalators, wall
finishes, floors and sealings of cracks shall be
made by MUNI. BART personhel or equipment shall not.
be used unless BART in its sole discretion agrees

atherwise.

Payment for Coskts.

(1)

(2) .

MUNI shall pay for the cost of all Structural
Repairs caused by MUNI's use of facilities, and also
repairs necessitated by fires, accidents, sabotage
and vandalism occurring in MUNI controlled stations
and areas. All other Structural Repair costs will
be paid by BART.

MUNI shall pay for the costs of all repairs

specified in Subsection a(3) above.

. -



7. Mainktenance

a. MUNI shall provide full maintenance of all stations and
areas controclled by MUNI except as provided in Paragraph
7b hereof. "

b. Joint Use Stations
(1) BART shall be solely responsible for maintenance in

all areas with the exclusion of those areas under
MUNi control and Joint Use Areas.

(2) BART will perform all janitorial services in MUNI

Paid Areas on the mezzanine level of Joint Use

Stations and bill MUNI for the costssfhereof.
(3) In Joint Use.Areas BART will perform necessary
mainténance, bill MOUNI SOApercent of the costs
G _ thereof 'and MUNI shall 'pay same to BAR"I'f

| (4) BART will record all Joint Use Aréa Maintenance
charges and a11~chargés for janitorial services in .
MUNI Paid Areas on the mezzanine level of Joint Use
Stations. To determine the actual amdéunt of sucﬁ
costs the following formulae shall be used as the
basis by which BART will bill MUNI for costs in the
foregoing areas:
(a) Labor charges + current year fringe benefits +

5% administrative overhead.*

(b) Material at actual costs + 5% handling costs.

(c) Contract costs + 5% handling costs.

-10-
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* For pufposes of this formula:
Fringe benefits are at a percentage rate:
-~ annually determined by BART
-—- charged touFederal, State, and Local grants
-- periodically reviewed by Federal, State, and
BART's external auditors.

(5) MUNI shall be solely responsible for maintenance of
all MUNI controlled stations and areas with the
exception of those which are BART's responsibility
pursuant to Paragraph'7b(2) above and shall conduct
said maintenance at its sole cost and expense.

Except as otherwise expressly stated herein, BART shall

_keep, operate and maintain all Joint Use Areas at all

times in good order, condition and reﬁair, and shall not

call upon City or MUNI to maintain or repair, any

structure or facilities over which BART exercises

control. BART's performance of this work shall be
coordinated with MUNI and shall not interfere with MUNI
transit operations, except with the prior approval of
MUNI. BART shall notify MUNI in writing in advance of
performing any work in Joint Use Areas which will
interfere with MUNI transit operations., However, if
written disapproval has not been received withig 60 days
of written submission by BART, the squission shall be

deemed to have been approved by MUNI.
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d. BART and MUNI shall perform all maintenance in
accordance with their annual work schedules submitted
pursuant to Paragraphs 9 and 10 of this Agreement.

8. Inspection ﬂ

BART shall have the right to ihspect all areas covered by
this Agreement. Coples of BART's inspection reports will be sent to
MUNI. MUNI shall be apprised of such inspeqtions 24 hours in advance
and shall have .the right to be pyesent during ahy sucﬁ inspection.
Such inspections shall be condu. ted in‘SUéh a manner not to unduly
interfere with MUNI operaﬁions% The foregoing shall not relieve MUNI
of the respongibility for making safety inségctions ofiits éwn
facilities and equipment.

9. Payment of MUNI Costs

BART shall prepare by February i'of each yéat an estimate of
the costs which MUNI wiil iﬁcu? during the following fiscal year
(July 1 to June 30) that are chargeable to MUNI hereunder. MUNI
shall cause a work authorization to be prepared in such amount prior
to the beginning of said fiscal year. Should BART revise this _
estimate during the year, BART shall so notify MUNI in writing as
soon as practicable in advance of the quarter for which additional
funds will be required. Subject to required MUNI énd City approvals,
City shall issue a supplemental work authorization as soon as
practicable for the amount so required. Billing will be made
monthly. MUNI shall make payment to BART, pursuant to Paragraphs‘S

and 7 hereof, within 30 days of receipt of a bill.

~12-
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10. Payment of BART Costs

. MUNI shall prepare by February 1 of each year an estimate of
the costs which MUNI will incur during the following‘fiscal year
(July 1 to June 30) that are chargeéble to BART hgreunder; BART shall
-cause a work authorization to be prepared in such amount prior to the
beginning of said fiscal year. Should MUNI revise this éstimate
during-the fiscal year, MUNI shall so notify BART in writing as soon
as practitable'in advance of the quartér for which additional funds
will be required. Subject to required BART approvals, BART shall
issue a supplemental work authorization as soon as practicable for
the amount so required. Billing will be made monthly. BART shall
make payment to MUNI, pursuant to Paragraph 17 hereof, within 30 days
of receipt of a bill for charges due hereunder.

11, Third-Party Liability Claims

a. Shared Obligations

BART Insurance Division and MUNI Claims shall share
equally the investigation and processing of all third
party liability claims resulting from accidents or
injuries occurringrin Joint Use Areas, the escalators at
Hallidie Plaza, and the ventilation facilities
(including surface grates) described in Exhibit "B"
_attachéd hereto, which is hereby incorporated in and
made a part of this agreement. The settlement or
payment of any claim or judgment arising from such
accidents or injuries shall be shared equally, after

mutual agreement by BART and MUNI as to the amount:

-13~
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and/or conditions of each such settlement or payment.
This obligation &hall not be reduced or eliminated where
only BART or City is named in the claim or action.

L.egal and Administrative Fees and Costs

In specific cases, BART and City may agree to joint

legal representation and the sharing of all costs and

expenses related theréto,iincluding legal fees of

"outside counsel. In the absence of such agreement, all

such costs, expenses, and legal fees shall be paid by
the party incurring them. Costs assessed by the court
shall be shared equallf?inAll staff and administrative
costs incurred in connection with the procéssing of
claims or litigation, including BART or City staff
attorney'gosts, shail be the responsibility of Ehe.party
incurring.such costs.

BART and MUNI Controlled Areas and Stations

Except as provided in 1la above in regard to the
escalators at Hallidie Plaza, and the ventilation |
facilities described in Exhibit “BY, the settlement or
payment of all claims and judgments, inéluding ail costs
and expenses related thereto, arising from accidents or
injuries in areas exclusively used and contrblled by
either party, shall be the responsibility of the party
in control, éither MUNI, on behalf of City, or BART.

The party in control of the area shall bear the full

amount of such settlements or payments and related costs

and expenses.
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12. Fire Services

BART, MUNI and City Fire Department shall maintain a program
of proéedures to be used during emergencies. MUNI shall provide firé
fighting equipment and a fire fighting program mutuélly acceptable to
BART and £o the City Fire Department.

13. Terminaktion

Any termination of MUNI occupancy will be resolved at a

future date.

14. Interruption of Service.

In the event that service is interrupted by either party for
a period ig.excess of 30 consecutive days, due to natural disaster,
malfunction, work stoppage, acts of violence, or for any other cause,
the pérties agree to make every effort to cooperate to maintain
services in the subway. The parties re$efve the right to re-éésess
their respective responsibilities regarding maintenance and repair:
during the period of the terminated service.

15. Concessions and Advertising

BART will contract for and administér the sale of all
advertising in all stations including MUNI controlled areas and
stations, and be responsible for the distribution of all revenue
therefrom. BART is not responsible in the event the franchisee
should ever default on payment of revenue. Such advertising shali
not include advertising in MUNI vehicles or on deétination signs.

a. Both MUNI AND BART will provide access to existing

facilities and provide services necessary to place

advertising as required by advertising agreements.

-15-
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BART shall distribute monthly to MUNI a portion of the
revenﬁes received from advertising franchise contracts
calculated by multiplying the revenues received from
advertising franchiseéks) by 16.4%, lessvs% of the
result for BART's administrative costs. The
calculations for Fiscal Year 1986-87 are set out in
Exhibit “C" attached hereto.

MUNT will place all concessions in MUNI controlled
stations and will retain all revenue therefrom. BART
will place all concessions in all stations other than
MUNI Céﬁtrolled statioﬁéi The sharing of revenue from
concessions in Joint Use Areas shall be determined at a

later date by MUNI .and BART.

Protection of BART & MUNI Facilities

a.

MUNI and BART shall maintain adequate stray current
protection to minimize.current leakage. Such stray
current protection shall be subject to BART approval, as

to design and installation.

' MUNT shall make every effort to effect sufficient

procedures for avoidagcé of communications interference.
The design and installation of equipment to insure
avoidance of such interference shall be subject to
BART's approval. Any changes made subsequent to
installation of egquipment shall be coordinated with BART.
BART shall make every effort to effect sufficient

procedures for avoidance of communications interference.
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‘The design and installation of equipment to insure

avoidance of such interference shall be subject to
MUNI's approval. Any changes made subseguent to
installation of equipmént shall be coordinated with MUNI.
d. MUNI and BART shall exercise maximum effort to eliminate
any interfefénce of any kind with the operaﬁions of the
other. Upon notification of such a condition by either
party, the other party will take immediate action to
rectify the cause.

17. Areas Outside of BART-Owned Facilities

Maintenance of the escalators at Hallidie Plaza shall be a
MUNI responsibility but BART shall pay 50% of the cost of the
maintenance of said escalators in Hallidie Plaza. MUNI shall add to
€i’> each bill a 5% charge for administrative costs. Except as qtherwise
provided here and in Paragraph 11 above, BART shall not be
responsible financially or otherwise for repair and maintenance at
Hallidie Plaza or any other area outside of BART ownership.

18. Operations
a. MUNI Controlled Stations

MUNI shall have the right to operate its transit
vehicles in its sole discretion. Installation of
facilities which will changé the architectural
appearance of‘the station or be physically attached to
fhe station shall be subject to BART approval. However,
if written disapproval has not been received within 60
days of written submission by MUNI, the submission shall

' - be deemed to have been approved by BART.

-17-
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b. Joint Use Stations

MUNI shall have the right to operate its transit
vehicles in any manner that MUNI deems necessary within
the area shown on attached Exhibit "A". 1Installation of
facilities which will chanée the architectural
. appearance of the station, be physically attached to the
{. station, or Which may adversely affect BART in any

manner, shall be subject to BART approval. However, if

=~ written disapproval has not been received within 60 days
of written submission by MUNI, the submission shall be

deemed to have been approved by BART.

'19. Indemnification '

Except .as otherwise provided for in Paragraph 11, BART _ i
éqrees to iqdemnify, save harmless and defend City; its officers,
agents and émployees f;om legal liability of any nature or kind on
acceunt of any claim for damages to property or personal injuries to
or death of person or persons arising 6ut of or resulting from
maintenance or repair work to be performed by BART heréunder; unléss
such'claims arise out of the sole negligence af City, MUNI, their
officers, agents or‘employees.

Except as otherwise provided for in Paragraph 11, City and
MUNI agree to indemnify, save harmless and defend BART, its officers,
agents and employees from 1égal liability of any nature or kind on
account of any claim for damages to property or personal injuries or
death of a person or persons arising out of or resulting from any

repair or maintenance work to be performed by City and/or MUNI

-18-
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hereunder unless such claim arises out of the sole negligence of
BART, its officers, agents or employees.

In the event a claim for damages -to property or personél
injuries or death of person or persons arises out of or results from
any maintenance or repair work to be performed jointly hereunder by
City and/or MUNI and BART, liability will be shared equally by
parties performing such work. .

The foregoing provisions regarding indemnification are
included pursuant to the provisions of Section 895.4 of the
Government Code, and are intended by the parties ﬁo modify and
supersede the otherwise applicabie pfovisions of Chapter{él, Part 2,
Division 3.6, Title I of the Government Code.

20. MUNI Acceptance of Control of BART Structures

a. Upon execution of this agreement, MUNI shall accept
control of BART structures on thch constructién has
been completed and accepted by BART prior te the
execution of this agreement.

b. On BART construction contracts not completed at the time
of execution of this agreement, MUNI will participate in
the final inspections and indicate approval that the
contract has been completed in accordance with BART
contract documénts prior to presentation to BART'S Board
of Directors for acceptance. Upon acceptancé of said
construction contracts by BART's Board_df Directors,

MUNT shall accept control of BART's structures.

~19-
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Effective Date

1
{

Guaranty work by the contractor shall be the only work
required of BART or BART's ‘contractor after acceptance
of the contract by BART's Board of Directors. BART will
continue to administerlthe guaranty provisions of BART
contract documents but inspections shall be made joinktly

by MUNI and BART.

This agreement becomes effective on July 1, 1986.

"Correspondence

All

correspondence including requests for approval shall be

sent to the following addresses:

'MUNI

23,

6276p

BART

General Manager (or whomever he may’ d651gnate)

800
=5 %o
Oakl

Madison Street
Box 12688
and, California 94604-2688

General Manager (or whomever he may designate)

949
San

Modi

Presidio Avenue
Francisco, California 94115

fication of Agreement

a.

If both BART and City agree that any terms of this

agreement should be modified, an Amendment to this
Agreement setting forth the agreed modification shall be
executed.

However, every three years from the date of
execution of this Agreement any dispute or controversy

then existing between BART ‘and City with respect to any

-20-



62760

cost sharing provisions of Paragraphs 5d, 7b(3), 7b(4),

amendment proposed by either party involving only the

11, 17 and the cost and revenue sharing provisions of
Paréqraphs 15a, 15b, 15c of this agreement shall be

submitted to arbitration pursuant to the rules of the

American Arbitration Association: provided however the

basic obligation of MUNI and BART to share the costs
associated with 1iability-claims in Joint Use:Areas;
maintenance, advertising and concessions shall not be
subject to arbitration.

Pending an arbitrati@g decision, the terms of the
agreement in dispute shall remain in full force and
effect. The decision of the arbitrétor shall be final
and conclusive on the'parties and shall be deemed és a
duly executéd amendment to this agreement with
prospective effect only. - Each party shali bear its own
costs of arbitration and shall share equally the costs
of the neutral arbitrator. |
With respect tao Paragraph 7b(2) MUNI may elect, after
giving BART at least 90 days notice, to perform all
janitorial services in MUNI Paid Areas on the mezzanine
level of the Joint Use Stations at MUNI's sole cost and
expense.

For purposes of limiting those issues which

shall be subject to binding arbitration, the following

definitions 'shall apply:
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:

Cost Sharing - Paragraph 5d -- Cost sharing as

applicable to Paragraph Sd shall mean the percentage
of utility and electricity costs to be paid by BART
and MUNI in Joint Use Stations.

Cost Sharing - Paragraph 7b(3) -- Cost sharing as

applicable to Paragraph 7b3 shall mean the
percentage of necessary maintenance costs in Joint
Use Areas to be paid by MUNI to BART.

Cost Sharing - Paraqraph 7b(4) -- Cost sharing as

applicable to Paragraph 7b(4) shall mean the formula
calculated to determine the direct, administrative

overhead, and the employee's fringe benefit costs

chargeable to MUNI.

Cost Sharing - Paragraph 11 -- Cost sharing as

applicable to Paragraph ll shall mean the percentage

of ,l1iability claim costs to be paid by BART and MUNI:
in connection with all claims of accidents or
injuries sustained in the Joint Use Areas.

Proposed amendments to the agreement altering
the percentage to be paid by City and BART in
connection with settlement of claims of accidents or
injuries sustained to Joint Use Areas through normal
operations shall be subject to binding arbitration
only where the proposed amendment is based upon
patronage figures which show that more than 50% of

the patrons using Joint Use Areas are BART patrons

=D
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or more than 50% are MUNI patrons. Any decision by
an arbitrator altering the cost sharing percentage
in connection with Paragraph 11 shall cbnsider
patronage Eorecasté for the next succeeding three
yvear period.

Cost and Revenue Sharing - Paragraphs 15a and 15b --

Cost and revenue sharing as applicable to Paragraphs
15a and 15b shall mean the percentage to be shared
and the methods of calcuiating net proceeds of all

advertising.

Cost and Revenue Sharing - Paragraph l5c -- Cost and
revenue sharing applicable to Paragraph 15¢ shall

medn the percentage to be shared and the methods of

calculating net proceeds from concessions in Joint

Use Areas: provided however, proposed amendments to ) ‘
X ‘ i 3 X [

the agreement altering the rights and obligations of
BART and City with respect to the placement and
control of advertising and concessions as defined.in
Paragraph 15 shall require the mutual agreement of
BART and City and shall not be subject to binding
arbitration.

Cost Sharing - Paragraph 17 -- Cost sharing as

applicable to Paragraph 17 shall mean the percentage
of escalator maintenance costs at Hallidie Plaza to

be paid by BART to MUNI,

-23-



24, Clarification and Resolution of Disputes

Whenever areas of responsibility, aﬁthority or lines of
communication between BART staff and City and County of San Francisco
staff require claiification, or wheﬁever disputes regarding |
performance or practice under this agreement arise which cannot be
settled in the normal course of events, the General Manager of BART
and the Gederal'Manager of thebPublic Utilitiés Commission shall make
diligent efforts to resolve the issue by any means within their
authority, including joint memoranda of understanding, which shall he
binding upon the parties.

25. Récords and Audit

a. BART shall maintain full and complete accounts and
supporting records showing actual time devoted, other

direct costs incurred, and revenue generated under this

agreement in accordance with‘generally accepted
‘accounting principles and practices and to a standard no .
less than BART uses for its own accounting.

BART shall make available to the City its work
papers and supporting source documents relevant to this
agreement at mutually agreed upon timé(s) for purpose of
auditing and verifying statements, invoices, or bills.
The following BART staff will be available, as their
time permit;, to pro&ide assistance and answer questions:

- (1) Dega:tment Manager of Power and Way
(2) Department Manager of Operating Budgets and
Capital Program Control

9 (3) General Accounting Supervisor

-24-
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b, MUNI shall maintain £ull and complete accounts and

supporting records showing:actual time devoted, other
direct costs incurred, and revenue generated under this
agreement in accordance with generally accepted
accounting principles and practices and to a standard no
less than MUNI uses for its own accounting.

MU&I shall make available to BART its work papers
aﬁd supporting source documents relevant to this
agreement at mutually agreéd.upon time(s) for pufpose of
auditing and verifying statements, invoices, or bills.
The following PUC/MUNI statf will be available, as theié
time pe;mits, to provide assistance and answer gquestions:

. {1) Deputy General Manager/MUNI Facilities
g ' Mainteﬁance
(2) Superintendent/MUNI Ways and Structures

(3) Assistant PUC General Manager/Finance ' o

26. Governing Law

This Agreement shall be construed in accordancée with and.
governed by the laws of ﬁhe State of California and the Charter of
the City and County of San Francisco. It constitutes the complete
and exclusive statement of the agreehent between ﬁhe parties which
supersedes all proposals, oral or written, and all othef
communications between the parties relating to the subject mattéf of

this Agreement and supersedes the Agreement entered into between City

and BART on May 14, 1976.

o o
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27. Severability

If any term, provision, covenant, or condition of this
Agreement is held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invélid,
void, or unenforceable, the rest of this Agreement shall remain in
full force and effect and in no way shall be affected, impaired, or
invalidated.

28. Third Party Beneficiary Rights

Nothing in this agreement is intended by the parties to

confer beneficial rights in third parties.

29. Approvals
Whenever this agreement specifically provides for an
approval by either BART, MUNI, or City, such approval shall not be

unreasonably withheld by the respective entity.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this agreement
to be executed, in triplicate, by their duiy authorized officers, on

the day and year first hereinabove written.

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

Authorized by Resolution

No. Lh45-%4 dated _§-20-84

By (]éﬁgjﬁ ; "
Clzﬁk of thé pbard of Supervisors ' o ‘
o e

APPROVED AS'TO FORM:” .,
0. P :

2 ¢§x~éé§§%'
; A
By ./,éﬁéf;é LAt Ter

ULilityés General.Counsel
. R -

v ///‘.
y/

o
-
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SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

By

General Manager
Authorized by Resclution .
No. £ 0149 dated (lpnil 22,/94¢

Secretary
Publlc Utilities Commission

SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT

w Ay Bens co.
President!, Board of Directors

@ By

District Secretary

APPROVED AS TO.FORM:

By Z/W %W

Fbr BART General Counsel
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3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Responses to Letter AB

AB-1

Over the past three years during the development of the conceptual designs for the subway alignment
alternatives and connections to the Powell Street and Montgomery Street stations, the Central Subway
design team has met with BART environmental, planning, and technical staff over a dozen times. Most
of the issues raised in BART’s December 10, 2007 comment letter (ADA compliance, safety and
emergency evacuation, police, fire and emergency services, groundwater intrusion, ventilation) were
previously raised with the SFMTA design team and represent technical issues that are being resolved
through ongoing coordination with BART staff during the conceptual and preliminary engineering and

design phases.

With mitigation measures as described in the Final SEIS/SEIR, no significant, unmitigable environmental
impacts to BART facilities or service have been identified resulting from the Central Subway, however,
SFMTA continues to work cooperatively to plan and design the Central Subway connection at the Powell
Street Station to meet BART’s requirements for expanded joint-use of the station. Technical coordination
meetings are continuing between BART and SFMTA to address issues raised in the December 10
comment letter concerning the Powell Street Station and to respond to BART’s concerns. BART has
identified a number of improvements to the existing station that the SFMTA has included in the project
design. Design modifications to the project are being incorporated, where appropriate, to ensure that the
Central Subway Project would not result in significant environmental impacts to the BART system.
Copies of written communications between BART and SFMTA are included as Exhibit A at the end of

the Responses to Letter AB.

The procedure for addressing the safety, emergency services, groundwater intrusion, and utilities
(ventilation) issues raised by BART is outlined in the 1986 Muni/BART Joint Station Maintenance
Agreement, First Supplement, dated July 1, 1986. This Agreement establishes a broad range of
responsibilities for all Joint-Use BART stations within the City and County of San Francisco, including
the Joint-Use Station at Powell Street (see Exhibit B attached at the end of the Responses to Letter AB).
In this Agreement a “station” is defined as a “facility which includes all necessary utilities, equipment and
appurtenances necessary to handle passengers who board and alight from transit vehicles, with the
exception of track, propulsion power system, train control, communication and/or signal systems which
may be contained in the station structure.” *“Joint Use Areas” are defined as “those areas within Joint Use
Stations which are used by BART and its patrons and MUNI and its patrons.” The Agreement states that
controlled areas are defined as areas occupied solely by BART or MUNI. In the Joint Use Stations,
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“MUNI and its patrons shall have access at all times to MUNI controlled areas through Joint Use Areas
subject to BART control, such as mezzanines (i.e.concourses), street entrances, escalators, elevators and

passageways.”

BART has requested separate agreements with SFMTA to address hydrology/ ground water impacts,
public safety impacts, exposure to hazardous materials during construction, and future station capacity
impacts. SFMTA has proposed a single Station Improvement Coordination Plan to address construction
and operation impacts, design treatments, and mitigation or station improvements for each of the issues
raised in the BART letter that would result from the addition of the UMS Station.

The SFMTA/BART Draft Station Improvement Coordination Plan [for Design and Development of
Shared Use of the Powell Street Station,] June 9, 2008 will establish the protocol and procedure for the
two agencies to work together to resolve any remaining issues as the Final SEIS/SEIR is completed, a
Record of Decision is issued by FTA, and the engineering moves forward into the final design phase.
The Station Improvement Coordination Plan establishes technical working groups to address: 1) transit
system connectivity and station capacity; 2) groundwater, structural stability, fire, life safety, and
emergency systems; 3) construction impacts; and 4) funding. The majority of technical design and
coordination issues fall within these categories. The Station Improvement Coordination Plan calls for
development of a list of actions, key milestones, work products, and monitoring program to maintain a
predictable schedule for the T-Third/Central Subway Project. This Station Improvement Coordination
Plan would also be used to negotiate responsibilities and costs for structural changes to the Powell Street
Station, such as the station equipment and appurtenances necessary to handle passengers who board and
alight from the T-Third/Central Subway area of the Powell Street Station to be constructed and controlled
by SFMTA. The next step will be for the two agencies to finalize the Station Improvement Coordination

Plan.

No new significant environmental impacts resulting from the implementation of the Central Subway
Project have been identified since the publication of the Draft SEIS/SEIR. All potentially significant
impacts to the existing joint-use BART/Muni Metro Powell Street Station from the construction or
operation of the Central Subway Project or significant effects on BART ridership and to passenger access
to the Powell Street Station, potential settlement during construction of the subway tunnel under BART at
Market Street, changes to the groundwater table at the Powell Street Station were identified in the Draft

SEIS/SEIR and would be mitigated or minimized to less-than-significant levels.
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AB-2

Commenter states that Alternatives 3A and 3B would modify the “previously approved Central Subway
component of the Third Street Light Rail Project.” The 1999 Record of Decision for the Third Street
Light Rail project approved the Initial Operating Segment of the project, but did not approve the subway
segment of the project. The original Third Street alignment and Market Street Station (located on Third
Street between Mission and Market Streets with a pedestrian connection to the BART Montgomery
station) is analyzed in the SEIS/SEIR as Alternative 2 (See Figure 2-8 on page 2-16 of the SEIS/SEIR).
The Fourth/Stockton Alignment (Alternatives 3A and 3B) of the Central Subway provides a direct
connection to the BART/Muni Metro Market Street Subway at the Powell Street Station. This
Fourth/Stockton Alignment is the result of extensive input from the public and other stakeholder groups.
Although potentially feasible, SFMTA considers the Third Street Alignment (Alternative 2) less practical
than Alternatives 3A and 3B and Alternative 3B was selected as the Locally Preferred Alternative by
SFMTA Board on February 19, 2008. In addition to the existing Market Street entries and the Ellis Street
entry to the existing joint-use Powell Street Station, this LPA Alternative 3B would add a northern entry
to the subway station at Union Square on the west side of Stockton Street, along Geary Street, and
potentially also on the north side of Geary Street, east of Stockton Street, in a sidewalk bulb-out. This
northern entry to the station would offer additional access to Central Subway patrons beyond the existing
BART station entries along Ellis or Market Streets. In particular, Muni riders transferring from the
Central Subway to the 38-Geary lines would use these new station entries. A Draft May 2008 Powell
Station Central Subway Impacts Study prepared by Arup Americas, Inc. for BART projects that 77
percent of Central Subway riders walking to the station will use the Geary Street entry (see next page for

more detail on this study).

BART has requested physical separation of the egress from the existing Powell Street Station and the
future Union Square/Market Street (UMS) Station so that in the event of an emergency situation, isolation
of the two stations and emergency evacuation can be provided. This would go beyond the fire life safety
standards required by the San Francisco Fire Department, but has been requested by BART to permit
expanded joint-use of the Powell Street Station. To meet BART’s objective, the capacity of the Ellis
Street egress, located at the Apple Store at One Stockton Street, may need to be expanded into the
sidewalk area to accommodate an additional escalator or widened stairways. To maintain pedestrian
circulation space and to potentially accommodate a new elevator, a bulb-out of the sidewalk into the
parking lane on the north side of Ellis Street, immediately adjacent to the existing access may be required.
The bulb-out would result in the loss of up to three parking spaces and one street tree, which would not be

considered a significant impact.
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SFMTA will continue to coordinate with BART on the joint use of the Powell Street Station, as has
historically been the practice under the existing 1986 Muni/BART Joint Station Maintenance Agreement,
First Supplement dated July 1986. To facilitate this coordination, BART has provided SFMTA with
copies of two station capacity studies: a 2004 Powell Street BART Station Capacity Analysis Technical
Memorandum prepared by BART Planning in cooperation with Robin Chiang and Company (capacity
studies) and M. Lee Corporation (costs) and a May 2008 Powell Station Central Subway Impacts Study:
Technical Memo 1: Data and Assumptions prepared for BART by Arup Americas Inc. A third study,
conducted by Arup Americas Inc. for BART, the Draft BART Powell Station Central Subway Impacts
Phase | Study was transmitted to SFMTA on June 23, 2008. This study is still under review by SFMTA
and will be the subject of ongoing coordination between BART and SFMTA on internal station capacity

enhancements.

The 2004 Technical Memoranda assessed station capacity improvements necessary to meet projected
BART systemwide ridership increases by 2025. The 2004 Technical Memorandum addressed projected
growth on the BART system, including the planned Central Subway Project. In terms of capacity
increases for BART and Muni, the 2004 Technical Memorandum proposed to shift Muni’s paid area
barriers closer to the escalator and stair well, freeing up space for circulation of additional passengers in

the non-paid concourse or concourse area.

The May 2008 Technical Memorandum prepared by Arup evaluated passenger activity at the Powell
Street Station, with and without the implementation of the Central Subway Project. A more detailed
ridership and capacity analysis was conducted in the June 2008 draft Arup passenger simulation study.
SFMTA will work with BART to validate the assumptions and analysis of this study, which will be used
to establish an allocation of costs for station improvements as part of the Station Improvement

Coordination Plan.

SFMTA and BART have been meeting over the past year to develop the design for the connection
between the Union Square/Market Street Station and the existing Powell Street Station. Although no
significant impacts associated with emergency access have been identified in the Final SEIS/SEIR, BART
has requested that SFMTA develop a vertical egress plan for the Union Square/Market Street Station at
the existing Powell Street Station exit at One Stockton Street (the Apple Store) that would physically
separate Central Subway egress from the Powell Street Station in the event of an emergency or station
closure. Increasing the capacity of this egress would require physical changes to the One Stockton Street

exit. The physical improvements requested by BART include:
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e Expanding the existing enclosure at One Stockton Street to accommodate a widened escalator and
stairway. This may require expansion beyond the existing building footprint into the sidewalk

area.

o If the station entrance is expanded beyond the building footprint, a bulb-out of the sidewalk
would be required to maintain pedestrian circulation on the north side of Ellis Street. This would
result in the loss of up to three parking spaces and relocation of one small existing street tree.
The bulb-out may also be used to accommodate a new elevator enclosure to connect the surface

to the concourse level.

e Below grade and internal to the station, the existing intermediate landing at the base of the first
stairway and escalator may need to be expanded to the south to accommodate additional vertical

circulation width.

Text changes have been incorporated into the Final SEIS/SEIR document to reflect new less-than-

significant impacts resulting from the potential station access/egress expansion.

The last sentence, third paragraph, page S-17 is revised as follows:

“In addition, this alternative would potentially eliminate_3 parking spaces on the north

side of Ellis Street to accommodate an expansion of the station access/egress at One

Stockton Street (the Apple Store) and a total of 59 off-street parking spaces from the

Ellis/O’Farrell and Union Square parking garages.”

The following text is added after the seventh sentence, first paragraph, page 2-45:

“Widening of the existing station access/egress on the north side of Ellis Street at One

Stockton Street (the Apple Store) may require a bulb-out of the sidewalk, which would

result in the elimination of three parking spaces and relocation/replacement of an existing

street tree.”
The following text is added to the end of the fourth paragraph on page 3-36:

“By 2030, it is projected that 4,200 additional daily riders would exit and 13,000 would

enter BART at the Powell Street Station.®! Additional passengers would use the

concourse level of the station, however, passengers entries/exits from/to the street level is

expected to decline. The 2008 study also shows fewer patrons using the station stairways

and escalators between the street and concourse levels, because transfers to and from
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BART/Muni Metro and the Central Subway on the concourse level would replace

transfers to and from the systems at the street surface level.

! SFMTA analysis of SFCTA’s 11/07 ridership projections as cited in Arup Americas, Inc. Powell
Station Central Subway Impacts Study, May 2008.”

The following text is added after the sixth sentence, fifth paragraph, page 6-53:

“The BART entry (escalator and stairs) at One Stockton Street (in the Apple Store) at

Ellis Street would need to be closed temporarily during construction and may be

expanded to meet BART’s request.”

AB-3

See Response to Comment AB-2 regarding the existing 1986 Muni/BART Joint Station Maintenance
Agreement, First Supplement dated July 1986 that governs all joint use stations, and the Powell Street
Station Capacity Analysis Technical Memorandum (2004) and the Powell Station Central Subway
Impacts Study (May 2008). These documents, plus the SFMTA/BART Station Improvement
Coordination Plan (2008) provide the necessary procedures and agreements for BART and SFMTA to
resolve each of the technical issues raised in the comment letter related to the Central Subway Project’s
potential impacts at the Powell Street Station. The Station Improvement Coordination Plan stipulates the
process and critical milestones for resolving the issues that would require further definition and design of

project facilities beyond the preliminary design phase.

The text in the BART “Approval or Permit” column on Table S-10, page S-41 and Table 2-9, page 2-64
of the SEIS/SEIR have been revised as follows

“Amendment-ef-Consistency with the 1986 Muni/BART {Joint use-Station Maintenance
aAgreement, First Supplement forPowel-Streetstation-entries;-and execution of the 2008

Station Improvement Coordination Plan.”

AB-4

As indicated in Responses to Comments AB-2 and AB-3 above, the 2004 Powell Street BART Station
Capacity Analysis Technical Memorandum and the Powell Station Central Subway Impacts Study (Arup
America, Inc. 2008) have addressed increases in projected use of the Powell Street Station. The 2004
Technical Memorandum describes a number of station improvements necessary to minimize future
capacity issues, including: dedicating the existing elevator from the concourse to the platforms to BART
and installing a new Muni-only elevator at the southwestern end of the platform; shifting Muni’s paid

area barriers toward the far side of the Muni escalator and stairwell thereby providing more space for
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circulation in the concourse unpaid area; and capitalizing on Central Subway excavation along the

Stockton alignment for BART to develop a police facility in the Hallidie Plaza area.

The general analysis done for the Draft SEIS/SEIR identified no significant impacts at the Powell Street
Station, however, the Draft June 2008 Arup studies conducted for BART identified potential cumulative
capacity/passenger flow and emergency vertical egress impacts in the joint-use areas at the underground
Powell Street Station. While the assumptions used and the results of the study have not been fully
reviewed and evaluated, the SFMTA agrees to address these issues as part of the Station Improvement
Coordination Plan through monitoring of station activity levels and by incorporating project design
features that will ensure the implementation of the Central Subway Project does not result in significant
safety or pedestrian circulation impacts. To minimize potential station capacity impacts at the eastern end
of the Powell Street Station concourse level, SFMTA and BART will explore design options to provide
increased capacity for passenger flow between the Powell Street and UMS Stations. BART has identified
potential for removal of the existing physical barrier on the south side of the fare gate and for relocation
of the fare gates and adding up to five new fare gates to improve passenger flow in the BART non-paid
area of the station. SFMTA has identified the potential for reopening a closed entrance (former CALFED
entrance) to create additional capacity for pedestrian flow between the Powell Street and the UMS station.
If the new pedestrian corridor is opened up under Market Street, then SFMTA will explore the possibility
of adding a new elevator. SFMTA will continue to work with BART to address future potential capacity

issues for station entries that may be necessary for the expansion of capacity of the joint-use station area.

A discussion of the potential for Powell Street Station impacts and an improvement measure are added as
noted below to the Final SEIS/SEIR to ensure that the internal station circulation flows at the Powell
Street Station meet BART’s requirements for station circulation and that no new significant

environmental impacts would occur as a result of the project implementation.

The sentence is added to the end of the first paragraph, page 3-44 is revised as follows to call out the

potential capacity issues at Powell Street Station:

“The Powell Street Station may also experience capacity issues at the concourse level due

to increased passenger activity at the northeast end of the station.”

The text of the second paragraph, page 3-44 is revised as follows:

“Muitigation measures would be the same as those outlined under Alternative 2, except as

noted below.
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SFMTA and BART will prepare and enter into a Station Improvement Coordination Plan

for the Powell Street Station that will provide for, at a minimum, implementation of and

allocation of cost for any station infrastructure improvements necessary to maintain

pedestrian safety and a pedestrian level of service of D or better at the Powell Street

Station as a result of the Central Subway Project.”

The second paragraph of page 3-45 is revised as follows:
“Mitigation measures would be the same as those outlined under Alternative-2 3A.”

Any new physical changes to the Powell Street joint-use station footprint that are identified during final
design after the Final SEIS/SEIR has been certified could be analyzed separately in an Environmental
Assessment to determine whether the impacts would be less-than-significant. If potentially significant
environmental impacts are identified then, further environmental review as required by CEQA and NEPA

would be necessary.

AB-5

Commentor correctly notes that if the need for further physical changes arises during final design for the
Central Subway Project and the potential for additional impacts occurs, further environmental analysis
may be required. What is described for the project and analyzed in this SEIS/SEIR document is what
would be approved by the SFMTA for final design.

AB-6

The discussion on page 3-36 of the SEIS/SEIR, under Ridership Projections, states that “[at} the Powell
Street Station on Market Street, the passenger activity is associated with the high level of transfers that
would occur between the BART system and the Muni Metro system. It is estimated that approximately
49 percent of the passengers boarding the Central Subway system at Powell Street would be transfers
from BART. Most of this transfer activity is presently occurring as passengers use Powell Street Station
as a point of transfer to/from other above ground Muni routes and services, some of which would be
replaced by the Central Subway light rail line.” SFMTA will continue to work with BART to identify
potential capacity impacts and measures to reduce potential impacts will be identified in any future
capacity studies. SFMTA will also monitor passenger flow data for the Powell Street Station prior to, and
after, implementation of the Central Subway Project, and SFMTA will work with BART to monitor
passenger activity levels in future years (2030) as cumulative conditions may change. A pedestrian level

of service of D or better will be considered a less-than-significant impact.
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See also Responses AB-2, AB-4, and AB-5 above regarding Powell Street Station capacity impacts from

projected BART ridership growth.

AB-7

Section 6.3.1 (page 6-43) of the SEIS/SEIR describes the potential temporary construction impacts for
pedestrian access to BART at the Powell Street Station from potential closure of the station access at One
Stockton Street (the Apple Store) and pedestrian circulation at Market Street BART station entries. No
significant impacts were identified. Section 6.10-2 on page 6-92 describes how “the new bored Central
Subway tunnels would pass approximately five to ten feet beneath the BART tunnels resulting in a slight
downward deformation of the overlying BART and Muni tunnels. As noted in the SEIS/SEIR (page 6-90
to 6-92) the potential deformation was identified as a significant impact and mitigation measures were
identified. See also BART letter in Exhibit A following Responses to Letter AB.

Tunneling would be done using state-of-the-art pressurized face TBM’s that, in combination with proper
operation and jet grouting, as needed, will minimize ground loss and consequent settlement effects.
While no significant unmitigable impacts were identified in the SEIS/SEIR, additional studies to further
ensure that potential settlement will not be significant are being completed and the information is being
shared with BART. Tunneling under the tubes will be performed continually on a 24-hour basis
including on weekends to prevent ground loss and significant impacts to BART service. Rigorous
continuous automated monitoring of potential distortions and uplift/settlement movements experienced by
the Market Street tunnels as the new tunnel construction approaches will be compared with pre-
established action thresholds and prior placement of compensation grouting pipes between the Market
Street tunnels and the new bored tunnels to allow immediate injection of cement grout to replace ground
lost (see page 6-92 Mitigation Measures of the SEIS/SEIR). Field measurements will be conducted to
monitor any movement of the BART tunnel. High resolution “point cloud” cross sectional clearance
measurements will be made in advance of any construction to determine existing clearance conditions and
again after the completion of construction to determine acceptable tunnel correctional variances. An
actual site survey of top of rail and alignment will also be performed ahead of construction and monitored
weekly once tunnel excavation is within 100 feet of the BART tunnel. If any movement in excess of ¥4

inch is detected, then daily inspections will occur until detected movement falls below the % inch limit.

BART would not be required to close the entire Powell Street Station or interrupt BART service at any
time during construction, but temporary closure of the station entrance at One Stockton Street would be

required. SFMTA will coordinate with BART to minimize disruption to transit riders due to any
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temporary closures of individual station entrances (the Apple Store entry at One Stockton Street) during

construction. Temporary entry closures would have less-than-significant impacts.

Although impacts to transit riders due to temporary closure of station access would be considered less-

than-significant, the SFMTA has agreed to add the following improvement measure for Alternative 3B.
The following text is added to the seventh paragraph, page 6-35:

“Temporary disruption to BART service could occur during construction.”

The following text is added as a new paragraph following the second paragraph, page 6-36:

“MTA and BART will prepare and enter into a Station Improvement Coordination Plan

to_include construction management procedures and processes to address any and all

construction and operational impacts resulting from the tunnel boring. MTA will also

coordinate with BART to develop bus bridges if needed, public outreach, and other

programs to minimize impacts to transit riders during construction.”

The following text is added to the last sentence, last paragraph page 6-92 and third paragraph, page 6-93:

“Tunnel construction could also result in the potential displacement of BART structures.”

AB-8

As noted in Response to Comment AB-2, although no significant impacts associated with emergency
egress were identified in the SEIS/SEIR, SFMTA and BART are evaluating improvements to the existing
One Stockton Street emergency egress from the combined stations at BART’s request. SFMTA will
comply with the existing adopted 2006 Emergency Plan for the Powell Street Station. SFMTA will
continue to coordinate with BART on the design details and will jointly revise the existing Emergency
Plan for the Powell Street Station as outlined under the proposed Station Improvement Coordination Plan
for the Central Subway Project, which addresses issues to be resolved during the preliminary engineering

and final design stages of project development.

The San Francisco Police and Fire departments have reviewed the security and emergency response
systems for the Central Subway and the SFMTA design team has incorporated suggested changes into the
plans for the project to ensure there are no significant safety impacts. The subway design team will also

meet with BART police to review plans during final design.
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Page 5-15 of the SEIS/SEIR describes that Muni, in concert with the San Francisco Fire Department and
the Department of Public Health, holds two to three emergency drills per year and emergency orientation
sessions to ensure a coordinated response effort to emergencies occurring in the subway system. SFMTA
has designed the emergency ventilation system for the Project such that it will not adversely effect the

Powell Street BART station emergency ventilation.

The following text is added to address the additional use of the station due to the Central Subway

following the fourth paragraph, page 5-15:

“Improvements to the existing Powell Street Station as needed for the connection to the

UMS Station will be addressed in cooperation with BART during final design of the

station _connections. This will include assessment and, if necessary, implementation of

improvements to the existing vertical circulation, platform capacity, lighting, ventilation

system, fire suppression system and way-finding. The emergency ventilation system for

the UMS shall be designed and operating procedures written/revised and tested to ensure

that the UMS and Powell Street station emergency ventilation systems do not adversely

affect each other during an emergency event or system test.”

No significant impacts are identified for the BART Emergency Plan or services at the Powell Street

Station.

AB-9

Muni and BART currently provide security officers and would continue to provide security services at the
Powell Street joint-use station for Central Subway passengers. Also, Muni “proof of payment” inspectors
patrol the concourse. No significant impacts are identified for the BART security services based on
increases to ridership from the Central Subway transfers, and no mitigation measures are described.
Monitoring the need for added security services at the Powell Street Station would be the responsibility of
both SFMTA and BART following start-up of the Central Subway operation. Resolution of issues would
take place as provided for in the Station Improvement Coordination Plan and existing 1986 Muni/BART

Joint Station Maintenance Agreement, First Supplement.

SFMTA will install security systems at the interface between the Powell Street Station and the UMS
station and will perform a Threat and Vulnerability analysis. The San Francisco Police Department
(SFPD) and SFMTA Security and Enforcement Division will provide security for the Union
Square/Market Street Station (UMS). The 1986 BART/Muni Joint Station Maintenance Agreement, First

Supplement includes an agreed-to process to re-apportion cost between BART and Muni based upon
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actual use. SFPD and Muni “proof of payment” inspectors routinely patrol the concourse to supplement

BART police provided under the Maintenance Agreement.

AB-10

The potential for construction activity to disrupt the flow of ground water to the Powell Street Station has
been identified as a potentially significant impact in the SEIS/SEIR if design measures intended to
maintain the existing water level at the Powell Street Station are not incorporated into the project design
(see pages 5-59, 6-95, and 6-96). SFMTA is performing hydrogeologic studies and will design the UMS
Station to ensure there is no increase in the height of the existing Powell Street Station groundwater table.
Depending on the results of hydrogeologic modeling to be completed during the next stage of design
development, measures will be developed, such as horizontal wells, to allow lateral groundwater flow
past the UMS station. SFMTA will monitor and report ground water table elevations during the five to
six year construction period and will work cooperatively with BART to share information, prevent or
minimize increases in the height of the groundwater table, and mitigate additional water infiltration as a
result of the Project. With the proposed design measures incorporated into the Central Subway Project,

potential impacts would be less-than-significant.

SFMTA will have a water leak mitigation plan in place prior to tunneling under BART. This plan will
include approved work plans and methods for correcting water leaks, including how BART tracks will be
accessed. BART, along with SFMTA, will supervise any repairs that are required. With these measures

incorporated into the project design, no significant impacts to ground water would result from the project.

AB-11

Preparation and implementation of a Health and Safety Plan that includes protection and training of site
workers and worker medical surveillance is described on page 6-105 of the SEIS/SEIR as part of the
mitigation measures for hazardous materials. An asbestos abatement program would be implemented as
part of this plan. In addition, SFMTA and BART will prepare and enter into a Station Improvement
Coordination Plan to include construction management procedures and processes for alterations to the
Powell Street Station, that includes, but is not limited to, a hazardous materials abatement program, as
defined by the Health and Safety Plan.
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Letter AC

sA-lefa PETER AND PAUL SALESIAN SCHOQL

EEo Tilbert Streel - San Frunciseo, Californin 94253 - ($15) gar-g21g - fax (415) $21-1831

werw dtapetarpanl san-francisco. ca.ws

December 10, 2007

Joan A. Kugler

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, 4 Floor

San Francisco, CA 24103

Re: 96.281E - Central Subway SEIS/SEIR
Dear Ms. Kugler,

"saints Peter and Paul Salesian School, established in 1925, and the Salesian Boys' and Girls”
Club, established in 1918, are located across from Washington Square Park in Morth Beach.

The outer yard for children's recreation these organizations share is open, exposed through a
chainlink fence, facing the southwest - facing the location of the proposed Central Subway"s
debris removal over the course of two years, should the North Beach Tunnel Construction
Variant be selected.

Saints Peter and Paul Salesian School provides extended care for grades ¥ through 2, starting AC-1
before 8am. The School uses the yard throughout the day for recess, gym, and after lunch
play for grades K-8, The Club actively uses the yard until 7pm, with a break at Spm.

Aside from the disruption and hazard of truck traffic for parishioners and parents, we are

most concermed about the health effects on our youth of idling trucks and the énormous
amounts of dust that will be senerated by this construction.

Construction noise could be disruptive to the conduct of Mass and classroom teaching.
We wish to register our concern and request the seriots effects of the project on our
children, those playing at the playground across the street at Washington Square Park, and

senigr citizens using the Park, walking to our site to pick up grandchildren or attend Mass, all
be addressed in your study.

; S
Lisa Harris, Principal — e
Saints Peter and Paul Salesian School o~ £ ,.:r QWJ

660 Filbert Street, San Francisco 94133 v .
Russ Gumina, Director )62_9(;‘/( g
Salesian Boys” and Girls” Club o

680 Filbert Street, San Francisco 94133

ol e Bgpns, S 23

666 Filbert Street, San Francisco 94133
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Responses to Letter AC

AC-1

See Response to Comment AA-35. The temporary construction shaft in the middle two lanes of
Columbus Avenue would be about 35 to 60 feet wide by 30 feet long, located between Union and Filbert
Streets. The construction of the shaft (excavation, retaining walls, and cover) would take an estimated six
months. Following excavation, the shaft would be partially decked over with a temporary cover for the
future removal of the Tunnel Boring Machine at the end of the tunneling work and for periodic delivery
of materials to the tunnel. The TBM extraction would take about a week. At the conclusion of the TBM
extraction the shaft opening would be permanently decked over with pavement. (page 2-34 of the
SEIS/SEIR).

Measures to control dust and emissions are described on page 6-110 to 6-112 of the SEIS/SEIR and
include limiting idling time for construction equipment to five minutes per hour. Particulate matter filters
would be installed on all diesel powered equipment. Emission limits will be established to protect the
school children and mechanical air monitors will be installed at the playground to record particulates (PM
10) in the air and report emissions to the City. Measures to control dust will include watering the
construction area at least twice daily, covering haul trucks with tarpaulins and terminating excavation
activities when winds exceed 25 miles per hour. An on-site environmental compliance monitor and
traffic control officer will be assigned to the excavation area to make sure that environmental conditions
are met by the contractor. Noise levels will also be monitored for compliance with the San Francisco
Noise Ordinance Limits, and a Noise Control Plan will be developed by an acoustical consultant prior to

construction. Mitigation measures for noise are described in the SEIS/SEIR on page 6-117.
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Letter AD (two letters)

AD-1

AD-2
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Union Sguare/Chinatown projected trip times, including access times, should be AD-2
prominently displayed in Table 8-1 as well as elsewhere in the EIRSS, Cont.

Table 5-2 Annual Opemting Statistics:

Muni's 2030 dieselftrolley bus hours per year with Central Subway Aternative 38 is
projecied to be 2,545,630 hours, 76,400 hours less than with the Mo Project/ TSR
Alternative. Because the Central Subway will not serve those who currently travel on
Mumi Trolley Bus Lines #30 and #45 to and from points north and west of Chinatown, it AD-3
will not be possible to remove or significantly cut service on these important lines. Yet
without significant cuts to Lincs #30 and #45 it is not clear how the Ceniral Subway
Project could allow Muni to slash a0 many bus hours out of its operation. The EIR/S
should include a breakdown showing the effect of the Central Subyway Project on
each affected Muni line and how these effects add up to the Muni serviee reduction
figure used to caleulate the Cost Effectiveness Index,

The 2030 total annual Muni LRV hours with Central Subway Aternative 38 is projected
to be 590,100 hours, 19400 hours less than with the Mo ProjectTSM Altemnative. It
appears that this large reduction in LRV hours would be possible only if the Central
Subway hours were being compared with an fnefficfend use of LIEVs in the Market Street AD-4
Subway. Yet with six lines currently feeding inte the Market Street subway from the
West it should be possible to combine the Third Street Line with one or more of these
lines in a manner that would minimize redundant service. When compared with an
aptimal Market Street subway operation it is doubtful that Alternative 3B could achieve
w0 large a savings in LRV hours over the No Project'TSM Alternative. Additional
information should be provided in the E1IR/S to show the basis of this large
reduetion in Muni LRY hours.

Tahle 5-3 Capital Cost Summary:

The ROW, Land and Existing Improvements cost is estimated to be $20 million. In view
of scores the old buildings along the route to be projected and preserved throughout the
construction perind, or perhaps acquired and demolished, this figure seems remarkably AD-5
low. A breakdown identifying each affected

existing structure, together with the estimated cost of underpinning and otherwise
protecting it during construction, or acquiring it through eminent domain, should
be added to the EIR/S. Equivalent information abowt the cost category entitled
“Rite Work & Special Conditions™ should also be provided and set forth in the
EIR/S.

Table 3-4 Cperating and Maintenance Cost Summary:

In recent years Muni has had chronic budget problems. Indeed, because of budgetary AD-6
constraints it has become increasingly difficult for Muni to provide essential transit
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services, Central Subway Alternative 3B represents an cnormous capital investment,
which, according to its sponsors, will result in a very large reduction in Muni operating
and maintenance costs, This scems highly unlikely. As now conceived the Central
Subway will create 1.7 miles of new light rail line including four new light rail vehicles,
one new surface station, three new subway stations, a subway rail signaling system, a
tunnel ventilation system, security and fire suppression facilities, a power distribution and
overhead contact sysiem, a fare collection system, electronic sipning, handicapped and
emerpency egress (acilities, bathrooms, closed circnil television, emergency lighting and
an assoriment of communication systems, all of which will require operation and
maintenance and therefore penerate additional operating and maintenance cosis. AD-6
Moreover the new line will create a substantial amount of new public space 1o be Cont.
maonitored, securcd, clesned and maintained. These new facilities will undoubtedly add
significantly to Muni's operating and maintenance {(O8&M) budget. Yet Table 5-4 shows
Mumni’s 2030 operating and maintenance costs as being 3238 million a year lower under
Alternative 3B than under the No Project/TSM Alternative.

The very large projected reduction in Muni (&M costs warrants a detailed
explanation. The EIR/S should include a breakdown of these cost savings, including
a clear delineation of the related Muni service reductions proposed for each other
line in the Corridor and/or elsewhere in the Muni system. This is particularly
important in view of the important effiect that Table 5-4"s rosy projections of Muni's
OdeM costs would have on the Cost Effectiveness Index as set forth in Table 5-9,
“Summary of Mobility Improvements Evaluation™,

Table 5-5 Eslimated Weekday Transil Ridesship:

As indicated above, Table 5-1, the Summary Table, shows that by 2030 Alternative 3B,
apparently including the riders of the existing Third Street Line, would amract 39,200
more LRV riders per weckday than the No Project/TSM Alternative. Table 8-5 shows
the much more relevant ndership effect of the Central Subway Alternatives on the
Third/Fourth/Stockton Comidor as a whole, According to Table 5-5, Alternative 3B
would attract only 14,840 more corridor transit riders per weekday than the No
Project/TSM Alternative. The financial feasibility of the $1.4 hillion Central Subway
Project should be established based upon a comparison of the Corvidor transit
ridership of Alternative 3B versus that of the No Project/TSM Alternative as set
forth in Table 5-5. The results of this comparison should be set forth and
prominently displayed in Table 5-1.

AD-7

Table 8-1 expresses ridership as “ridership”, Table 5-5 expresses the same variable as AD-8
“corridor boardings™. A single appropriately-defined term for this variable should be
used in the EIR/S,
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Table -9 Summary of Mobility Improvements Evaluation:

The Cost Effectivencss Index (CED) iz one of the key parameters used by the Federal
Transit Administration to evaluate proposed capital projects seeking federal financial
support. The CEL is ealeslated using a specific formula which takes into account capital
costs, transit vehicle hours saved, malntenance costs and other factors, The lower the
CEIL the more cost- effective the project. In 2002 the Central Subway Project carried a
CElof over $30.00. EIR/S Table 8-9 shows the CEI of Central Subway Aliernative 38
as now being only $18.36, a remarkable reduetion. The variables used to calenlate the
CED as well as the CEI formula itself should be shown in the ELR/S.

Table 3-11 In-Yehicle Travel Times for Selected Transit Trips:

As indicated above, a 1997 Muni report showed that the Central Subway would cut the
all important teip titne between Market Street and Chinatown by & mere two minutes. Yet
in EIR/S Table 3-11 this trip time saving has more than doubled...to 4.7 minutes. This
significant change cen be at least partially explained by the fact that Table 3-11 shows jn-
veiticle trip times instead of tofal tip times, In other words the aceess time it would take
prospective patrons to walk to a station, descend five stories or more fo the station
platform and later ascend from the subway is not included. In caleulating access times
consideration should also be given to the fact that Muni Bus Lines 9, 30 and 45 currently
provide heavy bus serviee in the comidor (every three minutes during peak periods)
compared to the 5 minute headways proposed for the Centeal Subway operation, The
EIRS should be revised to eliminate the false impression created by the trip time
figures sef forth in Table 3-11.

Sincerely yours,

& (ot

Gerald Cauthen
S0 208 5441
cauin | @acl.com
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G0 Paramount Boad
Oakland Ca 94610
December 9, 20617

Joan Kugler

Planning Department

City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco CA 94103

Subject: Central Subway Draft Supplemental EIR/S dated October 2007
Supplemental Comments

Dear Mz, Kugler,

On Friday, December 7, 2007 1 Fed Ex'd you a letter containing eomments on the Draft
EIR/S. Here are four alternatives deserving of consideration that were apparently not
evaluated in the EIR/S:

1.} Surface solutions were considered earlier in the EIR/S process and then discarded on
grounds of their being impractical. But they weren't evaluated in the context of a San
Francisco congestion pricing system similar to the ones already in effect in Londen and
other cities, and already under serious consideration by the SFCTA. With congestion
pricing, surface public transit travel in downtown San Francisco could be improved in
ways that would never be possible without it. If congestion pricing were applied
effectively in San Francisco, it would create an opportunity to resolve the Chinatown
access problem at a vastly reduced price. Swurface solutions viewed in this light showld
be further evaluated.

2.) The Third/Keamy/Columbus alignment was apparently considered earlier in the AD-11
EIR/S process and then rejected, presumably becase it did not adequately serve
Chinatewn. This disadvaniage could be overcome by installing public escalators an
Washington Street and Pacific Avenue extending from the Kearny Strest subwey stations
to Grant Avenue and then to Stockton Street. A Third/Kearny/Columbus Alignment,
altered in this way, would be cheaper, more centrally located and much less disruptive
than the alternatives included in the current EIR/S draft. An altered Third/Kearny
alipnment deserves consideration,

3.) One of the biggest flaws in the subway alternatives described in the EIR/S is that they
provide no benefits to anyone living north or west of Chinatown. Because of this they
saddle Muni with a very expensive subway operation without allowing significant related
cuts to the existing surface bus lines operating in the corridor. This serious disadvantage
could be overcome by letting electric buses s well as light rail vehicles use the subway.
An alternative featuring a bus-oaly or railbus subway deserves consideration.
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4.} Configuring a bus-only or rail/bus subway that is shallow and without mezzanines
would make it possible to also:

o add a station at Market Street,

o provide an efficient comnection hetween the Central Subway and the Market
Street subway systems

o constroct & second subway station in Chinatown, near or perhaps under
Broadway

An alternative featuring a shallow bus-only or rail/bus subway withont mezzanines
dieserves congideration.

Final Comment: CEQA guidelines require that an EIR “so fundamentally and basically
inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were
precluded” be revised as appropriate and recirculated (CEQA Guidelines § 15088.5 (g)
{4)). Im view of the issues unresolved in the current drafi, it appears that such action
is warranted in this case.

When vour responses 1o the above comments, and those outlined in my letter of
Diecember 7, 2007, become available, please advise us immediately, Thank you

Sincerely yours,

GV Couctin_

Crerald Cauthen

510208 5441
cautnli@ani.com
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Responses to Letter AD (two letters)

AD-1

The ridership estimates for the Central Subway have been updated since the publication of the SEIS/SEIR
as a result of updates to the operational plan and the San Francisco Model over the past year. See Chapter
5.0, Staff Initiated Changes, page 5-36 (\Volume 11) and Chapter 3.0, Transportation, beginning on page 3-
37 of the SEIS/SEIR (Vol. I) for the new ridership projections and recommended text changes to reflect
the revised projections. The ridership numbers included in the Executive Summary tables S-1 and S-5
relate to total corridor ridership for the T-Third line. To more clearly identify the net increase in transit
ridership associated with the Central Subway segment of the T-Third line, additional text is recommended
for Table S-1.

Based on the currently proposed operational plan, the projected travel time savings between Fourth and
King and the Chinatown Station, ranges from 10 to 12.4 minutes depending on the Alternative. See Table
3-11, page 3-39 Chapter 3.0 of the SEIS/SEIR for the amended travel times and associated recommended

text changes.

The following text is added to Table S-1, immediately following the 2030 Weekday Ridership T-Third
Line row, page S-5:

Central Subway Net New Transit -- 21,000 19,000 18,400
Riders

The second to the last row of Table S-5 “Increase Over No Project/TSM” will also be highlighted to

emphasize the net ridership increase associated with the Central Subway Project.

AD-2

The Executive Summary is intended to be a brief summary of the key findings of the SEIS/SEIR and
includes in-vehicle travel times from the south (Fourth and King) to the north (Chinatown Station) end of
the Central Subway Project. These travel times are repeated in Chapter 3.0 Transportation in Table 3-11,
on page 3-39, where the travel times for the segment between Fourth and King and Market Street (the
Market Street or Union Square/Market Street stations) are also presented. The travel times between the
Market Street or Union Square/Market Street Stations and the Chinatown Station can be deduced from
these travel times, however, the following text change is added to provide a quicker reference of travel

times along the line.
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The following text is added to Table 3-11, immediately following the Fourth/King — Market Street row,
page 3-39:

Market Street to 3.7 6.5 2.3 1.1 14
Chinatown Station?

The following footnote is added to Table 3-11, page 3-39:

“2 Market Street is the Market Street Station under Alternative 2 and the Union Square/Market
Street Station under Alternatives 3A and 3B.”

AD-3

Table 3-8, page 3-37 of the SEIS/SEIR identifies the projected average weekday ridership of not only the
T-Third line, but also the 30-Stockton, 45-Union/Stockton, and 9X-San Bruno lines serving the Central
Subway Corridor. The projected p.m. peak period ridership for these lines, as well as the Central
Subway, are presented in Table 3-10. These bus lines would continue to operate on the surface of
Stockton and Third/Fourth Streets to serve local transit trips. The headways of this service, would
however, be reduced to reflect the anticipated shift of transit patrons from the surface bus lines to the
subway rail line. The operational analysis for the SEIS/SEIR for the 30-Stockton assumed a reduction of
4 to 5 minutes in the peak period and two to three minutes in the off-peak periods once the Central
Subway is implemented. The assumptions for the 45-Union/Stockton were a reduction of one minute in

the peak periods and three to five minutes in the off-peak period.

AD-4

The analysis for the Draft SEIS/SEIR was based on operation of the T-Third as an extension of the K-
Ingleside to Visitacion Valley for the No Project/ TSM Alternative. With the operation of a short-line
service to Mission Bay and very short line service to Fourth and Berry Streets, as proposed for the Build
Alternatives, additional savings in LRV hours are achieved when compared to the No Project/TSM
Alternative, where service to Mission Bay is provided by the N-Judah line. The changes to service with
the implementation of the Central Subway Alternative account for the savings in LRV hours for operation
of the T-Third line between Alternatives 3A and 3B and the No Project/TSM Alternative.

AD-5
The “ROW, Land, Existing Improvements” cost estimate in Table S-3 represents only the costs associated
with right-of-way acquisition, including easements and out right purchases. The implementation of the

project would require acquisition of one parcel for the Moscone Station (Alternatives 3A and 3B only)
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and one parcel for the Chinatown Station (all Build Alternatives). An estimate of the costs associated
with the protection of buildings along the corridor that could be impacted by construction has also been
made ($12 million for all Build Alternatives) and is included as part of the Site Work and Special

Conditions cost estimate and is significantly higher for each of the Build Alternatives.

AD-6
The cost estimates are based on assumptions regarding service hours and miles associated with each of

the project alternatives, with station costs being a variable in the estimate.

Based on the provision of more direct rail service to the Moscone Center, Union Square, and Chinatown
that would be provided by the Central Subway and reduced headways on the surface trolley coach
operations, a savings in system hours and miles would be realized. This cost savings translates as a

savings in cost based on the cost per hour/mile formula that was used.

Subsequent to the publication of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, a more detailed Operation and Maintenance cost
estimate has been developed. This new estimate takes into account additional required infrastructure,
which reduces the cost savings between the No Project/TSM Alternative and the Build Alternatives. See
Chapter 8.0, Financial Feasibility, for the updated costs estimates that are incorporated into the
SEIS/SEIR.

AD-7

See Response to Comment AD-6 regarding revisions to the Financial Analysis. The detailed financial
assessment of the Central Subway Project is included in Chapter 8.0, Financial Feasibility. The adoption
of the Central Subway Project will be based on all of the information presented in the SEIS/SEIR, not just
highlights included in the Executive Summary. A comparative discussion of each alternative is included
in Table 8-1 on page 8-5 of the SEIS/SEIR. Incremental operating costs compared with the No Project

are shown on Table 8-2 on page 8-7.

AD-8
The corridor ridership is defined as the number of boardings to the system. Text amendments are

recommended to clarify the ridership information presented.

The following footnote is added to Table S-1, page S-5; Table S-5, page S-15; Table 3-8, page 3-37;
Table 3-9, page 3-38; and Table 3-10, page 3-39:

“Ridership is defined as the number of passenger boardings.”
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AD-9

As defined by the FTA for the New Starts process, the cost effectiveness is the change in the annualized
capital and operating cost per hour of user benefits for the forecast year (2030). The formulas is designed
to capture the additional costs of the New Start project compared to the transportation benefits to the

transit riders. The formula for this calculation is noted below:

(Change in Annualized Capital Costs) + (Change in Annual Operating Cost)
Change in Transportation System User Benefits

The calculation is based on a comparison to the New Starts baseline or the No Project/TSM Alternative.

The Transportation System User Benefits represent the travel time savings of all transit riders in the
forecast year with the implementation of the project compared to the No Project Alternative. They
include reductions in walk times, wait times, transfers, and in-vehicle travel times. The Transit System

User Benefit is produced by the FTA Summit software using outputs from the travel demand model.

The background for the Transportation System User Benefits is contained in the most recent New Starts
report. Appendix H of the SEIS/SEIR summarizes the fiscal year 2009 revised cost effectiveness for the
Central Subway Project. The cost-effectiveness index was updated in April 2008 and is $21.12 for
Alternative 3B.

The following text is added following the first sentence, first paragraph, page H-2, Appendix H:

“The formula for calculating the project cost-effectiveness is based on annualized capital

and operating cost per hour of user benefits and is captured in the following formula:

(Change in Annualized Capital Costs) + (Change in Annual Operating Cost)
Change in Transportation System User Benefit”

AD-10

As noted by the commenter, the last paragraph of page 3-38 of the SEIS/SEIR indicates that total travel
times for transit patrons include walk and wait times as well as in-vehicle travel times. These out-of-
vehicle travel times are accounted for in the forecast model, but can not be easily summarized given the

multitude of trip origins. The language will be amended as noted below to further clarify this distinction.

The text in the last paragraph, page 3-38 is amended as follows:
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“Table 3-11 presents in-vehicle travel time comparisons for selected trips using the 15-
Third bus service (from 2000 before operation of the T-Third began) and travel times for
selected trips under each of the alternatives. The total travel times include walk, wait,

and ride (in-vehicle and out-of-vehicle) times. Out-of-vehicle travel times are influenced

by such factors as service headways, location of station access points, and depth of

station. These out-of-vehicle travel times are accounted for in the model and the

projected transit ridership.”

AD-11

Section 2.4 of the SEIS/SEIR summarizes the development history of the Central Subway Project and
identifies alternatives that were evaluated but rejected. The SEIS/SEIR evaluates not only a modified
version of the Central Subway Alternative that was included in the 1998 Final EIS/EIR, but it also
included alternatives that were developed and vetted during an extensive public process between 2003
and 2006. The alternatives included in the SEIS/SEIR were ultimately endorsed by the SFMTA Board at
a public hearing. The majority of comments on the SEIS/SEIR have supported the implementation of a

Central Subway Project, rather than requested continued evaluation of alternatives.
A brief response to the commenter’s suggested alternatives is, however, provided below:

e Surface Solutions with Congestion Pricing — A study of congestion pricing for San Francisco was
recently undertaken by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority. The purpose of the
study is to look at establishing a fee for autos to travel into downtown San Francisco.
Implementation of such a program would not be intended to take the place of a well-developed
and efficient transit system for the city. While reductions in surface congestion could occur with
congestion pricing, they would not eliminate the need for improved transit service between the
southeastern part of San Francisco and Chinatown as stated in the Central Subway purpose and
need. For example, as described on page 1-8 of the SEIS/SEIR, daily transit trips in the Central
Subway corridor are expected to grow by 20 percent by 2030, further adding to an already over
capacity bus system. The Central Subway Project is part of the adopted sales tax measure, which

funds transportation investments in the city.

e Third/Kearny/Columbus Alignment — The purpose and need of the Central Subway Project is
specifically to improve transit connections between the southeastern part of the city and
Chinatown. Alternative 2, carried forward from the 1998 EIS/EIR has a Third Street Alignment
to Market Street, but provides a connection on Stockton Street, immediately north of Market

Street to serve the heart of the retail district and Chinatown. Providing escalators and
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underground walkways that extend two blocks from a Kearny Street corridor to the heart of
Chinatown would not be a reasonable alternative for providing improved transit service to
Chinatown due to distance from the major activity centers along the corridor and the associated
cost of making underground connections to the Stockton Street corridor. Further, the Chinatown
community has been actively involved with the Central Subway planning for the past several
years and has supported the corridor along Stockton Street, with a station between Clay and

Washington Streets.

Any subway alignment in the Chinatown/Financial District area would result in some surface
disruption during construction. There is no evidence presented by the commenter that the
Third/Kearny/Columbus Alignment would result in cost-savings or reduced impacts when

compared to Build Alternatives presented in the SEIS/SEIR.

o Limited benefits to residents north or west of Chinatown — The Central Subway Project evolved
from the Four Corridor Plan (see Response to Comment AA-1). The intent of this project has
always been to enhance transit service to Chinatown through improved travel times and transit
reliability. Extending transit service to North Beach could be the subject of future studies and is
not included as part of the Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project does nothing to
preclude this service extension in the future. The Financial District, to the west of the corridor, is

already well-served by transit.

Alternative 2 evaluated in the SEIS/SEIR is a shallow subway alternative as advocated by the
commenter, but it did not result in cost savings or more efficient transit operation. It is not clear
how accommaodating electric buses in addition to, or instead of, light rail vehicles in the proposed
subway tunnel would enhance bus service to areas north or west of Chinatown or result in cost-
savings to the project. Buses operating in the tunnel would be subject to the same limited number
of stops as would the LRVs and would not have a means of exiting the tunnel unless an additional
portal was added in the north or an underground turnaround facility is provided to allow buses to
reverse direction. Accommodating dual modes in the tunnel and adding stations or portals would

be expected to increase rather than reduce the cost of the Central Subway Project.

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume 11 3-152



3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

AD-12

Comment regarding inadequacy of the SEIS/SEIR is noted. The alternatives were developed as part of a
process involving extensive community participation and the potential environmental impacts of the
alternatives have been fully disclosed in the SEIS/SEIR. No new information has been presented that

would result in previously undisclosed significant impacts requiring recirculation of the document.
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Letter AE

AE-1

AE-2
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a practical matter, it will be approximately a 1,000 foot walk from a where a
southbound car would stop in a Central Subway Station between Howard
and Folsom Street and Mission Street, and an also equal distance from the AE-2
Union Square [ Market Street Station. An alternate Mission/Howard Cont.
Station would cut that distance in half southbound, and minimize it
riorthbound. The DSEIR does not provide estimate of the number of riders
who would be making these transfers.

Moreover, the DSEIR totally ignores — fails to discuss - the distribution of
travel demand in the Yerba Buena District. It is INDISPUTABLE that the
principal sources of demand are all located on or north of Howard Street,
ln::]uding all the major retail complexes, Downtown Community College,
Moscone Center, entrances to Yerba Buena Gardens, and large employers
such as hotels. It is INDISPUTABLE that current MUNI ridership on the 30
Stockton and parallel routes drops off dramatically south of Mission Street.
Maost riders going/ coming further south are destined for CalTrain or the
Ballpark; very few get on or off at Folsom Street. Yet Folsom Street is
proposed as the main station entrance for the Howard/Folsom Moscone
Station! And those limited number of neighborhood residents now
boarding/ getting off at Folsom Street will continue to prefer the surface 30
Stockton route because it will offer many more convenient stops north of
Market Street, especially close to their scattered Chinatown and North
Beach destinations, rather than just the one station planned in Chinatown.

AE-3

For the above reasons is INDISPUTABLE that a Moscone Station between
Mission/ Howard Streets would provide superior service, both for regional
and local demand, compared to a station one block further south. This is AE4
impossible to rationally deny.

Therefore, the DESEIR's failure to include for full analysis a alternate
Mission/Howard Moscone Station location is arbitrary and capricious,
and fails to meet the minimum legal requirements of CEQA.

But aside from the question of transportation planning, the alternative is
even more significant for full EIR analysis because of the impacts of project
construction resulting from the proposed Howard/ Folsom Moscone
Station location, as described below.,

6.0 Construction lmpacts

The DSEIR utterly fails to discuss the special vulnerabilities of our senior AE-5
hnusing and its frail elderly residents.

2 12/10/07
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TODCO's Woolf House low-income senior housing is located at the
southwest corner of Fourth and Howard Street, directly adjacent to the
proposed Moscone Center Station. Its front door is on Howard Street but
its garage and service entrances are located on Fourth Street, All its utility
service connections are to Fourth Street. The building cannot be closed to
facilitate construction disruptions along Fourth Street for several years.

Many of the 280 elderly / disabled residents of its 212 living units are very
frail, mobility impaired, or wheelchair users. At least 30 suffer from

respiratory illnesses. And a significant number are homebound.
AE-5

The DSEIR provides no analysis of the impacts of the proposed cut-and- Cont.

cover construction construction of Moscone Station on this especially
vulnerable population. There is no discussion of noise impacts, especially
on the homebound. All building windows are single pane. There is no
discussion of air quality impacts, especially on apartments along Fourth
Street. Open windows provide the only fresh air to these apartments. The
DSEIR authors are well aware the property is senior housing, but have
failed to make an inquiry to determine the status of its residents or the
vulnerability of the building systems to construction impacts.

Therefore, the DESEIR’s failure to include a full analysis of the public
health impacts of construction on known vulnerable populations
adjacent to cut-and-cover construction location is arbitrary and
capricious, failing to meet the minimum legal requirements of CEQA.

TODCO's Ceatrice Polite Apartments senior housing is located on
Clementina Street, approximately 100 feet west of Fourth Street. The
adjacent lot (now the Union 76 gas station) and Clementina Street are
proposed to be the staging and access areas for construction of the AE-6

Moscone Station.

The status of its 120 residents living in 91 units, and the building itself, are
essentially the same as Woolf House, with the same issues of noise and air

quality impacts.

Additionally, a permanent vent shaft is proposed to be located directly
adjacent to the Ceatrice Polite Apartments. The details of this shaft are not AE-7
clear in the DESEIR - its function and its operations, 5o full comments are
not even possible. Sound and air quality impacts would again be the key
issues that must be fully analyzed by the EIR.

3 12/10/07
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AE-8

AE-9

AE-10

AE-11
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Responses to Letter AE

AE-1

The alternative station site recommended by the commenter was evaluated as part of a comprehensive
reconsideration of the Moscone Station location in 2005. As stated in the SEIS/SEIR on page 2-60, a
Moscone Station located on Fourth Street between Mission and Howard was also recommended by a cost
reduction panel convened by SFMTA. Further evaluation of this alternative, however, revealed conflicts
with the major crosstown sewer transport that is located under Fourth Street between Mission and
Howard Streets. While minor sewer lines are routinely relocated, relocation of a major transport line,
such as this one, is a major and costly undertaking. The sewer transport is an eight-foot diameter line that
collects and carries waste to the North Beach treatment facility. It runs along Mission Street, turning
south at Fourth Street, and continues west on Howard Street. The sewer line was relocated to this
segment of Fourth Street to provide a connection to the Moscone Center when it was constructed. The
top of the transport line is located 20-feet below the surface of Fourth Street and would extend through
the potential station site. The Central Subway deep tunnel would run below the sewer line. Relocation of
the sewer transport line is not feasible as it was specifically located to serve Moscone Center and the

diameter of the sewer transport line would preclude a simple design solution.

SFMTA reviewed issues associated with spacing of the stations south of Market Street in consultation
with the San Francisco Planning Department. The station location between Folsom and Howard Streets
was preferred as this site would serve approximately 2,210 housing units (existing and proposed) within a
one-quarter mile radius of the station with the potential for an additional 615 units on soft-sites in the
market capture area. The station would also serve approximately 9,350 jobs (existing and proposed) in
the area, the highest of any station on the corridor. Based on station spacing studies, it was determined
that the Union Square/Market Street Station would overlap the Moscone Center service area and that
greater consideration should be given to serving jobs and housing rather than the special event center.
The service gap in the South of Market area was addressed by the addition of a surface station on Fourth

Street between Brannan and Bryant in Alternative 3B.

The combination of these two issues resulted in selection of the Moscone Station site between Folsom and
Howard Streets. The station access points were located closer to the residential units on Folsom Street
because of the limited space for off-site station access at Fourth and Howard Streets and security concerns

related to a direct connection to their site raised by Moscone Center representatives.
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The basis for these decisions is further discussed in the “Working Paper Task 1.6-11 Additional Station
Location and Access Studies, Revision May 24, 2005” background document cited on page 2-61 of the

SEIS/SEIR and available for review at the Planning Department.

The following text changes are recommended for the end of the first paragraph, page 2-61 to further

document this analysis:

“The fourth option between Mission and Howard Streets was eliminated due to the

conflict with an majereight-foot diameter sewer transport line on Fourth Street in-this

area_between Howard and Mission Streets, and station spacing concerns given the

proximity of the Moscone Station between Mission and Howard Streets and a Union

Square/Market Street Station between Market and Geary Streets. The sewer transport line

was recently relocated to this block of Fourth Street specifically to provide a connection

to Moscone Center, so moving the major sewer line is not feasible due to its size and

service connection to Moscone Center. The eight-foot diameter of the sewer line, which

would penetrate a station at this location, would preclude simple design solutions. In

addition, shifting the station north to Mission Street would cause greater overlap of the

Union Square/Market Street Station service areas and would create a service gap between

the Fourth and King Station and Mission Street, thereby serving a smaller population and

employment base in South of Market.”

AE-2

See Response to Comment AD-1 for discussion of station spacing. The commenter contends that a
Moscone Station located at Mission Street would be the environmentally superior alternative; but that is
not the conclusion reached by the design or environmental technical teams. Not only would there be
otherwise avoidable significant impacts to utilities (main sewer line) with the Mission Street Station, but
there would also be a smaller population and employment base served by the Central Subway. Mission
Street is a major transit corridor in the City, however, Market Street is the single most heavily traveled
transit corridor in the City. The service area of the Union Square/Market Street Station already overlaps
with the service area of a Moscone Station located between Folsom and Howard Streets (both of which
already include Mission and Market Streets). By moving the station further north to Mission Street, a
service gap is created in the South of Market District. Given the substantial environmental and design
issues associated with the move of the Moscone Station to Mission Street, further analysis of the transfer

patterns between the Central Subway Project was not warranted.
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AE-3

Travel demand in the Yerba Buena area was assessed as part of the background studies that were
conducted to select the station sites that were evaluated in the SEIS/SEIR as noted in Response to
Comment AE-1. Ridership on most north/south lines drop off south of Market and Mission Streets as
noted by the commenter. While there may be lower bus ridership today, the number of transit patrons is
projected to increase in the future in this area due to growth and improved travel times to Union Square
and Chinatown by subway. The station access at Folsom Street provides a greater degree of rail service
access to those residing and doing business south of Folsom Street than would occur if the station location
was shifted north. Mission Street already falls within the one quarter mile service radius of the Union
Square/Market Street Station.

AE-4

The commenter’s statement that “a Moscone Station located at Mission Street would provide superior
transit service is indisputable” is not supported by the background analysis that was done to determine
station locations. The decision to reject the Mission Street station location from further analysis in the
SEIS/SEIR was based on an evaluation of the facts in a process that was consistent with the reasonable
standards outlined in the CEQA requirements. See Response to Comments AE-1 through AE-3.

AE-5

Station access along Fourth Street between Clementina and Folsom Streets provides accessibility to the
senior population that resides in the Woolf House; it is within one block of Clementina Street along
Fourth Street where the station escalator and elevator are shown on Figure 2-20 on page 2-45. Bus
service on the 30 and 45 lines would also be available, thereby providing numerous travel choices. There
would, however, be impacts to the business and resident populations in the vicinity of the stations during

the construction period. These are summarized in Sections 6.3 through 6.15 of the SEIS/SEIR.

Access to the businesses and residences along Fourth Street would be maintained during construction of
the project, though special provisions may be required to provide access during the construction period.
Business access to the Woolf House is also provided along Howard Street which would not be impacted
by construction. Air Quality and Noise impacts and mitigation measures are described in Sections 6.14
and 6.15. The dust and exhaust emissions control measures that would be required to minimize
construction-related air quality impacts are described on pages 6-110 to 6-113 of the SEIS/SEIR. The
SFMTA would be required to meet the San Francisco Noise Ordinance limits during the construction
phase and the contractor would be required to hire an acoustical consultant to prepare a Noise and

Vibration Control Plan that would identify all potential impacts during construction and would provide
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adequate control measures to clearly demonstrate that the noise and vibration criteria and limits presented
in the SEIS/SEIR would be maintained (see pages 6-117 and 6-118 of the SEIS/SEIR). In addition, a
Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, designed to ensure implementation of adopted mitigation

measures, has been developed and is attached as Appendix | of the SEIS/SEIR.

Once a project is selected and the final design phase is initiated, a detailed construction management plan
would be prepared. Outreach to the affected communities and notification of construction schedules and
potential disruptions would occur. Construction complaint lines would be established to promptly resolve

construction-related issues that arise.

The SEIS/SIER adequately analyzes environmental impacts and proposes mitigation measures that will
minimize most impacts to a level of insignificant. More detailed studies to further clarify and refine
mitigation will supplement the analysis as the project moves forward. The analysis meets reasonable
standards set forth by CEQA was not conducted in an arbitrary and capricious manner as stated by the

commenter.

AE-6

See Response to Comment AE-5.

AE-7

See Responses to Comment K-1 and AA-36. As noted on page 2-9 of the SEIS/SEIR, above ground
emergency ventilation shafts have been incorporated into the project since adoption of the 1998 Final
EIS/EIR, to replace in-street ventilation in order to meet current fire codes. These vent shafts would
operate only during a system emergency or during periodic testing of the emergency response system.
Regulations governing the placement of the ventilation shafts are intended to keep them elevated above
any directly adjacent structures. The Moscone Station for Alternative 3 is described on page 2-28. The
vent shaft would be 26 feet above the station building. See page 5-79 for a description of the noise
impacts associated with the vent shafts. No adverse noise impacts are anticipated in conjunction with the
operation of the ventilation shafts since they must meet requirements of the San Francisco Noise

Ordinance.

The vent shafts are a life/safety feature intended to ventilate the stations in the event of an emergency,
such as a fire, in which case the fans would be turned on and smoke would escape through the vent shafts
to protect the safety of the patrons in the station. There would be no exhaust coming out of the vents

unless there was an emergency incident.
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Ambient air quality standards are designed to protect segments of the population most susceptible to the
adverse effects of pollutants or sensitive receptors that include the very young, the elderly, people weak
from disease or illness, or persons doing heavy work or exercise. Sensitive receptors for air quality
analysis include: Yerba Buena Center, Union Square, Gordon Lau Elementary School playground, Willie
“Woo Woo” Wong Playground, and Washington Square Park. (page 4-112 and page 4-120, Air Quality
Section 4.11). In addition, residential areas are considered to be sensitive receptors, thus the senior

housing located on Clementina Street is included as a sensitive receptor.

AE-8

Vehicular and pedestrian access to Clementina Street and local properties along the street would be
maintained during the Central Subway construction. As noted on page 6-26, construction of the Moscone
Station would require temporary lanes closures of Fourth Street for a period of 10 to 12 months between
Folsom and Howard for installation of the shoring systems for station construction. Once the street is
fully decked over, the station construction would continue underground and spoils or materials would be
delivered via Clementina Street. Truck traffic for the hauling away of spoils or the delivery of
construction materials would last the duration of the construction period. It is estimated that an average
of 25 daily truck trips would be generated over a one-year period at the Moscone Station during
construction (Alternative 3B). Temporary noise, air quality, and circulation impacts would occur
adjacent to these construction sites as documented in Sections 6.3, 6.14, and 6.15 along the corridor.
These temporary construction impacts were determined to be less-than-significant when appropriate
mitigation measures are implemented. These mitigation measures are described for each technical topic
in Chapter 6.0 of the SEIS/SEIR.

AE-9

City regulations require that pedestrian access to adjacent businesses and residences be maintained during
construction activities. Some rerouting of pedestrian traffic may however be required. Construction
management plans would take into account the access needs of adjacent properties as they are developed

and monitoring of construction activities would ensure a prompt response if problems develop.

The text of the third sentence, third paragraph of page 6-26 is amended as follows to clarify pedestrian

impacts:

“During installation of the secant piles used for shoring, the sidewalks would be either

closed to pedestrians (only on segments that do not provide direct access to adjacent
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buildings) or protective barriers erected to separate the public from the construction

activities.”

AE-10

The commenter is correct that the impacts at Folsom Street would be eliminated if the station moved
north to Mission Street, however, a new set of impacts would occur at Mission Street. The impacts
associated with the main sewer transport line and the reduced service area are described in responses AE-
1 and AE-2. While the construction impacts outlined for a Moscone Station located between Folsom and
Howard Streets are considered less-than-significant, the disruption of a major (eight-foot diameter) sewer
transport line if the station were moved north to Mission Street would be considered a significant impact

because of disruption to a major utility system.

AE-11

Comment regarding the adequacy of the environmental document is noted. The analysis requested by the
commenter has been completed and is included in background documents and the amended text of the
SEIS/SEIR as noted above. The SEIS/SEIR has been prepared in accordance with CEQA and NEPA
guidelines and the planning process for the Central Subway Project has been comprehensive and included

numerous public hearings and meetings as documented in Chapter 11.0 Coordination and Consultation.
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Letter AF
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5. As part of the Chinatown community, owr church is concerned about the residents and small

husinesses that would be affected by the project. We would like 1o see a more detailed AF-7
deseription of the mitigations proposed by MTA to address the displacement impacts.
We especially would urge that there be no construction activity on Sundays. | AF-8
7. The Affected Environment-Land Use chapter of the EIR emphasizes the commercial and
residential uses in Chinatown, bul seems (o suggest that schools and other institutions are
AF-9

“exceptions™ o the normal pattem of land wses on Stockton Street. When the Planning
Department updated the General Plan for Chinatown in the 19805, it emphasized
Chinatown’s three roles—as a residential/commereial neighborhood, visitor center and
“capital city.™ The paragraph on Chinatown should be rewritten to recognize that institutions
are an intepral part of Chinatown, the historic heart of the Chinese-American community.

8. Related to this point, Table 4-7 (PUBLIC AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES WITHIN THE
CORRIDOR) omitted several community facilities on or near the subway, including the AF-10
Chinese Historical Society, at 265 Clay 8t.; Donaldina Cameron House, at 920 Sacramento
5t.; the Chinatown YMOA, at 855 Sacramento 36, the First Chinese Baptist Chureh, at [5
Waverly PL; and, finally, our church, the Presbyterian Church in Chinatown, at 925 Stockion
51

We look forward to your responses to our comments and questions,

Adopied by action of Session [the churel’s governing body] at its December 9 meeting. Signed
on behalf of the Session,

(-‘JCDW‘-E-M_ 7} M&.;ﬂ.'ﬁilh\fﬂh

Dravid Mote Mary Wong Leong ‘?
Moderator Clerk
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Responses to Letter AF
AF-1
Comment noted regarding support by the Church for the enhancement of transit service to Chinatown

provided by the subway project.

AF-2

Impacts of the Chinatown Station alternatives are described in Section 3.0 for traffic, parking and transit
pedestrian access, Section 5.0 for operation of the subway project, and Section 6.0 for construction-
related impacts. The impacts of the Chinatown Station alternatives are evaluated for all environmental

topics.

AF-3
The description on page 5-39 for the Chinatown Station under Alternative 3B is revised to note that the

underground station extends to Jackson Street, but the access point is at Clay Street.

The Presbyterian Church in Chinatown, and other adjacent properties to the 933-949 Washington Street
station location, will be included in community outreach meetings during development of the architectural
design for the above-ground station that will occur following certification of the SEIS/SEIR. Transit-
oriented development could be proposed as part of an independent project for the station in the future and
would be subject to independent environmental review once a specific proposal is defined. The SFMTA
station entry would require only a one-story building, however, for purposes of the worst-case
environmental analysis it is assumed that a 65-foot high building could be permitted under existing
zoning. A conceptual station design was developed for this SEIS/SEIR to show the extent of the build-out
area that would meet City codes and zoning. A shadow analysis of the conceptual building profile has
been added to the SEIS/SEIR (Appendix K). No shadows from the Chinatown Station would be cast onto

the Presbyterian Church because the station would be north of the church
The text of the first sentence, last paragraph on page 5-39 is revised as follows:

“The access to the Chinatown Station for Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B would be
located on the west side of Stockton Street between Washington and Jacksen-Clay Streets
(see Figures 5-12 and 5-13). The underground station platform would extend to Jackson

Street.”
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AF-4

The station designs for the SEIS/SEIR are conceptual only and provide a building envelop for analysis.
Wind studies are generally done for buildings over 85 feet in height. In addition, wind impacts from new
construction are site and design specific. Without the benefit of a specific design and given the potential

maximum height of the building at 65 feet, a wind study was not warranted at this time.

AF-5

Noise from vent shafts would be less-than-significant from the passage of underground trains and the
testing and operation of the emergency ventilation fans. This noise would not be audible over
background noise. The vent shafts would be designed to meet the noise level limits of the San Francisco
Noise Ordinance. No adverse impacts are anticipated since these facilities would be designed to comply
with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. (page 5-79 of the SEIS/SEIR) Sound attenuation will be
provided on all ventilation openings. Specific measures for the abatement of noise levels from the vent
shafts will be determined during preliminary and final design. MTA will continue to involve the church

and Chinatown representatives during project design.

AF-6

SFMTA selected a Locally Preferred Alternative at the February 19, 2008 meeting of the Board, however,
the Project is not scheduled to be adopted by SFMTA until fall of 2008, following certification of the
Final SEIS/SEIR. The LPA was revised from 3A to 3B, with the station entry at 933-949 Washington
Street. Table 2-9 for Agency Approvals for the proposed project is complete and identifies the project
approval by SFMTA. This SEIS/SEIR studies a generalized conceptual design for an above-ground
station that would meet the City zoning guidelines. A specific transit-oriented development proposal for
the Chinatown Station would be subject to independent environmental review, design review, and project

approval by the Planning Department prior to approval by the SFMTA.

AF-7
Acquisition and Displacement impacts and mitigation measures are described in Section 6.5.2 on pages 6-
48 to 6-54 of the SEIS/SEIR, and elaborated in Response to Comment A-4.

AF-8
Limiting above-ground construction activities on Sundays could be a part of the Conditions of Approval
by the SFMTA Board, if determined feasible.
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AF-9

Text revisions as noted below will be incorporated to further define the role of Chinatown.

The following text is added to the end of the fourth paragraph, page 4-6:

“Chinatown’s role as a residential and commercial neighborhood, visitor center and

“capital city” is highlighted in the Chinatown Plan.”

The text in the sixth sentence, second paragraph, page 4-23 is revised as follows:

“Other-exceptions-to-theprimary-land-uses-include-a-A Post Office and several schools,

including the Chinese Central High School and Gordon Lau Elementary School are

located between Clay and Washington Streets. The St. Mary's Chinese Catholic Center is

located on the northeast corner of Stockton and Clay Streets and the Sun Yat-Sen

Memorial Hall is on the east side of Stockton Street. The Willie “Woo Woo0” Wong

Playground (formerly Chinese Playground), on Sacramento Street just east of Stockton

Street, is the only open space along the Corridor north of Union Square._ These

institutions are an integral part of Chinatown, the historic heart of the Chinese-American

community.”

AF-10

Comment regarding the omission of several community facilities is noted.

Table 4-7, page 4-37 is amended as follows to include the community facilities that were previously

omitted.
TABLE 4-7
PUBLIC AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES WITHIN THE CORRIDOR
FACILITY | ADDRESS [ JURISDICTION [ ACTIVITY
South of Market/ Downtown
Caltrain Terminal Fourth/Townsend Joint Powers Board Caltrain San Francisco terminal station
Station 8 38 Bluxome City Fire house
Station 35 676 Howard City Fire house
Moscone Convention Fourth between Howard | City Exhibit halls and meeting rooms
Center West and Mission
Moscone Convention Howard between Third City Exhibit halls and meeting rooms
Center and Fourth
Museum of Modern Art Third between Howard Private Art museum and retail store
and Mission
Yerba Buena Center for the | Third/Mission City Theater and art center
Arts
San Francisco Community | 800 Mission City Business school and City College
College
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TABLE 4-7

PUBLIC AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES WITHIN THE CORRIDOR

FACILITY ADDRESS JURISDICTION ACTIVITY
Academy of Art 79 New Montgomery Private Fine arts college
Yerba Buena Community Fourth between Folsom Private Community Center
Center and Harrison
St. Patrick’s Church 756 Mission Private Catholic church
Mission Bay Branch 960 Fourth City Public library
Library
Chinatown
Chinatown YMCA 855 Sacramento Private Residential, and community center/events
Donaldina Cameron House | 920 Sacramento Private Community Center
First Chinese Baptist 15 Waverly Place Private Baptist Church
Church
Chinese Central School 829/843 Stockton Private High school
Post Office 867 Stockton Federal Postal services
St. Mary’s Chinese Day 902 Stockton Private Catholic school and mission
School
Presbyterian Church in 925 Stockton Private Presbyterian Church
Chinatown
Commodore Stockton 950 Clay SF Unified School Elementary school
School District
Chinese Historical Society 965 Clay Private Historical Society meetings and events

Commodore Stockton
Annex Il

949 Washington

SF Unified School
District

Child care center

Chinese Education Center 657 Merchant SF Unified School Elementary school
District

Chinese Hospital 845 Jackson Private Medical services

Cumberland Presbyterian 865 Jackson Private Presbyterian church

Chinese Church

Station 2 1340 Powell City Fire house

Gordon Lau Elementary 950 Clay SF Unified School Elementary School

School District

Salvation Army Chinatown | 1450 Powell Private Sunday school, senior center, community

Corps center

Central Police Station 766 Vallejo City Police station

Cathay Post #384 American | 1524 Powell Private Veterans association

Legion

Pin Yuen Senior Recreation | 799 Pacific Private Senior center

Center

San Francisco Chinese 1524 Powell Private Baptist church

Baptist Church

Chinese United Methodist 1009 Stockton Private Methodist church

Church

Figure 4-4 on page 4-36 is amended to include the Chinese Historical Society, Donaldina Cameron
House, Chinatown YMCA, First Chinese Baptist Church, and Presbyterian Church in Chinatown.
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Figure 4-4

I
Washington <]
s
e
°
°
S,
4 Lo,
4
=il 2
o o
' .
i 50
= Partsmouth
> Square
r Fr
R
Wong Playground
_ﬁ_s:.mryt

STATION

POWELL ST
STATION

CIVIC CENTER
STATION o
&

MONTGOMERY ST

z

COMMUNITY FACILITIES

I Church

® School

0 Fire Department

0 Folice Department

O Health Center

E Post Office

@ Library

- Park

i‘ Community Center
= = Alignment Corridor Alt, 2
mm  Alignment Corridor Alts. 3A & 38

® @@ North Beach Tunnel
Construction Variant

" & O Proposed Station Alt 2
& 2 3 O Proposed Station Alt 34
. Proposed Station Alt 3B

EMBARCADERO +
STATION fe
o '\

B
A\
P . e\
\:h&' b

] v b

L
4 ", #(-.‘
EIIN
= \

Source: PB/Waong
Mot to scale
Revised 1/08

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume 11

3-170



3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment Form AG

AG-1

AG-2
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Responses to Comment Form AG

AG-1

Comments in support of Alternative 3A as the least invasive to Chinatown and objecting to Alternative
3B with a potential height of 65-feet are noted. A 65-foot high building at the Chinatown Station
proposed for 933-949 Stockton Street was evaluated in the SEIS/SEIR for visual and Historic District
impacts as a worst-case scenario based on the maximum height that would be allowed under the existing
zoning regulations. A specific proposal for transit-oriented development of the site has not yet been made
and would be subject to an independent public review process that included community input.
Displacement of businesses and residents and relocation under the Uniform Relocation Act are described
on page 6-54 of the SEIS/SEIR.

AG-2

Commenter notes that a 65-foot height building would generate noise, foot traffic, and increased
population density in the neighborhood. A specific proposal for the development of the station site has
not yet been made. When a proposal is received by the Planning Department, an independent
environmental analysis will be undertaken to evaluate the potential adverse impacts associated with the
project. Relocation of the existing businesses in the building at 933-949 Stockton Street and the 17
residential units would be part of station development at this location (page 6-53). Existing pedestrian
use of this active commercial section of Chinatown and population density is described in the Purpose
and Need, Chapter 1.0.
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Letter AH
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Responses to Letter AH
AH-1
The Area of Potential Effect maps for all alternatives have been added as Appendix A to the Historic

Architectural Evaluation Report for the Central Subway, Phase 2 of the Third Street Light Rail Project
provided to the SHPO, to the Landmarks Board and to City Planning MEA.

AH-2

The Chinatown Station platform and tracks are located underground in the subway under Stockton Street.
The passenger entry to the station was originally located within the sidewalk on both sides of Stockton
Street. Public concerns about pedestrian access and space constraints during the review of the original
Third Street Light Rail Draft EIS/EIR in 1998, and subsequent community meetings resulted in locating
station entries off congested sidewalks to private or public property. The Project Development History is
described in Section 2.4, pages 2-52 to 2-62 and included consideration of four potential station entries in
Chinatown (see page 2-61 and 2-62 of the SEIS/SEIR). A primary entry through the basement of the
Mandarin Towers was considered and eliminated from further review because the limited amount of
space available for passenger access within the existing entry to the building, for vent shafts, and access
for construction. The Chinese Newcomer’s Service Center parking structure at 901 Sacramento Street
was considered and eliminated because it is too far from the core business/shopping area. The Ping Yuen
Housing site was considered and eliminated because it is outside the study area and would disrupt

residents.

AH-3

Mitigation measures for a station entry and transit-oriented development for a station in Chinatown are
described on page 6-76 of the SEIS/SEIR and include: 1) partial preservation through rehabilitation, in
compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, and reuse of the building as the Chinatown
Station; 2) using the expertise of an architectural historian in design development of the station; 3)
salvage of the significant architectural features to be used as an education exhibit inside the new station
or utilized for the repair and rehabilitation of other historic buildings in the area; and 4) development of a
permanent interpretive display for public use on the entire route that would include details about the
demolished buildings as well and historic information about the buildings, historic district,
neighborhoods, important individuals and businesses surrounding the alignments. Standard Historic
American Building survey/Historic American Engineering Record documentation would also be

completed. These mitigation measures described for Alternative 2 would also apply to Alternative 3A
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and 3B. Rehabilitation and re-use of existing buildings for the Chinatown Station may not be practical or

feasible to meet current building codes.

AH-4

Mitigation measures for vibration during construction in historic districts are described on page 6-75 of
the SEIS/SEIR, and include monitoring at the closest structure to ground disturbing construction
activities. Though Ground-borne vibration levels are generally not expected to impact historic buildings
structural integrity, some buildings may be susceptible to minor architectural damage to trim, window
casings, brick chimneys during construction. If at any time the construction activity exceeds 0.12
inches/second, that activity will immediately be halted until such time as an alternative construction
method can be identified that would result in lower vibration levels. For example, pre-drilling for pile
installation in areas that would employ secant piles with ground-supporting walls in the cut-and-cover
construction of stations and tunnels would greatly reduce vibration levels to adjacent buildings. Text

changes will be incorporated to note the need for an independent environmental compliance monitor.
The text in bullet #1 under Mitigation Measures, page 6-75, is revised as follows:

“The contractor will be responsible for the protection of vibration-sensitive historic
building structures that are within 200 feet of any construction activity, including

unreinforced masonry buildings.”

The text in bullet #3 under Mitigation Measures, page 6-75 is revised as follows:

“The—contractor An independent Environmental Compliance Monitor (ECM) will be

retained by SFMTA to monitor construction to make sure that environmental conditions

are met. The ECM will be required to perform periodic vibration monitoring at the

closest structure to ground disturbing construction activities, such as tunneling and

station excavation, using approved seismographs.”

The impacts to the historic districts are discussed in the SEIS/SEIR on pages 6-72 to 6-82. As
noted on page 6-72, the demolition of a contributing element to an NHRP-eligible district
constitutes an adverse effect under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The
removal of an historic building for construction of the Chinatown station would adversely affect
the potentially eligible Chinatown Historic District. The mitigation measures for the removal of
an historic contributory building in Chinatown are described on page 6-76 and 6-82. The

mitigation measures would not reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant level.

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume 11 3-176



3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

AH-5
A new mitigation measure has been added to the mitigation measures on page 6-75 for vibration effects to

historic building structures:

“5. The ECM will conduct a training program at the start of construction to educate the

Contractor and consultants about the sensitivity of historic structures to construction

related vibration.”

AH-6

As part of the environmental consulting work to prepare the original 1998 EIS/EIR Cultural Resources
section, the Section 106 Historic Architectural Survey Report, and the 2007 Supplemental EIS/EIR and
technical report, SFMTA has funded the work of historic architectural specialists to inventory, record and
submit to the Landmarks Board, the Planning Department and the SHPO the detailed information (25
buildings along Stockton Street) necessary for the City and the SHPO to designate historic districts along
the Central Subway alternative alignments. SFMTA is a transportation agency that has provided funding
for the research and documentation of the potential Chinatown Historic District that is described on pages
4-65 to 4-69 on the SEIS/SEIR. A National Register of Historic Places Inventory Nomination Form for a
Chinatown Historic District has been submitted in 1979 and in 1994 to the State Historic Preservation
Office. Any further work on designation of a new Historic Districts is not required of SFMTA as part of

the environmental process.

AH-7

The proposed vent shafts are discussed in both the Visual Resources Sections and the Cultural Resources
Sections of the SEIS/SEIR. None of the proposed vent shafts would impact historic properties or
districts. The vents shafts for Alternative 3A would be along the eastern end of the Union Square plaza,
designed to be part of the existing plaza terraced planters. The 11 foot high vents would be positioned
below the plaza level and below the café and would not constitute substantial adverse impacts to the
historic character of the KMMS Conservation District or to the dominant landscape features of the
historic open space (page 5-30 and page 6-77 of the SEIS/SEIR). Under Alternative 3B the vent shafts
for the Union Square/Market Street subway station would be located inside of the air-well of the

Ellis/O’Farrell Garage rather than in Union Square Plaza or garage.

AH-8
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Area of Potential Effect (APE) Maps have been added to the Historic Architectural Evaluation Report for
the Central Subway, dated November 16, 2007, and provided to the Landmark’s Board. The APE maps
show parcel and building numbers that correspond to the historic description and color photograph of

each property surveyed.

AH-9

The impact discussion in Section 6.7.2, starting on page 6-72 of the SEIS/SEIR describes the potential
impact to the historic district and historic character of the potential Chinatown Historic District and to the
area adjacent to the two buildings on Stockton Street (814-828 Stockton St. and 933-949 Stockton Street)
considered for demolition for the transit-oriented station development for the Central Subway Project.
The removal of either of these buildings that contribute to the NRHP-eligible historic district constitutes
an adverse cultural effect on the district under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966. Mitigation measures to minimize impacts are described on page 6-76. Potentially adverse
economic impacts to low income residents and to businesses displaced by the demolition of the buildings
in Chinatown is discussed on page 6-51 to 6-54. Relocation assistance and compliance with the Uniform

Relocation Act is described as mitigation for the residential and business displacement.

AH-10

SFMTA does not consider that a “full preservation alternative” is feasible for the station development at
either of the two buildings in Chinatown because of the condition of the existing structures and
requirements to upgrade the unreinforced masonry buildings to meet building codes and because the
transit-oriented development would be necessary to replace the displaced businesses and residential units
required by the Chinatown Area Plan (Policy 3.1) last amended in 1995 (Resolution 13907). A partial
preservation alternative is described for the building at 814-828 Stockton Street on page 6-76 of the
SEIS/SEIR that would also apply to the building at 933-949 Stockton Street under Alternative 3B.

AH-11

A revised Programmatic Agreement will be prepared as part of the Final SEIS/SEIR and submitted to the
Planning Department and to the SHPO for review and comment before finalizing as part of the Record of
Decision for the Central Subway project. This revised PA includes the requirement for “retaining the
professional services of a City-approved architectural historian and preservation specialist, with
experience in Chinatown, to work with SFMTA and Central Subway project architects to develop the

design for the Chinatown station.”
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The San Francisco Planning Department has an inventory of all unreinforced masonry buildings in the
City that will be consulted during the next phase of project design to identify buildings adjacent to the
station sites and tunnel alignment where potential construction related settlement could affect structures
along the corridor. (See Section 6.10.2 Settlement or Instability of Subsurface Materials, on page 6-91 to
6-93 of the SEIS/SEIR)

AH-12

See Responses to Comments AH-4 and AH-5. The text on page 6-75 has been revised to state that an
independent environmental compliance monitor would be retained to monitor construction. The ECM
would retain the services of a City-approved preservation architect or architectural historian to monitor

construction effects to historic structures in the APE.

AH-13

SFMTA selected a Locally Preferred Alternative at their February 2008 Board meeting (Alternative 3B).
The Planning Commission is scheduled to certify the Final SEIR and complete the Master Plan Referral
in July of 2008. A 30-day appeal period will follow the certification of the Final SEIR. SFMTA will
hold a Public Hearing to adopt the project, along with the environmental Findings, the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program, and the Overriding Considerations in Summer 2008. The Federal
Transit Administration (FTA) will then prepare and issue a Record of Decision to complete the federal

environmental review process and approve the project in August of 2008.

AH-14

SFMTA will keep the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board apprised of any substantial changes to the
project, and would plan to return to the Board if changes involve historic properties. The Chinatown
Station designs in the SEIS/SEIR are conceptual only, to provide building height and bulk concepts for
shadow and visual impact analysis. The transit-oriented development above the Chinatown Station entry
will be designed during the next phase of project development and will be subject to independent
environmental review and approvals. Review of the exterior treatment of the building would occur in
consultation with the Planning Department, the City Historic Preservation Officer, the Landmarks
Preservation Advisory Board, and the Chinatown community during preliminary and final design (page 5-
34).

AH-15

Comment noted on the protection of the street lights and the support for the Central Subway Project.
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City and County of San Francisco MicLorss Lodge In Gouldes Gaha Park
Recreation and Park Departmeank -
SO0 Staran Street, Sen Francisos, CA& DHLLT
TEL: 415.831,3700 Fax: 415,030 2038  WES: hitpy/perkssigmang

December 5, 2007

Toan Kugler

Planning Department

City end Counly of Ban Francisco
[ 650 Mission Streed, Suine 400
San Francizen, CA 94105

Re: Central Subway SEIS/SEIR

Dewr Ms. Eugler:

Thak you for attending the Recreation and Park Commission hearing on August 16, 2007, I kemicw that
the Commissioners were pleased by the quality of MTA’s presentation on the Central Subway Project. 1
would like to reiferate our outstanding concems brought up at the meeting and changes to the
SEIS/SETR. we are proposing during the CEQAS NEPA review process.

Under CEQ regulation 1508.14 “when an environmental mnpact stalement (EIS) is prepared and
economic or social and natural or physical environment effects are interrelated, then the EIS will discuss
all of this effect on the human cnvironment.” Since the proposed Union Square station, a8 described in
the SEIS/SEIR, would displace & number parking spaces in the Union Square Carage, then the ecanomic
effects of this displacement or reduction of usable parking during construction or eiter project
completion should be analyzed in the SEIS/SEIR. The Recreation and Park Department believes that the
loss of parking could potentinlly impact the City’s ability to repay its debt service on e bond for the

Union Square Renovation Project and would alse significantly impact Department revenue. The original Al-1
£22 million cost for the project was paid with revenue bonds that were o be serviced by revenues from
the Union Square Garage. In addition to debt service, the garage generales revenne used to support the

Department’s budget.

Therefore, the SEIS/SEIR should analyze these potential impacts for the Department both to repay the
bond debt service and impacts on the Department’s revenue pursuant to CEQ regulation 1504,14. If the
analysis finds that the project would have a significant effect to the Department's ghility 10 repay the
bond service debi or impaet the department’s revenue, then the projest should include mitigations to
reduce or avold this effect on the park,

The Recreation and Park Department is also concemned with the use of Hang-Ah Adley for a secondary
Chinatown station enfrance as proposed under Alternatives 2 and 3A, Not only would it limit the use of
the alley for aceess to the park and disrupt passive recreation uses in the alley, it would alse impact the
Department’s ability to program that space. In addition, the Department would incur higher maintenance
and operations costs as a result of intensive commuter use of the Alley. The SEIS/SEIR should provide
analysis of the possible impacts of additional costs incwrred to the Department pssociated with the

!‘ll’.‘Cl.'!Idelrj" enlranes

e G Mawsaw
Cetpra Maveger oo Agimdiang
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Az my stafl conveved in a2 comment letter on the SEIS/SEIR dated April 9, 2007, relative fo the
proposed Union Square station desipn, the Department supports the design proposal for the combined
Union Square station, Allernative 3B, to locate the vent shafis in the ENis/O Farrell Garage and locate Al-3
the MUMNI entrance on the southeast coner of the patk (Worth Geary), The Depaviment believes thal
locating the vent shafis on Union Square, as described in Allematives 2 and 3A, would have a
significant visual impact on the park. The venl massing and design de not conform 1o the park design or
architecture, The Departiment is locking forward 1o working with MTA on the final desipn for this
alternative.

Thank yeu for bringing this project to the attention of the Recreation & Park Department. Please do not
hesitate o contact us with any questions or coneerns.

Yery Truly Yours,

l’fif_
ade
General Manager

= Diven Kamalemathan, Recrestion and Park
Karen Mauney-Brodek, Recreagion and Park -
[Manizl LaForte, Recreation and Park
[rean Macris, Planning Depnriment
idarilyn Duffy, The Duffy Company
labn Tanght, MTA
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Responses to Letter Al

Al-1

The reduction in the number of parking spaces at the Union Square Garage would result in an estimated
$3,250 per space loss in the annual revenue generated at the garage, based on recent figures provided by
the Recreation and Parks Department. As noted on page 6-51 of the SEIS/SEIR, the Parking Authority,
which is part of the SFMTA, has authority over the Union Square Garage. The Parking Authority has
indicated that revenues from the garage currently exceed the payments made against the bond debt
service, therefore the potential impact would be on the general operating budgets for the departments. As
part of the amendments to the management and operator agreements, fair and just compensation for the

loss of parking spaces would need to be determined and made to the Parking Authority.

The following language is added before the last sentence of the first paragraph, page 6-51; following the
second sentence, third paragraph, page 6-52; and following the second sentence, fifth paragraph, page 6-
53:

“Compensation for the loss of parking spaces would be required in accord with the

Uniform Relocation Act.”

Al-2

Page 5-17 of the SEIS/SEIR describes that there would be no reduction in the alley or playground
physical space from the secondary entrance to the Chinatown station under Alternatives 2 or 3A.
Additional pedestrian use of the Hang Ah and Pagoda alley would result from the secondary entry.
Station and station entry maintenance would be the responsibility of SFMTA. The mitigation measure
described in the SEIS/SEIR is to eliminate the secondary entry from the alley. This could be made a
condition of approval for the project, however, the Locally Preferred Alternative selected by SFMTA in
February 2008 is Alternative 3B that would have the station entry at 933-949 Stockton Street, on the west
side of the street. This station entry would have no impacts to Hang Ah Alley.

Al-3
Comment noted. The Locally Preferred Alternative selected by the SFMTA in February of 2008 is
Alternative 3B with the vent shafts located in the Ellis/O’Farrell garage.

The Visual Resources Section of the SEIS/SEIR, on Page 5-30, describe the eleven-foot high vent shafts
as being integrated into the terraced planters on the east side of the plaza, and below the existing terraced
plaza features. The vent shafts would not significantly distract from the landscape character in the

foreground as viewed from Maiden Lane on the east side of Stockton Street. The final design of the vent
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shafts for Alternative 2 or 3A would be developed in consultation with the Recreation and Park

Department and Union Square Merchants Association.
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Letter AJ
Howard Wnngldmd

Docember 10, 2007

e

CENTRAL SUBWAY DRAFT SEIS/ SEIR
COMMENTS: DILIGENT THOROUGHNESS & CREDIBILITY

TO: Bill Wycko, Acting Environmantal Review Officer, Ban Franclseo Planning Departmant

BACKGROUND

| am a lifzlong kuni rider, with the Stockion Slreot cordar being my primary transit route. | know (s
particular public transit system extremely well, | have been aclive in ransportalion issues, franspodation
commiliess and transportation architecture, With knowledge of the history, politoal conbext and funding
forses of the Central Subway Pragram, | would like to raise necessary topics for the SEIS! SEIR-—In order
to achieve prolesslional thoroughness, cradibilily and fwlure feedback markers.

ACCURATE ASSESSMEMNT OF EXISTING TRANSIT PROBLEMS
Interms of moving frem Morih Beach! Chinatown o Downtown and ransher points, the Stockbon Sirest
Carfidaor has a fasty high level of servica. Wait fime for the #8%, 30 and 45 bus lines 1z shorl. Fram Morh
Beach, addllonal optians include cable cars, #20 {limited hours anly) and previously, the popular but now AJ-1
defunct #1%. In comparison to other WS, and intermational cilies, the Stockion Cormidor is & transit-rich
envircnment. The bus sysiem has alse been contributary to a sense of urban vibrancy. Problam areas
hawve been crovded buses, double perking and peak-hour raffic congeston, Accurate stabislics ane
neceasan 1o assess axisling conditicns in a nonparisan manner,

DESIGN ALTERNATIVE: STREAMLINE THE EXISTING SYSTEM

« Inifiale a Test Program to es3ess near-lerm dramabic improvem ents 1o levels of senios,

« “Pay for Fare” eniry onlo buses, e, passengers can anter through frant back doars with prepaid
passes or valid fransfers.  Already instiuted In many cilies, some S.F. bus divers practica this here.

=« Many buses are hall emply because passangars will not move to the back. “Paey for Fare®™ waould help

distribute passengers. In some cities, drivers will park unlil passangers move, allowing mone Al-2

passengers on baard. In Japan and Asia, jamming riders onto ransportalion s an art—because the

aliermalive is late and disgruntied customers.

Efficiant management of bus interdals, Curenlly, buges ane nol thiea minules apart, as advartised.

Reallocate more buses 1o the Stockton Corridar during peak houss.

Increase service for the #200 #41 buses, or resurrect the #16 bus.,

Inwvesd in targer articulated buses, periaps with threa doors,

Effective carf traflic management on Stockion St More time-restricted green! whita and yellow parking

zomes, Beller enforcernent of double parking and meters (will pay for Hzelf). Better coordination of

fruck delivery times (Manhattan emphasizes eary morming deliveniss), Flan for 8 nearby automated

rabotic parking siructure.

SIDE-BY-SIDE COMPARISON OF TYPICAL PASSENGER IN CURRENTI FUTURE TRANSIT MODES

= There has been lacking an accurale portrayal of the differences between the existing ranspotation
oplions and the futee Central Subway, Thus, no opgartenity for improvemants.

¢ Provige charts of side-by-side comparisons of typical passenger ravel experlences---in the current
transportation system and in the fulure Central Subway System, For instance, follow a liihe ald lady,
with three bags of groceries, trace hir sleps from say Steckiond Clay Ste, and Slockion/ Jackson Sis. AJ-3
and Stocklond Pacilic Sts. and Stackion Vallejo Sts.

# The charts would show what a reasonabie person would do; the walking! bus route, time elapsed,
distance Iravaled etc. In a perfect warld, this should be in the farm of an animated video,

+ [For example, from Stockion! Vallejo, a reagonable route would be to wait for the #5%, 20, 30, 41 or 45
al Stocklon! Columbus. So, wallk 100 feat, 0 3 ménubes, wail 3 minutes for 8 bus for 8 15 minute rde
fo Marked S5 fo Muni Metro ete. From Stockton Washington 5L, a ressonable routa could be the
Central Subway, Sowalk 100 feed, in 3 minutes, down escalators in 3 minutes, walt 5 minuies for
subsway fo Market S8, up escalator in 3 minutes, walk 150 feet in 5 minutes fo Munl Metro ele.

Heward Wong, Ald 128 Varannes 51 San Francisco, CA 84133 [415882-6058  wongaia@@acl.com
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DISCUSS CURRENT PASSENGER PATTERNS AND DESIGH ASSUMPTIONS

= Since the 1950's to the present, from Morth Beach! Chinatown, mast ridens will have departed the bus
at or before Markat St During rush howrs, some passengers gat off at Sutter 54, Otherwisa, popular
stops are Geary Blvd, and Market 5t The #38 Geary Bus and Muni Metro are commoen transters. AJ-4

= From Downtown, most passangers get on buses at Market/ 3 Sts. or Market! Keamy Sts. or Stockton/
Sufter Sts. Half the passengers get off buses at Stockion/ Sacramento Sts., Sacramentol Pacific Ave.

# For most passengers, the Stockion Cosrldor senves as a ¥ mile to 1 mile connector, One might study
tha number of people who walk these distancas, parficularly disring misssd bus runs and delays,

EiEHMEFUTUHE DECREASE SERVICE OF EXISTING BUS LINES
Like the recent introduction of the T-Line Light Rall, which led 1o the elimination of the 15 bus, ong
needs bo anlicipale possible reduction in existing bus senvices—to offsat opsrating costs of the new AJ-5
Canfral Subway. These possibilties need to be evaluated, along with potential impecis, particularly
on the above slde-by-side above comparizons.

# It would be professionally prudent and offer fransparancy in the total fransit framework, since
transportalon budgets have always been conslraired and in dire budgelary circumstances, have bean
subject to reductons,

EVALUATE IMPACTS ON CHINATOWN LAND VALUE ]

» Throughout history, vested interests have much o gain in land transactions. The new Chinadown
Station and tranait node will benefit some and perhaps damage others. To shed light on potential land AJ-6
speculation and poliicald economic maneuvernings, thess peripheral ssues shauld be considensd,

& Particularly in ane of America's most unlque historc resources, Chinatown neads to presarve
affordability in crder to protect immigration, housing and Its vibrant cullural kentity.
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Responses to Letter AJ

AJ-1

Comment noted. A frequency guide to Muni service is provided in Table 3-2, page 3-3. Characteristics
of and ridership data for the existing bus and light rail system serving the study area are summarized on
pages 3-5 through 3-9 of the SEIS/SEIR. Buses will continue to operate on the surface of Fourth and
Stockton Streets to serve the numerous destinations of local trips that occur along the corridor. The
frequency of these buses would be reduced as many riders are projected to shift from surface bus to

subway rail for the longer trips and shorter travel time.

AJ-2

The commenter is describing a low-cost approach to improving the efficiency of bus service along the
Fourth and Stockton Street corridor. The No Project/TSM Alternative (Alternative 1) is the low cost
alternative that is evaluated in the SEIS/SEIR. Alternative 1 assumes operational improvements as
outlined in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) to improve system operations. These improvements

would be put in place under any alternative.

All alternatives assume a closed barrier system for the MTA’s bus and light rail system. A “Proof of
Payment” system was part of the Central Subway when the project was initially analyzed in the 1998

EIS/EIR. A change in MTA policy required that the light rail be designed as a closed-barrier fare system.

The objectives and goals for the Central Subway Project include improving transit service and mobility in
the project corridor and bringing the quality of service (including service reliability) to a level available to
other sections of the city. A surface alternative was evaluated as part of the screening process prior to the
preparation of the Draft SEIS/SEIR. This alternative was rejected because it would increase surface
congestion, particularly along Stockton Street, and would not improve transit service reliability and travel
times, as set forward in the project Purpose and Need. Stockton Street is a heavily used commercial street
in Chinatown that requires truck access for deliveries, which often effects Stockton Street congestion.
See Response to Comment |I-1 for proposed new language in the SEIS/SEIR documenting the previous

evaluation of the surface alternative.

AJ-3

Comment regarding the potential trip patterns is noted. The methodology used to evaluate the Central
Subway Alternatives in the SEIS/SEIR meets industry and agency accepted standards for environmental
analysis. Average travel times are presented in Table 3-11 on page 3-39 (see Response to Comment AD-

2 for proposed amendments to the table to provide additional information). As noted in the table, travel
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times of surface bus operations that require numerous stops and are subject to surface congestion are
longer than travel times would be on the Central Subway System. While access times to bus stops may be
shorter than that required for access to a rail station, the waiting time for buses would be subject to delays
associated with surface congestion. The additional estimated walk times for rail station access would not
negate the benefits associated with reduced in-vehicle travel time for the subway alternatives (see
Response to Comment AD-10 for estimated walk and wait times). Patrons would also still have the

option of making their trip on local buses.

AJ-4

Station entrances for both the Union Square/Market Street Station (five entry locations) and Chinatown
Station (one entry) will provide good access and egress for passengers traveling along the Stockton Street
Corridor. Passengers can access other Muni streetcar lines and BART at the Powell Street Station via a
two-block subsurface connection from the Union Square/Market Street Station, and can access the 2-
Clement, 3-Jackson, 4-Sutter, and 38-Geary lines within one block at the surface. The Chinatown Station
provides access to 1-California within one to two blocks of the station depending on the alternative. The
Chinatown Station, under Alternatives 2 and 3A, is within one block of the California Street cable car line
and the Alternative 3B Chinatown Station is located within one block of the Hyde Street cable car line..
In addition, surface buses would remain to serve other destinations not directly served by the Central

Subway stations.

AJ-5
The operational analysis and cost estimates that were conducted for the Central Subway financial
feasibility take into account cost savings associated with the reduction in frequency of service on the

surface lines operating in the Central Subway Corridor.

AJ-6

Construction of a Chinatown Station would require the acquisition of one parcel of land in Chinatown.
Station sites at 814-828 and 933-949 Stockton Street have been evaluated in the SEIS/SEIR. The
acquisition of properties would be subject to the Uniform Relocation Act and potential transit-oriented
development of the sites, while evaluated for general visual impacts is not fully evaluated in this
SEIS/SEIR. Any specific proposal for development of these parcels would be independently evaluated
through a public environmental and approval process that would be subject to community input. One of
the recommended mitigation measures for transit-oriented development of the Chinatown Station for
Alternative 3B is to include the replacement of affordable housing impacted by the building demolitions

and to provide opportunities for small ground floor retail businesses as well. Demolition of the existing
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building and the impact to the historic character of Chinatown is discussed on pages 6-78 to 6-82 of the
SEIS/SEIR.
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Letter AK

AK-1
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Enclosures:  EPA's Detailed Comments
Summary of Rating Definitions

Gl Joan Kugler, City and County of San Francisco Planning Department
John Funghi, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Authority
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EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
“STATEMENT FOR THE CENTRAL SUBWAY ; THIRD STREET LIGHT RAIL PHASE I FROJECT,
SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA, DECEMBER 10, 2007

Spoil Disposal

The Draft Supplementzl Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) discloses that
approximately 489,000 cubic yards (Alernative 3A) to 637,000 cubic yards (Alternative
1B} of excavated material will be generated by the project and require disposal. In
addition, approximately 13,000 cubic yards of spoils {Allernative 38} 1o 35,000 cubic
vards of spoils (Alternative 2) would need disposal at a Class [ facility, The Draft SEIS
states that spoils will be transported by trucks for off-site disposal at landfills, but does AK-2
not include information on the environmental effects associated with off-site spoil

disposal.

Reconmendation:

» Include in the Final SEIS a discussion of the environmental impacts associated
with the disposal of excavated material at each potential off-site disposal site.
Clarify the timeline for any additional environmental approvals required for
disposal (Section 106 consultation, Clean Water Act Section 404 permit,
Endangered Species Act Section T consultation, ete. ).

Adr Ouality

The control measures Tor dust and exhaust emissions detailed in Section 6.14 are
commendable and we encourage Federal Transit Administration {FTA) to commit to
these measures as mitigation in the Final SEIS and Record of Degision (ROD). Given the
serious health effects that diesel particulate and other fine particulates can cause, the
proposed large number of trucks and construction equipment, and the large number of
sensitive receptors in the project corridor, we recommend that FTA avoid and minimize
human exposure fo particulate marter and diesel exhavst from the project (o the greetest
extent possible, In addition to these measures, we recommend additional mitigation
measures for the Final SEIS and ROD below: AK-3

Reconmendotions:

= Install wind fencing and phase grading operations where appropriate, amd operate
water trucks for stabilization of surfaces under windy conditions.

+  When hauling material and operating nen-earthimoving equipment onsite, prevent
spillage and limit speeds to 15 miles per hour (mph). Limit speed of earth-moving
equipment to 10 mph,

s  Reduce use, trips, and vnnecessary idling from heavy eguipment.

« Maintain and tunc engines per manufacturers specifications to perform at EFA
certification levels and to perform at verified standards applicable to retrofit
technologies. Employ periodic, unscheduled inspections 1o limit unnecessary
idling and to ensure thal construction equipment is properly maintained, tuned,
and modified consistent with established specifications.
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s+ Uilize EPA-registered particulate traps and other appropriate controls where
suitzble to reduce emissions of diese] particulate matter and other pollutants at the AK-3

construction site. Cont.
« To the extent feasible, locate construction equipment and staging zones away
from sensitive receplors and fresh air intakes to buildings and air conditioners.

Envirenmental Justice

EPA commends the project’s extensive outreach to communities and efforts to
incorporate community feedback into the project in an area with a significant number of
low income and minority residents. The Draft SEIS identifies that 72 percent of
households residing in the Central Subway corridor do not have vehicles snd that 3
percent are unemployed compared to county average of 25 percent without vehicles and 5
percent unemployed, The project corridor includes: 1) the Chinatown neighborhood
which is 92 percent minority (largely Asian} with a large elderly population, and 2) the
Downtown and South of Market areas with a larger concentration of African Americans
with 76 percent of the community minority. AK.A

Project build alternatives will result in the relocation of § to 10 businesses and
from 1 or 2 residential units up to 17 residential units in a predominantly minority and
low income neighborhood for the construction of the Chinatown Station. The Draft SEIS
identifies redeveloping the Chinatown Station site with affordable housing units above
the station and ground floor retail where possible as a recommendation to minimize
effiects of the project. To ensure that impacts associated with relocation are minimized to
the greatest degree possible, EPA provides the following recommendation:

Recommendation:

« In Final SEIS and ROD, commit to the redevelopment of affordable housing and
ground retail on station sites as recommended in the Draft SEIS. Identify in the
Final SEIS: 1} the timing and lacation of the redevelopment strategies, 2) the
responsible party for the redevelopment, and 3) how the redevelopment can be
incomporeted into the Central Subway construction schedule.

Project Funding Shortfall

Section 8.1.4 of the Draft SEIS estimates that $424 of local capital funding is still

unidentified for the project,
Recommendaiion: AK-5

o In the Final SEIS, ensure that strategies identified in the Diraft SEIS to
accommodate the funding shorifall {or other strategies identified in the future )
will not result in adverse impacts to the community, such as fare increases or
reductions in existing transit service or maintenance.
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Responses to Letter AK

AK-1

Comment noted that EPA has not identified environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the
SEIS/SEIR, but rather has identified areas for further clarification of environmental impacts and measures
to minimize impacts. EPA has rated the SEIS/SEIR as Lack of Objections. SFMTA will continue the
ongoing community outreach to incorporate community and business concerns in the planning process as

the project moves forward.

AK-2

Construction of the Central Subway Project is estimated to begin in mid-to late 2010, following
completion of the environmental review process in the summer of 2008, and final design and acquisition
of right-of-way over the following two years. At present it is likely that the Altamont Land Disposal site
would be use for disposal of spoils. The Contractor would be responsible for obtaining the necessary

permits and approvals for the disposal of spoils over the three year excavation period.

The SEIS/SEIR Section 6.13 for Hazardous Materials describes the potential for hazardous materials to
be present in soils that would be excavated. The preparation of a Site History Report, collection and
analysis of soils samples, preparation of a Soils Analysis Report, and the development of a Site
Mitigation Report would be required to comply with Article 20 of the San Francisco Municipal Code to
protect workers, the public, and the environment. The Guidelines for the Management and Disposal of
Excavated Soils is described on page 6-105 of the SEIS/SEIR, and includes soil stockpile sample

collection and analytical requirement to meet landfill acceptance criteria.

If water generated from dewatering activities is to be discharged directly into the bay, a permit from the
Regional Water Quality Control Board is required. If the water is to be discharged into the city’s
combined storm and sanitary sewer system, a Batch Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit would be
required from the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Bureau of Environmental Regulation and

Management.

AK-3

Comment noted. Measures described in the SEIS/SEIR (pages 6-111 and 6-112) to control dust
emissions during construction, and to reduce exhaust emissions from construction equipment will be part
of the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program and construction specifications. Because most of

the Central Subway Project will be below surface streets and not in exposed areas of earth-disturbance,
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the recommended mitigation measures for wind fencing and grading would not be applicable to this

project.

The existing control measures on page 6-112 of the SEIS/SEIR have been modified to include EPA Air

Quality measures.
The text in the third bullet on page 6-112 is revised as follows:

“The idling time of all construction equipment used at the site shall not exceed five

minutes per hour. All equipment shall be properly tuned and maintained in accordance

with the manufacturer’s specifications to perform at EPA certification levels at the

manufacturer’s recommended frequency. Employ periodic, unscheduled inspections to

limit unnecessary idling.”

The following measures are added following the final bullet, page 6-112:

e “Reduce use, trips, unnecessary idling from heavy equipment.

e Use EPA-reqistered particulate traps and other appropriate controls where suitable

to reduce emissions of diesel particulate matter at construction sites.

e When hauling material and operating non-earthmoving equipment onsite, prevent

spillage and limit speeds to 15 mph. Limit speed of earthmoving equipment to 10

mph.”

AK-4

SFMTA would act in accordance with the provisions of the Uniform Relocation Act and existing federal
and state relocation and acquisition laws to minimize the impact on affected property owners, businesses
and residents. In addition to these agency requirements, SFMTA is committed to working closely with
the Chinatown community, and has retained the services of the Chinatown Community Development
Center to assist in coordination and communication with residents and businesses along Stockton Street to
ease disruption during relocation, where possible and maintain the historic neighborhood character and
activities. SFMTA has identified the potential for transit-oriented development space at the proposed
station sites to facilitate the inclusion of affordable housing and retail space in the structures to be
designed and developed. SFMTA would be responsible for development of the stations to maintain the
schedule for the Central Subway Project. The conditions of project approval by SFMTA, the Planning

Commission, and the ROD by FTA will also include transit-oriented development for low income
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housing and retail space. The RFP for station design will be issued in the Fall of 2009 during the next
phase of project design development and would include independent environmental review, public

review, and approval for any transit-oriented development above the station.

AK-5
The text in Section 8.1.4 has been revised to reflect the fact that the Locally Preferred Alternative,

Alternative 3B, is fully funded.
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Letter AL

December 7, 2007
: >
jl

Mr. Dwight 5, Alexander, President

San Franciseo Planning Commismon

1650 Mission Street 4" Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103 /

Mr. Mathaniel Ford /\W

Execufive Director

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
# 1 South Van Mess Avenne, Tih Floor

San Francisco, CA 94102

Drear dr. Alexander and Wi, Foid:

We the undersigned, representing the interests of various service agencies and
organizations in the Chinese community have had an oppertunity to review the Draft
SEIR/SEIS (Report) on the Central Subway Project, and appreciate the opportunity to
share with you our observations, comments and recommendations.

First of all, we wounld like to reiterate our strong support of the project, and see it as
essential to the future social and economic vitality of the Chinatown Community, At the
same time, we want to reiterate the absolute necessity for our continued inclusion and
invalvernent in the decision making process, in light of the very serious project impacts, AL-1
as well as the residential and commercial dislocation that may occur,

We concur wholsheartedly with the findings of the report in terms of the need for the
project, We can anticipate that the engineering and construction challenges will ba great,
ani that the overwhelming proportion of resources will be commitied to addressing the |
“bricks and morlar™ aspects of the project, but we believe that it is egqually imporiant for
adequate resources to be allocated to address the social and economic impacts of this

massive project.

We belleve that the Report touches on most of the important isswes or areas of concern
that stem from the project, but we would like to take this opportunity to either expand on
the areas of concern or point out where the Report is inadequate or lacking. The
referances to the Report and our comiments follow:

Chapter 5 Environmental Consequences anid Mitization

Page 5-11 "While the greatest impact on residents aned businesses would occur in
Chinatown, the number of relocations is not substantial and the community has expressed
sirang support for the profect. The impact of these ocguisitions wonld be mitigated
through existing relocation assistance programs and through opportunities for
developing replacement housing™

e 112007

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume 11 3-196



3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

We strongly support the project, but we do NOT concur with this statement and
tnke issue with ifs faulty assumptions, The seareity of affordable housing in San
Franeisco would render any residential relocation difficult at best, and when there
may be as many as 17 houseliolds impacted, finding relocation housing that each
household can afford will be extremely challenging. In addition, the relocation of
husinesses will not include any rent assistance for those businesses relocated, so each
business will be faced with the challenge of re-building a business in unfamiliar
surronndings while facing the double demands of inereased rent and loss of cash
flow from its former clientele, Furthermaore, when all the businesses from half of a
block face are eliminated, the relocation will have a rippling affect and will impact
businesses for several blocks around the project site.

AL-2

For these reasons we strongly urge the project spomsor to do the fellowing:
1. Ensure that adequate resources are made available for residential

relocation;
2. Ensure that funding is acquired to bulld the appropriate number of units

of replacement housing;

3, Provide rental or property leasing assistance to impacted businesses in
addition to the relocation costs;

4., Conduct an economie analysis to determine the impact of the lost
businesses and to develop the strategies for new cconomic development on
the project site and in the project area, including the possible use of
contcourse retail space as well as mmlti-story commereial development.

Pape 5-63 Discussion of the potential exposure of workers to hazardous materials.

We believe that this sectlon is inadequate because it does not address the possible

exposure to hazardons materials of those who live and work in the Chinatown AL-3
Community. Report should detail the hazardons materials that may be nsed,

emitted, or produced (solvents, emissions, corrosive and toxic materials, etc.) as well

as the mitlgation measures that will be employed to contain their impacts.

Page 5-68 Discussion of air quality analysis.

We believe that this section is inadequate because there are no provisions for air AL-4

quality analysis in the Chinatown area.

Page 5-77 to 5-87 Discussion of noise and vibration issues along with standerds and
MEeasures.

We believe that this section is inadequate hecause it merely assnmes that nolse and

vibration levels will fall within acceptable standards, and does not provide any AL-5
indication of how these standards will be monitored or enforced, and by whom, nor

what measures wonld be taleen if the standards nre exceeded.
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Chapter 6 Copstruction Impacts and Mitigation

There are far foo many areas where we have questions regarding the consiruction impacts
of the projeet, so rather than cite each concern and repeat ourselves ad mauveam, we

would kke to just stete some of the points that we believe should be included in the final AL-6
Report. These include the following:

1. The discussion of construetion methodology and impacts should include the
anticipated truck routes that will be used for hauling away debris for cach of the

oplions,

2. The Report states that DPT will develop the detour routes for non-transit traffic, AL-7
but it should include the requirement that DPT work in concert with the
commmunity businesses and organizations to develop this plan;

3. The detour maps contained in the appendix are difficult to read and in need of AL-8
additional explanation; revised maps should be casily understood by the public;
4. The Report suggests that parking spaces lost as a resull of construction will only AL

be égmporary; in fact, some of the parking spaces lost as a result of construction
may be permanently loal;

5. The issue of settlement due to vibration or lunneling was discossed in a number of
sections; this is an extremely invportant matter in our view, and mwst contain more
specifics, especially in terms of creating a system or mechanism that has the
ability to: . AL-10

Meonitor ground settlement;

Provide a channel for accepting and responding to complaints;

Perform timely inspections;

Schedule compensation grouting or ofher mitigation measures;

Accept, proceas, and adjudicate claims.

(=R R

6. Specifics on who is responsible for enforcing the work practices (keeping
equipment tuned, limiting idling times, limiting use of equipment, tc.) aimed at AL-11
reducing noise, emissions and pollution should also be meluded.

General Comments on the Draft SEIR/SETS

Property Acquisition

The Report identifies two locations as polential sites for the Chinatown Station — the
Ming Yeung Association site (814-828 Stockton), and the Hogan and Vest site (933-

949 Stockton). AL-12

Of these two sites, we fisel that the Hogan and Vest site is more contral, located closer (o
ihe heart of Chinatown, and in that respect, a superior location; this site may also lend
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itsoif to the addition of a second entry portal gsince it is a comer site; additionally, its size
will allow greater flexibility for possible future development of replacement housing and
commercial space, especially when cost feasibility is considered. On the other hand, it
could contribute to more adverse construction impacts, especially on the Gordon J. Lao
elementary school that borders the site, and it would also result in the displacement of 8
businesses and 17 affordable housing units, while the Ning Yeung site would result in
less residential (2 units) and business {10 units) displacement.

While the Ning Yeung site will result in less displecement, it also has some lmitations;
becanse it i5 a mid-block site, the development of a second portal would require an eatry
on Hang Ah Alley, necessitating entry off of the main streets. Development o this site
may also be more constrained due to its smaller footprint, as well as to provisions of the
local ordinance that governs the shadowing impacts of this project on the Willie "Woo
Woo” Wong Playground, Perhaps the biggest drawback of this site, however, is its
location, which is further fiom the Chinatown core than the Hogan and Vest site.

Both sites, however, can present another whole set of challenges. The acquisition of
private property in Chinatown ean be very unpredictable, and since theve aven't any clear
provisions for communicating with either property owner at this time, we cannof
ascertzin their willingness or unwillingness o sell.

In either case, without a willing seller, the SFIMTA and the City and County of San
PFraneisco may encounter major delays in the development process, even if eminent AL-12
domain is exercised. This could adversely affect project costs in a very substantinl way. Cont.

Tn light of the very tight project schedule that FTA expects SFMTA to adhere to, and
with consideration that a contested acquisition may delay or even derail the project, it
may make good sense for SFMTA to consider numerous alternative sites instead of

locking on to one site,

Tt is our understanding that the key decision-makers and project stafl had toured the
community earlier, and had in fact looked at other sites. We strongly recommend that you

continue to give consideration to evaluating these other sites as well.

Among these alternate sites, the Notth Ping Yuen site (880 Pacific) and the Central Ping
Yuen site (795 Pacific), are sites that would avoid some of the potential pitfalls invalved
with private property acquisition; we therefore recommend that you look seriously at

these two sites, especially the North Ping Yuen site.,

The North Ping Yuen site includes an open area on the NW comer of Pacific Avenue and
Cordelia Place that might lend itsell to development of an entrance to the northermn end of
the proposed station, and may be the superior location within the entire Ping Yuen

housing complex,

Sinee both sites are public property, the ability to negotiate the use of air rights,
easemerts, or other rights of access and use may be more predictable. In addition, it
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appears that little displacement of residents or businesses would be requived. Locating the
station in close proximity to the Ping Yuen housing developments may alao have an
added benefit of making transit wse most convenient to those who are moat transit-
dependent. However, since there has been little discussion about the possibility of
development on these sites with Ping Yuen residents, it is difficult to gauge their
receplivity atl this time. In shoer, we feel that avolding a protracted acquisition process
may ultimately enable better adherence to a demending project schedula,

Regardleas of the site that is ultimately selected, we believe that it ia essential to filly
explore the possibility of ndding multiple entry portals to the selected site during the final
design phase of the prajeet in order to maximdeze the utility of the selected site,

covironmental Justice 1ssues

The Report touched on the environmental justice issues that stem from thiz project, but it
does not adequately address that issne, It is precisely becanse Chinatown 15 a commumnity
of many low-income residents and small businesses without the capital and financial
support of a corporate structure that the impacts will be far greater than in a more affluent

conumunity.

For those reasons, we firmly believe that a comprehensive program of community
mitigation meagures and benefits should be an integral part of this project. We anticipate
that at a minimum, this program must include the following elements or components:

1. Full relocation benefits for any residents and busincsses displaced by the
project, incheding rent assistance for displaced businesscs;

2. The construetion of 1 for | affordable replacement housing for any affordable
housing stock climinated because of the project;

3. The development of replacement retail space comparable or superior to that
lost due to constroction, the development of sdditional commercial pace to
promote cconomic Vitality in the impacted area;

4, Employing the maximum level of community residents in all project and
project-related employment opportunities;

5. The maximom use of community busineases and Chinese-American vendors
and contractors in all project and project-related confraets;

6. Strong commitment to nse and support community artists in the Public Arts
program of the project;

7. A proactive program Lo address potential public health impacts associatod
with vermin infestation and migration;
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8, Devclopment of creative approaches to mitigate impacts, such as expanding
the Parkc and Ride Shottle, using area restanrants to feed workers, developing AL-21
continpency measures to address loss of power, noise, dust, congeation, efc.

9. A comprehensive bilingual public information and problem-solving program
aimed of addressmg the entire spectrum of concemns that may arise during the AL-22

construction phase of the project.

10, A well planned transition to new revenue service ineluding the provision of AL-23
adequate levels of surface transit along the comidor.
We would like to conclude our comments by once again voicing our strong suppart for
the Central Subway project. At the same time, we believe that pgiving sedous
consideration to alternative sites, a8 well ag developing a comprehensive plan to address
profect impacts will enhanee the project’s likelihood of sucoeas.
We look forward to working with you and your project stafl on this very important
project. Should you nead to contact any of us al any time, our point of contact should be
Mr. Gordon Chin, Director of the Chinatown Community Development Center (CCDC)
Bincerely,
hlr, Sidney Chan his. Doveen Der-MeCloud
President Excoutive Director
Chinese Chamber of Commerce Donaldina Cameron House
%u
ﬁ:ﬂ#@ﬁ : “ g _
Mr, Guang Wn Chen Mir, ¥ Mﬂ?‘ﬂ’
President Vice President
Ping Yuen Residents Improvement Commutily Tetants Association
Aszociation
_‘_.-l"
’f;;_.ﬂgﬁf’“"’-
Mr. Gordon Chin
Executive Director
Chinatown Commuonity Development Center
¥
3-201
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Responses to Letter AL

AL-1

Comment of support for the project as essential to the future social and economic vitality of the
Chinatown Community is noted. SFMTA is committed to continued inclusion and involvement of the
Chinatown community in the design development and decision making process for the project. SFMTA
has contracted with the Chinatown Community Development Community (CCDC) for assistance in
public outreach to the Chinatown community during the environmental review process, and for assistance
during project development to minimize impacts to property owners and tenants that would be impacted

during construction or would be relocated for the transit-oriented station development.

AL-2
The statement from page 5-11 of the SEIS/SEIR is incorrect. Revised text is provided below to correct

the statement.

As described on page 6-49 of the SEIS/SEIR, SFMTA would be required to develop a detailed Relocation
Plan designed to minimize impacts to the businesses displaced by the project, including relocation
assistance and payments. Each residential household and each business displaced by the Chinatown
station will be relocated. Minimum relocation payments are set by law, and include moving expenses and
search expense payments for businesses and referrals to comparable location for displaces. Mitigation
measures described on page 6-53 state that redevelopment of affordable housing units on the Chinatown
Station site above the station and ground floor retail, where it is compatible with station access, could
further reduce the adverse impacts of displacement of existing residential units and small businesses in
Chinatown. Relocation activities associated with the Locally Preferred Alternative (Alternative 3B) will
begin as soon at the Final SEIS/SEIR is approved by the City and the Record of Decision is issued by
FTA and the project is approved by SFMTA Board. The schedule shows over a year between project
approval and the beginning of construction. The services of CCDC, as described in Response to
Comment AL-1 above, will assist in communicating with neighborhood businesses and residents and in
identifying potential properties within Chinatown for relocation opportunities for both residents and

businesses. SFMTA real estate would be responsible for relocation.
The last two sentences, paragraph third paragraph, page 5-11 is revised as follows:

“While the greatest impact on businesses and residences would occur in Chinatown, the
number-of relocations-is-not-substantial-and the community has expressed strong support of

the Project. The impact of these acquisitions would be mitigated through existing
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relocation assistance programs and through opportunities for developing affordable housing

on the Chinatown Station site.”
The following text is added to end of the fourth paragraph, page 6-54:

“MTA will provide rental or property leasing assistance to impacted businesses in

addition to the relocation costs.”

AL-3

Section 5.10 of the SEIS/SEIR addresses hazardous materials from operation of the Central Subway
Project and Section 6.13 address hazardous materials during construction of the project. Hazardous
materials during operation would include the typical use, handling and storage of hazardous materials
such as degreasers, lubricants, cleaning solutions, solvents, paints, and miscellaneous petroleum products
used for maintenance activities. Use of these materials is heavily regulated by the State and by the City

and will be included in routine inspections by SFMTA and the City Department of Public Health.

Section 6.13 (page 6-100 to 6-109) details the potential for encountering hazardous materials during
construction and the required measures to minimize exposure by workers or the public. The Site
Mitigation Report required by Article 20 of the San Francisco Municipal Code would include specific

measures to be undertaken during construction to protect site workers, the public and the environment.

AL-4

The air quality analysis focused on the portion of the Central Subway Corridor that would be at the
surface level and could affect traffic circulation and localized emissions on City streets. The Central
Subway through Chinatown would be below ground where surface traffic and therefore air quality would
not be affected. Measures to minimize dust during construction are described on page 6-111 and
measures to minimize exhaust from construction equipment are described on page 6-112 of the

SEIS/SEIR. These measures would apply to the Chinatown Station area.

AL-5

Similar to air quality impacts, impacts from noise and vibration are primarily related to the surface
segments of the proposed project, not to the segment in deep tunnel (Chinatown). The majority of
potential noise and vibration impacts in Chinatown would result from construction activities at the station
location. Noise and vibration levels will need to meet the San Francisco Noise Ordinance Limits.
Mitigation measure to minimize impacts are described on pages 6-117 and 6-118 of the SEIS/SEIR and

include hiring an acoustical consultant to prepare a Noise and Vibration Control Plan that would identify
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all potential impacts and would provide adequate control measures to demonstrate that the noise and
vibration criteria and limits would be achieved. The Plan would include a noise monitoring plan that
would specify monitoring locations, equipment, procedures and schedule of measurement, and reporting
methods to be used. Monitoring Reports will be summarized and reported by SFMTA to the Citizens
Advisory Group (CAG) for the Central Subway that includes Chinatown representatives. Monitoring

reports will also be provided to the CCDC at project meetings.

In addition, construction noise and vibration mitigation is also part of the Mitigation Monitoring and

Reporting Program, Appendix I.

AL-6

Page 6-11 states that Stockton Street would be used to access the station construction site for hauling
materials, equipment, and spoils for the Chinatown Station. Preliminary truck routes for the hauling of
debris have been developed since the publication of the Draft SEIS/SEIR. Text additions that describe
the truck haul routes have been added to the SEIS/SEIR, page 6-16. These routes may be refined during
the final design phase. During refinement of the construction detour routes, SFMTA will work with the

Chinatown community and business organizations to ensure that neighborhood disruption is minimized.
The last paragraph, page 6-16 is revised as follows:

“Guideway excavation would proceed in a northerly direction from the portals south of
Bryant Street towards Union Square. As guideway excavation proceeded, muck would
be transported through the constructed portions of the guideway to each portal before

being hauled off-site for permanent disposal. The south portal on Fourth Street would be

the primary truck loading site. Trucks carrying materials from the portal site would be

routed directly to the 1-80 freeway for disposal sites to be determined by the contractor.

Truck travelling east on 1-80 would travel south on Fourth Street, west on Brannan Street,

and north on Fifth Street to the 1-80 eastbound on-ramp. Trucks travelling westbound on

1-80 (southbound) would travel south on Fourth Street, east on Brannan Street, north on

Third Street, and west on Harrison Street to the [-80 westbound on-ramp. The

southbound trucks from the Third Street portal would follow this same route. The trucks

from the Third Street portal going east on 1-80 would continue west on Harrison Street,

turning south on Fifth Street to the 1-80 eastbound on-ramp.

Spoils from excavation of the Chinatown Station, the crossover cavern and the tail track

tunnels would be removed by way of the Chinatown Station access shaft and hauled off-
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site for disposal._Trucks from Chinatown would travel on Stockton Street to eastbound

Broadway, south on Battery Street, and continuing south on First Street to the [-80

eastbound freeway-ramp or continuing west on Harrison Street to the 1-80 westbound on

ramp.

Spoils generated from excavation of the Union Square Station and the guideway tunnels
north of Union Square would be hauled to the surface at Union Square and hauled off-site

for disposal._Trucks from the Union Square Station construction site would travel south

on Stockton Street continuing on Fourth Street to the 1-80 eastbound on-ramp or turning

west on Harrison Street and south on Fifth Street to the 1-80 eastbound on-ramp.

Spoils generated from excavation of Market Street Station and Moscone Station would be
hauled to the surface at Stevenson and Clementina Streets, respectively, before being
hauled off-site for permanent disposal. An estimated 524,000 cubic yards of spoils would
be disposed of for Alternative 2, resulting in approximately 8 truck trips per day during
the 4.5 year construction for the guideway and 8 to 10 daily truck trips from each station

during the station excavation periods._ Trucks from the Moscone and Market Street

Stations construction sites would travel south on Fourth Street to the 1-80 eastbound on-

ramp _or take Fourth Street, west on Harrison, and south on Fifth Street to the 1-80

westbound on-ramp.

The following text is added as a new paragraph following the first paragraph, page 6-25:

“The south portal on Fourth Street would be the primary truck loading site. Trucks

carrying materials from the portal site would be routed directly to the 1-80 freeway for

disposal sites to be determined by the contractor. Trucks travelling east on 1-80 would

travel south on Fourth Street, west on Brannan Street, and north on Fifth Street to the |-

80 eastbound on-ramp. Trucks travelling westbound on 1-80 (southbound) would travel

south on Fourth Street, east on Brannan Street, north on Third Street, and west on

Harrison Street to the 1-80 westbound on-ramp. Trucks from the from the Moscone

Street Station construction site would travel south on Fourth Street to the 1-80 eastbound

on-ramp or continue west on Harrison Street and south on Fifth Street to the [-80

westbound on-ramp. Trucks from the Union Square/Market Street Station construction

site would travel south on Fourth Street then follow the same route south as the trucks

from the Moscone Station. Trucks from Chinatown would travel on Stockton Street to

eastbound Broadway, south on Battery Street, and continuing south on First Street to the
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1-80 eastbound freeway-ramp or continuing west on Harrison Street to the 1-80

westbound on ramp.

The following text is added as a new paragraph following the second paragraph, page 6-25:

“Eastbound trucks hauling debris from the TBM extraction pit would go southeast on

Columbus Avenue, east on Washington Street, south on Battery Street, and continue

south on First Street to the 1-80 eastbound on-ramp. Southbound trucks would follow the

same route continuing west on Harrison Street to the 1-80 westbound on-ramp.”

The following text is added as a new paragraph following the third paragraph, page 6-32:

“The haul routes for the portal and the station construction sites would be the same as
described for Alternative 3A.”

AL-7

DPT and SFMTA will work with the Chinatown community to develop the final detour routes for surface
traffic. Page 6-37 describes that the detour routes in the appendix are potential detours. Prior to final
design, the SFMTA would select the most appropriate detour routes and develop temporary
Transportation System Management (TSM) measures along these routes. Detour routes would be
advertised prior to construction in the local media. Traffic control police would monitor critical locations

along the detours and would report traffic issues to DPT and SFMTA for corrective action.
The second sentence, paragraph six, page 6-37 is revised as follows:

“Prior to final design, the MTA would select the most appropriate detour routes, working

in_cooperation with community and business organizations, and develop temporary
transportation system management measures along these routes, e.g. additions of turn

lanes at key intersections, conversion of parking lanes into peak period travel lanes, etc.”

AL-8
The Temporary Construction Detours in the Chinatown station area show traffic being detoured from

Stockton Street between Clay and Washington Streets, to Kearny Street with access via Clay or
Washington Streets.
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AL-9

The loss of parking spaces associated with the operation of the Central Subway is documented in Section
3.2.4, pages 3-58 through 3-64. Text is added in Section 6.3.4 to clarify where the permanent loss of
parking is discussed. Of the 44 spaces along Stockton Street between Clay and Jackson Streets, 38 spaces
would be retained and 6 spaces would be lost over the long term for Alternative 3B to provide space for
the station emergency hatch. All parking spaces would be lost during construction because of truck

access during the 54 months of station construction.
The following text is added following the second sentence, first paragraph, page 6-41:

“Therefore, substantial curb parking areas would be temporarily removed during
construction, placing higher parking demands upstream and downstream of the

construction zone, and on nearby streets._Parking spaces that would be permanently lost

as a result of the Central Subway Project are discussed in Section 3.2.4,”

AL-10

Site-specific designs to limit potential construction related settlements will be addressed during the next
phase of project development for the adopted alternative and will include: detailed evaluations of the site-
specific geotechnical properties of the subsurface materials; building-by-building evaluations of
foundations that may be affected by excavation; special excavation shoring designs; and other measures
designed to avoid or minimize the potential adverse effects of settlement. The geotechnical design of the
excavations will consider site preparation and excavation and support using concrete diaphragm walls, or
similar technology designed to minimize potential construction related settlements resulting from unstable
soft sediments. With a rigorous geomechanical instrumentation program accompanying the excavation,
ground movement will be monitored before settlement propagates to the surface. If advance settlement
trends are observed, grouting or underpinning can be employed to arrest the ground movement before
surface structures are affected. (pages 6-91 and 6-92 of the SEIS/SEIR)

Construction activities and monitoring results will be shared with the Citizens Advisory Group (CAG)
and with the businesses and residents along the Central Subway corridor via newsletters and the Central
Subway website. An active Public Outreach Program and coordinated project information with CCDC in
Chinatown during construction will provide a channel of accepting and responding to issues from

businesses or residents affected by construction.
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AL-11

A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) has been added to the Final SEIS/SEIR as
Appendix | that places the responsibility for monitoring and reporting conditions during construction on
an independent construction monitor who will report directly to the City (both SFMTA and MEA). The
conditions of project approvals and thresholds of significance described in the environmental documents
establish the limits for construction operations and will be strictly enforced. Construction work can be
halted if violations are reported. The MMRP specifies impact thresholds, mitigation measures, and

compliance responsibilities for each environmental topic addressed in the SEIS/SEIR.

AL-12

The station selection process is described in Section 2.4.4 Screening of Design Options/Alternatives Not
Carried Forward, on page 2-58 to 2-62 of the SEIS/SEIR. Consideration of station locations outside the
project study area (Jackson Street is the northern project limit established as part of the Third Street Light
Rail planning process) would reopen the environmental process to allow public input and consideration of
all feasible alternatives beyond Jackson Street for a station in Chinatown. Further, the Ping Yuen site has
been turned over from HUD to the Redevelopment Agency, and would require approval by residents of
the housing units to be considered for station development. Development of the Ping Yuen site would
impact the existing residents and would present substantial construction access challenges for equipment
and haul trucks. Historic buildings surrounding this site would require evaluation. Delays resulting from
recirculating the environmental document to further evaluate a station at this location would also be
substantial (estimated to be 12-16 months). SFMTA would begin the notification to property owners and
the property acquisition process immediately after the project approval and Record of Decision in the fall
of 2008.

AL-13

Additional entries to the Chinatown Station may be considered during the next phase of design
development. A station entry on the east side of Stockton Street may also be considered. Independent
environmental review of an additional entry to the Chinatown Station would be required as an Addendum
or second Supplement to this SEIS/SEIR.

AL-14
See Response to Comment AL-2 for discussion related to relocation of businesses and residents in

Chinatown.
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Section 5.2.3 Environmental Justice Findings describes that almost the entire Central Subway Corridor
traverses low-income and minority neighborhoods, and that implementation of the project would include
direct mobility benefits to all of these neighborhoods that are expected to be equitability shared across

communities by various demographic groups.

AL-15
The transit-oriented development above either of the proposed Chinatown Station sites could include

development of low-income housing units that would increase the number of housing units in Chinatown.

AL-16

The Uniform Relocation Act and State of California Relocation Act contain specific requirements that
govern the manner in which a government entity can acquire property for public use and the relocation of
displaced businesses or residential units. The Central Subway would follow these official procedures for
the displaced businesses and residential units. Relocation of displaced businesses to comparable space in
the Chinatown neighborhood will be the objective of SFMTA, working closely with the CCDC and
Chinatown community. Development of retail space and commercial space in the transit-oriented
Chinatown station will be part of final design and will also be developed in close cooperation with the

Chinatown community.

AL-17
SFMTA will make every effort to offer employment opportunities to Chinatown residents through an
aggressive public outreach program in both English and Chinese languages. CCDC will assist in this

outreach and communication with Chinatown residents and businesses.

AL-18

Similar to the Response to Comment AL-17 above, SFMTA will make information regarding contracting
and vending opportunities directly related to the Central Subway construction readily available to
businesses in Chinatown. Indirect benefits may result during the 5 to 6 year construction process with
workers using neighborhood restaurants and businesses. Alternative 3B is expected to cost an estimated

$188 million for professional services and labor and approximately $1,026 million for material/facilities.

AL-19
SFMTA has been coordinating with the San Francisco Public Arts Program since mid-2007 during the
conceptual design development of the Central Subway Project. Opportunities for local artists will be

made available through the Public Arts Program. The capital costs for the project (Section 8.0 Financial

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume 11 3-209



3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Feasibility, page 8-3) identifies that 2 percent of the station construction costs is included for the

provision of pubic art at each of the stations, as required by the San Francisco public arts policy.

AL-20
Vermin infestation and migration from construction of the Central Subway Project was not assessed as
part of the SEIS/SEIR, but would be coordinated with the Department of Public Health as part of the

construction permit using standard City practices.

AL-21
The Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program addresses the full range of impacts identified for

construction and operation of the Central Subway Project described in the SEIS/SEIR.

AL-22

The Public Outreach Program established by SFMTA early in the development of the Central Subway
Project in 2005 has included bilingual information and communication to enhance communication with
the Chinatown community. CCDC services were retained by the project in 2007 to assist SFMTA in the
communication and outreach with Chinatown businesses and residents. Newsletters and informational
flyers are in both English and Chinese. Representatives from Chinatown sit on the Citizens Advisory

Group (CAG) and receive timely updates on the project.

AL-23
A well-planned transition to new revenue service at the time the Central Subway opens will be a vital part
of project planning. Existing transit (Muni 30, 45, and 9X lines) along Stockton Street will continue for

local trips even after the Central Subway service is initiated.
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Letter AM

AM-1
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Responses to Letter AM

AM-1

Comments recognizing the importance of the Central Subway Project in providing congestion relief and
improved transit service in the Chinatown to South of Market Corridor and the recent allocation of funds

by Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) are noted.

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume 11 3-212



3.0: WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Letter AN
“Wilker, Jr., J. Gregp bill.wyckn AN
<gregg. millar@pilisburylaw ¢ Ta Bllwycko@sh
om=
12HBr2007 0204 FM bee

Subject Central Subway DEIR Comments

Bil1l: attached are commentsa te the Central Subway DEIR. I understand
that the public comsent period cleose December 10, 2007, and therefore,
thege comments are late., Howewver, T hope that MER will nevertheless
cansider the comments and addregs them in the comments and responses Lo
the DEIR. Thanks,

Gregg

J. Gregg Willer, Jr. | Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw Pitbtman LLE
Direct Dial: 415.%33.1557 | Fax: 415.%83,1200
50 Fremont Street | San Francisco, CA 54105-2220

Email: gregg.miller@pillsbuerylaw.com
wiw . pl 1 iaburylaw . com

——————————————————————————————————————————————————————————— The contents of
this= message, together with any aktachments, are intended only for the uwse af
the individoal or entity to which they are addressed and may conkain
information that is legally privileged, confidential and exempt from
disclosure. [f you are not the intended reciplent, you are hereby notified
that any digsemination, distribution, or copying of this message, or any
attachment, is strictly prohibited. I£ you have received this megsage in
error, please nobtify the original sender or the Pillsbury Winthrop Shaw
Fittman Help Desk at Tel: 300-477-0770 x4B60 immediately by telephene or by
raturn E-mail and delete this message, along with any attachmenta, from your
computer. Thank you.

Internal Revenue Service regqulations generally provide that, fer The purpase
of avoiding federal bax penalties, a taxpayer may rely only on formal wribten
advice meeting specific requirements. Any tax advice in this message does not
meat those requirementsa, Accordingly, any such tax advice was not intended or
wiritban to be used, and 1t cannot be used, for the purpose of aveiding federal
Lax penalties that may be imposed on you or for the purpose ol promoting,
marketing or recemmending to another parky any tax-related mabtera.

== o=ss==ocEHEEEASS S S S S S oS OEEEEwAmEEREROS S S S oSS oS IER mlzls-l”mm“ ﬂ
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O

50 i yuianl il LLALING ADDRERS
PFillsbiery o Francieos, CA 34108 P O, Baa TA3D -
Winthrop FaaM@aing  wepsnnimon
Shaw
Pittrman...
December 19, 2007 T, Grepg Millec, Ir.
Fhone: 415 8831557
grepe. millerEpillsrylaw e ot
Bear. Bill Wyclon

Central Subway B Coordinator
Acting Envirommental Review Office
San Francisco leﬂnﬁﬂmmm
1650 Mission Sireet, 4 Floor

San Francisco, CA 24103

Fe:  Central Subway - Draft Environmental Impact Report, (the “DEIR™)

Drear Mr, Wicko:

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines and Chaper 31 of the San Francisco Administrative
Caode, we provide the following comments to the DETR.

The below comments refer to Option 3B:
I. Request that the Portal Extents Be Moved South -

The portal extents (including vehicle attenvators) should be moved south to
approximately $0°-0" from the north side of the overnead freeway (1-80) at Fourth
Street under the 1-30 freeway between Stillman and Perry Streets,

I1. Request Additional Aconstic Mitigation —

The exterior acoustic attenuator panels, at the inside walls of the concrete portal walls
and inner ceiling, whers the proposed light-rail train heads under ground (under -80
at Fourth Street) should inchude additional acouwstic mitigation. “The acoustic
mitigation should be implemented at the entrance, exit, and surounding area of the
proposed portal to mitigate nodse ereated from use of the portal entrance and exit,

TN SA0Ev]
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M. Bill Wycko
Dizcember 19, 2007
Page 2

I summary, we respectfully reguest the Ceatral Subway EIR. address the above
comments regarding the southweard movement of the 4" Strect at Stillman portal and
additicnal acoustic mitigation.

Thank you for your consideration.

Very traly yours,

Aty

I. Grege Miller] Jr.

oA SE0EN] Pilabasy Winthrap Shaw Piltiman LLP
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Responses to Letter AN

AN-1

The north end of the portal has been moved to south of Perry Street to accommodate the turn movements
of Golden Gate buses into Perry Street. The location is approximately 50 feet south of the north edge of
the 1-80 freeway. The crash barrier would be positioned to the north, about 25 feet south of the north
edge of the freeway, but bus access to Perry Street would still be possible without interfering with the

turning radius of the bus.

AN-2

The portal would be designed to meet the requirements of the San Francisco Noise Ordinance. The
impact of the project in the vicinity of the portal would be affected by the ambient traffic noise levels,
which are higher than other locations along the corridor due to the freeway noise. It is projected that
traffic noise levels in the vicinity of the portal (measured at the Avalon Yerba Buena Apartments at
Fourth and Harrison Streets) would be about 78 dBA, which is less than one decibel level higher than the
current level. The potential LRT operation along Fourth Street would be 61 to 62 dBA (day/night noise
level) and approximately 4 to 6 dBA higher at the tunnel portal. EXxisting noise levels at this location are

currently higher than the projected noise level associated with the operation of the transit project.
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COMMENTS RECEIVED AFTER THE CLOSE OF COMMENT PERIOD
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BOE G L F BB R OE
HOY - SUN NING YUNG BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION

IN AMERICA
41 WAVERLY PLACE
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94108 U.S.A.
TEL: (415) 288-0605, 268-0603 FAX: (415) 982-3808

May 15, 2008

Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA)
Attn: Mr. John O, Funghi, P.E.

Project Manaper

One South Van Ness Ave., Third Floor
San Francisco, CA 94108

Re: Cenfral Subway Project SEIS/SEIR Draft
October 2007

Dear Mr, Funghi,

May name is John Tsang, vice president of the Hoy-Sun Ning Yung Benevolent
Association (HSNYBA), owner of Assessor’s Parcel #0225-014 (814 — 828 Stockton

Street).

As vice president and member of the board of directors of HSNYBA, L have . AO-1
comprehensive knowledge of the above Assessor Parcel property. The al‘c-rel_ment{nm:d
property’s tenants composed entirely of retail/commercial usage, with no residential
tenants in contradiction to the SEIS/SEIR Draft report.

Please be advised of the above information and revise your SEIS/SEIR Draft accordingly.

Sincerely,

HOY-SUN NING YUNG BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION

ee: Armold Lee, President
Board of Direclors
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Responses to Letter AO

AO-1

Comment Noted. The language in the SEIS/SEIR is amended to reflect that 814-828 Stockton Street is a

solely commercial property with no residential units as noted below.

The Socioeconomic (Population and Housing) Impacts and Mitigation Measures identified for

Alternatives 2 and 3B in Table S-7, page S-21 and in Table 7-2, page 7-19 are revised as follows:

Environmental
Area/lmpacts

Alternative 2 — EIS/EIR
Enhanced Alignment

Alternative 3A —
Fourth/Stockton
Alignment Option A

Alternative 3B -
Fourth/Stockton
Alignment Option B

SOCIOECONOMIC
(Population and
Housing)

Operation/Cumulative

Significant Impacts:

Acquisition of one parcel for
the Chinatown Station would
cause the displacement of 10
small businesses-and-one-or
two-residential-units in a
predominantly minority and
low income neighborhood.

Mitigation Measures:

Redevelop the Chinatown
Station site with affordable
housing units above the station
and ground floor retail where
possible.

Significant environmental
effects which can not be
avoided:

The construction of new

affordable-housing-
writs/ground floor retail would
not mitigate to a less-than-
significant level the disruption
to existing residents-and-small
businesses associated with the
temporary dislocation as new
units are constructed.

Significant Impacts:

Same as Alternative 2.

Mitigation Measures:

Same as Alternative 2.

Significant environmental
effects which can not be
avoided:

Same as Alternative 2.

Significant Impacts:

Acquisition of one parcel for
the Chinatown Station would
cause the displacement of 8
small businesses and 17
residential units in a
predominantly minority and
low income neighborhood.

Mitigation Measures:

Same as Alternative 2.

Significant environmental
effects which can not be
avoided:

Same as Alternative 2, except
the loss of affordable housing
would not mitigate to a less-
than significant level the
disruption to existing residents
as well as businesses.

The first sentence, third paragraph, page 2-19 is revised as follows:
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“Construction of the station entrance would require acquisition of the parcel and
relocation of ten businesses-and-one-to-two-residential-units-over-the-businesses.”

The sixth sentence, third paragraph, page 2-31 is revised as follows:

“Construction of the station entrance would require acquisition of the parcel and
relocation of 10 businesses-and-one-to-two-residential-units-above-the-businesses.”

The third and fourth sentences, second paragraph, page 5-11 are revised as follows:

“Each of the Build Alternatives would displace residential—dwellings—and—small

businesses and Alternative 3B would displace residential units in the predominantly

minority and low-income Chinatown District. To mitigate these impacts, it is
recommended that redevelopment on the station sites incorporate affordable housing_and

ground floor retail where possible.”

The fourth sentence, third paragraph, page 6-51 is revised as follows:

“This displacement would require the relocation of five small businesses along Stockton

Street and five small businesses along Hang Ah Alley with an estimated fewer than 10

The second paragraph, page 6-52 is revised as follows:

“No mitigation measures would be required beyond compliance with the Uniform Relocation Act and
eminent domain law; however, development of affordable housing units on the Chinatown Station site
above the station and ground floor retail where it is compatible with station access could further reduce

the adverse impacts of displacement of existing residential-units-and-small businesses in Chinatown.”

The last two sentences, fourth paragraph, page 6-52 is revised as follows:

“The Stockton Street parcel acquisition would require the relocation of 10 small
Chinatown businesses-and-one-to-two-residential-uses-above- the-businesses—Fhe-

The first sentence, fourth paragraph, page 7-47 is revised as follows:
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“Alternatives 2 and 3A would result in the displacement of 10 small businesses (10 or
fewer employees per business) and-L-or-2residential-units-in the Chinatown
neighborhood at 814-828 Stockton Street for construction of the proposed Chinatown

Station.”
The sixth sentence, first paragraph, page 9-7 is revised as follows:

“The Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment would require the displacement of 10 small
businesses and-one-to-two-residential- units-in Chinatown for the station construction.

The second sentence, third paragraph, page 9-8 is revised as follows:

This Alternative would displace one business to accommodate the Moscone Station
construction and 10 small businesses and-one-to-two-residential- units-to accommodate the

Chinatown station.
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4.0 PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

This chapter includes a copy of the public transcript taken at the November 15, 2007 Planning
Commission hearing on the Draft SEIS/SEIR for the Central Subway. Each person providing testimony
is identified by name and a number has been assigned to each substantive comment. The transcript of the
public hearing is followed by the response section; which identifies each speaker and the response to each

of the speaker’s comments immediately follows.
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PUBLIC HEARING ON THE DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE

CENTRAL SUBWAY PROJECT (PHASE 2-THIRD STREET LIGHT RAIL)

THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 15, 2007

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION
SAN FRANCISCO CITY HALL
ONE DOCTOR CARLTON B, GOODLETT FLACE
COMMISSION CHAMBERS, ROOM 400

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

Reported by: Valerie E. Jensen, CSR No. 4401
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SF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 2007-11-15 Central Subway Project
JAN BROWHN & ASSOCIATES

24 CERTIFIED SHOETHAND EEFORTERS
T01 Batery Street, 3rd Floor
25 San Francisco, California 94111

(415) 981-3498
i

[ APPEABANCES

3 S5AN FRANCISCO PLANNING COMMISSION:

4 President Dwight 8. Alexander

5 WVice-President Christina R. Olague

& Commissioners Micheel ). Antonim, M. Sue Lee,
William L. Lee and Hisashi Sugaya

: Commission Secretary Linda D. Avery

o

10 ALSO PRESENT:

11 Delvin Washington, Senior Planner

12 Lawrence B. Badiner, Zoning Administrator

13 Joan A. Kugler, San Francisco Planning Department

14

15

16

17

18

19
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2

NOVEMBER 15, 2007

PROCEEDINGS

COMMISSION SECRETARY AVERY: Commissioners,
you are now on Item Number 15, Case Number 19%6.281E,
Central Subway Project (Phase Twao - Third Street Light
Rail).

M5, KUGLER: Good afternoon, President
Alexander, members of the Commission. Joan Kugler,
Planning Department environmental stafT.

This item is a hearing to receive
comments from the public and the Commission on the
Draft Supplemental EIS/Supplemental EIR. for the Central
Subway, which is the second phase of the Third Street

Light Rail Project. The original EIS'EIR for both
Page 3
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phases of the Third Street Light Rail Project was
certified in 1998,
{n Movember 1 the project director for
San Francisco MTA, John Funghi, gave an informational
presentation on the Central Subway Project to your
Commission which -- in which he detailed the three
alternatives,
Staff is not here to answer any questions

that are raised today. All comments received today
3

will be transcribed by our court reporter, and these
comments, as well as those that are received in writing,
will be responded to in a Comments and Responses chapler
in the final document.

Comments today should be focused on the
accuracy and adequacy of the information provided in
the Draft SEIS'SEIR. There will be ne decision today
to approve or disapprove of the project. That decision

wiould not occur until after the environmental document

10 1s certified.

11

The Landmarks Preservation Board held a

12 hearing on the document on November 7 and will be

13 submitting a letter of comment to the environmental

Page 4
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review officer.

The draft document was advertised and
released for public comments on October 17, and the
comment period will end on Monday, December 10, The
ERO must receive all written comments by the close of
business on December 10,

As all comments today will be transcribed,
we ask that commenters speak slowly and clearly, so
that an accurate transcript of your comments may be
produced. Also, we ask that you state your name
and fill out a speaker card, so a copy of the Comments

and Responses can be mailed to you once it's completed,
4

This concludes my presentation. And unless
any of the commission members have questions, I would
respectfully request that the public hearing on the
Drafl Supplemental SEIS/SEIR be opened.
Thank vou,
PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you.
We'll now open the public hearing for the
Diraft EIR on the Central Subway Project.
Can I have speaker cards?

Wells Whitney, followed by Marve Kasoff and
Page 5
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1l Claudine Cheng.
12 ME. WHITHMEY: Thank yvou, Commissioners. I'm

13 Wells Whitney.

14 COMMISSION SECRETARY AVERY: Excuse me,
15 Mr. Whitney.,
16 The President has indicated that each speaker

17 would have two minutes. There's a lot of speaker cands.

18 5o everybody gets two minutes to speak.

19 Thank you.

20 ME. WHITNEY: Wells Whitnev, 1208 Montgomery
21 Street in North Beach on Telegraph Hill. I'm chair of

22 Renew 5F, and I'm also representing Clandine Cheng and
23 Marve Kazoff and Rod Filar (ph) and Smith, who are also
24 on our board. PH-1

25 We're a neighborhood association in Morth
i

1 Beach, and we have a study going on now, funded by

2 Caltrans, studving all of Columbus Avenue in terms of
3 aplanning effort. So, we've met several times with

4 the MTA team that's doing the subway, and we're guite
5 familiar with the work and the EIR. And I'd like to

6 speak, on behalf of myself as a citizen and of Renew SF,

T in support of the EIR.
Page 6
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8 Thank you,
G PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you.
10 Tony Gantner?

11 ME. GANTHER.: Commissioners, Tony Gantmer,
12 North Beach Merchants Association.

13 We support the Central Subway Project.

14 Currently, there are four stations planned, the last

15 in Chinatown, with the removal of the boring equipment
16 as L understand it, at Washington Square, Given the PH-2
17 major impact such equipment removal will create, we
18 would like to suggest that, as part of such removal,

19 that site be configured as much as possible so as to

20 provide a fifth station, either at Union and Columbus or
21 Columbus and Stockion, constructed as soon as possible
22 after completion of this next phase through Chinatown.
23 We alzo ask that, in removing the underground
24  equipment, that the use and enjoyment of Washington

25 Sguare Park not be disrupted nor allow any damage to
6 PH-3

1 the park itself. We look forward to the further
2 integration of Chinatown, MNorth Beach and Fisherman's

3 Wharf through redesign of our major corridors --

4 Broadway, Columbus and Stockion. The Central Subway
Papge 7
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5 will further that goal. PH-3
Cont.

] Thank you very much.

7 PRESIDENT ALEXANDEER: Thank vou,

B Diana Pang, followed by Stephen Taber and

9 David Chiu.

10 Diana Pang?

11 Stephen Taber?

12 MR. TABER: My name is Stephen Taber. 1

13 live at 1805 Page Street, and I'm on the Board of

14  Directors of San Francisco Planning and Urban Research
15 Association, and 1 am representing SPUR here today.

16 SPUR is very favorable towards this project and 12 a

17 hig suppaorter of it.

18 This is a legecy project for San Francisco.

19 And T mean by that that it will benefit this city PH-4
20 eity-wide as part of a transportation network for

21 generations to come. If you've been to London and
22 ridden on the underground there, vou know that there
23 are stations and tunnels built in the 1860's that are

24 still in active operation.

25 We hope that this, as part of our Central
7

1 Subway system in San Francisco, will provide a similar

Page 8
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legacy, but in order to do that, it has to be planned
correctly and diligently. We believe that this
Environmental Impact Report is a very good step in the
way towards solving some of the problems, refining the
design and making this a much better system.
We emphasize that there are two or three

things that should be taken into account and, perhaps,
a8 the project progresses, studied in greater detail.

One is the transferability between transit lines --

both underground and surface transit lines. And
particularly at the Powell Street, slash, Union Square
station and at the Chinatown station there needs to be
very quick and easy transfer between the Number 1 line
and the Central Subway at Chinatown and the Market
Street Subway and the Central Subway. This is a problem
that still exists and needs to continue to be worked on.

Secondly, we have to make sure that this

system has adequate capacity, And we are concerned
about the length of stations, making sure that the
length of trains that would be served will be adequate
in the future.

PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank vou.

Page 9
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MR. GANTHER: Thank you.

FRESIDENT ALEXANDER: David Chiu, followed
B

by Chris Durazon and Marlene Tran.

ME. CHIU: Good atternoon, Commissioners.
My name is David Chiu. I'm a member of the Small
Business Commission. I also sit on the Community
Advisory Group of the Central Subway,

First of all, I'm here to really applaud
staff for doing an outstanding job with the Draft
SEIS/SEIR. Obviously, that's a huge document. It
really translates and captures the complexity of this
very important project.

I'm here to comment on a couple aspects of
this document with regards to the small business and
merchant community. First of all, I want to state
that the small business community and merchant community
is really looking forward to this project, Afier the
1989 earthquake, when the freeway came down, obviously,
transit was affected into Chinatown. This project will
really assist in moving that forward.

That being said, there are two aspects

of the document that [ would like to suggest some

Page 10
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additions around the construction impact on the
merchant community. First is on those businesses that
are potentially displaced. Fortunately, there are not a
lot of them, but it would be helpful to have a little

more detail in the report to talk about what relocation
9

might entail, given that, with many small businesses,
location is everything and it's not that easy, when
vou have a business with a multi-year lease, to consider
how long that relocation may take. So, adding some
additional plans with regard to that, | think, would be
helpful in Section 6.0 of the report.
Secondly, again in the same section, 6.3,
there are details around mitigation impact on transit
and traffic. In other words, what 15 going (o happen
during the six-year construction period of this project.
And T think we need to have more detail about how
transit routes will be affected, what's going to happen
with traffic in that area.
With that, thank vou very much.
PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you.
Chris Durazon?
Marlene Tran?

Page 11
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M, TRAM: Good afternoon, Commissioners,
I'm Marlene Tran, a resident of Visitacion Valley,
spokesperson for Visitacion Valley Apents Alliance.
I'm here to give support to the Central Subway
connection 1o Chinatown because of its crucial link
for many residents between Visitiacion Valley and our
neighboring communities, 1am familiar with this need

because I've been a Muni rider for 40-plus years and
10

have advocated for the transportation needs of

thousands of my English-as-a-second-language students
throughout my 35 years of teaching immigrant students at
San Francisco City College. | want to emphasize that,
while we support this vital connection, our Visitiacion
Valley residents want to maintain our current 9X Express
lines and buses that we have fought for for more than 13
years.

So, at a later date, 1 would like to

10 address the issue of passenger safety and language

11 access. This is one -- these are the 1ssues Pve been

12 talking for many, many vears.

13

And in consideration of the many speakers

14 who are here, [ just want to say that we certainly want

Page 12
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15 to support the Central Subway, but we want to maintain

ines th Iy have in Visitacio:
16 the bus lines that we currently have in Visi 1 PH-10

17 Valley, Cont.

1% Thank you.
19 PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank vou,

20 Bonnie Shiu?

21 MS. SHIU: Good afternoon, Commissioners,

22 I'm Bonnie Shiw, a community organizer with Visitiacion
23 Valley Parent Association, | work with over 200 parents
24 and their families residing in the southeast part of

25 San Francisco. These families count on reliable public
11

1 transportation to bring them to downtown and Chinatown PH-11
2 on a daily basis. These working-class families often

3 include three generations within a household, and Muni
4 is the only means for parents to bring their children to

5 and from childeare, for vouth 1o get to schools and for

6 seniors to get out to their doctor's office and receive

T basic social services.

8 The families in Visitiacion Valley need all

% existing Muni services, such as bus lines 9X, 30 and 45,

10 to remain undisrupted during and after construction of

11 the Central Subway. We ask for careful planning to

Page 13
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avoid the problems that oceurred during the construction
of the T-Third, We ask that there be no elimination of
the Muni lines or the lifelines connecting Visitiacion
Valley to downtown and Chinatown,

Thank vou.

PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you.

Ken Nim, followed by Wayne Hu and Sabina,

ME., NIM: Good afterncon, Commissioners.
My name is Ken Nim. I'm the hoard president for the
Vigitiacion Valley Community Development Corporation,
and I share the same view as my Visitiacion Valley
partners, And we do support the Central Subway,
with two precautions, particularly related to economic

development. And based on my experience formerly
12

working in Visitacion Valley, doing construction jobs
providing training, we learned, too, from that
exXperience.
First is job opportunities, Even though the
Third Street Light Rail did provide great opportunities
for jobs for the community, some of those jobs were more
focused on unskilled laborers and a lot of carpentry.
But we've got other opportunities, especially with

Page 14
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9 the amount of work that's going to be going on in this

10

11

12

13

20

21

22

23

24

43

project, to provide early planning for more additional
higher-paying, longer-lasting type of jobs for our
community and, too, for our local contractors. The
outreach in Third Street Light Rail was pretty good, but
we did not see as much impact for the local contractors
to really get the benefit of getling the contracts to
work in the Third Street Light Rail.

S0, with those two experiences we've
learned that we don'l want to make the same mistakes
and to really look at how we can do a better outreach
in preparing our community, particularly the Chinese
community in the Chinatown area, contractors who might
have opportunities to actually work on this project, to
figure out how we can help them, assist them in bidding
on these contracts and, also, to look at a job forecast,

to really look at what kind of jobs really will be
13

available so we can work with community-based

organizations, work with other city programs, to really

provide training and get the people ready for this job.
We have a lot of time to come. Let's start

now and really move forward and create a plan so we can

Page 15
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& provide better economic opportunities for our community.
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Thank you, Commissioners.
PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank vou.
Wayne Hu?

MR. HU: President Alexander, Commissioners,
my name is Wayne Hu. [ am a director of the Chinese
Chamber of Commerce, and today I speak on behalf of the
Chinese Chamber of Commerce.

The Chinese Chamber of Commerce is in
support of this project. [t is vital to our community.

It will create significant benefits for us. But we are
concerned about small businesses.

Almaost all the Chinatown businesses are small
business operations owned by families who work very long
hours, and although there are other - the project will
impact businesses in the Union Square and the downtown
area, the Chinatown small businesses don't have the
support of a national corporation.,

And so one of the former speakers spoke of

what happened in the 1989 earthquake and the taking
14

I down of the freeway. Thal impacted all the businesses,

2 Because small businesses are much more fragile, some of

Page 16
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them didn't survive. This project is going to last —
is projected to last five and a half years, six years.
But even if it lasts one year, small businesses will be
impacted, and a lot of them need a lot more support.

Our concern is that the SETR and the SEIS

does nol adequately address these issues nor adequately
address mitipations to support these businesses. You
talk about the residential tenants that are along the
corridor, but we need to make sure that we also take
care of those businesses, too,

Thank you.

PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you.

Sahina, followed by Eddie Zheng and Ronnie
Rhoe.

MS. CHEN: Good alternoon, Commissioners.
My name is Sabina Chen. I'm the executive director of
the Chinese Culture Center of San Francisco.

We would like to note that the SEIR for the
Central Subway losing one of the buildings that is set
for the potential site of the Chinatown station, the
Hogen & Vest or the Ny Yuen (ph) building, does
not necessarily adversely affect the eligibility of

Chinatown to be a historie district. We do have
Page 17
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15
concerns, however, that the SEIR should address the
design of a replacement building and that the Central
Subway in Chinatown - that would be culturally
appropriate to the Chinatown community.

Twao percent of the construction cost for the
Central Subway is designated for public art, and it is
essential that the Chinatown community have a voice in
determining what art will represent the community in the
Central Subway project.

The Chinese Culture Center has been working
with the San Francisco Arts Commission and the Chinatown
CIMC to help facilitate a public arls selection process
that is open and transparent to the Chinatown commumnity.
The mission of the Chinese Culiure Center is to
preserve, promole and influence Chinese-American art
and culture. We have been serving as an artistic voice
for this community since 1973,

The Chinese Culture Center is the obvious
choice to serve as a cultural facilitator between the
Arts Commission and the Chinatown community, We have
been — the Arts Commission approached the Chinese

Culture Center 1o assist in a mumber of ways. [ won't
FPage 1%
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go through the list, in the interests of time, but
in order to adequately assist the Arts Commission in

connecting the Chinatown community, the Chinese Culture
16

Center will need more resources than our current
capacity.
In reviewing the SEIR, we ask that the
Planning Commission consider the funding of a Chinatown
community liaison for the San Francisco Arts Commission

with the Chinese Culture Center.

Thank you for your time.

PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you.

Eddie Zheng?

Ronnie Rhoe

ME. RHOE: Good afternoon, Commissioners. My
name is Ronnie Rhoe, Director of Community Development
with Chinese Affirmative Action.

The SEIR report references the critical need
for improved transit accessibility along the Central
Subway corridor, given the high employment rate for
folks who live in that part of town. In that context,

I'd like to talk about the importance of job creation

for both -- for community residents during both the
Page 19
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20 construction and operational phase of the project.
21 Construction continues to be 2 growth sector in San
22 Francisco, providing sustainable wages and a clear
23 carcer path. Unfortunately, many limited English
24 proficient residents of the neighborhoods that will

25 be impacted by the project have little to no access to
17

1 the apprenticeship programs and contractors that will
2 ultimately be working to build this project.

3 The trades made improvements over the years
4 in terms of its accessibility to English learners and

5 immigrant communities, but there is still tremendous
6 progress to be made. Further sugmenting these

T challenges, the city's flagship pre-apprenticeship

% training program, City Build, has vet to implement a

% language access component that would allow English
10 leamner job seeks to fully participate in this current

11 construction boom.

12 The Central Subway Project offers great a

13 opportunity to coordinate efforts between the MTA,
14 the local building trades, City Build and neighborhood
15 residents to ensure carcer opportunities for immigrant

16 job seckers, We ask — through that coordination, we
Page 20
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17 ask that the MTA create tailored programs for English
18 learner residents in the impacted neighborhoods, both in
19 preparation for construction and for MTA jobs, once the
20 project is operational. Only through this front-end
21 commitment to the trade can we ensure that hires are
22 made to kick-start a career-long commitment to the (P:t)'r-]:tw
23 trades and the MTA jobs and not simply a temporary hire
24 to fulfill the particular goals of this project.

25 We ask that this project be an investment
18

1 in a more-economically-sell-=suilicient family and
2 neighborhood based in Chinatown, south of Market and

3 surrounding neighborhoods.

4 Thank vou for vour fime,
5 PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank vou,
& Larry Yee, followed by Go Chen Gon Wu, Deng

T Zhi Hing, Anna Chang.

8 (Woman and man approach the bar. The woman

9 begins translating for the gentleman)

10 COMMISSION SECRETARY AVERY: Excuse me.
11 Before vou start -- before you start, the court reporter

12 is asking the speakers to speak slower, so that she can

13 get an accurate transcription of your comments.
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Thank you,
MR. CHEN: (Through the translator) My name
is Guang Wu Chen, and I'm the president of the Ping Yuen
Resident Improvement Association. I'm going to give a
short intraduction of Ping Yuen.
Thete are about 400 low-income families
living in Ping Yuen, and they using the transit to go
to work and school. We support the Central Subway, and
we wish to start the project as soon a5 possible.
Before the construction begins, we hope
that you guys can work on the preparation of notifying

our community that — what kinds of activity will be
19

affected on the pround due to the construction and
the type of work that could reduce the impact in our
community, especially like the noise problems and the
pedestrian safety, et cetera.

Thank you.

PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you.

M5, CHANG: Good afternoon, Commissioner.
My name is Anna Chang, and I'm on behalf of Mr. Deng
Hing Zhi for Community Tenants Association, the

vice-president, because he has a afternoon doctor
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11 appointment, so he wanted to make sure that [ read to
12 the Commissioner.
13 Owerall, CTA == Community Tenaniz
14 Association -- is a nonprofit, grass-rools agencics,
15 and we have, like, city-wide members, Many are
16 seniors. We've been in the city almost -- over 20
17 wears,
18 We really -- on behalf of our residents,
19 I really support and also feel that this is very PH-21
20 important, Central Subway to Chinatown. And I feel
21 that we've been waiting for this plan for 20 years.
22 And not only for our seniors' sake, but it's for our
21 mixed generations. It's really convenient. And, also,

24 a lot of our seniors” families are riding -- use public

25 tramsportation as their transport to different places.
20

1 8o, therefore, we feel that it's very important.

2 And there's a couple points that we feel

3 that we want to address Commissioner; that, you know, we
4 want MTA to have enough notice to the community when it PH-22
5 start and also the -- for the projects. And then you

6 guys should utilize far media notification for

7 community.
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And, most important, we feel that we want
to increase more -- better service for public
transportation, pedestrian safoty.

Thank you,

PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you.

Carmen Ho, followed by Anthony Eng, Doreen
Der-MeLeod.

MS. DER-McLEOD: Commissioners, my name is
Doreen Der-MeLeod. I'm the executive director of Donna
Deena Cameron House, And some of the things | was going
to say have been said, =o 1 don't want to repeat,

We are in support of the project, but we
want to make sure that mitigations are taken into
consideration for small businesses and that job
opportunities be available for the community -- and
especially in the transit scctor area, which is a
growing arca for our community.

Thank you.
21

PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank vou,
Leon Chow?

ME. CHOW: Good aftermoon, Commissioners.

4 My name is Leon Chow. I'm the chairperson of the San
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5 Francisco Chinese Progressive Association located at
& 1042 Grant in the Chinatown,
7 Our organization is very supportive of the
% SEIR, but also | don't want to repeat about the same
% comment that the organizations from previows speakers,
10 [like Visitiacion Valley or Chinatown, mentioned.
11 But our Chinese Progressive Association has always
12 bheen advocate for immigrant workers, either unemployed
13 or been displaced, and we are working on getting job PH.24
14 opportunity to have them getting -- working for -
15 on the job ladder for a better job and permanent job.
16 So, the purpose of make sure that the work has been
17 done and moving forward with the example about the
I8 Third Street Light Rail Project and how it's going
19 about getting the jobs and make sure that immigrant

20 workers, displaced workers, will get the full benefit

21 of the opportunity for the construction phases is really

22 important.

23 Sa, thank vou very much.

24 PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you.
25 Cynthia Joe?

22

l M5, JOE: Good afternoon, Commissioners,
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2 Omnce upon a time, 1 was a planning commissioner
3 appointed by Mayor Willie Brown back in the days of
4 1996 when the stipend was 15 dollars, and the marathon
5 meeting that | had was starting with the Live-Waork
6 Projects and ending with the Sutro TV tower after 12
7 midnight.
E I o o member of the Presbyterian church
9 in Chinatown at 925 Stockton Street. The church will
10 be submitting a letter before the December 10, 2007
11 deadline. We are in support of a Chinatown station. PH-25
12 [ am speaking as an individual sinner, not
13 to raise hell about environmental issues’ impacts on the
14 church.
13 According to the Executive Summary,
16 Alternative 3B is less costly and requires a shorter
17 construction period. At the proposed Chinatown station
18 next to the church, what wind, sunlight and shadow
PH-26
19 studies are being done to look at the environmental
20 issues and impacts of a 65-foot high development next

21 to the church and the Gordon Lau Elementary School yard?

22 Mitigation measures should include sethacks and various

23 buildings adjacent to the church and 65-foot height at
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24 the Washington-Stockton portion. Cont.
25 There will be a loss of 17 units of housing.
23 PH-27

1 What replacement housing will there be for the folks
2 that will be displaced?

3 What about seitling and vibration due to

4 construction? They will be rocking and rolling in PH-238
5 Chinatown. What plans are made for rat abaterment

PH-29
& and vermin control in the Chinatown community? Please,

7 no construction noise around the church on Sundays.
PH-30

& HNever on a Sunday.

9 Let's work together to keep the process

10 moving to build the Central Subway to Chinatown by 2016
11 as projected. And by God's grace, we hope we'll be able
12 touse it by then.

13 Thank you.

14 Oh, | have a wrtlen statement, so -- it

15 leaves out all the "hell” and the humor,

1& COMMISSION SECRETARY AVERY: Thank vou,
17 PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you.

18 Dravid Lee?

19 MR. LEE: My name is David Lee, and | am

20 the second generation of three generations of my family. PH-31
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We're members of the Presbyterian church in Chinatown,

and we are definitely in support of this project. But
there are two historical facts that this church has
sacrificed and I wish to share with you and a request.

This concerns the selection -- the possible selection
24

of 3B, which would be a station on Stockton and
Washington Street.
Historically, the church has given up
property to build the Gordon Lau School, who at that
time called it the "Stockton School." Of course, this
was in support -- schools in the neighborhood, of
course, it's a benelit to all.
The second is that the church recently went
through a major repovation. The renovation took over
seven years. Two of those years was dealing with the
San Francisco Landmarks Board.
The original design was rejected by the
building department. They requested that we go before
the Landmarks Board, and the Landmarks Board prevailed,
They would not allow us to change any of the designs,
at great cost to the church. 'We had to refabricate the

church building,
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18 And as you can see before vou, that is the

19 present design of the building. What benefited from
20 the church was the addition of a third story, which has
21 are-set and is the new sanctuary of the building.

22 On the second page, you'll see that on the PH-32
23 sanctuary are windows that have natural lighting., What cont

24 we are requesting is that, in the event that this site

25 pets selected, that we have a representative from the
25

church to be involved with the design process. As you

2 can see, the peak of the building is 49 feet all. 63

1 feet is the line that is above the building.

4 PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you.

5 ME. DAVID LEE: Thank you.

i PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Ben Lee?

7 MR. BEM LEE: I'm Ben Lee. I'm the president

& ol the Chinatown Photographic Association. We situated
9 at 132 Waverly Place. I'm here to speak on the legacy PH-33
10 of this project,

11 We fully support this project.
12 I'll try to address the public arts
13 reguirement for the siations.

14 I have three things T want to say. [ travel PH-34

Page 29

Central Subway Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume II 4-30



4.0: PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

SF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 2007-11-15 Central Subway Project
15 around the world, | think Chinatown is a living museum.

16 When we decide any of this public artworl, 1 think we
17 should have that in mind.

18 Alsn, Chinatown 1s our homme away from home,
19 T don't live in Chinatown, but I go 1o Chinatown every
200 day, every week. It's a living town, a living culture.

21 When we decide this art, we have to keep that in mind.
22 And I think we also have heard from the other
23 speakers it's going to be a project for as long as San
24 Francisco is around. It's a living legacy that we have

23 tocarry.
26

1 And there are a lot of good artists in San

2 Francisco, And | want the Commission to remember, when
3 we decide on this public art, we get all the artists,

4 whether from Chinatown or any other area, to work

5 together, so that we can make the station a living

6 museum, a walking museum, so everybody can enjoy.

7 And as far as I'm concerned, there's no

& better people that can help to coordinate this but the

9 Chinese Culture Center, becanse they've been there for

100 vears, We have been a member for vears. And I want to

11 support them for this project
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Thank you.

PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you.

Pam Wu, followed by Joan Wood and Cindy W,

Pam Wu?

Joan Wood7

M3, WOOD: Yes. Good afternoon,
Commissioners. My name is Joan Wood, and [ live on
Houston Street. It's in North Beach. I'm a member of
Telegraph Hill Dwellers, one of their committees, and
also Friends of Washington Square.

| don't think a station north of Market
Street is really necessary. Anyone who's been to
Chinatown knows that people certainly don't have any

problem getting there. And I think that the upheaval --
27

six vears of upheaval is really not worth it, But 1
think this project has gone on long enough that it's
pointless for me to say that [ object to it

I do think that the confines -- the border
of Chinatown is blurred. To me -- I've lived, since
1962, continuwously in Morth Beach on Telegraph Hill,
and 1 think the border is clearly at Grant and Broadway,

the north barder of it
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I notice that the Metropolitan
Transportation Authority designated six affected
neighborhoods, We're not one of them, although
we're obviously affected. | suppose we're lumped
with Chinatown and downtown. But that accounts for
the fact that Telegraph Hill Dwellers hasn't weighed in
on this, which they certainly will be doing so before
December 10,

[ just saw a digest of the EIR vesterday,
as did the head of the Planning and Zoning Committes
yesterday. It's been analyzed. The EIR has been
analyzed by one of our directors. He says this EIR
doesn't give complete coverage to the impacts in Morth
Beach, particularly if you've got a boring machine, for
gosh sake, coming up at Columbus and Union Street.

And an example of the deficiencies of the

EIR -- it's simple to say this. They mentioned two bus
28

lines that would he disturbed. There's six bus lines.
They left off four of them.

Also, there's no comment about what will
happen to the dirt that is thrown up at Washington

Rquare Park.
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PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you.

MS. WOOD: Thank you.

PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Cindy Wu?

MS, WU Good afternoon, Commissioners. My
name is Cindy Wu. | work for the Chinatown Community
Development Center. I'm reading a letter on behalf of
(Chi-Hsin Shao.

Dear Commissioners, my name is Chi-Hsin
Shao, a member of the Community Advisory Group
representing Yerba Buena Alliance. The CAG has
been working very closely with the MTA staff and its
eonsultants in the deliberation of the Muni Central
Subway alignment and station locations,

I would like to report to you that the MTA
staff and its consultants have been listening to the
suggestions and comments provided to them by the CAG.
The Central Subway alignment has been modified from
Third Street to Fourth Street. This new aligmment and
its extension Lo Chinatown would provide tremendous

benefits to Muni fdees, especially those who live,
249

1 work and shop in the San Francisco Chinatown., With the

2 Central Subway project, thesc riders would not need to
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wail for the crowded number 30 bus line that sometimes
people see several totally-full buses come by, not
able o board the bus. The benefits to Muni riders
would potentiall v trigger better aceess for patrons to
Chinatown and thus benefit Chinatown economically.

For the station at the Yerba Buena area,
we would suggest a name of Yerba Buena Garden. This
issue was discussed at the Board of Directors of Yerba
Buena Alliance and has been communicated to MTA staff
and its consultants.

Sincerely vours, Chi-Hsin Chao.

PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you.

April Vemanocion?

MS. VERNANOCION: Hello, My name is April
Vernanocion, and I'm with the South of Market Community
Action Network,and | wanted to share some of my concems
in regards to some of the construction that's going to
take place in the south of Market.

First, | would like to say that we're in
support of quality public transportation for low-income
families and seniors, of which Central Subway is one of
those, but we wanted 1o talk about specific mitigation

measures necessary to address, especially during the
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30
construction phase, the impact of construction on the
seniors that are living on Fourth Street, as well as
the youth that are at the middle school on Fourth and
Harrison, as well as -- as yvou all know - and you've
heard me say thiz many times before -- there is about
40 thousand cars that pass by Sixth Street every day.
And so we're concerned ahout the re-routing of traffic
onto the Sixth Street area. [t was a real mess this
weekend because of the Oracle convention,

And =0 these are the tvpes of things that
need mitigation. And the EIR states that there's no
feasible mitigation measures, but [ think there needs
to be more looked at on there,

As well as there's & 1ot of discussion,
particularly in the adjacent eastern neighborhoods,
ahout transit-oriented development and density along
transit lines. I'm really concerned that this density,
an increase in housing, is only going to be available
for those who are able to afford market-rate housing,
So I'm also concerned about the indirect displacement
of individuals that would result from this increased

density in housing. So I think there should be some
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23 specific mitigations or increased afTordable housing
24 along these transit corridors in the south of Market.

25 So we would like more time, also, to
31

1 mnalyvze the EIR and provide written concerns beyond
2 the December 10 timeline, There isn't much analysis

1 and information on the impact on the south of Market.

4 50, thank you.
¥ PRESIDENT ALEXANMDER: Thank you,
6 | have no additional speaker cards, Is

7 there anyone else desiring to comment on this item?

B M5, WEISS: Good afternoon, Commissioners.

9 My name is Ernestine Weiss, and T've followed the

100 Central Subway since the beginning,

11 And I'm a very hupge advocate of

12 transportation in San Franciseo, I vou've ever ridden

13 the number 30 line -- as one of the ladies said before,

14 it isa nightmare. You cannot approach a bus. So

15 the Central Subway would relieve all that congestion on
16 the surface and put people underground where the Central
17 Subway will move thousands of people much quicker than
18 the buses could ever do.

1% Sao this is very important and is sorely
Fage 36

Central Subway Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume II

4-37

PH-42
Cont.

PH-43

PH-44



4.0: PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

20

2

2

23

24

25

—a

10
1
12
13
14
15
16

SF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 2007-11-15 Central Subway Project

needed in Chinatown, [ live in the Financial District,
and | use the Mumber 1 quite often. And when 1 have
to use the 30, [ dread it. But this will be & wondetful
addition, and it will be worth the inconvenience that -
the noise, and all these things that people worry about

will take place. I'm sure that these conditions will
32

be mitigated to the best way possihle.

S0, pood luck and God speed. Thank you.

PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you.

Next speaker, please,

M3, PEEL: Commissioners, my name is
Pauline Peel. I'm a resident of the Bay View District
and a member of the Community Advisory Group since its
inception, and I've stayed on with the group to work on
the Central Subway project.

One of the driving forces behind our
neighborhood support of the project was the promise
of connectivity with the city. As vou know, the
southeast -- Bay View, Vis Valley -- is prefty isolated,
and our hope was to have better access to downtown and
connecting buses.

Adfter looking through the supplemental EIR, |
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noted that attention was paid o potential disruptions
that affect neighborhoods, and I think the proposed
pecommodations seemed pretty adequate. 1 feel that
proper outreach and cooperation with neighborhood
stakeholders will be forthcoming and to the extent that,
as tax payers, we will look into making that, putting
that into effect,

I support the existing project and look

forward to the extensions, first to North Beach and,
33

finally, to the wharf.
Thank you so much.
PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you.
Mext speaker, please.
& CHEM: Hi. Good aftermoon. My name 1s
Inna Chen. I'm part of a youth group called Adopt An
Allevway.
Public transportation is really important
to vouth, Youth are like one of the main people who
relies the Muni because, without hMuni, how could we go
to school or community events or to just hang out with
friends? We don't have cars, 20 Muni 15 the only way we

can el around in.
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I heard stories from my fellow triple A
members saving how it's really hard to get from their
schools -- Lowell, Washington and Keena Burton (ph) --
to go to Chinatown. It takes, like, 20 to 40 minutes
just to go from downtown to Chinatown, which is a lot.

I. personally, live on the border of Dialy
City and San Francisco, and it takes me about three to
four howurs to commute to Chinatown (o go 1o work.

T am 100 percent supportive of the Central
Subway, but that doesn't mean that I don't have any
concerns. Please put commumity input into the noise

reduction of service, blocking of streets, comridors
34

and... I know that evervone that I know knows those
are just little prices to pay for something great like
the Central Subway,

And also youth should be included into the
art process of making the subways nice, because youth
has a lot of creativity, but we don't have much place
1o express it at.

Thank you.

PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you.

Is there anyone else desiring to comment on
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this item? Is there any additional public comment?
Seeing none, public comment is closed.
Written comments will be accepted at the
Planning Department's offices until the close of
business on December 17, 2007,

Commissioners? Commissioners Antonini?

COMMISSIONER ANTONINI: Thank vou for a lot

of very good comments,

And [ think I'm in agreement with almaost
evervthing [ heard today. 1 think this is a wonderful
project, unlike some of the things that, perhaps, for
cost reasons, are being promoted on Van Ness, like
the Bus Rapid Transit, which takes away lanes and is
somewhat == you know, thiz complements; it doesn't

compete with the existing buses. And so | think this is
33

going to allow, for example, Fourth Street and Stockton
Street to have easicr movement aboveground for bicycles,
for pedestrians, for cars and for buses. So that's one
of the things.

I faviar the option being modified which has
the Fourth Street route and then has one less -- one

station aboveground, and the portal has been moved
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& [further north -- the southern portal - so it's closer

9 o the B freeway,
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And I would concur with those who advocate
for completion with the boring machine all the way to
Washington Square with a fifth station -- if vou count
the ahoveground one in the south of Market -- as one
of the stations proposed as soon as possible,

Also, | would strongly advise that options
be looked at in the future to continue the line to
Fisherman's Wharf and then, perhaps, moving westward
to the Marina, Presidio and the Richmond District.

Oiriginally, one of the first BART plans,
beflore Marin backed out of the BART system in the
eatly 60's, was to have a second spur go through San
Francisco to Marin and would have followed a lot of
the same course as this concelvably could eventually,
Whether or not 1t all needs 1o be subway through all

those areas 15 & matter for fulure discussion,
36

But | think the key issue here is that

2 vou have your own right-of-way. So, rather than being

3 captive to whatever congestion occurs on the street,

4 the subway moves belowground and — or if il's
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5 aboveground, has its own rght-of-way and is not tied

PH-51

6 into things that may occur aboveground that thev can't Cont

T prevent

& Some things | heard, 1 think transfer
9 is a very important thing, and 1 think that has to be PH-52
10 addressed at all the stations, to be able to get into

11 BART and Muni from the new stations that will be built.
12 Ome comment in the EIR was about the mini

13 stations. I'm not quite sure of the exact size of the

14 stations, but | want to make sure that the stations

15 are adequately large 1o accommodate a train length that
16 makes sense amd, also, that they have enough entrances
17 and exits so people can reach the stations easily from PH.53
18 different sites that are around the area, 1 mean, one

19 of the very great things that was done with the BART
20 system along Market Street —~BART and Muni — is that
21 there are so many entrances and the stations are long
22 that people can come from all different corrections and
23 there's rarcly, if ever, congestion as people enter

24 these stations because there are many sites of access.

25 I had a question about the amount of time

37 PH-54

| this whole process will take. Six years scems like a
Page 42
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10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22

23

SF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 2007-11-15 Central Subway Project

long time. There's a lot to do. We hope that it's

well planned and well thought out so we don't have to
go beyond the lime table and add even more to the
projected cost,

And there were comments about the
architectural and cultural appropriateness of the
stations. I think that's very important to address
those.

And, also, the protection for businesses
that might be incomvenienced or displaced -- hopetully
not displaced -- during the construction process is
viery important,

And T think, also, that this is something
that really could go a ways towards making people less
reliant on cars -- at least in that particular area --
because this is an area that not only has residents
moving through it, but there's a lot of tourists, a
lot of visitors from throughout the Bay Area. And,
v know, 1 think the ridership figures in here speak
to the amount of usage this area gets.

S0 I'm very suppartive and, hopefully, we
can move forward as s00n as possible.
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24
25

10

12
13
14
15
16
17

18

20

Commissioner Bill Lee?

people that spoke today,
I had a couple comments.
One is that [ -- some of the options will
probably force out rent-controlled units. And that's
a concern for me,
The other idea is | had a presentation by
Mr. John Funghi yesterday in front of the Convention
Visitors Bureau regarding issues of construction
aboveground. They are going to bore at least 50 feet
belowground. So I think there will be minimal types of
disruption, except the entranceway and the exits there,
I think the question of transferability is
an issue -- where you get off, where you get on.
One of the considerations Muni should look
at is that you want to have underground stores. Those
stores will displace -- maybe you should have first
right of refusal to rent underground stores when people

get on and off of Muni that way.

SF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 2007-11-15 Central Subway Project
PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you.

COMMISSIONER BILL LEE: Yeah, | think the

EIR addresses quite a few of the concerns from the

Page 44
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21

22

23

24

25

SF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 2007-11-15 Central Subway Project

What we did with Home Depot | don't know a
if we could do here, of first right of refusal, first
source hiring. We allocated two zip codes where Home
Depot would have to give first right of refusal for

hiring. 1 don't know if we could do this in Chinatown
39

ar not hecause we do that, we may leave out the people

like Marlene Tran and the Vietnamese Community Center

down in the southeast part of town. But I think we
should strongly consider that.

[ think CPA amd CA has done a good job in
getting people hired. T know the Ping Yuen, a lot
of housing people are looking for jobs. And how that
relates with the construction work, and training through
the carpenters union or the plumbers is something we
should look at through the mayor's office and the work
force development,

I think, all in all, this will bring closer
different parts of the city, and I'm very hopeful that,
in the future, we'll go to Phase Three and inchede North

Beach. T don't like the demarcation between Chinatown

and Morth Beach there, especially Stockton and Columbus

H =N
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SF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 2007-11-15 Central Subway Project

18 PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank vou.
1% Commissioner Sugaya?

20 COMMISSIONER 8UGAYA: Thank you.
21 Since this is a hearing on the EIS and EIR, 1

22 will confine my comments to the EIS and EIR and not the
23 project.
24 I believe, on a singular issue, there is

25 some inadequacies in the treatment of impacts to
40

1 historic resources within the APE that's been defined. PH-64
2 Tl submit some comments in more detail with respect
3 to this particular issue and provide some other examples

4 from EIRs that have dealt with this in a little bit more

5 detailed fashion.

i PRESIDENT ALEXANDER: Thank you,

7 Commissioners.

L) COMMISSION SECRETARY AVERY: With that, this

O ftem 15 concluded.

0 Thank you.
11 (M the record at 4:27 pum ),
12
13
14
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SF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 2007-11-15 Central Subway Project
15

6
17
18
19
20
21
22

23

41
1 STATE OF CALIFORNIA) 85,
2 I do hereby certify that the hearing was held at
3 the time and place therein stated; that the statements
4 made were reported by me, a certified shorthand
5 reporter and disinterested person, and were, under my
& supervision, thereafter transcribed into typewriting.
7 And [ further certify that 1 am not of counsel or
§ attorney for either or any of the participants in said
9 hearing nor in any way personally interested or involved
10 in the matiers therein discussed.

1 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand
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SF PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 2007-11-15 Central Subway Project
12 and affixed my seal of office this 27th day of November,

13 2007,
14

13

T S
17 VALERIE E, JENSEMN

18 Certified Shorthand Reporter
|G

20

22
23
24

23
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Wells Whitney, Renew SF
PH-1
Comment in support of the SEIS/SEIR is noted.

Tony Gantner, North Beach Merchants Association

PH-2

Support for the Central Subway Project and for a fifth station in North Beach is noted. See Response to
Comment AA-1 for a full discussion of project history and how the northern project boundary was
established at Jackson Street. The future extension of rail service to North Beach would be facilitated by
the North Beach Construction Variant tunnel construction, but a North Beach extension and station would

be the subject of a future independent analysis.

PH-3

The potential disruption associated with the construction of the North Beach Construction Variant tunnel
is discussed in Chapter 6.0, Construction Methods, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures. As stated on page
6-58 construction of the tunnel excavation shaft would occur in Columbus Avenue and would not disrupt
Washington Park directly, but construction-related noise, dust, and vibration would temporarily affect the

park users. Mitigation measures for these impacts are outlined in Sections 6.14 and 6.15.

Stephen Taber, SPUR
PH-4
Support for the Central Subway Project and the SEIS/SEIR is noted.

PH-5

Ease of transfers is an important consideration in the planning of the Central Subway Project, particularly
at the Union Square/Market Street Station that would have a direct connection to the Powell Street
BART/Muni Metro Station. See Responses to Comments C2/C3 and AA-29 for a discussion of how
transfers would be accommodated.

PH-6

The platforms and station access points have been designed to meet projected ridership and also to handle
maximum loads in the event of an emergency. See Response to Comment AB-4 for capacity issues
unique to the Union Square/Market Street Station and its relationship to the Powell Street BART/Muni
Metro Station.
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David Chiu, Small Business Commission and Central Subway CAG
PH-7
Comments in support of the SEIS/SEIR and of the Central Subway Project are noted.

PH-8

See Responses to Comments A-4 and AL-2 for a discussion of the relocation process and relocation
assistance (including rental or property leasing assistance) to businesses displaced by the project. The
federally required Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970
(Public Law 91-646) and the State of California Relocation Act contain specific requirements that govern
the manner in which property can be acquired for public use. Adherence to the state and federal laws is
designed to ensure just compensation for all acquired properties and to minimize adverse impacts on the

affected property owners.

PH-9

See Response to Comment AA-34. Potential changes to transit routes during construction of the Central
Subway Project are described in Section 6.3 of the SEIS/SEIR. The potential transit detour routes have
not yet been identified, however, the intent would be to minimize the out of direction travel from the
existing bus corridor if a detour is required, therefore such detours are likely to fall within the study area

boundaries.

As the project moves into final design in the next two years following project approvals, SFMTA would
work closely with the communities/neighborhoods along the alignment to assess required bus line detours
or schedule changes. Any necessary route changes would be communicated to transit users well in

advance of implementation.

Marlene Tran, Visitacion Valley Agents Alliance

PH-10

Comment in support of the Central Subway Project and the connection between Visitacion Valley and
Chinatown is noted. The 9X bus route will be retained when the Central Subway service is initiated. The
frequencies of the surface bus routes may be modified to reflect the shift of passengers from buses to the

rail line. See Response to Comment J-2 regarding the retention of surface bus lines.

Bonnie Shiu, Visitacion Valley Parent Association
PH-11
See Response to Comment J-2. Surface bus line service will remain though the frequencies of the surface

bus routes may be adjusted to reflect the shift in ridership to the rail line.
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Ken Nim, Visitacion Valley Community Development Corporation
PH-12

Support for project is noted.

PH-13

Design and construction of the Central Subway Project (Alternative 3B, LPA) would generate an
estimated $188 million in professional services and labor contracts and would provide temporary
employment opportunities for the City and region, which would be considered a beneficial impact.
SFMTA would advertise contract opportunities in local newspapers, including the Chinese papers, to alert
the local contractors to opportunities to bid on contracts. SFMTA will also work with the City Build pre-
apprentice training program and with CCDC to provide advance notice to community-based

organizations, including local unions, to encourage local contractors to bid on work.

Wayne Hu-Chinese Chamber of Commerce
PH-14

Support for project noted, and concern for small businesses noted.

PH-15
See Response to Comment AL-2. The eight small businesses displaced by the Alternative 3B transit-
oriented station in Chinatown would be relocated within the local neighborhood, and business owners

would be provided relocation assistance including rental or property leasing assistance.

Sabina Chen, Chinese Culture Foundation of San Francisco

PH-16

Comment noted that the potential loss of the Hogan and Vest building at 933-949 Stockton Street, or of
the Ning Yuen building at 814-828 Stockton Street, would not affect the potential eligibility of

Chinatown as a Historic District.

The Historic Architectural Resources specialist on the SEIS/SEIR team and the Landmarks Preservation
Advisory Board staff are in the process of consulting with the State Historic Property Office (SHPO), as
part of the Section 106 review process, to issue a Finding of Effect Report. The Finding of Effect will be
the final determination of the historic significance associated with the removal of one of the contributory
buildings in Chinatown. SFMTA has also retained the services of an architectural firm to develop
conceptual layouts for the proposed stations as part of early design development, and will include the
services of architectural historians to work with architects to develop a station exterior that compliments

(would not distract from) the historic character of the Chinatown neighborhood. See Response to
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Comment T-2 for additional mitigation measure proposed to ensure compatibility with the Chinatown

cultural character.

PH-17

See Response to Comment H-3 for a description of the community involvement in the arts program. The
request for the Chinese Culture Center to serve as the formal community liaison with the San Francisco
Arts Commission, and for SFMTA to provide funding for these services, is outside the scope of the
SEIS/SEIR, but could be considered as part of project approvals. There are no environmental impacts

related to the arts program.

Ronnie Rhoe, Director of Community Development, Chinese Affirmative Action

PH-18

SFMTA is committed to outreach to the communities and neighborhoods along the Central Subway
Corridor prior to and during construction to inform residents and businesses of the project schedule and
job/contracting opportunities related to the project. This will include public outreach in both English and
in Chinese. SFMTA will work with City Build to encourage the development of information to English
learner trainees about job opportunities that will be advertised for the Central Subway Project.

Guang Wu Chen, Ping Yuen Resident Improvement Association
PH-19
Support for the project is noted.

PH-20

The request for advance notice of construction activities to the low-income housing project is noted.
SFMTA will provide periodic updates to the community along the Central Subway Corridor (Stockton
Street between Market Street and Jackson Street) about the project, and about the schedule for
construction activities. Information will be provided in both Chinese and in English in newsletters, on the
project web site, and in local newspapers. Notices will be posted along the corridor one month prior to
start of construction to alert residents and businesses to parking displacement next to the station site.
Environmental compliance monitoring during construction will ensure that noise, dust, and storm water
impacts are minimized in accordance with the mitigation measures in the SEIS/SEIR. Pedestrian safety
measures (construction fencing, barriers, and posted safe passageways) will be implemented during

construction, and will be monitored by SFMTA.
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Anna Chang, on behalf of Deng Hing Zhi, Community Tenants Association
PH-21
Support for the project is noted.

PH-22

Timely notice of start of construction is requested. See Response to Comment PH-20.

Doreen Der-McLeod, Executive Director of Donaldina Cameron House

PH-23

Support for the project is noted. Community information related to opportunities for small businesses and
job opportunities will be available in local newspapers, the Central Subway newsletter, and the project

web site prior to and during construction (see Response to Comment PH-20).

Leon Chow, Chair of the San Francisco Chinese Progressive Association
PH-24
Support for the SEIS/SEIR is noted. Opportunities for immigrant workers and displaced businesses will

be part of the community outreach program (see Response to Comment PH-20).

Cynthia Joe, Presbyterian Church of Chinatown
PH-25
Support for station at 933-949 Stockton Street (Alternative 3B) is noted.

PH-26

A preliminary shadow analysis has been conducted for the station building outline (assuming maximum
height and bulk) at Stockton and Washington Streets to show the maximum new shadows on the Gordon
Lau Elementary School schoolyard, the Methodist Church across Washington Street, from the proposed
station and the adjacent Presbyterian Church on Stockton Street. (See Appendix K of the SEIS/SEIR).
Shadows on the south wall of the Methodist Church, from the proposed Chinatown Station, would occur
in the morning and early afternoon hours during winter months (December 21), but not during other times
of day or months of the year. Shadows would occur on the eastern edge of the Gordon Lau Elementary
School playground in the morning hours and at noon during all seasons of the year and during the winter
months (December 21) in the afternoon. There would be no additional shadows cast on the Presbyterian

Church from the proposed Chinatown Station based on the preliminary analysis.

A wind study was not conducted because a building height of 65 feet would not substantially change
existing wind patterns. The SEIS/SEIR assessed the potential impacts of a conceptual design, or building
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envelop, for the station that considers full-build out of the site. The final architectural design for the
transit-oriented station would be developed in coordination with the Chinatown community, including the
church. Graduated setbacks would be considered as one of the potential measures to minimize shading or

wind, if necessary.

PH-27

Residents displaced by the project would be provided relocation assistance and would be relocated in the
local area, if possible. If the new transit-oriented station is designed to include replacement housing units
(estimated to be 24 units for Alternative 3B) that would increase the number of low-income housing units

in the area.

PH-28

Vibration and potential settlement from ground disturbance during construction is addressed in Section
6.10.2 of the SEIS/SEIR on page 6-90 and 6-91. Provisions such as concrete diaphragm walls to support
the excavation and instrumentation to monitor settlement and deformation would be used to ensure that
structures adjacent to tunnel alignment are not affected by adjacent and nearby excavations. Rigorous
geomechanical instrumentation will be used to monitor ground movement during construction.
Equipment used for underground construction, such as the tunnel boring machines and mine trains could
generate vibration levels that could result in audible ground-borne noise levels at the surface and may
cause intrusive low level vibration above the tunnel. Monitoring during construction will measure the
actual noise and vibration levels within and outside of the Church and will provide project-specific
information to develop additional measures to minimize impacts, if necessary.  Monitoring

information/data will be shared with church representatives.

PH-29
Monitoring during construction will include monitoring for rodents, and if found abatement measures

would be undertaken.

PH-30

Construction activities that would have significant noise or vibration impacts above ground would be
limited during evening hours and during weekends; particularly work that would affect Church services
on Sundays or evening school sessions when background noise levels are lower than day-time

background levels.
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David Lee, member Presbyterian Church in Chinatown
PH-31
Support for the project is noted.

PH-32
See Response PH-26 above. Final architectural design will consider ways to minimize changes to natural

light and shading from the transit-oriented station to the church.

Ben Lee, President, Chinatown Photographic Association
PH-33
Support for the project is noted.

PH-34

The point that Chinatown is a ‘living walking museum’ is noted. The Chinatown community and
stakeholders will be actively involved in the transit-oriented development at the station, the station design,
and the arts program. The history of the building at 933-949 Stockton Street will be recorded and

preserved, and may be exhibited in the station, as described on page 6-76.

Joan Wood, North Beach, Telegraph Hill Dwellers, Friends of Washington Square

PH-35

Section 1.0 for the SEIS/SEIR describes the Purpose and Need and Project Goals and Objectives for the
Central Subway Project. SFMTA’s objective for the proposed Project is to complete the second phase of
the Third Street Light Rail Project and provide transit improvements in the Central Subway Corridor. The
project limits of the Central Subway Corridor (and stations) were set at Jackson Street in Chinatown as
part of the Third Street Light Rail Project definition for the 1998 FEIS/FEIR. This is a supplemental
environmental document that tiers off of the original 1998 environmental document and focuses on the
second phase of the project. Existing surface congestion in Chinatown and in Downtown San Francisco
make service reliability for existing buses (9-San Bruno, 30-Stockton, and 45-Union/Stockton) that
connect with other transit lines unreliable with extended wait times and slow operating speeds. A subway
system into the heart of Chinatown will provide reliable transit service and improved connections to other
parts of the City.

PH-36
The northern limit of the Central Subway to the vicinity of Jackson Street is consistent with the
previously approved project definition and is not meant to define the limits of Chinatown. The North

Beach Tunnel Construction Variant, described on page 2-33 of the SEIS/SEIR is a construction variant
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that was added to the environmental review to minimize impacts from construction in the heavily
congested Stockton Street area of the station. The purpose of the temporary shaft would be for removal

of the tunnel boring machine, and possible delivery of materials for the Chinatown Station.

The North Beach Neighborhood has been invited by SFMTA to identify a representative to join the
Community Advisory Group (CAG) for the Central Subway. Representative of the Telegraph Hill
Dwellers (F. Joseph Butler and Vedica Puri) are on the project mailing list for newsletters and project

updates. Friends of Washington Square have been added to the project mailing list.

PH-37

The construction shaft would be open for about six months during construction, and otherwise would be
covered with decking. Impacts of the TBM retrieval shaft are addressed under each environmental topic,
as the last part of the impact discussion for Alternatives 3A and 3B. Transit impacts of the temporary
construction retrieval shaft are addressed on pages 6-35 and 6-36 of the SEIS/SEIR. While two travel
lanes would remain open along Columbus Avenue, the 30-Stockton and the 45-Union/Stockton bus
overhead trolley wires would need to be temporarily relocated to accommodate continued transit
operations. The 41-Union and Coit Tower lines, which run on Union Street, and the 9X-San Bruno

would not be affected.

PH-38
Dirt from excavation of the temporary shaft would be removed by truck during excavation, and would not
be stockpiled in the park. Haul routes are described on page 6-25 (an estimated five trucks per day over a

six month period) and would travel southeast on Columbus to Broadway and east on Broadway.

Cindy Wu on behalf of Chi-Hsin Shao, representing Yerba Buena Alliance
PH-39
Support for project is noted, especially revised alignment from Third Street to Fourth Street which will

benefit Muni riders who live, work and shop in Chinatown.

PH-40

The requested change in the name of the proposed Moscone Station to Yerba Buena Garden Station will
be considered by the SFMTA Board when the project comes before them for adoption (anticipated in late
Summer 2008).
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April Vernanocion, South of Market community Action Network

PH-41

Support for improved transit for low-income families and for seniors is noted. Figure E-9 on page E-28
of Appendix E in the SEIS/SEIR shows traffic during construction being routed to Fifth Street, not Sixth
Street for Alternative 3B. Prior to final design, the SFMTA would work with the local community to
develop temporary transportation system management (TSM) measures along detour routes to minimize
traffic congestion. Also when detours are initially implemented, traffic control police would monitor
critical intersections for corrective action.

PH-42
Provision of low-income housing could be part of the proposed future transit-oriented development above
the stations.

PH-43
The Planning Commission did not take action to extend the public comment period. The close of
comments for the Draft SEIS/SEIR was December 10, 2007 as originally advertised.

Ernestine Weiss
PH-44

Support for project is noted.

Pauline Peel, Bay View District and CAG member
PH-45
Central Subway will provide good connectivity to the Bay View and Visitacion Valley. Public outreach

will be maintained throughout the final design and construction phases of the Central Subway Project.

Inna Chen- Youth Group Adopt An Alleyway
PH-46

Support for project is noted.

PH-47

The Chinatown community through CCDC and other planned outreach will continue to be actively
involved in the planning, final design, and construction phases of the project. SFMTA will work with the
community to minimize impacts. An independent environmental compliance monitor will be retained
during construction to ensure that noise, dust, runoff, traffic disruption is minimized and mitigated.

Monitoring reports will be made available to the public to provide input to compliance conditions.
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PH-48

See Response to Comment H-3 for discussion pertaining to involvement of the community in the arts
program. Youth, like other members of the community would be actively encouraged to participate. A
special Youth Arts Program was undertaken for the T-Third Light Rail Line; where temporary art exhibits
by youth were displayed for a five-month period. A similar program could be undertaken in conjunction

with the Central Subway Project.

Commissioner Antonini
PH-49

Expressed support for the Central Subway Project and Alternative 3B.

PH-50

See Response to Comment AA-1 for a full discussion of project history and how the northern project
boundary was established at Jackson Street. The future extension of rail service to North Beach would be
facilitated by the North Beach Construction Variant tunnel construction, but a North Beach extension and

station would be the subject of a future independent analysis.

PH-51

Support for an exclusive right-of-way for the Central Subway is noted.

PH-52

Ease of transfers is an important consideration in the planning of the Central Subway Project, particularly
at the Union Square/Market Street Station that would have a direct connection to the BART/Muni Metro
Powell Street Station. See Responses to Comments C2/C3 and AA-29 for a discussion of how transfers

would be accommodated.

PH-53

The platforms and station access points have been designed to meet projected ridership and also to handle
maximum loads in the event of an emergency. See Response to Comment AB-4 for capacity issues
unique to the Union Square/Market Street Station and its relationship to the BART/Muni Metro Powell
Street Station.

PH-54
The construction period for Alternative 3B would last approximately 5.5 years and would require an

extensive coordination effort among city agencies, BART, Caltrans, the TIPA, and community business
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and neighborhood organizations to minimize impacts and delays. See Response to Comment AA-31 for

references to the construction impacts and construction management approach.

PH-55

See Response to Comment PH-26 for discussion of how design of the station sites would be undertaken to
ensure integration of the new buildings into the neighborhood character. Additional mitigation language
has also been added to ensure compatibility with the cultural character of Chinatown (see Response to
Comment T-2).

PH-56

See Responses to Comments A-4 and AL-2 for a detailed discussion of the required procedures to
minimize the impact to displaced businesses and residents. Alternative 3B would result in the
displacement of eight businesses and 17 residential units in Chinatown and one business at the Moscone
Station. Chapter 6.0 of the SEIS/SEIR outlines the potential construction impacts and recommended

mitigation measures to minimize the construction-related impacts.

PH-57
Comment supporting the Central Subway Project and the potential for increasing the transit mode share is

noted.

Commissioner Bill Lee

PH-58

Concern regarding the potential loss of affordable housing units is noted. As noted in the mitigation
measures for each of the alternatives on pages 6-52 through 6-54, redevelopment of the station sites in
Chinatown with affordable housing is recommended to minimize the impact of the displacement of
existing affordable housing units. As noted in Response to Comment PH27, the number of replacement
units would likely result in a net increase of affordable housing upon completion of the proposed Central

Subway station site redevelopment.

PH-59
As noted in Chapter 6.0, the use of a tunnel boring machine during the construction of the subway would

reduce the surface impacts along Fourth Street and Stockton Street (see pages 6-35).

PH-60
See Responses to Comments C2/C3 and AA-29 for a discussion of how transfers would be

accommodated.
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PH-61
Underground retail is not proposed as part of the Central Subway Project, but there would be

opportunities in the future to provide connections to the underground stations.

PH-62
See Responses to Comments W-5 and W-6 for ensuring that local residents are informed of job

opportunities associated with the project.

PH-63

Comment regarding future extension of the rail line to North Beach is noted. See Response to Comment
AA-1 for a full discussion of project history and how the northern project boundary was established at
Jackson Street. The future extension of rail service to North Beach would be facilitated by the North
Beach Construction Variant tunnel construction, but a North Beach extension and station would be the

subject of a future independent analysis.

Commissioner Sugaya

PH-64

The potential impacts on historic architectural resources are discussed in Section 5.4.3 (operation
impacts), pages 5-21 to 5-25 and 6.7.2.1 (construction-related impacts), pages 6-72 to 6-82. Additional
mitigation measures have been added to this section to provide further protection of historic structures
during construction in response to comments provided by the Landmark Preservation Advisory Board

(see Response to Comments AH-4 and AH-5). No further comments were received from Mr. Sugaya.
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5.0 STAFFINITIATED TEXT CHANGES

This chapter contains changes to the text of the SEIS/SEIR that were determined appropriate by the
SEIS/SEIR preparers subsequent to publication of the SEIS/SEIR. These changes generally clarify text in
the SEIS/SEIR or provide updated information. The changes are presented by chapter. For major changes
in data, explanations of the changes are provided below. Minor editing changes, such as spelling or
grammatical corrections have not specifically been noted in this chapter, but are included in VVolume 1.0,
Final SEIS/SEIR.

There are eleven major changes in text that were initiated by the SEIS/SEIR preparers. These are

summarized below.

e Operational Plan for the T-Third — Further work undertaken by the SFMTA staff to optimize
the transit operating plan was incorporated into the analysis completed for the Central Subway.
This required changes to the transit operation descriptions as well as cost estimates that were based
on the revised operations plan.

o Travel Demand Forecasts - Since the preparation of the Draft SEIS/SEIR was initiated, the San
Francisco Transportation Authority has updated the San Francisco CHAMP travel demand
forecasting model. Model inputs such as travel behavior characteristics and modal choice
assumptions were revised; greater detail was added to the model zone system; and the
transportation network was updated. The model was then recalibrated to the base year. With the
updated inputs, new travel demand forecasts were generated for the Central Subway Project using
the refined operational plan for the T-Third line. These new ridership projections showed lower

ridership on the T-Third line and on the Central Subway corridor than previously reported.

Use of the updated travel demand forecasts brings the ridership for the Final SEIS/SEIR into
consistency with the New Starts assumptions from the 2007 submission to FTA.

The SEIS/SEIR has been revised to incorporate the new assumptions and the updated daily trip
projections, the T-Third and Central Subway ridership, and the modified travel times. These new
projections and travel time results were also incorporated into updated project Operations &

Maintenance costs and cost-effectiveness ratings for the project.

o Traffic Level of Service — The traffic level of service analysis was also updated to reflect more

refined assumptions on signalization and traffic operations at each intersection. This resulted in
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changes to the level of service during the a.m. peak hour of analysis and changes in the projected

delays for the p.m. peak hour.

e Parking Updates — Additional parking counts were conducted on the block of Stockton Street
between Washington and Jackson Streets, where the Chinatown Station is proposed under
Alternative 3B, and updates were provided to reflect additional parking loss on Ellis Street to
accommodate expansion of the existing BART station access/egress for emergency exiting. In
addition, errors in the parking loss summary for the Fourth Street blocks between Townsend and

Bryant Streets were corrected for the semi-exclusive and mixed-flow options of Alternative 3B.

o Clarification of Mezzanine and Concourse levels of subway stations — Text was revised
throughout the document to clarify the distinction between the concourse (public passenger area)
and the mezzanine (non-public areas accommodating staff functions and equipment storage)

levels.

e Adoption of Alternative 3B as the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) — The SFMTA Board
adopted Alternative 3A as the Locally Preferred Alternative in June 2005 and that was reflected in
the Draft SEIS/SEIR. On February 19, 2008, the SFMTA Board adopted Alternative 3B as the
LPA. This change was incorporated into the FEIS/FEIR.

e Miitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program — A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting

Program has been drafted for the Project. This is included in a new Appendix I.

e Concurrence of “De Minimis” finding from Recreation and Parks Commission — At the
February 21 meeting of the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Commission they concurred with
a “de minimis finding for impacts to Union Square Park for Alternative 3B, the newly selected
Locally Preferred Alternative. A copy of Resolution No. 0802-011, dated February 21, 2008 is

included in a new Appendix J.

o Text Revisions to note required changes to Planning Code — Section 812..1.39b of the San
Francisco Planning Code prohibits demolitions of residences in Chinatown. To construct the

Chinatown Station, an amendment to the Planning Code would be required.

e Update to the New Starts Process — FTA has requested that the Final SEIS/SEIR include an
update to the New Starts Process which is included in Chapter 9.0.

e Final SEIS/SEIR Distribution List — The distribution list for the Final SEIS/SEIR has been
included in Chapter 11.0.

None of these changes resulted in the identification of new significant environmental impacts.
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The proposed text changes follow by Chapter of the SEIS/SEIR. Text additions are noted by an underline
and text deletions are noted by a strikethrough.

ABSTRACT

Revisions to the 1998 EIS/EIR Alternative are clarified in the second sentence, second paragraph:

“These changes include: a new double-track segment along Fourth and Stockton Streets

between Brannan and Market Streets as an alternative to use of Third, Harrison, Kearny,

and Geary Streets; extension of the planning horizon year from 2015 to 2030; the addition
of above ground ventilation shafts for tunnel segments and stations; the use of off-street
access to stations; a deep tunnel under Market Street; and the potential extension of a
construction tunnel to the north end of the Project near Washington Square under

Columbus Avenue for removing the tunnel boring machine.”

The fourth and fifth sentences of the third bullet, Alternative 3B description are revised as follows:

“The primary entrance to the Union Square station for Option B would be on the Geary
Street side of the plaza rather than the Stockton Street side; and vent shafts-but would be
in the Ellis/O’Farrell garage rather than the plaza, minimizing impacts to the_plaza-park.

The Chinatown Station entrance for Option B would be located on the west side of
Stockton Street between-at the corner of Clay and Washington Streets, and would not
affect Willie “Woo Woo0” Wong Playground.”

The last sentence, last paragraph is revised as follows:

“Unavoidable impacts are described for: traffic at Third and King, Fourth and King,
Fourth and Harrison, and Sixth and Brannan Streets; displacement of affordable housing
units; and for prehistoric archaeological resources during construction and potential
impacts to potentially eligible historic architectural buildings and Bistricts-in-the
Chinatown and-Union-Square-Statien-areas-Historic District. Impacts to Section 4(f)

properties meet the criteria for a “de minimis” impact finding.”

PREFACE
The first paragraph and the first sentence of the second paragraph of the Preface are revised as follows:

“This Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Supplemental Environmental
Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR)_is presented in two volumes: Volume | is the SEIS/SEIR with
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text changes resulting from responses to comments on the Draft SEIS/SEIR, and from the

Public Hearing, and also includes Staff Initiated Changes between the Draft and Final
SEIS/SEIR. Volume Il includes copies of all comment letters on the Draft SEIS/SEIR,

copies of comment forms from the Public Hearings, and the transcript from the Public

Hearing. Each comment letter and form is followed by responses to comments. The staff-

initiated text changes follow by Chapter of the SEIS/SEIR. Text additions are noted by an
underline and text deletions are noted by a strikethrough. The two volumes constitute the
Final SEIS/SEIR.

The SEIS/SEIR is prepared pursuant to the requirements of both the National

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA).”

The following text is added to the end of the second paragraph, last page of the Preface”

“Concurrence with a “de minimis” finding for impacts to Union Square Park by the

Recreation and Parks Commission is attached as Appendix J. This satisfies the Section

4(f) requirement for the Project.”

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The last sentence, second paragraph, page S-1 is revised as follows:

“...extension of the planning horizon year from 2015 to 2030; the addition of above
ground ventilation shafts for tunnel segments and stations; the use of off-street access to
stations; a deep tunnel under Market Street; and the potential extension of a construction

tunnel under Stockton Street and Columbus Avenue to the north end of the Project near

Washington Square for removing the Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM).”

Table S-1, page S-5 is revised to included updated ridership projections as follows:

2030 Weekday Ridership T-Third 60,030-24,600 89,790-76,300 88,840-77,600 99,230-76,600
Line

The first sentence, last paragraph, page S-5 is revised as follows:

“The No Project/TSM Alternative has a projected weekday ridership of 66,8636-24,600
passengers for 2030 on the T-Third Line.”
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The following text is added at the end of the third paragraph, page S-7:

“Platform lengths would be approximately 250 feet at all subway stations.”

The first sentence, first paragraph, page S-8 is revised as follows:

The Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment has a projected weekday ridership of 89,790-76,300
passengers for the year 2030 on the T-Third Line.

The second to last sentence, second paragraph, page S-8 is revised as follows:

“It would continue north under Fourth and Stockton Streets as a double-track operation to

a terminus in the vicinity of Stockton and Jackson Streets.”

The first sentence, last paragraph, page S-8 is revised as follows:

“This alternative was selected as the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) by the MTA
Board at its meeting of June 7, 2005, but was replaced by Alternative 3B as the LPA by
MTA Board action on February 19, 2008.”

The first sentence, second paragraph, page S-9 is revised as follows:

“The subway station platforms would be 206-250 feet in length (cempared-with-250-feet-in
similar to Alternative 2) and narrowerin of varying widths and but-would accommodate

twe-three car trains using high-floor LRVs.”

The first sentence, third paragraph, page S-9 is revised as follows:

“Alternative 3A has a projected weekday ridership of 88,848-77,600 passengers for 2030

on

The following text is added as the first sentence, fourth paragraph, page S-9:

“This alternative was selected as the LPA by the MTA Board on February 19, 2008,

replacing Alternative 3A.”

The following text is added to the end of the fourth paragraph, page S-9:

“The subway platforms would be 200 feet in length (compared to 250 feet in Alternative

3A) and 26 feet in width and would accommodate two-car trains using high-floor LRVS.
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The first sentence, sixth paragraph, page S-9 is revised as follows:

“Alternative 3B has a projected weekday ridership of 99,230-76,600 passengers for 2030

on the T-Third Line.”

The San Francisco Planning Commission , Department of Recreation and Parks, and San Francisco Board

of Supervisors entries in Table S-10 on page S-41 are revised as follows:

San Francisco Planning Commission

General Plan Review/Referral for all aspects of project which
occur in public rights-of-way, and amendments to appropriate
portions of General Plan, Transportation Element, and
Planning Code.

San Francisco Department of Recreation and Parks

Section 4(f) "de minimis” approval. Prop. K review and

approval for shadow analysis. Leng-term-enecroachment

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

Approval of General Plan and Planning Code amendments.
Adoption of Redevelopment Plan amendments.

Approval of property acquisitions, including eminent domain.
Approvals required for use of City rights-of-way and Park
property.

The first paragraph, page S-11 is revised as follows:

“Townsend and Brannan Streets, one block south of the original location, with a single

portal remaining on Fourth Street between Brannan and Bryant Streets; and, (2) a double-

track portal on Fourth Street between Townsend and Brannan Streets that used a two-track

alignment via Third, Fourth, Harrison, Kearny, Geary Streets and Stockton Streets. The

public preference was for a double-portal on Fourth Street. Members of the public also

suggested a Fourth Street alignment, which was possible using a deep crossing at

Fourth/Stockton and Market Streets.”

The second sentence, second paragraph, page S-11 is revised as follows:

“It maintained the Chinatown Station on Stockton Street in-the-vicinity-of Clay-and

Washington-Streets at Clay Street, combined the Union Square/Market Street Stations
with northern entries in the vicinity of Union Square and southern entries using

BART/Muni Metro Powell Street Station entrances; and relocated the Moscone Station to

Fourth Street between Howard and Folsom Streets.”

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume |1

5-6




5.0: STAFF INITIATED CHANGES

The last two sentences, last paragraph, page S-11 are revised as follows:

“After the publication of the NOP in June 2005, a Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B

was developed based on public input, and design studies and to reduce the costs of the

Project. This option reduced the size of the stations and provided new station entrance

options for Union Square/Market Street and a new station location and entrance options
for Chinatown._On February 19, 2008, subsequent to publication of the Draft SEIS/SEIR,
the MTA Board voted to replace Alternative 3A with Alternative 3B as the LPA.”

The fourth to sixth sentences, first paragraph, page S-12 are revised as follows:

“Muni’s total LRV fleet size, including spares, would be 175 LRVs though the peak
demand would vary from 127-136-139-142 LRVs by alternative. The diesel bus fleet
would remain-the-same-as-increase by 23 buses from the existing condition in 2030 for all
alternatives, but and—Ne—Project/FSM—fleets—with-the same-peak demand_would not
change. The trolley bus fleet would remain-the-same increase by five buses in 2030, but

peak demand would be reduced by six trolleys over existing conditions and by eleven

trolleys over No Project/TSM_ with the Project.”

Table S-2, page S-12 is revised as follows:
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TABLE S-2
ANNUAL OPERATING STATISTICS
Total
Diesel/Trolley Total Annual LRV Fleet Peak | Annual LRV
Peak Peak Demand Diesel/Trolley Peak Demand® Car Hours
Headways | (Systemwide Fleet Bus Hours Headways ( T-Line
Alternative 9-X Line? size)! (Systemwide)* | T-Third® Fleet size)* (Systemwide)
377 (495-473) 118119 84,800
Existing (2007) 5 minutes diesel buses; 2,592,230 9 minutes (151) LRVs 109,400
T-Third 225 (333-331) {568;500)
trolley buses (570,200)
377 (495) diesel 129137 80400
No Project/ TSM 5 minutes buses; 2,622,030 7 minutes (171) 117,000
(2030) 230 (333-336) LRVs {609,500}
trolley buses (602,700)
377 (495) diesel 130-142 87,500
Enhanced EIS/EIR 5 minutes buses; 2,545,630 56 minutes (175) LRVs 83,900
Alignment (2030) 219 (333-336) {591.200)°
trolley buses (621,800)3
377 (495)diesel 127139 8,000
Fourth/Stockton 5 minutes buses; 2,545,630 5-6 minutes (175) LRVs 76,700
Alignment Option A 219 {333 336) 7007
(2030) trolley buses (614,500)
377 (495) diesel 130-140 86,400
Fourth/Stockton 5 minutes buses; 2,545,630 56 minutes (175) LRVs 78,000
Alignment Option B 219 (333-336) 100)°
(2030) trolley buses (615,900)

Notes: ® Source for 2007 bus equipment demand and bus hours is the Muni 2006-2025 Short Range Transit Plan, December
2005 and Dan Rosen, MTA, May 2007._Revised Dan Rosen, MTA, January 2008.
2 Headway refers to the time between transit vehicles on a given line.
% Assumes one-car trains operating in the peak for the Central Subway on both the long and short lines_and two car trains
on the very short line.

The last sentence, last paragraph, page S-12 is revised as follows:

“Site-specific detaited-conceptual engineering was used to develop capital costs for the

proposed stations.”

The second to last sentence, first paragraph, page S-13 is revised as follows:

“Escalation factors were applied to the Prejeet-costs to account for recent-escalation trends
experienced in major transportation infrastructure projects to arrive at 2007-Year-of-

Expenditure (YOE) costs.”

The third paragraph, page S-14 is revised as follows:

“Table S-4 summarizes the total annual operating and maintenance costs for the Muni

system, broken out by vehicle type, for each alternative.”
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Table S-4, page S-14 is revised as follows:

TABLE S-4
ORPEARATING OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COST SUMMARY
(MILLIONS $/ YEAR OF OPERATING EXPENSES)

No Project Alternative 2 Alternative 3A Alternative 3B
2016 $707.9-$852.61 $693-4-$852.73 $693.0-$849.65 $693.2-$849.91
2030 $1145:9 $1122.3 $1,121.7 $1,122.1
$1,261,49 $1,262.13 $1,257.77 $1,258.31
Increment Over No Project/TSM
2016 N/A ($14:3)-50.11 ($14:9)-(52.96) ($34-7)($3.20)
2030 N/A ($23-6)-$0.64 ($24-2)-($3.72) ($23-8)-($3.18)
Source: MFA-May-2007-AECOM Consult Inc. April, 2008.

The first and third sentences, last paragraph, page S-14 are revised as follows:

“Table S-5 presents the existing and 2030 weekday transit ridership estimates for the
corridor. Currently about 92;870-person-trips93,300 transit trips are made in the Corridor
each weekday...By 2030, it is estimated that transit ridership would increase to
somewhere between 1474450142,600 and 162,6108145,200 passengers in the Corridor

depending on the Alternative.”

Table S-5, page S-15 is revised as follows to reflect the updated ridership projections for the Central

Subway Project.

The last sentence, first paragraph, page S-15 is revised as follows to reflect updated ridership projections.

“The introduction of light rail in exclusive or semi-exclusive in the Central Subway
Corridor would reduce the travel times for Muni patrons to between 5:0-4.6 and 7.0

minutes as noted for the Build Alternatives.”
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TABLE S-5

ESTIMATED WEEKDAY TRANSIT RIDERSHIP

EXISTING AND 2030 CONDITIONS

2030 FOURTH /
2030 FOURTH / STOCKTON
2030 ENHANCED STOCKTON ALIGNMENT
2030 NO EISEIR ALIGNMENT OPTION B
LRT/BUS LINE 2000 PROJECT/TSM | ALIGNMENT OPTION A (LPA) | (MODIFIED LPA)
CORRIDOR
BOARDINGS
RAIL
T Long Line! n/a 69,493»@%24,600‘—1 59.7140-44,500 60,670-45,800 65;830-44,900
T Short ILine n/a n/a | 30,080-18,900 28:170-19,000 33,400-18,900
T-Third Very Short Line n/a n/a 12,900 12,800 12,800
Subtotal 60,030 24,600 | 89,790 76,300 88840 77,600 99.230-76,600
BUS
Line 15° 31.130-28,300 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Lines 9X, 9AX, 9BX 9.320-10,600 | 29;560-23,000 | 306,790-22,300 30:£60-20,800 24776 21,200
Lines 30, 45° ; 54,400 | 5/860-76,600 | 42,030 46,600 42.510-44,800 38,290-44,800
Subtotal| 92,870-93,300 | 874420 99,600 | #2820 68,900 +3;270 65,600 63,060 66,000
TOTAL IN 92.870 147,450 162,610 162,110 162,290
CORRIDOR: 93,300 124,200 145,200 143,200 142,600
Increase Over Existing: 0 | 54,580-30,900 | 69:746-51,900 69;240-49,900 69;420-49,300
Increase Over No 0 0 | 45;460-21,000 14,660-19,000 14,840-18,400
Project/TSM:
Notes: ' Central Subways T-Third long-_line to Visitacion Valley, ard-T-Third short-line to 18" and Third Streets, and T-Third

very short line to Fourth and Townsend Streets..

2 Line 15-Third shifts to 9X San Bruno.

3

45 Extended into Mission Bay

n/a Not Applicable
Ridership is defined as the number of passengers boarding.

Source: Sal

n Francisco Model, January 2007._Revised 2008.

The first through third paragraphs, page S-16 and continuing on page S-17 are revised as follows:

“In 2030, under the No Project/TSM Alternative three of the five Study Area intersections
(ThirdFeurth/King—Streets—Fourth—Harrison—Streets; and Sixth/Brannan Streets) would

operate at LOS E or F in the a.m. and p.m. peak hour-are-three-intersections{FhirdA<ing

p-m—peak-heur. While most of these intersections already operate at LOS E or F as they
serve as the major access points to the regional freeway system, the traffic delays would
increase in the future. For the No Project/TSM Alternative, the Fourth-and-Harrison Third
and King Streets intersection would degrade from LOS B-D to LOS E in the a.m. peak
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Implementation of the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment would reduce traffic delays on

Fourth Street in the a.m. peak hour, but would increase delays experienced by motorists at
the Third and King Streets and Sixth and Brannan Streets intersections when compared to
the No Project/TSM Alternative. The intersection of Third and King Streets would
degrade from LOS B-E to LOS F in the a.m. peak hour as a result of the implementation of
this alternative and the Sixth and Brannan Streets intersection would continue to operate at
LOS F. During the p.m. peak hour, the Third and King—Feurth-and-King; and Sixth and
Brannan Streets intersections would all continue to operate at LOS F, but with increased

delays.

Implementation of either the Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A or Option B rather than
the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment would alleviate some of the delays on Third Street, but
result in greater delays on Fourth Street. The Third and King and Sixth and Brannan

Streets intersections under Alternatives 3A or 3B would operate as LOS F during the a.m.

(a degradation from LOS B-E at Third/King Streets resulting from the Project) and p.m.
peak hour (continued LOS F operation) while the Fourth and King Streets intersection
would continue to operate at LOS E during the a.m. peak hour and LOS F during the p.m.
peak hour. The intersection of Fourth and Harrison Streets would degrade from LOS-B C

toLOSFfor-Alternative 3B—in-the—a-m-—peak-hourandfromLOS-B-to LOS E for
Alternative 3A and to LOS F for Alternative 3B in the p.m. peak hour.”

The last sentence, third paragraph, page S-17 is revised as follows:

“The Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B would eliminate 82 on-street parking spaces
under the semi-exclusive option and 8179 parking spaces under the mixed-flow option
(this option also retains some off-peak spaces on Fourth Street) in the Fourth and Stockton

Street segments identified above.”
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The last sentence, first paragraph, page S-18 is revised as follows:

“Under Alternative 3B, the pedestrian level of service would be reduced to LOS B, at the

Chinatown Station, as a result of the increase in pedestrian activity rather than a reduction

of effective sidewalk width.”

The following text is added to the end of the second sentence, fourth paragraph, page S-18:

“There would also be a temporary increase in truck traffic along the light rail alignment as

a result of truck traffic associated with the removal of excavated soils and backfill around

the guideway and station areas_and delivery of materials.”

Table S-7, page S-19 is revised as noted on the following page.
The first two bullets, page S-32 are revised as follows:

o “traffic impacts in 2030 at the following locations: Fourth/Harrison Streets
intersection (No Project/TSM-Alternative — LOS B to LOS E in a.m. peak hour,
Alternative 3A, LOS B-C to LOS E in a-p.m. peak hour, and Alternative 3B - LOS B
C to LOS F in am—and—p.m. peak hour) and Third/King Streets intersection
(Alternatives 2, 3A, and 3B — LOS B-E to LOS F in a.m. peak hour) all as a result of

project implementation.”

o “displacement of 10 small businesses (10 or fewer employees) and-1-or2residential-units for
Alternatives 2 and3A and displacement of 8 small businesses (10 or fewer employees) and 17

residential units (which would require a Planning Code amendment) for Alternative 3B in the

predominantly minority and low-income Chinatown neighborhood;”

The second sentence, last paragraph starting on page S-33 and continuing to page S-34 is revised as

follows:

“It has been determined that this use of the plaza would not be considered a significant
impact and a de minimus—minimis finding for impact on Section 4(f) resources is
anticipated—for Alternative 3B has been concurred with by the Recreation and Parks

Commission (see Appendix J) to satisfy Section 4(f) requirements.”
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TABLE S-7

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Environmental

Alternative 1 -No

Alternative 2 - EIS/EIR

Alternative 3A -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment

Alternative 3B -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment

Area/Impacts Project/TSM Enhanced Alignment Option A Option B

TRANSPORTATION Significant Impacts: Significant Impacts: Significant Impacts: Significant Impacts:

Traffic Increasesintrafficcongestion | Increases-in-traffic-congestion Inereases-intraffic congestion 1. Same as Alternative 3A,

Operation/Cumulative and-delays-would-occurin and-delays-would-occurin-2030 and-delays-would-oceurin2030 | except the Project would also
2030-at-all-of the five atthree-gutofthe five atthree-gutofthe five have a-significant-impactat- the
trtersections-evaluated-asa intersections-evaluated—The intersections-evaluated—The FourthiHarrisen-Streets
result-of cumulative-traffic Project would have a significant | Project would have a significant | intersection-during-the-a-m-—peak
grewth—Third/King {a&-m- traffic impact at the Third/King traffic impact at the Third/King | heurwhen-compared-to-the-Ne
peak-only); Streets intersection | Streets intersection in the a.m. Streets intersection in the a.m. j i a

would degrade from LOS E to
LOS F in the a.m. peak hour
and would continue to operate
at LOS F in the p.m. peak
hour. Fourth/King; and
Sixth/Brannan Streets
intersections would continue
to operate at LOS E or F
conditions in the a.m. and p.m.
peak hours.—Fhe-intersection

Significant environmental

peak hour due to degradation in
LOS from B-E to F when
compared to the No Project/TSM
Alternative and a cumulatively
considerable contribution to the
cumulative traffic impacts at the
Sixth/Brannan Streets
intersection during the p.m. peak
hour in 2030.

Significant environmental effects
which can not be avoided:

The traffic impacts at Third/King
and Sixth/Brannan Streets
intersections could not be
reasonably mitigated to a less-
than-significant level.

peak hour due to a degradation
in LOS from B-E to F and at the
Fourth/Harrison Streets
intersection in the p.m. peak
hour due to a degradation in
LOS from C to E when
compared to the No Project/
TSM Alternative. This
alternative would have a
cumulatively considerable
contribution to the adverse
cumulative traffic impacts at the
King Street intersections with
Third and Fourth Streets and the
Fourth/Harrison Streets
intersection during the p.m.
peak hour in 2030.

Mitigation Measure:

Restriping the southbound curb
lane of Fourth Street to
accommodate a shared
through/right-turn lane to
Harrison Street would mitigate
the impacts to LOS B resulting
in a less-than-significant

cumulatively considerable
impact on the cumulative traffic
impacts at the King Street and
Third Streets intersection during
a.m. peak hour and-the
FourthiHarrisen-Streets

heurin 2030.
2. In addition, the portal at

Fourth Street under 1-80 may
restrict aceess-to-the propesed
| focili

Streetand-large truck
movements onto Stillman Street.

Mitigation Measures:

Same as Alternative 3A, except
MTA will explore desigh
the TIPA and Golden Gate
Transit options that will permit

truck access to Stillman Street
thatwiH to reduce the impacts to
a less-than-significant level.
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effects which can not be
avoided:

impaets-could-bereasonably
mitigated:_The traffic impacts
at Third/King, Fourth/King,

and Sixth/Brannan Streets
intersections could not be
reasonably mitigated to a less-

than-significant level.

impact.

Significant environmental
effects which can not be
avoided:

The traffic impacts at the
Third/King and Fourth/King
Streets intersections could not
be reasonably mitigated to a
less- than-significant level.

Significant environmental effects
which can not be avoided:

Same as Alternative 3A.
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The last sentence, fourth paragraph and the fifth paragraph, page S-35 are revised as follows:
“The increase in cost over time reflects an assumed inflation rate of 3:5-2.3 percent.

Due to a faster and more direct alignment, Alternative 3A creates an annual reduction of
2:400 40,300 LRV car hours on the Central Subway Corridor and a system-wide annual
reduetion—increase of 2/8066-11,900 car hours when compared to the No Project/TSM

Alternative. Alternative 3A would also reduce the number of system-wide annual bus

hours by 76,400. Alternative 3B would save the same number of annual bus hours,
however, it would-inerease reduce the annual LRV car hours by 6;8600-39,000 on the
Central Subway Corridor, while redueing-increasing by 19;400-13,200 the system-wide
LRV hours compared to the No Project/TSM Alternative. Alternative 2 yields-would
result in an annual ierease-decrease of 4100-33,100 LRV car hours, a system-wide
annual reduction-increase-of 48:300-19,100 car hours, and would reduce the number of
system-wide annual bus hours by 76,400 when compared to the No Project/TSM

Alternative.”
The first paragraph, page S-36 is revised as follows:

“A total of $432:2-$473 million in state and local capital funding has been committed to

the Central Subway Project. In addition, the MTA is currently seeking $762.2 million in

federal “New Starts” funding, for a total of $3194-4 $1,235 million in capital funding

identified for the Project (see Table S-8).—Additionalregional-and-state-funding-is-being
lieni he fundi call

Table S-8 is revised as follows:

TABLE S-8
CENTRAL SUBWAY CAPITAL FUNDING PLAN ($MILLIONS)

Source Amount
Federal-5309 New Starts $762
State $306
Local $126167
Total $11494
$1,235
Source: MTA Central Subway FY2008 New Starts Financial Plan.

Table S-9, page S-37 is revised as noted on the following page.
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TABLE S-9

SUMMARY OF MOBILITY IMPROVEMENTS EVALUATION

Central Subway Alternatives
Alternative |  Alignment Option A Option B
MOBILITIY IMPROVEMENTS
FTA Performance Measures
Hours of Transportation User Benefits 0 9
Low Income Households Served “) )
Employment Near Stations ] (]
Local Performance Measures
Daily Linked Transit Trips e (] 9 90
Exclusive ROW for Transit @) [ [ [
Travel Time Between Selected Origins & Destinations e J (] 4]
Average Operating Speed for Transit o o o o
Compatibility with SFTA’s Four-Corridor Plan ® (] (] (]
ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS
FTA Performance Measures
Change in Regional Air Pollutant Emissions O ] o (]
Change in Greenhouse Gases O 9 J (]
Change in Regional Energy Consumption e J O (]
EPA Air Quality Designation e e o o
Local Performance Measures
Partial and Full Property Acquisitions (] -9 -
Affected Parkland/Cultural Sites [ ) () o
Visual, Noise, and Vibration ) ) “)
Displaced Parking During Construction (] 9 -9 -0
OPERATING EFFICIENCIES
FTA Performance Measures
Systemwide Operating Cost per Passenger Mile® $0.57 $1.24 $0.58 $1.25 $0.57-$1.24 $0.57 $1.24
Local Performance Measures
Systemwide Operating Cost per Passenger®) $1.82 $2.34 $1.63$2.31 $1.56-$2.29 $1.52.$2.29
Bus Operating Cost per Revenue Bus Hour® $254.00 | $209.00-$140.34| $209.00-$140.32| $209.00-$140.32
$140.02
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No

Central Subway Alternatives

Performance Measures . Enhanced Fourth/Stockton|Fourth/Stockton
Project/TSM EIS/EIR Alignment Alignment
Alternative | Alignment Option A Option B
Light Rail Operating Cost per Revenue Train Hour® $303.00 | $298.00-$260.32( $305:00-$259.98| $299.00-$259.84
$248.20
COST EFFECTIVENESS
FTA Performance Measures
g]e(:r:tes?iwtental Cost per Hour of Transportation System User _ $33.58.$30.31 | $22.73$21.12 | $18.36.$21.247
TRANSIT SUPPORTIVE LAND USE AND FUTURE
PATTERNS
FTA Performance Measures
Existing Land Use ° ° ° °
Transit Supportive Plans and Policies ° ° ° °
Performance and Impacts of Policies ° ° ° °
Other Land Use Considerations ° ° ° °
Local Performance Measures
Compatible with City and Area Plans ® ° ° °
Support Revitalization Opportunities along the Central ° °
Subway Corridor Adjacent to Transit Stops/Stations e *
Project Serves Major Activity Centers 0 ° ° °
OTHER LOCAL CRITERIA
Travel Time from Fourth/King to Market/Third/Fourth 39 0
Travel Time from Fourth/King to Stockton/Washington ) Y
Parking supply and on-street loading zones on or near > 0
Third/Fourth Streets and Stockton Street
Community Acceptance and Political Support o o Y P
LOCAL FINANCIAL COMMITMENT
FTA Performance Measures
Stability and Reliability of Capital Financing Plan - ° ° °
Stability and Reliability of Operating Financing Plan o ® ® ®
Local Share to Project Costs - ° ° °
Capital Costs Compared to Funding - ® ® o0
Operating Costs Compared to Funding 0 ° ° °
@®-High, @-Medium High, ®-Medium, ®-Medium Low, O-Low
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Table S-10, page S-41, rows related to Bay Area Rapid Transit District and San Francisco Department of

Recreation and Parks are revised as follows:

Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) Amendment of joint use agreement for Powell Street sStation
reviews, project review, and approval for joint use of station.

San Francisco Department of Recreation and Parks Section 4(f) “de minimis” approval. Prop. K review and

approval for shadow analysis. Leng-term-encroachment

Chapter 1.0 Purpose and Need

The text of the last two sentences, first paragraph, page 1-1 is revised as follows:

“This Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Supplemental Environmental
Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) updates information in the Central Subway Project Study
Area and focuses on changes to the Central Subway portion of the Third Street Light Rail
Project that have occurred since the certification of the 1998 Final Environmental Impact
Study-Statement and Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIS/FEIR). Proposed changes
to the Central Subway portion of the light rail project include: a new segment along Fourth
Street between Brannan-Harrison and Market Streets and along Stockton Street between
Market and Geary Streets as an alternative to use of Third, Harrison, Kearny, and Geary
Streets; extension of the planning horizon year from 2015 to 2030; the addition of above
ground ventilation shafts for tunnel segments and stations; the use of off-street access to
stations; a deep tunnel under Market Street; a closed barrier fare system; and the potential

extension of a construction tunnel under Stockton Street and Columbus Avenue to the

north end of the Project near Washington Square for removing the Tunnel Boring Machine
(TBM).”

The second sentence, third paragraph, page 1-5 is revised as follows:

“The Third Street Light Rail Project was intended to address the inequality of transit
connections to the Muni Metro rail system and to regional transit services such as BART

and Caltrain perceived by residents of the corridor.”
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The first sentence, second paragraph, page 1-6 is revised as follows:

“As presented in Table 1-1, an 55-84 percent increase in Central Subway Corridor
population and a 26-19 percent increase in the Central Subway Corridor employment is
projected by 2030 (see also Figure 1-2).”

The fourth sentence, second paragraph, page 1-6 is revised as follows:

“The 26-19 percent employment increase in the Central Subway Corridor is slightly lower

than the projected citywide employment growth of 28 percent over the same period.”

Table 1-1, page 1-6 is revised as follows to correct reporting errors contained in the Draft SEIS/SEIR:

TABLE 1-1
POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS

2000 AND 2030
Population Employment
% %
Area 2000 2030 Difference | Change 2000 2030 Difference Change

Central

Subway 52,160 80,690 28530 55% 280,690 352,490 #1800 | 26% 19%

Corridor 96,040 43,880 84% 335,030 54,340

North

Beach 12,120 10,510 (1,610) | (13.3%) 6,100 6,490 390 6.4%

Variant

SF 776,730 935,050 158,320 20% 636,670 815,680 179,010 28.0%

Source: San Francisco County Transportation Authority Model, based on Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) data derived from 2000

Census Tract information.

Note: Central Subway is defined by the MTC Travel Analysis Zones(and Census Tracts) that are included in the Study Area identified in
Figure 1-2. This includes Census Tracts 113, 114, 117, 118, 119, 121, 123, 125, 176.01, 176.02, 178, 179.01, and 180. The North
Beach Tunnel Construction Variant is defined by the MTC Transportation Analysis Zones and Census Tracts 106 and 107. There
are minor differences between TAZ and Census Tract information.

Chapter 2.0 Alternatives

The second sentence, fourth paragraph, page 2-1 is revised as follows:

“In response to public input during the 2005 Scoping process and technical

recommendations from a Peer Review Panel, and in order to reduce the cost of the project,

a new design (Alternative 3B) was subsequently developed for the Fourth/Stockton
Alignment.”
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The following text is added following the description of Alternative 3B, page 2-3.

“On February 19, 2008, the MTA, subsequent to publication of the Draft SEIS/SEIR,
endorsed Alternative 3B as the LPA.”

The second bullet, third paragraph, page 2-3 is revised as follows:

e “operation of the T-Third line, which opened for passenger service in April 2007
as an extension of the Castre-Shuttle-K-Ingleside to Visitacion Valley, with
associated restructured bus service in Visitacion Valley at the south end of the

corridor and bus connections in Chinatown/North Beach at the north end;”

The second sentence, second paragraph, page 2-14 is revised as follows:

“This configuration was provided to not preclude a future connection of the Central
Subway with a possible future Geary subway line traveling under Geary, Kearny, and

Third Streets and then east via Folsom Street to the vicinity of the Transbay Terminal.”

The first sentence, third paragraph, page 2-14 is revised as follows:

“Northbound and southbound station platforms would be at two levels and would share a

common rezzaniRe-{concourse).”
The third and fourth sentences, first paragraph, page 2-17 are revised as follows:

“The shallow configuration of the station would preclude construction of a mezzanine and
{concourse} level above the platform. Instead, access would be provided from street level
to a mezzanine and {concourse} under the platform level for fare payment, and then up to

the platform level via subsurface escalators, stairs, and elevators.”

The fourth sentence, second paragraph, page 2-17 is revised as follows:

“The stacked tunnels would affect the design of the Union Square Station, which would

include a mezzanine and {concourse} and two platform levels (refer to Figure 2-9).”

The fifth sentence, second paragraph, page 2-19 is revised as follows:

“The underground station, between Sacramento and Washington Streets on Stockton
Street, would have a mezzanine and {concourse} and one platform level (see Figure 2-
10).”

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume |1 5-20



5.0: STAFF INITIATED CHANGES

The last sentence, second paragraph, page 2-21 is revised as follows:

“All subway station designs include fare gates and ticket vending machines (TVMs) per

new Muni policy; this specification requires longer station layouts and typically the need

for a mezzanine and {concourse} level.”

The station type descriptions for all the subway stations in Table 2-1, page 2-21 are revised as follows:

TABLE 2-1

ALTERNATIVE 2 - ENHANCED EIS/EIR ALIGNMENT STATION LOCATIONS

Station

Type

Location

King Street (northbound only)

Surface Station - Platform adjacent to Sidewalk

Third Street between King
and Townsend Streets

Moscone Underground - Two level stacked platform with a | Third Street between Folsom
mezzanine and {concourse} level above the | and Howard Streets
platform level.

Market Street Underground - Single level side platforms with a | Third Street between Mission

mezzanine and {concourse} level below the
platform level.

and Market Streets

Union Square

Underground - Two level stacked platforms with
a mezzanine and {concourse} level above the
platform level.

Stockton  Street  between
Geary and Sutter Streets

Chinatown

Underground — Single level side platforms with a
mezzanine and {concourse} level above the
platform level.

Stockton  Street  between
Sacramento and Washington
Streets

The third through the fifth sentences, last paragraph, page 2-21 and continuing on page 2-22 are revised as

follows:

“The T-Third short line would extend from the Mission Bay Turnaround Loop (18th,

Illinois, 19th, and Third Streets) to Chinatown, also operating with one-car trains and the

T-Third very short line would operate from Fourth and Berry Streets to Chinatown.

Service frequencies for each line would be five-six minutes in the peak period and ten

minutes during the midday, except for the short line. The Castro-Shuttle-K-Ingleside
would be extended to operate as the T-Third line under the 2030 No Project/TSM

Alternative, but would operate as an independent line for the Enhanced EIS/EIR

Alignment, using the 2006 configuration between Castro and Embarcadero Muni Metro

Stations.”
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Table 2-2, page 2-23 is revised to incorporate updates to the operational plan affecting peak headways,

peak LRV fleet demand, and annual LRV car hours as noted below.

TABLE 2-2

ANNUAL OPERATING STATISTICS
ALTERNATIVE 2 - ENHANCED EIS/EIR ALIGNMENT

Total
Diesel/Trolley Total Annual LRV Fleet Annual LRV
Peak Peak Demand Diesel/Trolley Peak Peak Demand® | Car Hours T-
Headways | (SystemwideFleet Bus Hours Headways ( } Line
Alternative 9-X Line? size)! (Systemwide)* | T-Third? Fleet size)® | (Systemwide)
377 (495-473)
Existing (2007) 5 minutes diesel buses; 2,592,230 9 minutes 118119 84,800
T-Third 225 (333-331) (151) LRVs 109,400
trolley buses {568,500}
(570,200)
377 (495) diesel
No Project/ TSM 5 minutes buses; 2,622,030 7 minutes 129137 80,400
(2030) 230 (333-336) (171) LRVs 117,000
trolley buses 609508}
(602,700)
377 (495) diesel
Enhanced 5 minutes buses; 2,545,630 5-6 minutes 130 142 87,500
EIS/EIR 219 (333-336) (175) LRVs 83,900
Alignment (2030) trolley buses (591.200)°
(621,800)°

Notes: ! Source for 2007 bus equipment demand and bus hours is the Muni 2006-2025 Short Range Transit Plan, December
2005 and Dan Rosen, MTA, May 2007._Revised Dan Rosen, MTA, January 2008.

2 Headway refers to the time between transit vehicles on a given line
3 Assumes one-car trains operating in the peak for the Central Subway on both the T-Third long and short lines and
two-car trains on the T-Third very short line.

The last three sentences, first paragraph, page 2-23 are revised as follows:

“The Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment would reduce the peak demand requirements for the

combined diesel and trolley fleets over No Project/TSM which would result in a

systemwide annual reduction of bus hours by 76,400. Rail headways on T-Third line

would improve from the current nine minutes under existing conditions to seven minutes
in the No Project/TSM Alternative and to five-six minutes under the Enhanced EIS/EIR

Alignment. The additional LRV route miles and service frequencies associated with the

new Central Subway service would result in an annual #rerease-decrease of 7160 33,100
LRV car hours on the Central-Subway-Cerridor-T-Third line, but a system-wide annual

reduction of 48:300 19,100 car hours.”
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The first four sentences, last paragraph, page 2-23 are revised as follows:

“The Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment would require feursix additional LRVs (three-five
peak LRVs and one spare) compared to the No Project/TSM Alternative. Muni’s total
fleet size, including spares, would be 175 LRVs with 130142 LRVs in the peak. The

diesel bus fleet would be increased by 23 buses, but the and-peak demand would remain

the same as under the existing condition and the No Project/TSM Alternative. The trolley
bus fleet would-remain-the-same-as-tnder-increase by five buses from the existing
conditions and-Ne-Project/FSM-Alternative by 2030 for Alternative 2, but the peak
demand would be reduced by six vehicles over existing conditions and eleven vehicles
over No Project/TSM.”

The fourth sentence, second paragraph, page 2-28 is revised as follows:

“Between Townsend and Brannan Streets eight-18 parking spaces would be eliminated on
Fourth Street.”

The second sentence, third paragraph, page 2-28 is revised as follows:

“This station would have a mezzanine and {concourse} and one platform level that would

serve both northbound and southbound trains.”

The first sentence, last paragraph, page 2-28 is revised as follows:

“Immediately north of Howard Street, the alignment would descend and continue in a twin
side-by-side tunnel configuration to permit a deep crossing of the Market Street Subway
and an easement under buildings at 790-798 Market Street/2 Stockton Street (Assessor’s
Parcel 0328-002) (see Figure 2-14).”

The second sentence, fourth paragraph, page 2-28 is revised as follows:

“An additional stairway set-would be located in the sidewalk on the west side of Fourth

Street just north of Howard Street and an escalator on the north side of Howard Street, just

west of Fourth Street.”

The third sentence, last paragraph, page 2-28 is revised as follows:

“The station would have a eemmen-mezzanine and {concourse} and one center platform

level that would serve both northbound and southbound trains.”
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The fourth sentence, last paragraph, page 2-31 is revised as follows:

“It would have a mezzanine and {concourse} and one platform level for north and

southbound trains.

The second paragraph, page 2-33 is revised as follows:

“A double crossover and twin storage tracks, capable of storing two three-two-car trains,

would extend north of this station to Jackson Street.”

The station type description for Moscone Station in Table 2-1, page 2-33 is revised as follows:

Moscone Underground — Single level center platform with a Fourth Street between

level.

mezzanine and {concourse)} level above the platform Folsom and Howard Streets

The third and fourth sentences, last paragraph, page 2-34 is revised as follows:

“Train headways on the T-Third line would improve from the current nine minutes under
existing conditions to seven minutes in the No Project/ TSM Alternative and to five-six
minutes under the Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A. Even though there is an increase
in route miles and service frequencies associated with the new Central Subway service, the
result is an annual reduction of 2,460-40,300 LRV car hours on the Central-Subway
Corridor-T-Third line and a system-wide annual reduction increase of 24860 11,900 car

hours when compared to the No Project/TSM Alternative.”

Table 2-4, page 2-35 is revised to incorporate updates to the operational plan affecting peak headways,

peak LRV fleet demand, and annual LRV car hours as noted on the following page.

The first three sentences, first paragraph, page 2-35 are revised as follows:

“Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A would require feur-three additional LRVs (three
two plus one spare) beyond the 2030 LRV fleet requirements for the No Project/TSM

Alternative. In this scenario, Muni’s total LRV fleet size, including spares, would be 175
LRVs with £27-139 LRVs in the peak period. The diesel bus fleet would remain-the-same
as-the-under-increase by 30 buses from the existing conditions and-Ne-Project FSM-{2030)
Alternative; in 2030, but with-the same-peak demand would not change.”
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TABLE 2-4

ANNUAL OPERATING STATISTICS

ALTERNATIVE 3 -FOURTH/STOCKTON ALIGNMENT OPTION A

Total
Diesel/Trolley Total Annual LRV Fleet Peak | Annual LRV
Peak Peak Demand Diesel/Trolley Peak Demand® Car Hours
Headways | (Systemwide-Fleet Bus Hours Headways T- ( T-Line
Alternative 9-X Line? size)! (Systemwide)* Third? Fleet size)® | (Systemwide)
377 (495-473)
Existing (2007) 5 minutes diesel buses; 2,592,230 9 minutes 418119 84,800
T-Third 225 (333-331) (151) LRVs 109,400
trolley buses {568,500}
(570,200)
377 (495) diesel
No Project/ TSM 5 minutes buses; 2,622,030 7 minutes 129137 80400
(2030) 230 (333-336) (171) LRVs 117,000
trolley buses {609,500}
(602,700
377 (495) diesel
Fourth/Stockton 5 minutes buses; 2,545,630 56 minutes 127139 78000
Alignment Option A 219 (333-336) (175) LRVs 76,700
(2030) trolley buses (581.700)®
(614,600) °

Notes:

2005 and Dan Rosen, MTA, 2007._Revised Dan Rosen, MTA, January 2008.
2 Headway refers to the time between transit vehicles on a given line
3 Assumes one-car trains operating in the peak for the Central Subway on both the long and short lines_and two-car trains
on the T-Third very short line.

! Source for 2007 bus equipment demand and bus hours is the Muni 2006-2025 Short Range Transit Plan, December

The second and third sentences, first paragraph, page 2-35 are revised as follows:

“In this scenario, Muni’s total LRV fleet size, including spares, would be 175 LRVs with
127139 LRVs in the peak period. ”

The second paragraph, page 2-35 is revised as follows:

“The trolley bus fleet would remain-the-same-increase by five buses, but peak demand
would be reduced by six trolleys over existing conditions and by eleven trolleys over the
No Project/TSM Alternative.”

The second and third sentences, second paragraph, page 2-40 are revised as follows:

“The street configuration from west to east would provide: two southbound traffic lanes,

the semi-exclusive double-track median, and one northbound traffic lane. In this segment,

al-18 out of 20 parking spaces on Fourth Street would be permanently eliminated. Just
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north of Brannan Street the tracks would spread to accommodate a center platform

between Brannan and Freelon Streets.”
The second to last sentence, third paragraph, page 2-42 is revised as follows:

“Between Brannan and Bryant Streets 33-29 out of 36 parking spaces on Fourth Street

would be permanently eliminated.”
The fifth paragraph, page 2-42 is revised as follows:

“The subway for Alternative 3B would continue under Fourth Street to the Moscone
Station located between Folsom and Howard Streets (see Figure 2-20),-the-same-as

discussed-for-Alternative-3A-onpage2-28._Like Alternative 3A, this station would have

mezzanine and concourse levels and a platform level that would serve both northbound

and southbound trains. The main station entrance (escalators, stairs, and two elevators),

would be in the off-street property at 266 Fourth Street. The station would be shorter than

the one proposed in Alternative 3A and the emergency exit would be provided on the west

side of Fourth Street mid-block between Folsom and Howard Streets.”

The first sentence, last paragraph, page 2-42 is revised as follows:

“Immediately north of Howard Street, the alignment would descend and continue in a
side-by-side configuration to permit a deep crossing of the Market Street Subway and an
easement under buildings at 790-798 Market Street/2 Stockton Street (Assessor’s Parcels
#0328-002_and #37052-001 to 004).”

The first sentence, first paragraph, page 2-45 is revised as follows:

“...mezzanine and {concourse} and one platform level that would serve both northbound

and southbound trains.”

The fourth and fifth sentences, second paragraph, page 2-45 are revised as follows:

“Different from both Alternatives 2 and 3A, the Chinatown Station for Fourth/Stockton
Alignment Option B would be located on Stockton Street between-Aashingten Clay and
Jackson Streets (see Figure 2-22). It would have a mezzanine and {concourse} and one
platform level for north and southbound trains. The main pedestrian entrance would be in

a building that Muni would construct on the west side of Stockton Street south of
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Washington Street (933-935949 Stockton Street, Assessor’s Parcel #0211-001) to

accommodate escalators, stairs, two elevators, and two emergency ventilation shafts.”

The last sentence, second paragraph, page 2-45 is revised as follows:

“The bulb-out would be extended slightly to an overall length of 38 feet, eliminating abeut

one-two parking spaces.”
The third sentence, first paragraph, page 2-47 is revised as follows:

“The surface station would be between 14 and 15 feet in width. The subway station
platforms would be about 200 feet in length (225 feet at Union Square/Market Street),

{compared with 250 feet in Option 3A), and 26 feet in width to accommodate two-car
trains using high-floor LRVs.”

The last sentence, first paragraph, page 2-47 is revised as follows:

“All subway station platforms are single level with a mezzanine and concourse level above

to permit a deep crossing of Market Street.”

The station type descriptions for all the subway stations in Table 2-5, page 2-47 are revised as follows:

TABLE 2-5
CENTRAL SUBWAY FOURTH/STOCKTON ALIGNMENT OPTION B STATION LOCATIONS

Station Type Location
Brannan Surface — Single Center Platform Fourth Street between Brannan
and Freelon Streets

Moscone Underground — Single level center platform with a Fourth Street between Folsom
mezzanine and {concourse} level above platform level. and Howard Streets

Union Square/Market Street Underground -Single level center platform with a mezzanine | Stockton Street between Market
and {concourse} level above the platform level and a non- and Geary Streets
paid pedestrian level between Union Square and Market
Street.

Chinatown Underground — Single level center platform and a Stockton Street between
mezzanine and {concourse} level above the platform level. Washington and Jackson Streets

The third and fourth sentences, last paragraph, page 2-47 and continuing on to page 2-48 are revised as

follows:

“Rail headways on the T-Third line would improve from the current nine minutes under
existing conditions to seven minutes in the No Project/TSM Alternative and to five-six

minutes under the Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B (same as Option A). Even though
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there would be an increase in LRV route miles and service frequencies associated with the

new Central Subway service, the result is-would be an annual reduction of 6,000-39,000

LRV car hours (compared with 2,400

40,300 LRV car hours for Option A) on the Central
Subway-CerriderT-Third line and a systemwide annual reduction-increase of 19;400

13,200 car hours, compared to the No Project/TSM Alternative and the 278006 11,900 car

hours for Option A, which has a-mere-directatignmentone fewer stations and a faster
travel time.”

Table 2-6, page 2-48 is revised to incorporate updates to the operational plan affecting peak headways,

peak LRV fleet demand, and annual LRV car hours as noted below:

TABLE 2-6

ANNUAL OPERATING STATISTICS FOR

ALTERNATIVE 3 - FOURTH/STOCKTON ALIGNMENT OPTION B

Total
Diesel/Trolley Total Annual LRV Fleet Annual LRV
Peak Peak Demand Diesel/Trolley Peak Peak Demand® | Car Hours T-
Headways | (Systemwide Fleet Bus Hours Headways ( Line
Alternative 9-X Line? size)! (Systemwide)* | T-Third? Fleet size)*® | (Systemwide)
377 (495-473)
Existing (2007) 5 minutes diesel buses; 2,592,230 9 minutes 118119 84,800
T-Third 225 (333-331) (151) 109,400
trolley buses LRVs {568,500}
(570,200)
377 (495) diesel
No Project/ TSM 5 minutes buses; 2,622,030 7 minutes 129137 80,400
(2030) 230 (333-336) (171) 117,000
trolley buses LRVs (609,500)
(602,700)
377 (495) diesel
Fourth/Stockton 5 minutes buses; 2,545,630 56 minutes 130-140 86,400
Alignment Option B 219 (333-336) (175) 78,000
(2030) trolley buses LRVs 100)-2
(615,900) 2
Notes: * Source for 2007 bus equipment demand and bus hours is the Muni 2006-2025 Short Range Transit Plan, December
2005_and Dan Rosen, MTA, 2007. Revised Dan Rosen, January 2008.
2 Headway refers to the time between transit vehicles on a given line.
3 Assumes one-car trains operating in the peak for the Central Subway on both the long and short lines.

The second sentence, second paragraph, page 2-48 is revised as follows:

“Muni’s total LRV fleet size, including spares, would be 175 LRVs and £30-140 LRVs in
the peak period, the same as Option A. The diesel bus fleet would remain-the-same-as

increase by 23 buses from the existing condition

in 2030, but and-No-Project/FSM-fleets;

with the same-peak demand_would remain the same. The trolley bus fleet would remain
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the-same-increase by five buses,-but peak demand would be reduced by six trolleys over

existing conditions and by eleven trolleys over No Project/ TSM.”
The sixth and seventh bullets on page 2-50 are revised as follows:

. Surface Platform; and Trackwork;-and-Overhead-Contact System

. Systems (Train Control, Traction Power, Communications_and Overhead Contact

System)

Figure 2-29, page 2-53 is revised to correct the number of stations in the original Central Subway Project
(5 stations) and to correct the miles in the T-Third operation (5.4 miles) as shown on the following page.

The last sentence, first paragraph, page 2-54 is revised as follows:

“All subway station entrances would have been located in public sidewalks. Station
designs assumed Proof-of-Payment (POP) fare collection, which eliminated the need for

fare gates, like those used on the Market Street Metro, at the mezzanine/concourse level.”
The third sentence, first paragraph, page 2-56 is revised as follows:

“The prevailing public preference was for a single double-track portal on Fourth Street.
Members of the public also suggested a Fourth Street alignment, which was possible using

a deep crossing at Fourth and Market Streets.”

The following text is added to the end of the third paragraph, page 2-56:

“On February 19, 2008, the MTA, subsequent to publication of the Draft SEIS/SEIR,
endorsed Alternative 3B as the LPA.”

The second sentence, second bullet, page 2-57 is revised as follows:
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FIGURE 2-29
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“In addition, the four southbound lanes in the segment between Bryant and King

Townsend Streets were reconfigured to two northbound and two southbound lanes.”

The third sentence, second paragraph, page 2-63 is revised as follows:

“Following the selection of the Preferred-trvestment-Strategy LPA, the Final SEIS/SEIR

will be completed.”

The following text is added at the end of the third paragraph, page 2-56:

“On February 19, 2008, the MTA, subsequent to publication of the Draft SEIS/SEIR,
selected Alternative 3B as the LPA.”

Table 2-9, page 2-64, entries related to San Francisco Planning Commission, Department of Recreation

and Parks, and Board of Supervisors are revised as follows:

San Francisco Planning Commission General Plan Review/Referral for all aspects of project which
occur in public rights-of-way, and amendments to appropriate
portions of General Plan, Transportation Element, and
Planning Code.

San Francisco Department of Recreation and Parks Section 4(f) "de minimis” approval. Prop. K review and
approval for shadow analysis. Leng-term-enecreachment
San Francisco Board of Supervisors Approval of General Plan and Planning Code amendments.

Adoption of Redevelopment Plan amendments.

Approval of property acquisitions, including eminent domain.
Approvals required for use of City rights-of-way and Park
property.

CHAPTER 3.0 TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS
Figure 3-3, page 3-12 is revised to correct the spelling error of Civic Center as shown on the following
page.

The fourth sentence, second paragraph, page 3-22 is revised as follows:

“During the p.m. peak hour, two of the Study Area intersections operate at LOS C—6¥
better-B, with the other three operating at LOS E or F conditions as outbound traffic peaks

towards the 1-280 freeway on-ramps.”
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FIGURE 3-3
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Table 3-4, page 3-22 is revised as follows to incorporate updated level of service analysis performed by the

Department of Parking and Traffic in February 2008.

TABLE 3-4

EXISTING INTERSECTIONS

LEVEL OF SERVICE CONDITIONS

A.M. PEAK P.M. PEAK
HOUR HOUR
INTERSECTION (LOS/ave. sec. delay) (LOS/ave. sec. delay)

Third Street / King Street Bl361 F/>80.0

D/ 35.8
Fourth Street / King Street E/ 55.9 F/ >80.0
Fourth Street / Harrison Street B/-13.2 B/-195

B/ 135 B/ 18.5
Sixth Street / Brannan Street F/ >80.0 F/ >80.0
Fourth Street / Bryant Street B/ 118 Cl 207

B/ 18.9 B/ 19.6
Source: San Francisco Department of Parking and Traffic, November 2006 and February 2007. Revised|

February 2008.

The last sentence, last paragraph of page 3-24 is revised as follows to incorporate parking revisions:

“On those segments of Third and Fourth Streets that will be impacted by the Project, there
are currently £72192 on-street parking spaces (201221 including the spaces removed for

construction on Fourth Street between Bryant and Harrison Streets).”

Table 3-6, page 3-25 is revised to reflect the updated parking counts and corrections provided by the

Department of Parking and Traffic in January 2008 as noted on the following page.
The last two sentences of the second paragraph, page 3-26 are revised as follows:

“There are 10 parking spaces on the block between Geary and Post Streets, and-14 spaces
on the block between Clay and Washington Streets, and 20 spaces on the block between

Washington and Jackson Streets (including truck and passenger loading zones). The

average occupancy is 6375 percent for these twe-three blocks of Stockton Street.”
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TABLE 3-6

EXISTING ON-STREET PARKING CONDITIONS IN CORRIDOR

NUMBER AND
APPROXIMATE NUMBER OF ON-STREET PERCENTAGE OF
PARKING SPACES SPACES OCCUPIED
SEGMENT WEST | EAST | TOTAL NO. [ Percent
Third Street
King to Townsend 13 10 23 20 87%
Streets (Al metered) (All metered)
Townsend to Brannan 19 16 35 20 57%
Streets (Al metered) (Tow-away east side 7-9
a.m. & 4-7p.m.)
Brannan to Bryant 21 13 34 25 74%
Streets (All metered) | (Tow-away east side 7-9
am. & 4-7 p.m.)
Subtotal 53 39 92 65 71%
Fourth Street
Townsend to King 0 0 0 0 0%
Streets
Townsend to Brannan 5 15 20 14 70%
Streets (All metered) (All metered)
Brannan to Bryant 20 16 36 30 83%
Streets (All metered) (10 metered, Tow-away
east side 7 am-7 pm
between Freelon and
Brannan — affects 6 sp)
Bryant to Harrison 17 12 29 N/A N/A
Streets’ (all metered) (all metered)
Subtotal? 25+ 31+ 56 44 79%
Stockton Street
Geary to Post Streets 0 10 10 4 40%
Clay to Washington 11 3 14 11 79%
Streets (All metered) (All metered)
Washington to Jackson 8 12 20 18 90%
Streets (All metered) (All metered)
Subtotal® 1119 1325 2444 1533 63%
75%
TOTAL 89+97+ 83+95+ 172+ 124 12%
192+ 142 74%

This segment of Fourth Street was under construction during the recent counts. Therefore, no parking occupancy data was available.

Occupancy counts do not include the segment between Bryant and Harrison, so the 29 parking spaces between Bryant and Harrison Streets
numbers are not included in the subtotal.

occupancy would not give an accurate assessment of occupancies in each area.
Source: San Francisco Department of Parking and Traffic, Sept. 27 and 28, 2006, ard-May 7 and 8, 2007, and January 2008.

Average occupancy was not calculated for the Stockton Street blocks because the two blocks are located in different districts and an average
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The last two sentences of the third paragraph, page 3-26 are revised as follows:

“On the blocks between Clay and Washington-Jackson Streets, there are a total of 1434
metered spaces, composed of a mix of standard parking spaces and white and yellow

zones. The average weekday occupancy in this-these two blocks is #9-85 percent.”
The last two sentences of the fourth paragraph, page 3-26 are revised as follows:

“On Fourth Street between King Street and Bryant Street, 56 on-street parking spaces exist

and on the two-three blocks of Stockton Street evaluated, there are 24-44 parking spaces.

Existing parking occupancy is approximately 72-74 percent on a combined corridor-wide

basis.”

The first footnote, Table 3-7, page 3-30, is revised as follows:

“! Counts conducted April and June 2007 p.m. peak period .”

The first sentence, fourth paragraph, page 3-36 is revised as follows:

“Under all Build Alternatives, the greatest amount of passenger activity would occur at the
Central Subway Market Street Station (or Union Square/Market Street Station); 45-47
percent of system boardings for Alternative 2 and 50-49 and 48 percent of system
boardings for Alternatives 3A and 3B, respectively.”

The third sentence, fourth paragraph, page 3-36, is revised as follows:

“It is estimated that 3849 percent of the passengers boarding the Central Subway system at Powell Street
would be transfers from BART.”The first and third sentences, last paragraph, page 3-36 are revised as

follows:

“The Fourth and King Station, serving the T-Third Line also has a high level of passenger
activity ranging from 25-29 percent (Alternative 3B) to 32 percent (Alternative 3A) of
system ridership...Caltrain boardings are projected to be about 8767 percent of total
ridership at this station in 2030.”

Table 3-8, page 3-37 is revised to incorporate the changes to the projected transit ridership for the Central

Subway Project on the following page.
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TABLE 3-8

ESTIMATED WEEKDAY TRANSIT RIDERSHIP

EXISTING AND 2030 CONDITIONS

2030 FOURTH/

2030 FOURTH/ STOCKTON
2030 ENHANCED STOCKTON ALIGNMENT
2030 NO EIS/EIR ALIGNMENT OPTION B
LRT/BUS LINE 2000 PROJECT/TSM | ALIGNMENT OPTION A (LPA) | (MODIFIED LPA)
CORRIDOR
BOARDINGS
RAIL
T-Third Long Line N/A 60,030-24,600* | 59,710-44,500 60,670-45,800 65;830-44,900
T-Third Short Lline N/A N/A 306,080-18,900 28:376-19,000 33;400-18,900
T-Third Very Short Line N/A N/A 12,900 12,800 12,800
Subtotal 60,030 24,600 | 89,7906.76,300 88,840-77,600 99,230 76,600
BUS
Line 152 31.130-28,300 nfaN/A nfaN/A Afa-N/A AfaN/A
Lines 9%, 9AX, 9BX 9;320-10,600 | 29;560-23,000 | 36,796-22,300 36,760-20,800 24-776-21,200
Lines 30, 45 ° 52,420-54,400 | 54860-76,600 | 42,030-46,600 42,510-44,800 38,290-44,800
Subtotal 92870 | 84420-99,600 | #2820-68,900 +3:2#06-65,600 63,060-66,000
93,300
TOTAL IN 92.870 147,450 162,610 162,110 162,290
CORRIDOR: 93.300 124,200 145,200 143,200 142 600
Increase Over Existing: 0 | 54;5806-30,900 | 69;746-51,900 69,:240-49,900 69;420-49,300
Increase Over No 0 0 | 45:166-21,000 14.660-19,000 14.8406-18,400
Project/TSM:
SYSTEM BOARDINGS
RAIL 209,510 280,550 303,190 311736 320,636-299,500
185,700 238,900 287,900 300,700
BUS 543,240 585,470 590.450 575,760 566,290-566,800
547,000 609,000 567,800 566,700
TOTAL SYSTEM: 52750 866,020 893,640 8874490
732,800 848,800 855,700 867,400 886,910-866,300
Increase Over Existing: 0 113270 140.898 134746
116,050 122,900 134,600 134,1606-133,500
Increase Over No
Project/TSM: 0 0 | 276206900 | 24.476-18,600 20,890-17,500
Notes: ' Central Subways T-Third long-line to Visitacion Valley, are-T-Third short-line to 18" and Third Streets, and T-
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Third very short line to the Caltrain Station at Fourth and King Streets.

15-Third Line shifts to 9X-San Bruno or to the T-Third line.

45 Union/Stockton extended into Mission Bay

Rail ridership on the K between The Embarcadero and the county line and on the N to The Embarcadero.
N/A  Not Applicable
Ridership is defined as the number of passengers boarding.

Source: San Francisco Model, January 2007._Revised January 2008.

[ENERAENN]

The first sentence, first paragraph, page 3-38 is revised as follows:

“If, in the future, the Caltrain line is extended to the Transbay Terminal as proposed in
Phase 2 (Downtown Extension) of the Transbay Terminal Improvements, ridership on the

Central Subway line would be reduced by some portion of the 8967 percent.”
The last sentence, first paragraph, page 3-38 is revised as follows:

“The p.m. peak period ridership at-each-ofthe-Central-Subway-stations-on the key transit
routes in the T-Third corridor is presented in Table 3-10.”

Table 3-9, page 3-38 is revised to incorporate the changes to the projected transit ridership for the Central
Subway Project on the following page.
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TABLE 3-9

ESTIMATED WEEKDAY RIDERSHIP

BY CENTRAL SUBWAY STATION

2030 CONDITIONS

2030 FOURTH/
2030 FOURTH/ STOCKTON
2030 ENHANCED STOCKTON ALIGNMENT
2030 NO EIS/EIR ALIGNMENT OPTION B
STATION PROJECT /TSM| ALIGNMENT OPTION A (LPA) | (MODIFIED LPA)
Fourth and King 26,256-15,700 206,676-19,100 19,520-17,400
Fourth and Brannan -— - 6,676-3,000
Third (between King and 2:996-4,000 - -
Townsend)
Moscone 4.2906-3,800 3,860-3,500 3,520-2,800
Market Street 36,540-28,300 32,620-29,400 38,510-28,600
Union Square 2:640-1,600
Chinatown 6,570-6,200 8;4908,300 8,050-8,000
TOTAL IN CORRIDOR: 6+,286-59,600 65;346-60,300 #6,276-59,800
TOTAL IN CENTRAL 43,900 41,200 42,400
SUBWAY
Note: An estimated 8967 percent of passenger activity at the Fourth and King Station is related to transfers from
Caltrain and about 25-t6-32-49 percent of passenger activity at the Market Street or Union Square/Market Street
Stations is related to transfers from BART to Muni at Powell Street Station.
Ridership is defined as the number of passengers boarding.
Central Subway total excludes the Fourth and King Station which is part of the T-third line.
Source: San Francisco Model, January 2007. Revised January 2008.

Table 3-10, page 3-39 is revised to incorporate the changes to the projected transit ridership for the Central

Subway Project as noted on the following page.
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TABLE 3-10

2030 ESTIMATED P.M. PEAK PERIOD RIDERSHIP
FOR SELECTED ROUTES IN CORRIDOR

2030 FOURTH /
2030 FOURTH/ STOCKTON
2030 ENHANCED STOCKTON ALIGNMENT
2030 NO PROJECT / EIS/EIR ALIGNMENT OPTION B
VOLUME 2000 BASE | TSM ALIGNMENT ALIGNMENT OPTION A (LPA) | (MODIFIED LPA)
T-Third Lines 1260
Central-Subway/30 == 4;950-11,590 19,020-26,990 16,740-27,110 19,720-26,820
1.680
9AX 1,490 #16-1,810 610-1,670 610-1,610 610-1,620
9BX 720 940 1,080-1,900 1,000-1,570 970-1,550 970-1,570
9X 570 750 5:420-1,630 6:210-1,690 5:270-1,520 2+4306-1,580
30 8,370 13,900 4,150 4,140 4,120
45 4,600 8,530 5,620 5,510 5,480

Note: The p.m. peak period is three-hour ridership.
Ridership is defined as the number of passengers boarding.

Source: San Francisco Model, January 2007._Revised January 2008.

Table 3-11, page 3-39 is revised to incorporate the changes to the projected travel times for the Central

Subway Project as follows:

TABLE 3-11
IN-VEHICLE TRAVEL TIMES FOR SELECTED TRANSIT TRIPS
EXISTING AND 2030 CONDITIONS

TRANSIT TRAVEL TIME (minutes)

2030 FOURTH/
2030 FOURTH/ STOCKTON
2030 ENHANCED STOCKTON ALIGNMENT
ORIGIN- 2030 NO PROJECT / EIS/EIR ALIGNMENT OPTION B
DESTINATION 2000 TSM ALIGNMENT ALIGNMENT OPTION A (LPA) [(MODIFIED LPA)

Fourth/King — 8.1 10.5 4447 3235 4549
Market Street
Market Street to 3.7 6.5 2.3 1.1 14
Chinatown Station?
Fourth/King — 11.8 17.0 7.0 4.6 6.3
Chinatown Station®

Notes: ' The Chinatown Station is at Stockton/Clay for the Enhanced EIS/EIR and Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A (LPA)
Alternatives, and at Stockton/Washington for the Fourth/Stockton Option B (Modified LPA) Alternative.

2—Market Street is the Market Street Station under Alternative 2 and the Union Square/Market Street Station under

Alternatives 3A and 3B

Source: PB/Wong, April 2007._Revised October 2007.
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The first two sentences, last paragraph, page 3-39 is revised as follows:

“By 2030, the No Project/TSM Alternative transit ridership demand in the Corridor is
expected to grow by nearly 60-33 percent over existing conditions, due to employment and
population growth in the South of Market, Mission Bay, Bayview-Hunters Point, and the
Financial districts (refer to Table 3-8). In the base year 2000, the San Francisco Model
inputs indicate an estimated population of 58:800-52,120 and estimated employment of
142.000-280,700 jobs within--mie-ofin the Central Subway Corridor (refer to Table 1-1).”

The first two paragraphs, page 3-40 are revised as follows:

“Planning Department, SFCTA, and Association of Bay Area Government (ABAG)
forecasts, the population is expected to grow to by approximately 83;000-96,040 persons

(plus 41-84 percent) and the employment is expected to grow to +740060-335,030 jobs
(plus 24-19 percent) in the Central Subway Corridor. This growth can be compared to a
county-wide projected population growth of approximately 48-20 percent and employment

growth of about 29-28 percent..-demeonstrating-that-the—The rate of population growth in
the project corridor exceeds the rate of growth citywide, though the employment growth is

lower. This growth could increase travel demand and result in increased congestion on
surface streets. The travel time of a transit trip between Fourth and King Streets and

Chinatown would increase by 5.2 minutes when compared to existing conditions.

Corridor transit ridership demand would increase by about 54;580-30,900 daily trips
between 2000 and 2030 under the No Project/TSM Alternative. The daily rail ridership
would increase by approximately 60,036-24,600 trips over existing conditions;—but-this

would—be—offset by areduction—of-and the daily bus ridership would increase by
approximately 5,450-6,300 trips (refer to Table 3-8). This reduction in bus increase in

transit ridership would occur as a result of service changes that were implemented for the
T-Third line,_as well as growth in population and employment. Changes to transit services
in the Corridor between the base year 2000 and the year 2030 TSM included:”

The fourth sentence, second paragraph, page 3-41 is revised as follows:

“However, capacities of the light rail vehicles operating along the Muni Metro Extension,
which connects service between the Market Street subway and the T-Third Line, may

experience capacity issues_for limited durations during the peak period due to capacity
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constraints on the segment between the Embarcadero Station and the Folsom/Embarcadero

stop.”
The last two sentences, second paragraph, page 3-41 are revised as follows:

“The Muni 9AX/9BX-San Bruno Expresses are not expected to experience capacity
issues, but capacity issues would arise on the 9AX-San Bruno Express.;-with—FRidership

on this-the 9X-San Bruno Express routes is forecast to increase from approximately 9,320

10,600 daily boardings to approximately 29;568-23,000 daily boardings between 2000 and
2030. Table 3-10 indicates a peak period demand of about 5;220-4,930 passengers {at

Fourth-and-Mission-Streets) on the 9X-San Bruno Express lines, which is a substantial

increase over the 2000 ridership demand of approximately 576-3,180 passengers.”

The last paragraph, page 3-41 and the first three paragraphs, page 3-42 are revised as follows:

“Travel times between Fourth and King Streets and the Market Street Station would be 6%
5.8 minutes faster and travel times between Fourth and King Streets and the Chinatown
Station would be 10.0 minutes faster in the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alternative than in the No
Project/TSM Alternative due to the replacement of buses traveling in mixed-flow with
trains traveling in a semi-exclusive or dedicated right-of-way (refer to Table 3-11). When
compared to the existing conditions the travel time between Fourth and King Streets and
the Market Street Station would be 4:2-3.4 minutes faster and 3% 4.8 minutes faster for the
trip between Fourth and King Streets and the Chinatown Station.

As shown in Table 3-8, the proposed light rail line is expected to serve approximately
89,790 76,300 trips per weekday in 2030, or-29,#606 51,700 more daily riders than served
by the T-Third line in the No Project/TSM Alternative, primarily due to the more direct

alignment providing connections to the Union Square and Market Street Stations and also
due to travel time savings gained in the proposed tunnel. A large share of these travelers
are persons with origins likely outside San Francisco who board the Central Subway at
Fourth and King near the Caltrain Terminal and-ahight-along-or board at Market Street

connecting from the BART system, as shown in Table 3-9. Overall boardings on routes

serving the Third Street Corridor are expected to increase by approximately 45;166-21,000
over the No Project/TSM Alternative or 69,740-51,900 over existing conditions. The
increase of 29,760-51,700 rail boardings over the No Project/TSM Alternative would be
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offset somewhat-by a decline in bus boardings in the corridor of approximately-14.600
30,700.

The large numbers of travelers using the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment could exceed the
capacity at some point in the future. The combined peak load on the T-Third long, T-
Third short, and T-Third very short lines is predicted to be £9;8620-26,990 riders by 2030,

assuming 56-minute headways (refer to Table 3-11). The service provided by two-car

trains on the T-Third very short line and one-car trains on the T-Third long and short lines
may need to be supplemented in the future as growth occurs to meet Muni planning
capacity standards. These capacity issues may be substantially alleviated if the Caltrain
Downtown Extension were implemented (the Caltrain Extension was not included in the
networks because it was not part of the fiscally constrained RTP). As was the case with
the No Project/TSM Alternative, demand projected for 9AX-San Bruno Express line may
exceed capacity by 2030. Ridership on this-the 9X-San Bruno Express routes is forecast

to increase to 6;210-4,930 passengers-{at-Fourth-and-Mission-Streets).”

The second through fourth paragraphs, page 3-43 are revised as follows:

“Travel times between Fourth and King Street Station and the Union Square/Market Street
Station are assumed to be 1.2 minutes faster in Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A than
in the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment and 2.4 minutes faster between Fourth and King
Streets and the Chinatown station due to the straightening out of the route and a reduction

in the number of stops. and- The travel time between the Fourth and King Street Station

and the Chinatown Station would be 12.4 minutes faster than under the No Project/TSM

Alternative (refer to Table 3-11). When compared to existing conditions, travel times
from Fourth and King Streets would be 4:9-4.6 minutes faster to Market Street and 7.2

minutes faster to Chinatown Station.

As shown in Table 3-8, when compared to the No Project/TSM Alternative, the
Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A is projected to serve about 88,840-77,600 trips per
weekday in 2030, or 28;810-53,000 more daily riders than served by the T-Third line

operating along The Embarcadero. This is primarily due to the more direct alignment

providing connections to the Union Square/Market Street Station and also due to the travel

time savings gained in the proposed tunnel. This is-slightly-fewerpassengers-than serveds
1,300 more passengers than by-the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alternative-, as Fheugh-Option A

provides slightly faster travel times—with the reduction in the number of stops inereases
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the-walk-time-to-stations_and a more direct alignment. Fhis-out-of-vehicle-time-is-often
nerceived by travelers to be more_onerous-than-time-spentridina-in-vehicles—As was the
case with the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alternative, a large share of the users of the Central
Subway are-likely-have trip origins outside San Francisco; boarding the Central Subway at
the Fourth and King Station after getting off Caltrain and alighting—at-or Market Street
transferring from the BART system (refer to Table 3-9). When compared to the No

Project/TSM Alternative, overall boardings on routes serving the Third Street Corridor are
expected to increase by approximately 4,660—19,000 over the No Project/TSM
Alternative or 69;240-49,700 over the existing conditions. The increase of 28;816-53,000
rail boardings over the No Project/TSM Alternative would be offset by a decline in bus

boardings of approximately 14;458-34,000.

As observed in the Enhanced ESI/EIR Alternative, the large numbers of travelers using the

Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A could exceed the capacity by 2030. The combined

peak load on the T-Third long, T-Third short, and T-Third very short lines is predicted to
be 16,#10-27,110 riders (refer to Table 3-10). To meet the Muni planning capacity

standards, additional service may be required as development occurs. As previously

noted, these capacity issues would be substantially alleviated if the Caltrain Downtown
Extension were implemented. Once again, capacity issues may arise on the 9AX-San

Bruno Express_line. Table 3-10 indicates a peak load of about 5;270-4,680 passengers_on

the 9X-San Bruno Express lines-{at-Feurth-and-Mission-Streets).”

The third to fifth paragraphs, page 3-44 and continuing on page 3-45 are revised as follows:

“For the Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B, travel time between the Fourth and King
Station and the Union Square/Market Street Station is estimated to be +3-1.4 minutes
slower and travel time between Fourth and King Streets and the Chinatown Station would
be 1.7 minutes slower than in Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A due to the presence
of an additional stop in SOMA, but travel times between Fourth and King Streets and
Chinatown 10.7 minutes faster than under the No Project/TSM Alternative (refer to Table
3-11). When compared to existing conditions, travel times from Fourth and King Streets
would be 3:6-3.2 minutes faster to Market Street and 5.5 minutes faster to Chinatown

Station.

The light rail line in the Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B is expected to serve
approximately 99;230-76,600 trips per weekday in 2030, or 39;200-52,000 more daily
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riders when compared to the No Project/TSM Alternative (refer to Table 3-8). It serves
10,390-mere-1,000 fewer passengers_or one percent less than served by the light rail train
in the Fourth/Stockton Alignment, Option A Alternative, primarily due to the additienal
access—provided—by-slightly slower travel times resulting from the proposed surface
station on Fourth Street. The bus ridership is projected to decline on lines serving the
Corridor, such as the 9X/9AX/9BX- San Bruno Expresses, 30-Stockton, and 45-

Union/Stockton, as well as other lines serving Downtown San Francisco and SOMA as a

result of the Central Subway Project implementation. As was the case with the Enhanced
EIS/EIR Alternative and Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A, a large share of the users
of the Central Subway are expected to have trip origins outside San Francisco,

transferring to the Central Subway at Fourth and King Station (from Caltrain) and
alighting-or at Market Street transferring from the BART system (refer to Table 3-9).

When compared to the No Project/TSM Alternative, overall transit boardings on routes

serving the Third Street Corridor are expected to increase by approximately—14.840
18,400 over the No Project/TSM Alternative or 69;420-49,300 over existing conditions.
The increase of 39;200-52,000 rail boardings over the No Project/ TSM Alternative would
be offset by a decline of 24;360-33,600 bus boardings.

fouralternatives-evaluated-and-bBYy 2030 the large numbers of travelers using the Central

Subway could exceed the capacity during the peak hours under the Fourth/Stockton

Alignment Option B (refer to Tables 3-9 and 3-10). Table 3-10 indicates that the peak
load on the combined T-Third light rail lines, is projected to be 19,720-26,820 by 2030.

Assuming the use of Muni planning capacity standards, additional rail service may be

required to meet demand as development along the Corridor and to the south of San
Francisco occurs. For the Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B, the 9X-San Bruno
Express demand would be less than under al-etheraAlternatives 2. This is due to a shift
in passengers disembarking at the Fourth and Harrison Streets and Fifth and Harrison
Street stops, from the 9X-San Bruno Express and other lines, to the T-Third light rail line

stop at Fourth and Brannan Streets._ The 9AX-San Bruno Express line could experience

capacity issues.”

Table 3-13, page 3-47, as shown on the following page, is revised to incorporate the intersection delays

and level of service resulting from DPT’s revised traffic analysis completed in February 2008.
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2030 A.M. INTERSECTION LOS / AVERAGE SECONDS OF DELAY

TABLE 3-13

FOURTH /
FOURTH / STOCKTON
NO PROJECT/ ENHANCED STOCKTON ALTERNATIVE
TSM EIS/EIR ALTERNATIVE OPTION B
INTERSECTION EXISTING ALTERNATIVE ALTERNATIVE OPTION A (LPA) (MODIFIED LPA)
Third Street / D361 Dl471 F/>80.0 F/>80.0 F/>80.0
King Street D/ 35.8 E/61.0
Fourth Street / E/ 55.9 E/ 69.5 D400 EL 646 E/ 586
King Street E/ 62.6 E/64.1 E/64.1%
Fourth Street / B/ 132 E/ 665 cl315 cl312 FL75.7
Harrison Street B/ 13.5 C/28.0 C/34.8 C/34.8 C/34.1
Sixth Street / F/>80.0 F/>80.0 F/>80.0 F/>80.0 F/>80.0
Brannan Street
Fourth Street / B/ 118 B/ 118 cl238 cl28.2 Di525
Bryant Street B/ 18.9 B/ 19.0 Cl 234 cl 21.7 D/51.7

Bold shows Project related impact.
! The level of service presented here is for the semi-exclusive flow option. The level of service under the mixed-flow option would be LOS

D.
Source:

San Francisco Department of Parking and Traffic, November 2006, February 2007, and March 2007. Revised February 2008.

Table 3-14, page 3-48, as shown on the following page, is revised to incorporate the intersection delays

and level of service resulting from DPT’s revised traffic analysis completed in February 2008.

The text of Alternative 1 — No Project/TSM, Operations and Cumulative Impacts on pages 3-48 to 3-50 is

revised as follows to reflect the updates to the traffic analysis completed in February 2008:

“Under the No Project/TSM Alternative, the roadway network in 2030 would be similar to

existing conditions, with the exception of the roadway changes within the proposed
Mission Bay development. Two of tFhe intersections, Fhird/Kirg-Fourth/Harrison and
Fourth/Bryant, interseetions-would operate at acceptable levels of service, LOS B-C and
B, respectively, in the a.m. peak hour and both the Bryant—and—Harrison—Street
intersections with-Fourth-Street-would operate at LOS C during the p.m. peak hour. As

under-existing-conditions—many-Three of the Study Area intersections would operate at

LOS E, or worse, conditions during the a.m. and p.m. peak period. LOS E or F conditions

would occur at the following intersections under the No Project/TSM Alternative (refer to

Tables 3-13 and 3-14):
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TABLE 3-14

2030 P.M. INTERSECTION LOS

FOURTH /
FOURTH / STOCKTON
NO PROJECT/ ENHANCED STOCKTON ALTERNATIVE
TSM EIS/EIR ALTERNATIVE OPTION B
INTERSECTION EXISTING ALTERNATIVE ALTERNATIVE OPTION A (LPA) (MODIFIED LPA)
Third Street / F/>80.0 F/>80.0 F/>80.0 F/>80.0 F/>80.0
King Street
Fourth Street / F/>80.0 F/>80.0 F/>80.0 F/>80.0 F/>80.0"
King Street
Fourth Street / B/-19.5 Cl-27.6 D/-35.8 E/ 652 F/>80.0°
Harrison Street B/ 18.5 C/ 27.0 D/35.3 E/64.6
Sixth Street / F/>80.0 F/>80.0 F/>80.0 F/>80.0 F/>80.0
Brannan Street
Fourth Street / cl-207 c/-30.9 B/185 D/395 D/37.3
Bryant Street B/19.6 C/30.4 B/ 18.2 Cl 24.4 D/ 36.9

Bold shows Project related impact.
! The level of service presented here is for the mixed-flow and semi-exclusive option.
2 The level of service presented here is for the semi-exclusive option. The level of service for the mixed-flow option would be LOS E.

Source:  San Francisco Department of Parking and Traffic, November 2006, February 2007, and March 2007._Revised February 2008.

e Third Street/King Street would degrade from LOS D to LOS E during the a.m. peak

hour and continue to operate at LOS F during the p.m. peak hour with increased

delays due to increases in traffic volumes on all approaches,

e Fourth Street/King Street would remain at LOS E during the a.m. peak hour and LOS

F during the p.m. peak hour with increases in traffic volumes on all approaches,

except on the eastbound through movement in the a.m. peak hour, where congestion

would limit the traffic flows, and

e Sixth Street/Brannan Street would continue to operate at LOS F during a.m. and p.m.

peak hours but would experience increased delays in the p.m. peak hour.

Mitigation Measures

Given the constrained roadway space available and limited opportunities for roadway
restriping or signal enhancements, none of the LOS E and F intersections, except-for-the
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Fourth—and—Harrison—Streets—intersection Third/King, Fourth/King and Sixth Brannan

Streets, could be reasonably mitigated and are therefore considered cumulative,

unavoidable adverse impacts.—At-the-Fourth/Harrison-Streets-intersection—thefollowing
e ) lod:

The text of Alternative 2 — Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment, Operations and Cumulative Impacts starting
with the fourth paragraph, page 3-51 and continuing through the first paragraph, page 3-52 is revised as

follows to reflect the updates to the traffic analysis completed in February 2008:

“Under Alternative 2, the Third and King Streets intersection would degrade from LOS B
E to LOS F and the Fourth and Bryant Streets intersection would degrade from LOS B to

LOS C in the a.m. peak hour with the implementation of the Project. This would result in

a significant project impact for the Third/King Streets intersection, The LOS operating

conditions for the other three intersections would remain the same, with the Fourth/King

Streets intersection experiencing slightly fewer delays than under the No Project/TSM

Alternative and the Fourth/Harrison and Sixth/Brannan Streets intersections experiencing

slightly higher delays. Cumulative unavoidable adverse impacts are expected to occur at
Third Street/King Street intersection in the a.m. peak hour..—Feurth-Street/King—Street

Implementation of the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment would result in a degradation of

level of service from LOS C to LOS D at the Fourth Street/Harrison Street intersection and

exacerbate the congested LOS F operations during the p.m. peak hours at Third

Street/King Street—Fourth—Street/King—Street; and Sixth Street/Brannan  Street

intersections..—but-At the Fourth/Bryant Streets intersection, the level of service would
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improve from LOS C to LOS B with Alternative 2. Alternative 2 would make a

considerable contribution to the cumulative congestion only at the Sixth/Brannan Streets
intersection. At the Sixth Street/Brannan Street intersection, Alternative 2 would increase
delays for vehicles accessing the 1-280 on- and off-ramps. The Project would not make a
considerable contribution to the cumulative adverse impacts at the other two intersections.
At the Third Street/King Street intersection, the increase in the northbound left turns that
would cause greater delays than under the No Project/ TSM Alternative. At Fourth

Street/King Street, the overall traffic volume and delays are is-slightly less than the No
Project/TSM Alternative,—but-the—inerease—in-eastbound-leftturns—could-cause—delays—to

a a) Q ) ala na m NE ala ne a aYaYa! neo ong on a ALO—O na

nta a aVa' am allkdala me N ALO ad-avharianece ala Qw\war Ao atala nae N

Ne-ProjectFSM-Alternative—The Fourth Street/King Street intersection would operate as

a constraint to traffic traveling southbound on Fourth Street.”

The text of Alternative 3 — Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A (LPA), Operations and Cumulative
Impacts, second paragraph, page 3-53 is revised as follows to reflect the updates to the traffic analysis
completed in February 2008:

“Under Alternative 3A, the Third Street/King Street intersection would degrade from LOS
B-E to LOS F in the a.m. peak hour and the Fourth Street/Harrison Street intersection
would degrade from LOS C to LOS E in the p.m. peak hour with the implementation of

the Project, resulting in a significant project impact. The Fourth Street/Bryant Street

intersection would degrade from LOS B to LOS C in the a.m. peak hour and would remain

at LOS C in the p.m. peak hour, but would still operate at an acceptable level of service.

Third/King, Fourth/King, and Sixth/Brannan streets intersections are expected to continue

to operate at LOS E or F in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. Cumulative unavoidable

adverse traffic impacts are expected to occur at Third Street/King Street (a.m. peak hour),

Fourth Street/King Street_(a.m. and p.m. peak hour), and Fourth Street/Harrison Street

(a.m. and p.m. peak hour). These intersections are expected to perform at LOS E or F

conditions during the a.m. and/or p.m. peak hours with or without the Fourth/Stockton
Alignment Option A (LPA), but Alternative 3A would have a considerable contribution to
the cumulative impacts at these intersectéions in the p.m. peak hour. Implementation of
light rail would exacerbate the congested operations at the Fourth Street/King Street
intersection during the p.m. peak hours with increases in the eastbound through volumes

contributing to the increase in delays. At Third Street/King Street, the increases in
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eastbound left turn movements would contribute to the increased delays at the intersection
and at the Fourth Street/Harrison Street intersection, the increase in southbound right turn
movements resulting from Alternative 3A would contribute to the increased congestion.
At the Sixth Street/Brannan Street intersection, the LOS operating conditions would
remain at LOS F during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, but would experience slightly fewer
higher delays than—under—the—No—ProjectFSM—Alternative with the reduction in

southbound lanes.”

The text of Alternative 3 — Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A (LPA), Mitigation Measures, first
paragraph, page 3-54 is revised as follows to reflect the updates to the traffic analysis completed in
February 2008:

“Project-related unavoidable adverse impacts are expected to occur at the Fourth/Harrison
Streets and Third/King Streets intersections. Cumulative unavoidable adverse traffic
impacts, which cannot be reasonably mitigated are expected to occur by 2030, with and
without the light rail project, at Third Street/King Street; and Fourth Street/King Street;
and-Fourth-Street/Harrison-Street. Alternative 3A would have a considerable contribution

to these cumulative impacts in the p.m. peak hour.”

The text of Alternative 3 — Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B (Modified LPA), Operations and
Cumulative Impacts, third paragraph, page 3-55 is revised as follows to reflect the updates to the traffic

analysis completed in February 2008:

“For Alternative 3B, when compared to the No Project/TSM Alternative, the LOS at the
Third Street/King Street intersection would degrade from LOS B-E to LOS F in the a.m.
peak hour and the operation of the Fourth Street/Harrison Street intersection would
degrade from LOS-E-to-LOSFin-the-am-—peak-hourand-from LOS C to LOS F in the
p.m. peak hour as a result of the Project implementation. The intersection of
Fourth/Bryant Streets would degrade from LOS B to LOS D in the a.m. peak hour and

from LOS C to LOS D in the p.m. peak hour, but would continue to operate at acceptable

levels of service. The intersections of Third/King (a.m. peak hour changes from LOS E to
LOS F), Fourth/King, and Sixth Brannan would continue to operate at LOS E or LOS F in

the peak hours. Cumulative unavoidable adverse impacts are expected to occur at Third

Street/King Street (a.m. and p.m. peak hour), Fourth Street/Harrison Street (p.m. peak
hour only), and Fourth Street/King Street (p.m. peak hour only) intersections.

Implementation of light rail would exacerbate thei congested operations at these locations
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during the p.m. peak hours with either ef-the semi-exclusive or mixed-flow street

configurations. These locations would experience greater delays in this alternative than in
the No Project/TSM Alternative due to overall increases in traffic volumes;-as-noted-under

Akternative-3A; resulting in a considerable contribution to the cumulative impacts.

The LOS operating conditions at the critical intersections remain the same or degrade one

level of service during the a.m. peak hours, and would also experience moderately longer
delays than under the No Project/TSM Alternative, except at Fourth Street/King Street
intersection where overall traffic volumes are less than those under the No Project/TSM
Alternative. The increased traffic at the Third/King Streets intersection resulting from

Alternative 3B will also result in a considerable contribution to the cumulative impacts.

The only differences in the level of service between the semi-exclusive and mixed-flow
track lane options are at Fourth/King Streets and Fourth/Harrison Streets. In the a.m.
peak, Fourth/King Streets performs at LOS E for the semi-exclusive track option, while it

operates at LOS D in the mixed-flow option. In the p.m. peak, Fourth/Harrison Streets

intersection performs at LOS F for the semi-exclusive option and LOS E for the mixed-

flow option. The improvement in the level of service for the mixed-flow option could be
attributed to the added capacity of the mixed-flow lane, which would be used by both the

LRVs and automobile traffic.”

and Traffic for the segment of Stockton Street between Washington and Jackson Streets.

The last sentence, last paragraph, page 3-62 is revised as follows:

“At the Chinatown Station on Stockton Street between Clay and Washington Streets, 6 of
the 16-14 parking spaces would be lost due to the new emergency access hatch located on

the west side of the street and the station emergency stairs.”

The last sentence, last paragraph, page 3-63 is revised as follows:

“The proposed location of the light rail tracks, platforms, and subway portal on Fourth
Street would remove 82-76 of the 85 existing on-street parking spaces (east side and west
side) under the semi-exclusive option and 8173 spaces under the mixed-flow option

between Townsend and Harrison Streets (refer to Table 3-16).”

Table 3-16, page 3-60, as shown on the following page, is revised to correctly reflect the remaining
parking spaces for the Townsend to Brannan and Bryant to Harrison Streets segments with the

implementation of Alternative 3B and to incorporate hew counts conducted by the Department of Parking
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TABLE 3-16

2030 PARKING CONDITIONS IN CORRIDOR

APPROXIMATE NUMBER OF ON-STREET PARKING SPACES

NO PROJECT / TSM

ENHANCED EIS/EIR

FOURTH /STOCKTON
ALTERNATIVE OPTION

FOURTH /STOCKTON
ALTERNATIVE OPTION

SEGMENT ALTERNATIVE ALTERNATIVE A (LPA) B (MODIFIED LPA)
Third Street - Total 92 Spaces
Spaces Spaces Spaces Spaces Spaces Spaces Spaces Spaces
Remaining Lost Remaining Lost Remaining Lost Remaining Lost
King to
Townsend 23 0 0 -23 23 0 23 -0
Streets
Townsend to
Brannan 35 0 35 0 35 0 35 -0
Streets
Brannan to
Bryant 34 0 0 -34 34 0 34 -0
Streets
Fourth Street - Total 85 Spaces
King to
Townsend 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -0
Streets
Semi- Semi-
Townsend to Exclusive Exclusive
Brannan 20 0 20 0 2 -18 92 -20-18
Streets NB/SB Portal Mixed- Mixed-
Flow Flow
5 -15
Semi- Semi-
Brannan to Exclusive Exclusive
Bryant 36 0 0 -36 36 0 7 -29
Streets Mixed- Mixed-
Flow Flow
37 -33-29
Bryant to Both Both
Harrison 29 0 29 0 29 0 0 -29
Streets
Stockton Street — Total 26 Spaces
Geary to Post
Streets 10 0 2 -8 5 -5 10 -0
Clay to
Washington 14 0 4 -10 8 -6 10 -4
Streets
Washington 20 0 20 0 20 0 18 -2
to Jackson
Streets
Semi- Semi-
Exclusive Exclusive
TOTAL 201221 0 90110 -111 172192 -29 119139 -82
CORRIDOR Mixed- Mixed-
Flow Flow
120142 -8479

Source: San Francisco Department of Parking and Traffic, May 2007_and January 2008.
NOTE: Under Alternative 3B up to three parking spaces would potentially be removed on the north side of Ellis Street to accommodate the

expansion of the One Stockton Street (Apple Store) access/egress into the public sidewalk area.
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The first paragraph, page 3-64 is revised as follows:

“There would be a loss of three parking spaces on the north side of Ellis Street,

west of Stockton Street, to accommodate the potential widening of the existing

station access/egress at One Stockton Street (the Apple Store) and feursix parking

spaces near the Chinatown Station to accommodate emergency access to the
station.”

The first sentence, second paragraph, page 3-64 is revised as follows:

“Overall, the Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B (Modified LPA) would displace 82-79

parking spaces.”
The last sentence, first paragraph, page 3-65 is revised as follows:

“According to the results from the pedestrian counts, the existing pedestrian levels of
service at all proposed station entrances, which currently operate at LOS A, would

continue to operate at LOS A except on Stockton Street at Maiden Lane at the Union

Square Station for Alternative 3A and along Stockton Street at the proposed Chinatown

Station for Alternative 3B where sidewalks would operate at LOS B (see Table 3-17).”

Table 3-17, page 3-66 is revised as noted on the following page.:
The second to the last sentence, second paragraph, page 3-71 is revised as follows:

“Pedestrian analysis for future conditions indicates that the sidewalks on the east side of

Stockton Street where the station access points are located would operate at LOS A-B.”

The third sentence, first paragraph, page 3-78 is revised as follows:

“For Fire Station #1, the following locations will be upgraded with emergency preemption
equipment: Third and Howard Streets, Third and Mission Streets, Fourth and Howard
Streets, Fourth and Mission Streets, Geary Street and Grant Avenue, Geary and Powell
Streets, and Geary and Pest-Stockton Streets.”
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TABLE 3-17

EXISTING AND PROJECTED PEDESTRIAN LEVEL OF SERVICE

AT PROPOSED STATION ENTRANCES

3-hr PM Peak Period
Projected | Projected E’r:)‘lﬁcigd
Existing PM peak 2030. Ridership min Ped Effective Ped Unit
Existing | 15-minute period Pedestrian VOIumeSZat Volume at Walkway Flow Rate
Alternative Intersection Corner | Street LOS count* count Volumes Portal Portal Width (ft) | (ped/min/ft) | LOS
Market Street Station
Third/Market SW Market A 431 5172 7086 3565-3250 888-861 22.00 2.61 A
Third/Market SE Market A 523 6276 8598 3565-3250 1014-987 16.50 4:10-3.99 A
Union Square Station
Stockton/Maiden A
Lane NE Stockton 262 3144 4307 380-270 391381 5.81 4.47-4.38 A
Stockton/Maiden A
2 Lane SE Stockton 261 3132 4291 380-270 389-380 7.81 3:31-3.24 A
Chinatown Station
Stockton A
between
Sacramento and
Clay Mid | Stockton 179 2148 2943 1255-1350 350-358 7.00 3:33-3.41 A
Hang Ah Alley Hang A
(south of Clay) Mid Ah 27 324 444 1255-1350 142149 11.00 0:86-0.81 A
Moscone Station
Fourth/Howard® NE Fourth A 121 1452 1989 0 166 7.60 1.43 A
Fourth/Howard NW Fourth A 96 1152 1578 600-570 182179 13.00 0-93-0.92 A
Fourth/Howard NW Howard A 72 864 1184 600-570 149-146 14.00 0-710.70 A
3A Union Square/Market Street Station
Stockton/Maiden A
Lane NE Stockton 262 3144 4307 380-1750 394505 6.50 4.015.18 AB
Stockton/Maiden A
Lane SE Stockton 261 3132 4291 380-1750 389-503 8.50 3:05-3.95 AB
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TABLE 3-17 (CONTD.)
EXISTING PEDESTRIAN LEVEL OF SERVICE
AT PROPOSED STATION ENTRANCES

3-hr PM Peak Period
Projected | Projected "DI':)?[J;CIE?
Existing PM pegk p 5030_ VRIIdershlp min Ped Effective Ped Unit
Existing | 15-minute perio edestrian 0 UmeSZat Volume at Walkway Flow Rate
Alternative Intersection Corner | Street LOS count! count Volumes Portal Portal Width (ft) | (ped/min/ft) | LOS
Chinatown Station
Stockton A
between
Sacramento and
Clay Mid | Stockton 179 2148 2943 1675-1950 385408 7.00 3.66-3.88 A
Hang Ah Alley Hang A
(south of Clay) Mid Ah 27 324 444 1675-1950 177199 11.00 107121 A
Chinatown Station
Stockton/Geary NE Geary A 238 2856 3913 29906-2230 575512 9.10 4.22-3.75 A
Stockton/ A
3B Washington SW Stockton 193 2316 3173 31306-3700 525573 7.00 5.00-5.45 B
Note: Pedestrian Growth Factor = 1.37
! Counts conducted April 2007. Analysis updated April 2008.
2 Total projected station ridership (p.m. peak period) divided by the number of station exits. See Table E-11 (Appendix E) for total projected station ridership during the p.m. peak period.
% Proposed station elevator location.
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Chapter 4.0 Affected Environment
The following text is added as a new paragraph following the fourth paragraph on page 4-6:

“Section 812.1.39b of the San Francisco Planning Code prohibits demolition of
residential apartment units in the Chinatown Residential Neighborhood

Commercial District. The Chinatown Station site at 933-949 Stockton Street is
located in this zoning district and would require an amendment to the Planning

Code for the demolition of the residential units at this location.”
Chapter 5.0 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures

The last sentence, fourth paragraph, page 5-18 is revised as follows:

“H-tThe Recreation and Parks Department dees-net-make-a-has concurred with the “de
minimis” finding; for this alternative, which satisfies the Section 4(f) repert-would-be

subject-to-review by the Department-of-nteriorreview requirements (see Appendix J).”

The text in the first sentence, second paragraph, page 5-31 is revised as follows:

“The Chinatown Stations would be centered on Clay Street at Stockton Street, and would

have a mezzanine and {concourse} level and one platform level.”

The text of the first two sentences, last paragraph, page 5-37 is revised as follows:

“The same as for Alternative 2 above, the Chinatown Station entrance for Alternative 3A
would be located on the east side of Stockton Street between Sacramento and Clay Streets

in a new facility replacing an existing two-story building. The building above the new

station would be limited to less-than 40 feet tall to reduce possible shadows on the
playground and tennis courts (Willie “Woo Woo” Wong Playground ) to the east of the

station allocation.”

The text of the fourth sentence, last paragraph, page 5-39 is revised as follows:

“This underground station would have a mezzanine and {concourse} and one platform

level for north and southbound trains.”

The last sentence, fifth paragraph, page 5-59 is revised as follows:
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“Design measures to address groundwater flow to the Powell Street BART/Muni Metro

Station would be incorporated into the Union Square/Market Street Station.”

The last sentence, second paragraph, page 5-60 is revised as follows:

“Design measures to address groundwater flow to the Powell Street BART/Muni Metro

Station would be incorporated into the Union Square/Market Street Station.”
Chapter 6.0 Construction Methods, Impacts, and Mitigations
The second sentence, second paragraph, page 6-1 is revised as follows:

“The impacts discussion is organized by environmental topic in the same order as in
Chapters 3:8 4.0 and 5.0.”

The fifth paragraph, page 6-20 is revised as follows:

“Clementina-Street-and-the-adjacent-The lot at the southwest corner of Clementina and

Fourth Streets (14,800 square feet) presently occupied by a gas station would serve as the

staging area for the Moscone Station and the temporary construction shaft.”

The second sentence, fourth paragraph, page 6-34 is amended as follows:

“Altheugh-tis-netfeasible-te-Temporary re-routeing of the 30-Stockton and 45-
Union/Stockton electric trolley bus lines to alternative streets during the ferthe-entire

construction period (six to eight months)duration-temporary-re-routing-of-these-tines may

be required.”

The second paragraph, page 6-35 is revised as follows:

“Re-routing the 30-Stockton and the 45-Union/Stockton trolley coaches would require
moving the existing overhead wires to allow the trolley buses to reach lanes not presently
served, construction of new overhead wires, or temporary substitution of motor coaches

for the trolley coaches; a cost that is included in the project cost estimates. Use of

auxiliary power units (APUs) may be feasible for limited lengths traveling downhill on

Stockton Street.
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The second sentence, sixth paragraph, page 6-35 is revised as follows:

“Overhead trolley lines for the 30-Stockton and the 45-Union/Stockton lines would need

to be removed-temporarily relocated for a period of six to eight months-to facilitate

installation of the shoring and decking.”

The second to last sentence, third paragraph, page 6-36 is revised as follows:

“Also, Stockton Street, between Geary and Ellis Streets may need to be closed completely

for an estimated six to eight months for installation of the secant piles for the deep cut-

and-cover platform section of the station.”

Table 6-2, page 6-50 is revised as shown on the following page.

TABLE 6-2

ACQUISITION AND RELOCATION REQUIREMENTS

REASON FOR
LOCATION ACQUISITION ACQUISITION RELOCATION ALTERNATIVE
370 Third Street Subway alignment 60 square feet (easement No Alternative 2
APN 3751-157 underneath building)
425 Fourth Street Subway alignment 150 square feet (easement No Alternative 2
APN 3762-112 underneath building)
255 Third Street (Moscone Location of vent shafts for Agreement/easement for No Alternative 2

Garage)
APN 3735-060

Moscone Station

placement of vent shafts on the
southeast corner of building and
elevators under the entrance at

northwest corner
Tehama Pedestrian Way Location for entrance to None Possible Vendor Alternative 2
Moscone Station on Third Street Relocation
Hearst Garage Location of vent shafts Agreement/easement for No Alternative 2
45 Third Street locating vent shafts inside space
APN 3707-058 in garage (30 parking spaces
displaced).
Union Square Garage Location of vent shafts and Agreement for locating vent No AIternat?ve 2and
APN 0308-001 entrance to Union Square Station | shafts and station entry in the Alternat!ve 3A,
Union Square terrace and plaza, Alternative 3B
(29 parking spaces displaced in
Alternatives 2 and 3A,; 34
parking spaces displaced in
Alternative 3B)
814-828 Stockton Street Location of vent shafts and 4,600 square feet (acquisition Yes Alternative 2 and
APN 0225-014 entrance to Chinatown Station entire lot) Alternative 3A
266 Fourth Street Location of vent shafts and 14,800 square feet (entire gas Yes Alternative 3A
APN3733-093 entrance to Moscone Station on station lot) Alternative 3B
Fourth Street
790-798 Market-Street Easement Market Street-tunnel Ne Alternative-3A
APN-0328-002 Alternative 3B
801 Market Street Subway alignment 1,700 square feet easement No Alternative 3A
APN 3705-048 underneath the building Alternative 3B
(Old Navy)
44 Stockton Street Subway alignment 5 square feet (Easement A No Alternative 3A
underneath building)
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790-798 Market Street/2 Subway alignment 3,900 square feet easement for No Alternative 3A

Stockton Street Option A and 3,300 square feet Alternative 3B

APN 0328-002 and 37052- easement for Option B (Option

001 to 004 A easement area underneath

(Virgin Records) building)

BART Entries on Market Access to station None — Use Agreement No Alternative 3A

Street at Powell Station Alter native 3B

123 O’Farrell Street Location of vent shafts Agreement for locating vent No Alternative 3B

(Ellis/O’Farrell Garage) shafts in the parking garage. 24

APN 0327-021 parking spaces displaced

933-949 Stockton Street Location of vent shafts and 10,100 square feet (acquisition Yes Alternative 3B

APN 0211-001 entrance to Chinatown Station of entire lot)

1455 Stockton Street Subway alignment for North 1,400 square feet (easement No Alternative 3A
Beach Tunnel Construction underneath building) Alternative 3B
Variant

Sidewalk Basements — Station construction at Union Revocation of permits for use of No All Alternatives

Various Locations

Square and on Market Street
between Third Street and the
Montgomery Station
(Alternative 2).

public right-of-way

Source: PB/Wong, 2007

The following new paragraph is added following the fifth paragraph, page 6-47 is revised as follows:

“An_amendment of the Planning Code, which prohibits the demolition of residential

apartment units in the Chinatown Residential Neighborhood Commercial District, would

be required for the Chinatown Station. The impacts would be the same as those discussed

in Section 6.5.2, Property Acquisition.

The third sentence, paragraph five, page 6-53 is revised as follows:

“The Department of Recreation and Parks would need to authorize aleng-term

encroachment-permit-for the use of Union Square plaza-and-a-Section-4{f)-approval-would

The following text is added at the end of the last paragraph, page 6-53:

“An amendment to the San Francisco Planning Code would be required for the demolition

of the residential apartment units at this station site and the mitigation measures would be

the same as those proposed for acquisition of the parcels.”

The first sentence, third paragraph, page 6-76 is revised as follows:

“Although this would not be considered a mitigation measure-to a less-than-significant

effect, if the historic building at 814-828 Stockton Street is demolished, then it would be
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standard practice to perform Historic American Buildings Survey/Historic American
Engineering Record (HABS/HAER) documentation.”

The first sentence, first paragraph, page 6-79 is revised as follows:

“...Street served the immediate need for lodging and shop space by Chinese merchants in

the aftermath of a-the 1906 natural disaster.”
The first sentence, second paragraph, page 6-79 is revised as follows:

“Within the block (Block 211), the three remaining buildings on the west side of Stockton
Street are also contributing elements to the historic district, and other important buildings
are nearby, including the Commodore School, the Chinese Methodist Episcopal Church,

Presbyterian Church in Chinatown, and the Gum Moon Residence.”

The first sentence, second paragraph, page 6-82 is revised as follows:

Although this would not be considered a mitigation measure-to a less-than-significant
effect, if the historic building at 933-949 Stockton Street is demolished, then it would be

standard practice to perform Historic American Buildings Survey/Historic American
Engineering Record (HABS/HAER) documentation “.”

Chapter 7.0 CEQA Considerations

The last two paragraphs on page 7-8 are revised as follows to incorporate the revised traffic

analysis prepared by DPT:

“Under the No Project/TSM Alternative, traffic congestion and delays would increase at
all of the five intersections analyzed. The Third/King and—Fourth/Harrison—Streets
intersections would degrade from LOS D to LOS E, the Fourth/King Streets intersection

would continue to operate at LOS E, and Sixth/Brannan Streets intersection would

experience increased delays at LOS F in the a.m. peak hour. In the p.m. peak hour, the
Third/King, Fourth/King, and Sixth/Brannan Streets intersections would continue to
operate at LOS F. Under all Build Alternatives, the Third/King, Fourth/King, and
Sixth/Brannan Streets intersections would operate at LOS F in the a.m. or p.m. peak hours.
The Project would have a cumulatively considerable contribution to the 2030 adverse
cumulative impact at the following locations: Sixth/Brannan Streets intersection for
Alternative 2; and Third/King, areé—Fourth/King—fer—Alternatives—3A—and—3B, and
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Fourth/Harrison Streets intersections for Alternative 3A and 3B (see Tables E-12 and E-13

in Appendix E). This determination was based on the examination of traffic volumes for

the traffic movements which determine overall LOS intersection performance.

For Alternative 2, twe-three of the five intersections analyzed would operate at LOS E or F
conditions for Cumulative 2030 conditions during the a.m. peak hour and three of the five
intersections analyzed would operate at LOS E—er F conditions for Cumulative 2030
conditions during the p.m. peak hour. There would be a project-specific significant traffic
impact at the Third/King intersection compared to No Project/TSM conditions due to a
deterioration of LOS from B-E to F for the a.m. peak hour. The Project’s share of future
traffic growth at the Sixth/Brannan Streets intersection would constitute a cumulatively
considerable contribution to adverse 2030 cumulative traffic conditions for the p.m. peak
hour. Alternative 2 contributions to adverse cumulative conditions were found to be
significant, in particular, as under Alternative 2 project-related traffic would constitute
substantial percentages for critical volume movements that would operate with adverse

conditions. As project-related traffic would represent a”

The Transit, Operation/Cumulative Impacts in Table 7-2, page 7-10 are revised as noted on the following

pages.

The Traffic, Operation/Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation Measures in Table 7-2, page 7-11 and 7-12 are

revised as noted on the following pages.

The Parking, Operation/Cumulative Impacts for Alternative 3B in Table 7-2, page 7-14 is revised as noted

on the following pages.

The Land Use Construction Impacts for Alternative 3B in Table 7-2,page 7-18 is revised as noted on the

following pages.

The Socioeconomic Construction Impacts for Alternative 3B in Table 7-2,page 7-19 is revised as noted on

the following pages.
The first sentence, third paragraph, page 7-46 is revised as follows:

“For Alternative 3A, there would be a project-specific significant traffic impact at the
Third/King Streets intersection compared to No Project/TSM conditions due to a

deterioration of LOS from B-E to F for the a.m. peak hour and Fourth/Harrison Streets due

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume |1 5-60



5.0: STAFF INITIATED CHANGES

to a deterioration of LOS C to LOS FE in the p.m. peak hour compared to No
Project/TSM conditions.”

The second paragraph, page 7-47 is revised as follows:

“For Alternative 3B, the impacts would be the same as described for Alternative 3A,
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TRANSIT

Operation/Cumulative

Less-than-Significant Impact:

Less-than-Significant Impact:

Less-than-Significant Impact:

Less-than-Significant Impact:

1. Muni Metro rail service on
the Embarcadero and the 9AX
San Bruno express buses are
projected to experience
capacity issues by 2030. The
capacity constraints on the
Embarcadero rail line between
Market Street and Folsom
Street would preclude capacity
improvements for the rail
service.

The Central Subway rail service
and the 9AX/BX San Bruno
express buses are projected to
experience capacity issues by
2030.

Same as Alternative 2.

The Central Subway rail service
and the 9AX San Bruno Express
are is-projected to experience
capacity issues by 2030.

TRAFFIC

Environmental
Area/lmpacts

Alternative 1 -No
Project/TSM

Alternative 2 - EIS/EIR
Enhanced Alignment

Alternative 3A -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option A

Alternative 3B -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option B

Operation/Cumulative

Significant Impacts:

. ” .
and-delays-would-occurin
2030 at-all of the five
intersections-evaluated-asa
resultof cumulative traffic
grewth—Third/King {a&-m-
peak-onhy); Streets intersection
would degrade from LOS E to
LOS F in the a.m. peak hour
and would continue to operate
at LOS F in the p.m. peak
hour. Fourth/King; and
Sixth/Brannan Streets
intersections would continue
to operate at LOS E or F
conditions in the a.m. and p.m.

Significant Impacts:

. i .
and-delays-would-occurin-2030
at-three-out-of the five
intersections-evaluated—The
Project would have a significant
traffic impact at the Third/King
Streets intersection in the a.m.
peak hour due to degradation in
LOS from B-E to F when
compared to the No Project/TSM
Alternative and a cumulatively
considerable contribution to the
cumulative traffic impacts at the
Sixth/Brannan Streets
intersection during the p.m. peak
hour in 2030.

Significant Impacts:

. i .
and-delays-would-occurin-2030
at-three-out-of the five
intersections-evaluated—The
Project would have a significant
traffic impact at the Third/King
Streets intersection in the a.m.
peak hour due to a degradation
in LOS from B-E to F and at the
Fourth/Harrison Streets
intersection in the p.m. peak
hour due to a degradation in
LOS from C to E when
compared to the No Project/
TSM Alternative. This
alternative would have a

Significant Impacts:

1. Same as Alternative 3A,
except the Project would also
have a-significant-impactat- the
FourthiHarrisen-Streets
hour-when-compared-to-the-Ne
- : 3
cumulatively considerable
impact on the cumulative traffic
impacts at the King Street and
Third Streets intersection during
a.m. peak hour and-the
FourthiHarrisen-Streets

heurin 2030.
2. In addition, the portal at
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peak hours.—Fhe-intersection
of Fourth-and-Harrison-Streets

Significant environmental
effects which can not be
avoided:

| : - "

impacts-could-bereasonably
mitigated:_The traffic impacts
at Third/King, Fourth/King,

and Sixth/Brannan Streets
intersections could not be
reasonably mitigated to a less-
than-significant level.

Significant environmental effects
which can not be avoided:

The traffic impacts at Third/King
and Sixth/Brannan Streets
intersections could not be
reasonably mitigated to a less-
than-significant level.

cumulatively considerable
contribution to the adverse
cumulative traffic impacts at the
King Street intersections with
Third and Fourth Streets and the
Fourth/Harrison Streets
intersection during the p.m.
peak hour in 2030.

Mitigation Measure:

Restriping the southbound curb
lane of Fourth Street to
accommodate a shared
through/right-turn lane to
Harrison Street would mitigate
the impacts to LOS B resulting
in a less-than-significant
impact.

Significant environmental
effects which can not be
avoided:

The traffic impacts at the
Third/King and Fourth/King
Streets intersections could not
be reasonably mitigated to a
less- than-significant level.

Fourth Street under 1-80 may
restrict aeeess—te—the—pmpesed

Streetand-large truck
movements onto Stillman Street.

Mitigation Measures:

Same as Alternative 3A, except
MTA will explore desigh
the TIPA and Golden Gate
Transit options that will permit

truck access to Stillman Street
thatwiH to reduce the impacts to
a less-than-significant level.

Significant environmental effects
which can not be avoided:

Same as Alternative 3A.

PARKING

Operation/Cumulative

No operation or cumulative
impacts.

Less-than-Significant Impact:

Less-than-Significant Impact:

Less-than-Significant Impact:

This alternative would eliminate
111 on-street parking spaces and
59 off-street parking spaces.

This alternative would eliminate
29 on-street parking spaces and
29 off-street parking spaces.

This alternative would eliminate
82 on-street parking spaces for
the semi-exclusive option and
8179 spaces for the mixed-flow
option and 59 off-street parking
spaces. An additional 3 spaces
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may be removed on the north
side of Ellis Street to
accommodate emergency

exiting.

EMERGENCY VEHICLE ACCESS

Operation/Cumulative

No operation or cumulative
impacts

Less-than-Significant Impact:

Less-than-Significant Impact:

Less-than-Significant Impact:

The introduction of a single-track
median in the middle of Fourth
Street would require fire trucks
exiting Fire Station #8 on
Bluxome Street to cross the entire
trackway to travel contra-flow on
Fourth Street.

Improvement Measures;

DPT will be upgrading traffic
signals with emergency vehicle
preemption equipment in order to
minimize the emergency
response time and improve signal
operations.

Same as Alternative 2, except
there would be a double-track
median to cross in Fourth
Street.

Improvement Measures;
Same as Alternative 2.

Same as Alternative 3A, except
the trackway would be about 3
feet wider than under Alternative
2 and with two-way operation on
Fourth Street, there would be no
contra-flow travel.

Improvement Measures;
Same as Alternative 2.

LAND USE

Construction

No construction impacts.

Less-than-Significant Impact:

Less-than-Significant Impact:

Less-than-Significant Impact:

Construction would not cause a
change in land use patterns or
neighborhood character, but
would temporarily disrupt access
to the adjacent uses as described
under Transportation.

Improvement Measures:

Same as Alternative 2, but
would have a lesser area of
surface disruption.

Improvement Measures:
Same as Alternative 2.

Same as Alternative 3A, except
that the surface area of
disruption would be greater than
under Alternative 3A and an
amendment of Planning Code
would be required to allow the
demolition of residential

apartment units.
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Public information programs and
signage will be used to minimize
impacts to adjacent land uses
during construction.

Improvement Measures:
Same as Alternative 2.

SOCIOECONOMIC (POPULATION AND HOUSING)

Construction

No construction impacts.

Less-than-Significant Impact:

Less-than-Significant Impact:

Less-than-Significant Impact:

The Project would create
temporary construction-related
jobs that would not be expected
to have a substantial effect on the
regional population.

Same as Alternative 2.

Same as Alternative 2, except an
amendment of Planning Code
would be required to allow the
demolition of residential

apartment units..
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Project’s share of future traffic growth would also constitute a cumulatively considerable

contribution to adverse 2030 cumulative traffic conditions at the Third/King Streets

intersection in the a.m. peak hour.”

The first sentence, last paragraph, page 7-47 is revised as follows:

“Alternatives 2 and 3A would result in the displacement of 10 small businesses (10 or
fewer employees per business) and—1—or—2residential—units—in the Chinatown
neighborhood at 814-828 Stockton Street for construction of the proposed Chinatown

Station.”

Chapter 8.0 Financial Feasibility

The second through fourth sentences, first paragraph, page 8-1 are revised as follows:

“The primary basis for this section is the MTA’s Central Subway FY 2008-2009 New
Starts Report, Financial Plan, which was prepared in 2006-2007, although-this—section
also-ineludes-in addition to updated costs estimates and revenue projections ferProject
alternativeswhich-that have been provided by the MTA and its consultants. The analysis
is not required for CEQA environmental review, but is presented for informational
purposes as a financial plan is an important element of the federal and local project
approval process. Fetalforecast-eOperating and capital costs are compared to operating
and—non-operating—revenues—from—federal—state—and—tecalsources to determine the

financial feasibility of the Project alternatives.”
The last sentence, second paragraph, page 8-1 is revised as follows:

“The MTA expects to update the Project financial plan in September 2007-2008.”
The fifth paragraph, page 8-4 is revised as follows:

“Preliminary estimates predict that utility relocations for the Central Subway will
commence in 2840-2009 with heavy construction scheduled to begin in 2041 2010. Fhe
start-of revenue-service Completion of construction is scheduled for 2016 for Alternative
3B and 2017 for Alternative 2 and Alternative 3A.”

The second sentence, second paragraph, page 8-5 is revised as follows:
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“Alternative 3B is similar to Alternative 3A, but its cost estimates differ in part because
of a shorter tunnel (with a longer surface line), four stations (the fourth is a surface

platform), and a shorter (enre-yrear six months less) construction period than the other
build alternatives.”

The first sentence, last paragraph, page 8-5 is revised as follows:

“Other differences in Alternative 2 that affect the alternatives cost estimates include:
operation as a surface line on both Third and Fourth Streets, south of Harrison Street; two
portals (one on Third Street and one on Fourth Street) rather than one portal; a tunnel
under Third Street instead-of-in addition to Fourth Street, and five stations (four
underground and one surface).”

The second through the fourth sentences, paragraph one, page 8-6 are revised as follows:

“A-second-independent-tine{The T-Third Short Line} is anticipated to operate between
Chinatown and a turnaround loop near 18th Street_and the T-Third Very Short Line is

planned to operate between Chinatown and Fourth and Berry Streets. Service levels are

planned for single car_trains on the T-Third Long and Short lines and two-car trains on

the T-Third Very Short Line operating at five-six-minute peak period and 10-minute

midday frequencies on each line. For Alternative 3B (the LPA as selected in February
2008), tFhis would require three additional LRVSs, plus one spare, for a total of four
additional LRVs_in 2030._ For Alternative 2, it would require six additional LRVs (five

peak plus one spare) and for Alternative 3A, it would require three additional LRVs (two

peak plus one spare).”

The second through the fourth paragraphs, page 8-6 are revised as follows:

“Basis for Rail Estimating Operation and Maintenance Costs
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The system wide Operations and Maintenance (O&M) expenses were estimated by

applying the results of an O&M cost model developed for the Transit Effectiveness
Project (TEP) and the FY 2009 Central Subway New Starts Report submission to the
FTA.

The O&M cost model is disaggregate and resource build-up in structure, consistent with

the approach suggested by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA). Line item costs are

determined according to the quantity of service supplied and other system characteristics.

Expenses are classified as fixed and/or variable (a driving variable drives the variable

costs). Costs are broken out by class so appropriate inflation rates can be applied to

project future costs for labor, fringes, and energy costs, which historically have varied

significantly from each other.

The O&M cost model was calibrated and unit costs computed based on the SFMTA FY

2006 actual operating expenses, staffing costs, and levels of service provided. The

following inflation factors were applied to FY 2006 dollars to forecast unit costs in year-

of-expenditure dollars.

° Salaries and Wages: San Francisco Consumer Price Index - All Urban Consumers

(CPI-U) + 0.5%, based on historical growth in salaries and wages

. Health Benefits: Historical growth in healthcare expenses of 10%

. Other Benefits: San Francisco CPI-U - All Items

) Fuel and Lubes: Crude Oil Price: West Texas Intermediate - Sweet Wellhead

. Materials & Supplies: San Francisco CPI-U - All Items
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. Propulsion Electricity: San Francisco CPI-U - Electricity

. Other: San Francisco CPI-U - All Items

Factors That May Alter Operating Cost Estimates

inspection-yards—The O&M cost model estimates unit costs using a variety of variables,

including peak vehicles, revenue bus/train hours, weekday peak revenue bus/train hours,

revenue vehicle miles, ridership, manned stations, wayside or surface platforms,

maintenance garages, power sub-stations, miles of trolley wire lines, and track miles.

Some of these variables were broken out to associate mode-specific costs to the mode-

specific variable. Any change in the value of these variables would affect the forecast of

O&M costs for the baseline and the build alternatives.”

The first two paragraphs and Table 8-2, page 8-7 are revised as follows:

“The projected incremental operating costs for both the T-Third line (10S) and Central Subway
Alternatives are summarized in Table 8-2 in year of expenditure dollars_(YOE). AH-Prejecta
Alternatives 3A and 3B are expected to result in a net operating cost savings relative to the No

Project/TSM Alternative, however, Alternative 2 would result in a net-operating increase. The

2016 figures represent the cost at the startup of the Central Subway operations, while the 2030

figures are for a selected forecast year.
Comparative Discussion

Due to a faster and more direct alignment, Alternative 3A creates an annual reduction of 2,460
40,300 LRV car hours on the Central Subway Corridor and a system-wide annual reduction

increase of 24800-11,900 car hours when compared to the No Project Alternative. Alternative

3A would also reduce the number of system-wide annual bus hours by 76,400. Alternative 3B
would save the same number of annual bus hours, however, it would inerease-reduce the annual
LRV car hours by 6;800-39,000 on the Central Subway Corridor while redueing-increasing by
19;,400—13,200 system-wide LRV hours compared to the No Project/TSM Alternative.

Alternative 2 would result in yields-an annual inerease-decrease of #106-33,100 LRV car hours, a
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system-wide annual reduction-increase of 48;300-19,100 car hours, and would reduce the number

of system-wide annual bus hours by 76,400 when compared to the No Project/TSM Alternative.”

TABLE 8-2

CENTRAL SUBWAY INCREMENTAL OPERATING COSTS (IN YOE$ MILLIONS)

No Project/TSM Alternative 2 Alternative 3A Alternative
Alternative 3B
2016 $767-.9-$852.61 $6934 $852.73 $693-0 $849.65 $693.2
$849.41
2030 $1:1459 $1122.3 $1A21L7 S22 1
$1,261.49 $1,262.13 $1,257.77 $1,258.31
Difference from No Project/TSM Alternative
2016 N/A {$14:5)$.011 £$14-9 $2.96) £$14-7 $3.20)
2030 N/A {$23-6)-$0.64 {$24-2 $3.72) £$23-8 $3.18)

Note: YOE is Year of Expenditure.

Source: MTFA-May-2007-AECOM Consult, Inc. April 2008.

The last paragraph, page 8-7 and continuing on to page 8-8 is revised as follows:

“A total of $432:2-$473 million in state and local capital funding has been committed to
the Central Subway Project. In addition, the MTA is currently seeking $762.2 million in
federal “New Starts” funding, for a total of $1394-4-$1,235 million in capital funding

identified for the Project. These sources are discussed in this section, _Only Alternative

3B is fully funded; and-the steps-that-the- MTA-istaking-to-overcome-the-capital-funding

shortfalls for the other alternatives are discussed in Section 8.1.4. MTA’s funding plan

for the Central Subway Project alternativesare is displayed in Table 8-3.”

Table 8-3, page 8-8 is revised as follows:

CENTRAL SUBWAY CAPITAL FUNDING PLAN (IN SMILLIONS)

TABLE 8-3

Source Amount
Federal — 5309 New Starts $762
State $306
Local $126167
Total $1,1941,235

Source: MTA Central Subway FY20089 New Starts Financial Plan

The first through third sentences, third paragraph, page 8-8 is revised as follows:

“The MTA is seeking a minimum of $762.2 million in Section 5309 New Starts funding.
The MTA started receiving New Starts funds for the Central Subway Project in FY 2003.
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To date, the MTA has received $45.3 million in New Starts funds as follows: $1.5 million
in 2003; $8.9 million in 2004; $9.9 million in 2005; ard-$25 million in 2006, and $11.74

million approved for 2008. These funds were allocated for preliminary engineering and

environmental review. The Central Subway Project stilb-needs to complete Preliminary
Engineering and enter Final Design before it is eligible to receive an FFGA, and the federal
government’s allocation of New Starts funding to-date does not guarantee that the Central

Subway Project will receive an FFGA.”
The last sentence, third paragraph, page 8-8 is revised as follows:

“In FTA’s FY 20089 New Starts Report to Congress, the Central Subway Project
(Alternative 3AB) received a “Medium” Overall Rating, a “Medium” Local Financial
Commitment Rating, a “Medium” Project Justification Rating, a “Medium-Lew” Cost

Effectiveness Rating, and a “High” Transit Supportive Land Use Rating.”

The second sentence, sixth paragraph, page 8-9 is revised as follows:

“Muni-The MTA has either planned, programmed, or been awarded funding for all capital
projects in the State of Good Repair CIP, which includes the capital projects needed to
maintain the current level of service as well as the Central Subway Project Alternative
3AB.”

Pages 8-12 and 8-13 are revised as follows:
“Operating Sources

Project Specific Transit Farebox and Non-farebox Operating Revenue Sources

h—2030-tThe MTA’s estimates-that-the-of additional annual fare revenues by-from the
Central Subway Project weuld-be-is $9-6-7.0 million peryearfor Alternative 3A, based on

the estimated change in ridership and an increase in the average fare that is consistent with
the MTA’s estimate for inflation (32 2.3 percent per year). Alternative 3B is predicted
projected to generate slightly less incremental annual revenues of $8:8-6.6 million and
Alternative 2 is expected to generate $316-5.6 million more than the No Project/TSM
Alternative. The operating revenue estimates are shown in Table 8-7. MTA has assumed
that the Central Subway Project will generate the same non-farebox operating revenue as
the No Project/TSM Alternative.”
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2030 CENTRAL SUBWAY OPERATING REVENUES (YOES$)

TABLE 8-7

Alternative 2 Alternative 3A ‘ Alternative 3B

Light Rail, Bus Trolley Bus, and Historic Streetcar

Boardings with Central Subway 262,855,770 265,115,520 264,783,700
Boardings for No Project/ TSM Alternative 259,444,570 259,447,570 259,447,570
Change in Boardings 3,408,200 5,66,950 5,336,130
Average Fare $0.98 $0.98 $0.98
Fare Revenue Generated by Central Subway $3,325,750 $5,530,840 $5,207,040
Cable Car

Boardings with Central Subway 11,717,740 11,591,460 11,573,020
Boardings for No Project/TSM Alternative 11,329,200 11,329,200 11,329,200
Change in Boardings 388,540 262,260 243,820
Average Fare $5.79 $5.79 $5.79
Fare Revenue Generated by Central Subway $2,250,580 $1,519,120 $5,579,950
Total Change in Boardings 3,796,740 5,930,210 5,579,950
Total Fare Revenue Generated by Central Subway $5,576,330 $7,049,950 $6,619,330

Note: YOE is Year of Expenditure.

Estimates developed using MTA methodology from MTA Central Subway FY2009 New Starts Financial Plan and updated MTA

boarding estimates.

“Systemwide

The MTA has estimated the amount of revenue available for operating and maintaining
the New Starts Project while maintaining the existing and proposed level of service.
This estimate is shown in Table 8-8. It also assumes two new revenue measures
reguiring-third-party-approval. The first of these is an increase to the parking tax of 10
percent, from the current rate of 25 percent to a proposed rate of 35 percent—Fhe-MTA’s

nalysis-assumes-it-would-be-approved-byv-votersin 008 that was approved by voters

in November 2007 and will begin to generate additional revenues in FY2009. The
second new revenue source MTA staff is currently pursing is the-development-of-a
Fransit-Operationsfee. proactive management of parking collections in on-street meters
and off-street parking facilities generating an expected increase of $30 million annually.

1

Maintaining existing service levels is required to receive a Federal New Starts Full Funding Grant Agreement.

2—MTA-Central-Subway-FY¥2008-New-Starts-Financial-Planp-10-27-
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5.0: STAFF INITIATED CHANGES

Total FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY2l FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25

SOURCES

Operating

Fare Revenues $4,152  $131 $159 $159 $159 $179 $179 $179 $197 $197 $197 $216 $216 $216 $236 $236 $236 $259 $259 $259 $284
Parking Revenues 4,847 173 177 182 190 196 202 211 218 225 234 242 249 260 268 277 288 298 307 320 330
Parking Tax Increase 198 0 0 0 9 9 10 10 10 10 11 11 12 12 12 13 13 13 14 14 15
New Cong. Mgmt/Trans. Imp. Fee 221 0 0 0 10 10 11 11 11 12 12 12 13 13 14 14 15 15 16 16 17
Charges for Service 137 5 5 5 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 7 7 7 8 8 8 8 8 8 9
Intergovernmental Revenue 3,032 91 114 151 122 125 129 133 137 141 146 151 155 160 166 171 176 182 188 194 200
Miscellaneous Revenue 755 14 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 40 41 42 44 45 46 48 49 51
Gen. Fund Cont. - Prop E Form. 4,150 140 154 160 167 172 178 184 189 195 202 208 215 222 229 236 244 252 260 268 276
Use of Carryforward Fund Bal. 9 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Interdepartmental Recoveries 419 15 16 16 17 17 18 18 19 20 20 21 22 22 23 24 25 25 26 27 28
Departmental Transfer Adj. (256)  (9) (10) (10) (10) (11) (11) (11) (12) (12) (12) (13) (13) (14) (14) (15) (15) (15) (16) (16) @an
Dedicated Paratransit Funding 351 16 16 16 16 16 16 17 17 17 17 18 18 18 18 19 19 19 19 20 20
Special Revenue - TIDF 247 10 10 10 10 10 10 11 11 11 12 12 13 13 13 14 14 15 15 16 16
Total Operating Sources 18,262 586 679 720 726 764 781 802 839 859 882 923 945 970 1,015 1,040 1,068 1,117 1,144 1,175 1,229
Capital - State of Good Repair

Federal 2,763 106 79 111 90 173 170 160 140 165 218 206 172 167 87 84 110 126 107 132 160
State 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Local 1,232 42 50 61 89 133 95 108 58 58 95 108 25 17 50 63 11 11 45 61 51
Total Capital Sources 3,996 148 129 172 181 306 264 269 198 223 313 314 198 184 137 148 121 137 152 194 212
Total Sources 22,259 734 808 893 906 1,069 1,046 1,071 1,037 1,082 1,195 1,237 1,143 1,154 1,152 1,187 1,188 1,254 1,296 1,368 1,441
USES

Operating

Platform Salaries 4,124 128 144 150 156 162 169 176 183 190 198 206 214 222 231 240 250 260 270 281 293
Other Salaries 4,357 157 168 172 174 180 186 192 198 204 211 217 224 232 239 247 254 263 271 280 289
Fringe Benefits 6,795 114 131 144 158 174 191 210 231 254 280 308 339 373 410 451 496 545 600 660 726
Overhead 191 7 7 7 8 8 8 8 9 9 9 10 10 10 10 11 11 12 12 12 13
Non-Personal Services 3,201 109 121 125 129 133 137 141 146 151 155 160 165 171 176 182 188 194 200 206 213
Materials and supplies, incl. fuel 1,041 35 39 41 42 43 45 46 47 49 51 52 54 56 57 59 61 63 65 67 69
Capital/Facilities Expenditures 162 3 25 28 5 5 5 5 5 6 6 6 6 6 7 7 7 7 8 8 8
Services of Other Departments 1,039 36 39 40 42 43 44 46 47 49 50 52 54 55 57 59 61 63 65 67 69
Debt Service 171 8 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
Allocated Charges (381) (14) (14) (15) (15) (16) (16) n 17 (18) (18) (19) (20) (20) (21) (22) (22) (23) (24) (24) (25)
Appropriated Rev. - Res. & Des. 202 1 10 10 10 10 10 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
Repay Breda Money 7 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Service Plan Changes (57) 0 0 0 0 5 5 5 5 5 5 (8) (8) (8) (8) 9) 9) 9) 9) (10) (10)
Transfer to Unapprop. Fund Bal. 23 0 0 9 8 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Operating Uses 20,875 586 679 720 726 764 794 833 875 919 966 1,003 1,058 1,116 1,178 1,245 1,316 1,394 1,477 1,566 1,663
Capital - State of Good Repair

Fleet 1,684 23 16 14 10 40 42 85 38 64 154 155 72 128 108 110 83 99 114 156 174
Infrastructure 2,239 98 80 148 169 265 222 184 159 159 159 159 126 56 29 38 38 38 38 38 38
Facilities 49 7 31 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Equipment 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other Projects 24 20 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total Capital Uses 3,996 148 129 172 181 306 264 269 198 223 313 314 198 184 137 148 121 137 152 194 212
Total Uses $24,872 $734 $808 $893 $906 $1,069 $1,058 $1,102 $1,072 $1,142 $1,279 $1,318 $1,255 $1,299 $1,315 $1,392 $1,437 $1,530 $1,629 $1,760 $1,875
Projected Surplus (Deficit) ($2,613)  $0 $0 ($0) %0 $0 ($12)  ($31)  ($36)  ($60)  ($84)  ($81) ($113) ($145) ($162) ($205) ($249) ($277) ($333) ($392) ($434)
Note: Data reflects the combined total for the Municipal Transportation Agency, which includes Muni and DPT.
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5.0: STAFF INITIATED CHANGES

NEW TABLE 8-8

MTA 30-YEAR FINANCIAL PLAN INCLUDING CENTRAL SUBWAY ALTERNATIVE 3B

(YOE SMILLIONS)

CAPITAL SOURCES OF FUNDS Taral
[¥ear of Expenditure Dollsrs in Milions)  Fiscal Vaaa 007 200 2010 P 2015 2016 7 2018 200 2071 rres 003 001 2078 207 2077 o3 079 2021 2057 20r1 21 7095 036 HOT 703
FY#7 £ FY#F Capital Funding - Non-Centeal Submway Project Sources | STIL1S S f el s 00 S S0 Ea el bl .00 S0 Rl - o - o S 25
Trarmder from Operations s $L35 SN SHTAS STILE SWAMS STILID SI0T.03 SISATE S16RD6 STALAE STTRTG  S2IR49 SN SMAD 51361 726350
Dadiearsd Havancas S0 so.00 soee s e s s .00 o e S s0.00 oo s.00
Fadaral Graam
FTA Section 5307 Urbanized Arva Farmuls Program 0.0 000 5% W §H452 1S S50 $943  S08W %679 6340 $I019 5195 s B Ke15 H5.00 #3342 T SEA0 eI HED4 HIW  EE1W S 620 64 €073 R wanaz
FTA: Saction 5309 Fined Gudeway Modemazaticn 0.0 000 5316 SE0ET w278 3% B0 459 MW WE2 S 5497 $5155 504 T30 3D e $000  f2M g7 092 05 $5261 5472 B0 A8 B15 B0 6557 823 $148015
FTA: Saction 511 New Starts. & Extensians WO WX F02 00 F0H SN0 SN0 SN0 SN0 BME 25 S0 00 00 00 00 000 000 00 0m 00 S0 S0 S0 000 000 00 S0 S0 0 §Ta
FTA: Sartion ST BunlAlamatog Fusls W WEN  EE YD $0 S0 80 80 B0 0 B0 S 0 ®O 20\ 0 B0 B0 S0 0 S0 S0 @0 $BED B0 S0 S0 0 90 S\l B0 S0 %D S0 S0 25
FTA: Section 5303 Planning 0.0 000 008 $0.05 $0.05 005 005 008 $008 $0.05 0,05 005 005 008 $008 $0.05 $0.05 005 005 008 $005 $0.05 $0.05 005 005 008 $008 $0.05 005 005 1.4
Fedoral Gongesbon Megation & Air Gualy (CMAJ) Program W ORE HE ORI 0K B0 9K ®K BN BRI S0 #9000 B0 #9020 9K 20 9% 20 g0 ®E BK g g ®X KN BE 00 SK 80 wo
Fadaral Sutacs Transpessean Pragiam 9m  WE WD WD S0 S0 90 W0 0D 90 80 WD 9K 9o Y S0 90 9) 90 $9E 90 SND %0 0 SN 90 N0 09D 90 S0 9o [k
Fad Actiitins Progesen $0.00 0w 041 043 §.44 & 045 5050 052 $054 051 $053 05 057 0 $062 $0.64 ST 0Ez 07z 075 078 28 S5 08 091 0w 0% $1.03 07 $18.90
Sublotal Federal Grants X .25 ST SORTS SMOM SDAATY STRRSS  SRMOT  S3709)  S2MGTY  STMG4Y  STLTE  STIZW S1002  SITAM SM05 SR SEROG STMLSD  SMLTY  SOTT SIMET  STRLST STIAST  STIRTO SI2LM SIS 5149 STI4) SMLET  ShemM
Seate Grants
State Regonal Transportabon kmgrowement Ercgram (FTIE) I KD 0D EUD S0 00 g0 20 0D 90 850 ®ND 8K 00 0D 00 90 g0 g0 0D 90 0D 00 0 RN 00 00 00 20 $0O gm Fek]
Stati Trhe Congastain Rebel Pregram (TCRA) LM WEN WD WD %0 S0 90 90 0D 90 50 0 %D 9K 0o N0 00 90 SN0 90 0D 90 5D %0 0 %D 90 N0 9D 90 800 9o Bm
State Infrastructure Bond Funds - Prop 18 (MTC) .00 §0.00 $0.00 $0.00  $100.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 0 $0.00 $0.00 00 000 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 000 000 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 .00 $0.00 000 $0.00 $0.00 5000 000 $100.00
State Infrastructure Boad Funds - Prop 18 (MTA) 0.0 $000  $2ED  SNED  $IME $380 & SOED $NED 745 $17 60 sy 00 0o 00 $0.00 $0.00 .00 000 0o 000 $0.00 000 .00 000 0o 000 $0.00 000 .00 a0
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Stats Otbaee - Ve Rew 00 0 $n 5030 030 S0 4031 4031 §03 030 4003 4033 4033 034 4034 035 $035 4006 @ 4027 4037 8 40X $1X % @93 @S 0% 0% ©0n 714
Sublotal Stxte Grants X LM ST SHLMM SMSAE SMAY SR SN 5282 5267 SMIAT SMW .23 .M M [ 15 2% 026 .27 0.7 s . X 0.0 T 031 33 s N $616. 36
Local Grants
AL - Bndge Tods WE ORED R® ORD ORN M5 BB NX N3 B2 9% 53 51N B4 5 B8 BS 9% R RS Ba 28 28 Rs 0 RS B9 R% B S RS R T
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5.0: STAFF INITIATED CHANGES

NEW TABLE 8-8 (CONTINUED)

MTA 30-YEAR FINANCIAL PLAN INCLUDING CENTRAL SUBWAY ALTERNATIVE 3B

(YOE $MILLIONS)

OPERATING SOURCES OF FUNDS Total
(ear of Expenditure Dollarsin Millions) Fiacal Vear PR ) S R R ) ) V) S ) S S— ) T—)—) ) R 0 — T R R R R R R— R ) S R " | — k)
Passenger Revenue $12376  $13345 Sl $1895  BieTo0  S1793  $1ase #2004 $21160  $22802 829156 923236 25426 #25600  $25043  $26211  dsaed 924754 831083 BN $30des  Sa106  Bu460  $37a  S3M37 $I77 SISz $A0L06  $40336  $406ss 8815620
Parking Reveruses
Par nues $5125 96557 §081  §m24  $BA 056 §720  §71 9572 $9R4D  IOSIS  $10765  $lE4d 11879 $12766  $13131  $109 1827 §1S440  §I5693  $1633%  §17246  $18495  $ISRI9 §20220 0556 921993 §248 23606 206 $413599
Parking Ter Revenne $220  $2413 $2615  S2700 $B94  $071  $3210  §12T1 $3530 $3620  $3877  $070 $4204 B30 S407  $4zAD 95181 §5233 $5604 95787 $6209  $6360 963 469 §456  $7530  $3L00 3273 $%138 $3873 815834
Fi $8874 S92 964 967 SI067T5  SI0962  SUSTO  $1072 13026 SI3IO3  SIB05 914649 $ISB4S  BIGL6S 173 BITE6S  BISIIE  $194S6  RI0IL 21355 $2904  $23469  $5169 609 §2516 23 $M9Bm  $30547 3146 B4 $564720
Penits 598 $349 594 $6.13 4651 674 731 743 301 824 $2.80 3901 9915 9994 $1069  $1099  $1176 SIS $1293  $1304 1400 $M44  $1S48 $1575 $1683 §1721 S84l BIsT §1984 2005 34194
Parking Fees $5.12 $668 $723 $7.47 800 3821 3890 904 $976  $1003  $I072  $109%  $1187 1211 $1301  $1339  $1432  S4e1  $1574  $1600  $1717  $1753  $1386  $1909  $Me2 095 §24  $2  $2416  §2453 $421.57
Cther Cperating Reverases
Rentel Income 24 $210 $216 9223 22 $234 5242 $246 253 $260 $265 21 $280 $285 $292 $301 307 $2.13 322 327 $134 302 $350 $3.56 $165 $371 378 $186 3388 $394 $89:85
Advertising 521 822 871 9.3 979 $1037  $109  §165  $1199  $1233  $125  $1236  $1326  $1353  $13%6  $1426  $1455  $1483  $1524  §1549  §I1585  $1623  §1660  $16890 1730 §1759  $1794  $183  §1841 41870 $41275
Muni Feeder to BART $252 $240 $248 $2.56 261 $268 $277 $28 $290 $208 4103 4311 $320 127 4335 $345 $351 4158 368 $374 183 4392 $401 $408 $413 $425 433 $4.42 4445 $452 $10265
Parctransit Reverue $136 $141 $146 $1.51 3154 $158 $163 $166 171 $176 $1.70 3183 $129 193 $197 $203 $207 211 217 $221 $226 9231 $236 $240 $246 $250 $255 $261 9262 $266 $6034
Proof of Payment Reverue 9013 $016 4016 $0.17 017 9018 9013 $013 $019 020 $0.20 3020 $021 021 022 5023 023 023 024 $025 $0.25 026 $026 027 027 5028 028 020 3029 030 674
Miscellaneons 027 $003 003 003 003 003 003 003 003 $004 004 004 004 5004 004 004 004 004 004 005 005 005 3005 005 005 $005 005 005 005 005 145
Cperating Asistance
Transit Opersting Assistance 000 $381 000 0.00 000 000 000 000 $000 000 0.00 000 000 000 000 $000 000 000 000 000 0.00 000 $000 000 000 000 000 0.00 000 000 231
FTA Grants 5000 $457 000 $0.00 3000 $000 5000 $0.00 5000 000 $0.00 3000 000 5000 $0.00 $000 000 5000 000 $000 $0.00 3000 $000 5000 5000 $000 000 $0.00 3000 000 $4.57
Ges Tax Adjustment $132 $347 4358 $2.70 9378 $358 $401 $407 $419 $431 439 3449 $463 473 $424 498 $508 $5.18 3533 $541 $5.54 3567 $580 3590 3604 $614 3627 $6.40 3643 653 $146.08
State Sales Tax $2995  $3444  §355  $3660  $M47  $3847  $906  $40d4l S4I58 $42T5 B354 S445T  $4508  $4691  $4807 4944 043 S5143 $5285 53T $5495  $363 95754 65855 $998 96098 $6219 96343 94384 96483 $1.46660
Prop. 42 Ges Tax Revemue 3631 $611 3530 36,51 3665 682 $705 $717 138 $7.58 $7.72 3791 816 832 9853 877 3595 $9.12 938 9953 $9.75 999 $1021 $1035  $10s4  $1052 103 $U26  $113 S50 $261.69
TDA Sales Tax $3774 $3583 4§69 4313 399 $4003 S $04  $43277  $440 4530 fde3z $47s5 881 $5002 #5145 247 §5351 45499 45589 gsmas 5wS6 95988 86092 o241 96345 geam  ges05  $med2  §6745 4150260
SF. Transportation Authority 720 5067 957 1030 $1052  $I080 $107  §1135 $1163 $1201 $1223 $1253 #1291 41307 $1350  $1338 $1416  $444 $1434 $1508 $1541 BISBL $1616  Sl64d B34 1702 §1747 $1783 1703 41830 41124
BART ADA $108 $125 $120 133 136 $140 144 147 §151 $155 $1.58 5162 167 $170 $174 179 183 $187 192 $195 $190 9204 $209 213 $218 $221 $226 $220 23 $235 $5323
Bridge Tolls 000 $250 250 $2.50 4250 $250 $250 2350 250 $250 $2.50 3250 250 $250 $230 $250 $250 250 250 250 $2.50 3250 $250 $250 230 $250 $250 $2.50 3250 $250 $12.50
STA 9934 $1881  $I940 W04 $W4T 2000 $272  $2O7 §271 $2336 ST §.435  $512 $563  S26 2700 755 $09  $2887  $934 002 $3075  $3044 $USY  $|T $3I3 SBH $ME $3sT $354 19415
Cannyover Funds fiom FY06 $19.61 000 000 $0.00 3000 $0.00 000 000 000 000 $0.00 3000 000 000 $0.00 $000 000 000 3000 000 $0.00 3000 $000 000 $0.00 000 000 $0.00 3000 000 $19.61
‘Departmentel Trensfer Adjustment $1920 3526 §3637  $30.57  $BE  $939 4072 S438 4258 $43T8 BMS8 S4565  S4T09 4804 S4923 5063 95164 §5266 5412 95501 §5627 5764 95893 §996 6143 96245 $6369 6501 98537 $663%  $1,99050
General Fud Support $15828 17892 $18455  $19063  $19470  §19933  $20ee0  $20995  §21605  $20214 2621 $23160 23802 2375 §24976  $25690  §26203  §26720  $2461  $2OA1  §28552  $29244 9899 $30423 31167 $3l684  $LIIS  $IVIB  SIES  $6SE $76206
State and Local Asistarce s000 $0.00 s0.00 000 #0.00 so.00 000 $0.00 $0.00 s0.00 000 £0.00 s0.00 s000 000 $0.00 s0.00 s000 $0.00 s0.00 000 #0.00 s0.00 000 $0.00 $0.00 s0.00 000 £0.00 s0.00 s000
FTA Sec 5307 Praveniative Mainteman.ce 000 $0.00 s0.00 000 #0.00 so.00 000 $0.00 $0.00 s0.00 000 £0.00 s0.00 000 2000 $0.00 000 s000 $0.00 s0.00 000 #0.00 s0.00 000 $0.00 $0.00 s0.00 000 £0.00 $0.00 000
Intereston Capidal Reseme 8288 $300 8232 8420 $434 $345 s288 561 8471 8553 s $586  $1a45  §1299  §1503 §726  saa $512 g8 goa 8595 #870 $iie 8723 gds  $1830  s2a  $799 $283  $A& 828159
New Operating Reverue
Tncremental Parking Tax Reve 4000 $000  $2600  $2636  §877 2954 101 §25T 43510 $3609  $BSS  $3947  $4269 @56 $4631 #4315 S5152 §5253 95662 §5954 6L $324 $6782 SO0 7414 §7537  fe0e4 231 §%689  $38  $LABM
ed Parking Related Revenue 000 $000  $I000 1033 $2055 2010 S8l $233  $3326  $:420  $433 $3565 368 S35 $345  $3955 B34 BALI4 $223 $ROT 348 $45W $4798  $B78 97§78 5106 $5185 $106513
Other New Opereting Revenue (Opereting Stortfal) 000 $000 000 $0.00 3000 000 000 000 5000 000 $0.00 3000 000 000 000 000 000 000 000 000 $0.00 3000 000 000 000 $0.00 3000 000 000
TOTAL OPERATING SOURCES OF FUNDS 51331 867655 §1871 7704 02153 $84720  $910.13 93032 97682 SLOISI3  $LOA29 §L0T351 SLLSES  $LIeas7  $120887 §125022 $L292T9  S131393  §L38966  SLAIASY SLAGAI2  §L51866 SL60704 SLTT8  SLIOLOS  §185.40 $LOBTI2  SL9I224  TILIT
OPERATING USES OF FUNDS
oy of Bxpenditure Dotlars in Miblions) Fistal Yeur 2867 2665 2608 215 262 2022 262 2024 2025 262 2827 22 228 263 233 2834 235 2035
Motor Coacs $2207 24435 §2190 822401 825097 $203.37 $31205 $2087  §303  $3026  BMRT2  W36047 B3RS B3N 930153 g0242  BLES $Uc9T BASETr 85003 §4ESE
Trolley Coach. 812055 $1427  $15047 816206 818476 820419 821739 $22424 $22205  $2800 2424 $25255  E2RM4 2857 929389 820842 £31211 22046 832253 9304
Demand Response $2025  §2075 S 52283 924 82702 $247  $2018  §3004  $3065 S §3205 9270 BB47 430 93572 $3501  $3882  $3905 2948
Light Reil Transit $11306  §i1233  §12248 512483 s151.23 818569 S10843 20486 S21200  S27SN 2337 $23097  E262 2255 925089 s26543 $274  §20536  $29240  §30496
Historic Seet Car 691 §734 57, 1018 81095 a7 $1249  §1392  §1430  $475  SISL $154 8150 sl64 §1692 77 $1922  $1972  $1901  §2032
ble Car $3546 §720 §3890 34195 84521 85245 $5502  §5769  §5073  $6129  §e238  $6505  $6530  $ed9  §7059 37 si051  $260  $8a50 520
Mainten ance Facilifies 5000 $0.00 000 %000 000 £000 000 5000 50,00 000 s000 5000 3000 000 5000 000 000 5000 $000 30,00
rking $369 5720 §9080 39692 $103.67 11835 SI558  $I2010  §1334F  SUESL 13085 $14435  SMFM §1S125 SIS5S3 s1612 $17538  §17976  $18119  §lidss
Tvansglr to Capital 5005 5335 $7732 11153 513329 517976 $2133 §22802  $23&6T  $25347  S2edi $23d8 K204 §3058 932495 83621 $aC10 SaI90 948181 $47731
Fixad ConAdjustments 149 94338 3705 3252 5000 5000 000 2000 30.00 5000 5000 5000 5000 5000 $0.00 5000 000 5000 %000 0,00
TOTAL OPERATING USES OF FUNDS $1331__ $67655 __ §138.71 82153 $910.13 SLOISI3 $1,049.29  §L07351 116267 $120087 125022 $L29279  $131393  §L389.66  $L41493  SLAGLLZ  §L51866 L5996 SL66T04_ $L72378  SLI9LS3  $L35.43  SLEGTRZ  SL91224  §HGILIT
NET OPERATING CASH FLOW $0.00 .00 $0.00 3000 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 3000 $0.00 $0.00 5000 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 3000 $0.00 $0.00 .00 $0.00 $0.00 3000 3000 $0.00
CASHBALANCES Total
(¥eer of Expenditure Dollarsin Millions) Fianal Year 2007 2008 2009 2010 211 12 2013 2014 215 2016 2017 2018 2019 200 2021 2022 2023 024 225 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 232 2033 2034 2035 20362007 -2036
General Fund Balance
Begiuning Cash Belance $6l49 96153 96478 §709  $MA2 $8173 445 SI0607 912939 SU3AD  SLIS0I 922733 IS0 25245 936389 $I0S0  HImAl 1573 §15495 929964 $I73E0  S21460 3388 BISDGT  $18BAS P43 96520 44737 92 98364
daitions (Deletions) to Cash 003 $325 3830 3424 3441 $272  $2162 92332 ($1600)  $562  $10831 914617 ($12105) $ll644 (919799  ($3149)  (436E)  $1922 98469  (#6584) 081 $12421  ($I5815)  $798 G763 21563 (BIB26)  SUIS4) 429923 W50 §111999
Ending Cash Balance $6155  $6478 1309 §7.32  $8LT3  $8445  SI6.07  SI939  SILsdD  SIOOL  $227.33  $37350 525245 30889  $I7090 S04l SIS $I5485 829964 817380  $214600  §33881  $I18067  $I8R65  $406.33  SG5196  $41A0  $50.019 88642 SLIBLAY

Source: AECOM Consult,

Inc. April 2008
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By law, the MTA must have a balanced operating budget every year.”

The first sentence, second paragraph, page 8-14 is revised as follows:

“The surplusideficit-tine-annual cash balance is not an indication that the MTA has the

ability to build up a capital reserve or channel surplus operating revenues into capital

projects.”
The third and fourth paragraphs, page 8-14 are revised as follows:

“Based on the MTA’s estimates of the capital cost for Alternative 3B, this is the only

alternative that is fully funded. Both Alternative 2 and 3A would have funding shortfalls

based on the current funding plan.

The first two sentences, fifth paragraph, page 8-14 are revised as follows:

“Systemwide, the MTA estimates that Muni will have—an-—not experience—operating

shortfalls—beginning—in—20 hatcontinues—through-the—end of the evaluationperiod

MTA is required to have a balanced operating budget every year pursuant to the City
Charter.”

The second sentence, second paragraph, page 8-15 is revised as follows:
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“FTA considers the amount of Section 5309 New Starts funding available when it

signs a Full Funding Grant Agreement;-and-eutside-of New-York-City-the-largest

The last sentence, fourth paragraph, page 8-15 is revised as follows:

“Two general sales tax measures failed a public vote in 2004; however, the reauthorized
Proposition K sales tax dedicated to transit was approved by 75 percent of voters in 2003
and Proposition A, which secured parking revenues for use by the MTA was passed in
November 2007.”

The following text is added to the end of the first paragraph, page 8-16:

“In_addition, as a result of Proposition E, the MTA would receive a base amount of

revenue from the General Fund annually, which stabilizes the annual budgeting process.”

The last paragraph, page 8-16 and continuing to the top of page 8-17 is revised as follows:

“As discussed in Section 8.1.3, the Central Subway Project must improve-its-receive a
federal New Starts Cost Effectiveness Rating from—Medium-Lew to-of “Medium” from
the FTA to receive a Full Funding Grant Agreement (FFGA), which-is—needed-to-and

receive a significant portion of the Project’s capital funding. Fhe-MTA-isworking-to
educe-the Project’scapital-cost-as-well-as-preparing-an-ActionPlan-to-resolve.-issues-that

Starts funds will be appropriated by Congress in accordance with the funding schedule in
the FFGA.”

The first sentence, third paragraph, page 8-17 is revised as follows:

“Proposition E, approved by the San Francisco voters in 2000, created a Municipal

Transportation fund that is dedicated to transit operations.”
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The first two sentences, fourth paragraph, page 8-17 is revised as follows:

“The—MTFA-has—indicated—If federal capital funds are not received according to the
amounts or schedule as planned, or if the federal funding stream is lengthened beyond the
projected cash flow, the MTA weuld-will pursue additional bond financing through the
City and County of San Francisco and/or financing through the SFCTA.”

The last paragraph, page 8-17 is revised as follows:

“Additional finance risk lies mosthy-in variations in interest rates, construction costs, and

ridership on the existing system-tha{—ee{#d—a#eet—me—tetaLeapﬁaLeest—esnmafee —Beth-long

- These risks can be

mitigated through staging the construction of the project, controlling the growth of service,

raising fares, redefining the scope of the project, and introducing short and long term

financing strateqgies.”

The first paragraph, page 8-18 is revised as follows:

with-a-20-year-deficitof $0-3-billien—An uncertainty analysis using a “Monte Carlo”

simulation was undertaken to assess the financial risks of the project on MTA over a 30-

year period. This simulation tool provides a probability distribution of potential project

financing out-comes that reflects all possible outcomes of risk variable values. The Monte

Carlo simulation determined that the mean of the average annual revenue required over the

30-year period of analysis is $134 million for a mean 30-year total future capital revenue

of $4 billion required to sustain MTA programs. The MTA would not experience a deficit

over this period.”

Chapter 9.0 Evaluation of Alternatives - Environmental Benefits

A New Starts Evaluation Process Update has been inserted at the beginning of Chapter 9.0. Refer to

Volume | of the complete text.
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Table 9-2, page 9-4 is revised as follows:

TABLE 9-2

SUMMARY OF MOBILITY IMPROVEMENTS EVALUATION

Central Subway Alternatives

Alternative | Alignment Option A Option B
FTA Performance Measures
Hours of Transportation User Benefits J 20 9
Low Income Households Served [ ) 9 )
Employment Near Stations [ (] “] (]
Local Performance Measures
Daily Linked Transit Trips ® ° 99 20
Exclusive ROW for Transit O o o (]
Travel Time Between Selected Origins & Destinations ) J ° 4]
Average Operating Speed for Transit [ J ] o
Compatibility with SFTA's Four-Corridor Plan ¢) (] ® (]
®-High, @-Medium High, ®-Medium, ®-Medium Low, O-Low

The second sentence, last paragraph, page 9-4 is revised as follows:

“The No Project/TSM Alternative would result in the greatest travel times for Muni

passengers between Fourth and King Streets and Chinatown and transit ridership in the
Corridor would be abeut-nine—percent-at least 10 minutes slower than if the Central

Subway was implemented.”

The text on page 9-5 and continuing to the first line of page 9-6 is revised as follows:

“these factors, the weekday transit ridership of 4#4450-124,200 passengers under

the No Project/TSM Alternative would be the lowest of any alternative.

Alternative 2 - Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment

The Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment would have in-vehicle travel time savings of 6-1-5.8

minutes from Fourth/King Streets to Third and Market Streets and 10.0 minutes from

Fourth/King Streets to the Chinatown Station compared to the No Project/TSM

Alternative due to the more direct route and the addition of 1.75 miles of exclusive right-

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume |1

5-80



5.0: STAFF INITIATED CHANGES

of-way. The Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment would improve service to the substantial
number of low income households and employment centers along the Corridor resulting in
an increase of 15;460-21,000 transit riders over the No Project/TSM Alternative to a total
of-162,610-145,200 average daily transit riders, including 89,796-76,300 rail passengers.

The split of service between the Third and Fourth Street corridors in the South of Market

would slightly extend the market reach to low income households. The Enhanced

EIS/EIR Alignment would be fully compatible with citywide and area-specific plans.
Alternative 3 - Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A (LPA)

The Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A would have the greatest travel time savings
(12.4 minutes over the No Project/TSM Alternative from Fourth/King to Chinatown
Station and #3-7.0 minutes to Market Street) and would add approximately 1.7 miles of
exclusive right-of-way for transit. The Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A would attract
about 14.660-19,000 new weekday riders over the No Project/TSM Alternative, for a total
average weekday ridership of 462,210-143,200, which would be slightly lower than the

ridership increases achieved with the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment. This would include

88,840-77,600 rail passengers. This alternative would see the greatest increase in rail

ridership among the alternatives. While, the Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A would
not serve quite as many low income households and employment centers as the Enhanced
EIS/EIR Alignment, the benefits in travel time savings would partially offset the potential
negative of a smaller service area. This alternative would be fully compatible with the

Four Corridor Plan and other citywide and area-specific plans.
Alternative 3 - Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B (Modified LPA)

The Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B would have a travel time savings of 10.7 minutes from
Fourth/King Streets to Chinatown Station and 6:8-5.6 minutes to Market Street when compared to the No
Project/TSM Alternative. Similar to Option A, approximately 1.7 miles of new exclusive transit right-of-

way would be added to the Muni System and approximately 44,840-18,400 new daily transit riders would

be added to the Corridor, for an average daily ridership of 162;290-142,600 passengers in the Corridor

including 99:230-76,600 rail passengers. Fhis-alternative-would-see-the-greatest-increase-in-rairidership

Table 9-4, page 9-7 is revised as shown on the following page:
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TABLE 9-4

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS EVALUATION

Central Subway Alternatives
Enhanced Fourth/Stockton |Fourth/Stockton
No Project/ TSM EIS/EIR Alignment Alignment

Performance Measures Alternative Alignment Option A Option B
FTA Performance Measures
Change in Regional Air Pollutant Emissions O ] [ °
Change in Greenhouse Gases O “ o °
Change in Regional Energy Consumption ® “ o (]
EPA Air Quality Designation ® ® (C] e
Local Performance Measures
Partial and Full Property Acquisitions ® 39 - ®
Affected Parkland/Cultural Sites [ ) o )
Visual, Noise, and Vibration [ ) )
Displaced Parking During Construction o s i) -9 -0

®-High, @-Medium High, ®-Medium, ®-Medium Low, O-Low

Table 9-5, page 9-9 is revised as follows:

TABLE 9-5

CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING OPERATING EFFICIENCIES

Criteria/Obijective

Performance Measure

FTA Criteria

Operating Efficiencies

| Operating Cost per Passenger Mile

Local Criteria

Maximize Transit Operating Efficiency While
Accommodating 2030 Demand

Operating Cost per Passenger
Operating Cost per Revenue Bus Hour
Operating Cost per Revenue Train Hour

Tables 9-6 and 9-7, page 9-10 are revised as follows:

TABLE 9-6

OPERATING EFFICIENCIES - 2030

Central Subway Alternatives
Enhanced Fourth/Stockton | Fourth/Stockton
No Project/TSM EIS/EIR Alignment Alignment
Performance Measures Alternative Alignment Option A Option B
FTA Performance Measures
Systemwide Operating Cost per Passenger Mile® | $0.57-$1.24 $0.58-$1.25] $057$1.24 | $057$1.24
Local Performance Measures
Systemwide Operating Cost per Passenger) $1.82$2.34 $1.63$2.31 $1.56-$2.29 $152$2.29
Bus Operating Cost per Revenue Bus Hour® $254.00-$140.02| $209.00 $140.34] $209-00-$140.32| $209.00-$140.32
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Light Rail Operating Cost per Revenue Train
Hour®?

$303-60-5248.20

$298.00-$260.32

$305-00-$259.98

$299.00-$259.84

Sources: 2030 base system ridership — San Francisco Model, January 2007 2008, and MFA-May-2007AECOM Consult Inc., March 2008.

@ Includes Cable Car mode.
Excludes Cable Car mode
©  Includes Historic Street Cars

Notes:

TABLE 9-7

SUMMARY OF OPERATING EFFICIENCIES

Central Subway Alternatives
Enhanced Fourth/Stockton |Fourth/Stockton
No Project/TSM EIS/EIR Alignment Alignment

Performance Measures Alternative Alignment Option A Option B
FTA Performance Measures
Systemwide Operating Cost per Passenger
Mile ‘) o ) 9
Local Performance Measures
Systemwide Operating Cost per Passenger e o ) 9
Bus Operating Cost per Revenue Bus Hour 20 20 ) )
Light Rail Operating Cost per Revenue Train
Hour 0 L 3} 0 )

®-High, @-Medium High, ®-Medium, ®-Medium Low, O-Low

The last sentence, last paragraph, page 9-10 is revised as follows:

“The No Project/TSM Alternative would have the highest operating cost per passenger
($1.82-$2.34), and-but would have the highest-lowest operating cost per revenue bus hour

{$254-00-$140.02) and per revenue train hour ($248.20) when compared to all the Build

Alternatives-and-would-have-a-hig

The last paragraph, page 9-10 and continuing as the first paragraph on page 9-11 is revised as follows:

“The Enhanced EIS/EIR Alternative would provide faster and more reliable transit service
than the No Project/TSM Alternative, generally—witheut—a—some loss in operating
efficiency. The operating costs per passenger ($163-$2.31) would go down, while the

operating costs per revenue bus hour ($209-00-$140.34); and per revenue train hour
($298-00 $260.32) would al-go-dewn-increase when compared to the No Project/ TSM.
The service would be of higher quality and capacity compared to the No Project/TSM

Alternative; however, the operating cost per passenger {$6-58-$1.25) would marginally

increase. ”
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The second and third paragraphs page 9-11 are revised as follows:

“Alternative 3 - Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A (LPA)

The Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A would provide some systemwide improvements
in operational efficiency compared to both the No Project/TSM Alternative and the
Enhanced EIS/EIR Alternative. The operating cost per passenger ($3-56-$2.29) would be
lower, and-the operating cost per passenger mile ($6-5¢ $1.24) about the same, and the
operating cost per bus hour ($209-:00-$140.32) would be abeut-the-same-slightly lower
than Alternative 2, though higher than the No Project/TSM Alternative, with no
perceptible decrease in operating efficiency. Fhis—alternative-would-have-tThe highest

operating cost per revenue train hour would be $259.98, which falls between the other two

Build Alternatives.

Alternative 3 - Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B (Modified LPA)

The Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B has-the-greatest-overal-operating-efficiencies

are comparable to Alternative 3A for passenger and passenger mile costs and for bus

operating costs per revenue bus hour. With-the-highestridership-this-alternative-generates

aYallll Fa\V.V/a) aVala' Nno 'a aYal a aVaYala L aYallaYaYal ala a avYal a aVaYala mie

all the Build Alternatives.”

The second sentence, first paragraph, including footnote 2, page 9-12 is revised as follows:

“The Table 9-9 incremental costs were calculated from Operations and Maintenance

(O&M) forecasts developed in 2006-2008 consistent with all of the evaluations performed
for the SEIS/SEIR.?

nstances—See Appendix H for

dl1 PA (Altarn

updated further discussion of cost-effectiveness n

umbers.”

Table 9-9, page 9-12 is revised as follows to incorporate updated cost effectiveness benefits:
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TABLE 9-9

SUMMARY OF COST EFFECTIVENESS

Central Subway Alternatives
Enhanced |Fourth/Stockton
No Project/ TSM EIS/EIR Alignment Fourth/Stockton
Alternative Alignment Option A Alignment Option B
Performance Measures FY 20079 FY 20079 FY-2007 FY 2009
New Starts New Starts | New-Starts-| New Starts
Incremental Cost per Hour of Transportation
System User Benefit P $33.58.$30.37 | $2273$21.12 | $18.36 gﬁg

submﬁted—te—FiFA—méeptember—ZGO?—The cost effectlveness |ndex for aII ether—alternatlves is based on the Flscal Year 29912009

New Starts Report.

The last paragraph, page 9-12 is revised as follows:

“Alternative 2 has the highest incremental cost per hour of transportation system-user
benefit ($33:58-$30.37) of all of the build alternatives and would be assigned a low cost
effectiveness rating based on the FTA criteria. The MTA 2030 projected systemwide

ridership would be higherlower in Alternative 2 than in other alternatives, but the Central

Subway Corridor ridership would be higher. ardtThe MTA revenues generated from this

alternative would alse-be highest-lowest among alternatives; however, relative operating

costs per revenue bus and train hour for this alternative are also high-low, though without

comparable user benefits. This alternative would generate a higher level of Central

Subway ridership than either Alternative 3A_or 3B, but would generate-lowerridership-on
the-Central Subway-tine-than-under-Alternative-3B-and-weuld-result in the highest travel

times of all Build Alternatives.”

The first two paragraphs, page 9-13 are revised as follows:

“Alternative 3 - Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A (LPA)

Alternative 3A has an incremental cost per hour of transportation system-user benefit
{82273 $21.12), which is an improvement over Alternative 2. This cost would receive a
medium cost-effectiveness rating based on FTA criteria. This alternative would have the
lowest projected ridership on the Central Subway line of all Build Alternatives,-and-would
rank-behind-Alternative-2 but would rank the highest in systemwide MTA ridership and

projected revenues. While travel times are the fastest for this alternative, by providing

only three stations, the accessibility to the system is less with Alternative 3A.
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Alternative 3 - Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B (Modified LPA)

Alternative 3B has thedowest a slightly higher incremental cost per hour of transportation
system-user benefit ($18.36-$21.24) than Alternative 3A, but would also achieveing a

medium rating,-but-wouldrank-above-the-other-two Build-Alternatives-with respect to the

FTA cost-effectiveness criteria. This alternative achieves the second highest projected

ridership of all Build Alternatives, falling just below Alternative 3A. It improves by

improving travel times over the No Project/TSM Alternative and Alternative 2 and also

3B-These factors give Alternative 3B the best overall performance in operating

efficiencies (refer to Table 9-6).”

Table 9-13, page 9-16 is revised as follows:

TABLE 9-13

SUMMARY OF OTHER LOCAL EVALUATION FACTORS

providesing a high level of system accessibility. Theresulting-user-benefits-offsetthe

Central Subway Alternatives
No Enhanced |Fourth/Stockton| Fourth/Stockton
Project/TSM EIS/EIR Alignment Alignment
Performance Measures Alternative Alignment Option A Option B

Travel Time from Fourth/King to Market/Third/Fourth o 29 PY 0
Travel Time from Fourth/King to Stockton/Washington o ) PY Y
Parking supply and on-street loading zones on or near ° > ° 0
Third/Fourth Streets and Stockton Street

Community Acceptance and Political Support ™ ) Y PY

e®-High, @-Medium High, @-Medium, ®-Medium Low, O-Low

The second and third sentences, third paragraph, page 9-17 are revised as follows:

“The Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B would result in a net loss of 82 on-street

parking spaces along the Central Subway Corridor (79 with mixed-flow operations) and

59 off-street spaces at the Ellis/O’Farrell and Union Square garages. In terms of the

community acceptance and political support objective, the Fourth/Stockton Alignment

Option B likely have the greatest public support of the Build Alternatives as it provides

the highest level of ridership, and-the greatest level of accessibility by improving the direct
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connections between Visitacion Valley and Chinatown, and minimizes the impact on park

lands.”

Table 9-15, page 9-18 is revised as follows:

TABLE 9-15

SUMMARY OF LOCAL FINANCIAL COMMITMENT

Central Subway Alternatives
No Enhanced |Fourth/Stockto| Fourth/Stockton
Project/TSM EIS/EIR n Alignment Alignment

Performance Measures Alternative Alignment Option A Option B
FTA Performance Measures
Stability and Reliability of Capital Financing Plan - ° ° °
Stability and Reliability of Operating Financing Plan > 0 0 0
Local Share to Project Costs - ° ° °
Capital Costs Compared to Funding - o ? 0
Operating Costs Compared to Funding ® ° ° °

@®-High, @-Medium High, @-Medium, ®-Medium Low, O-Low

The second and third sentences, last paragraph, page 9-19 are revised as follows:

This alternative is the only alternative that is fully funded.”

Chapter 10.0 Section 4(f)

The second and third paragraphs, page 10-29 are revised as follows:

“Noise, dust, and vibration would temporarily affect the recreational enjoyment of the

eastern portion of Union Square until the initial station excavation is decked over and

construction activities can occur below the surface. It would take approximately two
months for the station-to-be-exeavated-and-excavation to be-decked over.

The decked cut and cover excavation of the subway station at Union Square would require

the closure of two lanes (out of four) on Stockton Street for the duration of station

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume |1

5-87




5.0: STAFF INITIATED CHANGES

construction, approximately 6636 months. Spoils generated from excavation of Union
Square Station and the guideway tunnels north of Union Square would be hauled to
surface streets for off-site disposal. Overall construction at Union Square for Alternative 2

is 6648 months. No portion of the park would be used as a construction staging area.”
The bullet at the bottom of page 10-31 is revised as follows:

e “The sidewalk on the western side of Stockton Street along the Square would be

closed for the duration of station construction (6654 months).”

The last sentence, second paragraph, page 10-32 is revised as follows:

“The entire duration of construction for this alternative would be 66 months.”

The last sentence, second paragraph, page 10-34 is revised as follows:
“The overall construction duration for the alternative is 5260 months.”
The last sentence, first paragraph, page 10-37 is revised as follows:

“Excavation, ground support, and structural work for the station would require

approximately 66-36 months.”

The second to last sentence, first paragraph, page 10-39 is revised as follows:

“Construction of the Chinatown Station and tail track tunnel would require approximately
66-36 months.”

The first sentence, last paragraph, page 10-39 is revised as follows:

“The nerth-east elevation wall of the demolished building would be left in tact or a
temporary noise barrier would be constructed during the subway station construction to

minimize noise and dust effects on the adjacent alleyway and playground.”

The last sentence, second paragraph, page 10-42 is deleted as noted below:

The second to the last sentence, first paragraph, page 10-43 is revised as follows:
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“If impacts to a resource have been determined “de minimis,” the Section 4(f) evaluation

process is considered complete for that resource once concurrence is obtained from
officials with jurisdiction over the Park, recreation area-and-from-the SHRPO [concurrence

The last sentence, second paragraph, page 10-43 is replaced with the following text:

Recreation and Parks Commission concurred with the de minimis finding on February 21,

2008 (see Appendix J), therefore the following avoidance alternatives are not applicable.”

The following text is added after the third sentence, first paragraph,, page 10-44:

“The preferred alternative was also reviewed with the Union Square Association and the

Union Square Merchants Association, and at public meetings.”

The last sentence, second paragraph, page 10-46 is revised as follows:

“Measures to minimize harm to Section 4(f) resources will be firalized-included in the
Final SEIS/SEIR and will be included in the Mitigation and Monitoring Plan and in

construction specifications and plans for the project.”

The potential feasible and prudent alternatives for Washington Square identified in Table 10-6, page 10-48

are revised as follows:

Washington Square

Local
landmark

Air quality,
vibration and noise
impacts associated
with construction.
Access limited
temporarily on the
Columbus Avenue
side of Park.

Consider relocation
of Relocate
excavation shaft to
the North or South
of park along
Columbus Avenue

Minimize noise
and dust impacts
with buffer walls;
off-haul during
non-peak hours

The last sentence, second paragraph, page 10-49 is deleted as noted below:

w ith this finding byt | City Histori :

The last sentence, fourth paragraph, page 10-49 is revised as follows:

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume |1 5-89



5.0: STAFF INITIATED CHANGES

“Detailed measures to minimize harm to historic resources witl-be-developed-during-are

part of the Final Section 106-and-SEIS/SEIR phase.”

Chapter 11.0 Coordination and Consultation

The following Community Outreach Presentations and Briefings are added to the end of Table 11-3, page

11-7:
Asian Heritage Street Celebration 05-1-2007 Folsom Street near Fourth Street
S.F. Arts Commission Civic Design Committee 05-21-2007 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 70
S. F. Arts Commission Visual Arts Committee 06-11-2007 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 70
SPUR 06-20-2007 312 Sutter Street, 5th FI
Market Street Association, Board of Directors 06-25-2007 SMWM Offices, 989 Market, 3rd FI
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 06-27-2007 MTC Offices
Transportation Forum with Mayor Newsom 06-30-2007 Jean Parker Elementary School
840 Broadway at Powell Street
Sierra Club Executive Board 07-16-2007 SPUR
312 Sutter Street, Suite 500
Senior Action Network, Pedestrian Safety Committee 07-18-2007 965 Mission Street
Mayor’s Pedestrian Safety Advisory Council 07-23-2007 City Hall, Room 408
Women'’s Transportation Seminar 7-26-2007 Atrium, 101 California
Building Owners & Managers Association — Gov’t & 08-01-2007 233 Sansome Street, 8th Floor
Public Affairs Committee
SF Chamber of Commerce-Public Policy Forum 08-09-2007 235 Montgomery, 12th FI
Chinatown Station Location Site Meeting 08-09-2007 City Hall
Bayview District Advisory Council Meeting 08-10-2007 Bayview Police Station
201 Williams St.
S.F. Recreation & Park Commission 08-16-2007 City Hall , Room 416
Central Subway Community Advisory Group Meeting 08-22-2007 SEMTA, One S. Van Ness Ave., 3rd Floor
District 3 Democratic Club Transportation Forum 09-10-2007 Bocce Café
478 Green Street at Grant
North Beach Chamber of Commerce, Board of Directors 09-11-2007 Citibank Building, 580 Green St, Mezzanine
Meeting
Telegraph Hill Dwellers 09-11-2007 TBD
S.F. Convention & Visitors Bureau Executive Staff 09-14-2007 Central Subway Project Office
SF Immigration Rights Summit 09-15-2007 Bill Graham Civic Center Auditorium
Live Chinese Radio Interview with Nat Ford 09-18-2007
SEMTA Board of Directors Meeting 09-18-2007 City Hall, Room 400
Autumn Moon Festival 09-23-2007 Booth is in Chinatown
RENEWSF Board of Directors 10-04-2007 Central Subway Project Office
(Revitalize and Energize the Northeast and Waterfront of
San Francisco)
Mary Peters, US DOT Secretary Project Briefing 10-16-2007 TBA
Transportation Authority, Plans & Programs Committee 10-16-2007 City Hall, Room 263
SF Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board 10-17-2007 City Hall, Room 400
Environmental Document Release Press Conference 10-17-2007 Four Seas Restaurant
731 Grant Avenue
SOMA/Union Square/Downtown Community Meeting 10-30-2007 Pacific Energy Center
851 Howard Street
Yerba Buena Alliance (Community Meeting) 11-01-2007 UCB Extension
965 Third Street
SF Planning Commission 11-01-2007 City Hall, Room 400
Chinatown Families Economic Self-Sufficiency Coalition | 11-02-2007 17 Walter Lum Place (the alleyway facing
Portsmouth Square).
SF Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board 11-07-2007 City Hall, Room 400
Chinatown Station Site Workshop 11-07-2007 City Hall
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Chinatown/North Beach Community Meeting 11-08-2007 Gordon J. Lau Elementary School
950 Clay Street
Central Subway Community Advisory Group Meeting 11-13-2007 SFMTA Office
One South Van Ness, 3rd Main Conference
SF Convention & Visitors Bureau Board of Directors 11-14-2007 Firehouse, At Fort Mason
Meeting Entrance at Marina Blvd & Buchanan Street
SF Planning Commission Meeting 11-15-2007 City Hall, Room 400
Senator Boxer’s Aide Project Visit 11-16-2007
Chinese Consolidated Benevolent Association 12-01-2007 843 Stockton Street
Chinatown Presbyterian Church 12-02-2007
Central Subway Art Program Presentation 12-12-2007 Chinese Cultural Foundation

The following name is added to the Chinatown representation from the Community Advisory Group:

“David Chiu - Grassroots Enterprise”

APPENDICES

The following three appendices are added following Appendix H:

l. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

J. SECTION 4(F) “DE MINIMIS” CONCURRENCE LETTERS FROM
RECREATION AND PARKS DEPARTMENT AND FTA

K. SHADOW ANALYSIS, ALTERNATIVE 3B, CHINATOWN STATION

See VVolume | for text of new appendices.

Tables E-1 through E-4, pages E-4 to E-7 and Table E-7, page E-10 are revised as noted on the

following pages.

Tables E-9 to E-11, pages E-11 to E-13 are revised as noted on the following pages.
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TABLE E-1

ESTIMATED WEEKDAY A.M. PEAK HOUR TRANSIT RIDERSHIP COMPARISON

2030 FOURTH/
2030 FOURTH/ STOCKTON
2030 Enhanced STOCKTON ALIGNMENT
2030 NO PROJECT EIS/EIR ALIGNMENT OPTION B
LRT/BUS LINE 2000 /TSM ALIGNMENT OPTION A (LPA) | (MODIFIED LPA)

CORRIDOR BOARDINGS
RAIL
T Long Line (1) n/a 8,050 5,650 8,400 6,350 8,370 6,460 9120 6,320
T Short Lline n/a n/a 5,050 3,240 4,670 3,200 5,520 3,190
T Very Short Line n/a n/a 2,900 2,850 2,850
Subtotal 8,050 5,650 13,450 12,490 13,040 12,510 14,640 12,360
BUS
Line 159 3,680 3,930 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Lines 9X, 9AX, 9BX 1,620 1,720 5400 3,320 5,540 3,290 5,090 2,970 3,880 3,070
Lines 30, 45© 12,700 7,220 5,040 10,950 31705,070 3,310 5,060 3,220 5,060
Subtotal 14,320 12,870 10,110 14,270 8,710 8,360 8,400 8,030 7:400 8,130
TOTAL IN CORRIDOR: 14,320 12,870 18,160 19,920 22,460 20,850 21,440 20,540 21,740 20,490
Increase Over Existing: 0 3,840 7,050 7840 7,980 +1207,670 420 7,620
Increase Over No Project/TSM: 0 0 4,000 930 3,280620 3,580 570
SYSTEM BOARDINGS
RAIL 20,590 19,620 32,360 26,690 35,650 36,760 37,060 37,540 38,480 37,390
BUS 61,350 70,200 68,500 76,720 65,590 70,530 64,060 70,460 62,740 70,480
TOTAL SYSTEM: 81,940 89,820 98,160 103,710 101240 107,290 401120 108,000 100,920 107,870
Increase Over Existing: 0 16,220 13,980 19,300 17,470 19,180 18,180 18,980 18,050
Increase Over No Project/TSM: 0 0 3,080 3,580 2,960 4,290 2760 4,160

n/a Not Applicable

Source: San Francisco Model, January 2007._Revised January 2008.
Notes: 1-Central Subways T-Third long-line to Visitacion Valley and T-Third short-line to 18" and Third Streets.

2.15-Third Line shifts to 9X-San Bruno or to the T-Third line.

245 Union/Stockton extended into Mission Bay.
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TABLE E-2

ESTIMATED WEEKDAY P.M. PEAK HOUR TRANSIT RIDERSHIP COMPARISON

2030 FOURTH/
2030 FOURTH/ STOCKTON
2030 Enhanced STOCKTON ALIGNMENT
2030 NO PROJECT EIS/EIR ALIGNMENT OPTION B
LRT/BUS LINE 2000 /TSM ALIGNMENT OPTION A (LPA) | (MODIFIED LPA)
CORRIDOR BOARDINGS
RAIL
T Long Line (1) n/a 6;7204,290 7,370 4,980 7,2705,040 7,850 4,960
T Short line n/a n/a 4,530 2,630 4,080 2,640 4,810 2,620
T Very Short Line n/a n/a 2,370 2,350 2,350
Subtotal 6:420-4,290 11,900 9,980 11350 10,030 12.660-9,930
BUS
Line 15(2) 3,500 7,510 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Lines 9X, 9AX, 9BX 1,300 3,180 3:160 1,980 37490 1,820 3:636-1,730 2,490-1,770
Lines 30, 45(3) 11190 5.020 4,710 8,560 2,550 3,860 2,640 3,810 2,500 3,790
Subtotal 12490 15,170 7,870 10,540 5,740 5,680 6,270 5,540 4,990 5,560
TOTAL IN CORRIDOR: 12490 15,170 14.590 14,830 17640 15,660 17,620 15,570 17650 15,490
Increase Over EXxisting: 0 2100 2,340 5450 3,170 530 3,080 5/460-3,000
Increase Over No Project/ TSM: 0 0 3,050 830 3,030 740 3,060 660
SYSTEM BOARDINGS
RAIL 18,780 16,690 27130 21,780 36,840 29,600 31,350 30.120 32,620 30,120
BUS 49,950 51,400 56,100 58,830 57,650 52,250 54,750 52,310 53,340 52,260
Increase Over Existing: 0 14,510 12,520 19,760 13,760 17,370 14,430 17,230 14,290
Increase Over No Project/ TSM: 0 0 5,250 1,240 2860 1,910 2720-1,770

n/a Not Applicable

Source: San Francisco Model, January 2007. Revised January 2008.
Notes: 1-Central Subways T-Third long-line to Visitacion Valley and T-Third short-line to 18" and Third Streets.

2.15-Third Line shifts to 9X-San Bruno or to the T-Third line.

245 Union/Stockton extended into Mission Bay.
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isgé i %9 1R

Vis-Valey—
CrockerAmazon | 744 | 754| 79 762 | 262 | 476| 101| 262| 187 | 284 3911
Point | 640 | 1,010 9| 163 | 1775| 945| 666 | 439| 110| 121 | 94| 27 5701
Mission—Bernal | 115 | gy 28| a7 27| 48 520

Potrero-
Mission-Bay 155 32| 107| 20| 75| 39| 24 692
SOMA | o509 | g25 182 | 57| =230 553| 74| 24| 16| 75| 88 2473

D
GivicCenter | 289 | 543 195 | 74| 48| 566| 44 207| 59| 28| 2054
§ Beach | 200| 700 | 408| 13| 976 | 909 | 935| 107 | 112| 45| 314 112 4,954
Superdistrict3 | o4 | 379 135 184 | 27 58 797
Superdistriet4 | o242 | gg 28 14 384
SeuthBay- | g1 | 139 192 | 230| 43| 27| 64| 18| 75 878
EastBay | o9 | 174 28 75 805
NerthBay- | 29 30 60
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s 1 H| i .
MVisMaley—
Crocker Amazon | 1935 | 821 | 263 45| 1587 | 1064 | 1684 | 252 | 434 25| 33| us - 8,831
Bayview Hunters
Point | 694 | 1010 9| 163| 2268 | 1064 | 1356 | 155 | 232 | 121 94 27 7194
Mission—Bernal | 5, | g4 54| 219 246 91 48 1133
Potrero-
Mission Bay g2 | 155 64 42| 37| 59| sBL 9| 105 1,905
SOMA | 1070 |  ge3 7| e01| 1324 1433| 2791 | 282| 95| 16| 386| 148 9.926
T
CivicCenter | 568 | 658 560 | 337 | 287 | 1487 94 | 1750 2| 21 59 28 6,061
Chinatoewn—North
Superdistrict2 | 550 | gpp 247 530 147 88 1681
Superdistriet3 | o5 | 5go | 330 | 134 | 2220 | 2768 | 7404 48| 841 | 15| 28| 292 15,149
Superdistrietd | 04 99 103 133 16 626
SedthBay- | 14 | 439 16| 485 | 404| 321 27| 183 16 82 1782
EastBay | g4 | iy 28 339 196 75 1,406
North-Bay- 30 109 30 169
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TABLE E-9
EXISTING PARKING CONDITIONS

APPROXIMATE NUMBER || NUMBER AND
OF ON-STREET PARKING || PERCENTAGE
SPACES OCCUPIED
SEGMENT WEST | EAST | TOTAL || NO. % NOTES
Third Street:
King to Townsend Streets 13 10 23 20 87
Townsend to Brannan Streets 19 16 35 20 57
Brannan to Bryant Streets 21 13 34 25 74
Subtotal (Third Street) 53 39 92 65 71
Fourth Street:
King to Townsend Streets 0 0 0 0 0
Townsend to Brannan Streets 5 15 20 14 70
Brannan to Bryant Streets 20 16 36 30 83
Bryant to Harrison Streets’ 17 12 29 N/A N/A
42 43 85 - -- With Bryant and Harrison
Subtotal (Fourth Street) (25) (31) (56) (44) (79)  |[(Without Bryant and Harrison)
Stockton Street:
Geary to Post Streets 0 10 10 4 40
Clay to Washington Streets 11 3 14 11 79
Washington to Jackson Streets 8 12 20 18 90
Subtotal (Stockton Street) 1119 13-25 24-44 1533 63-75
106-114 | 95-107 | 2064221 -- -- With Bryant and Harrison
TOTAL CORRIDOR? 89 (97) 183y (95) | &+ {109 (74) (Without Bryant and Harrison
192 142
Source: San Francisco Department of Parking and Traffic, October 2006 and May 2007._Revised January 2008.
1 This segment of Fourth Street was under construction during the recent counts. Therefore, no parking occupancy
data was available.
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TABLE E-10
2030 PARKING CONDITIONS

APPROXIMATE NUMBER OF ON-STREET PARKING SPACES
FOURTH / STOCKTON
FOURTH / ALTERNATIVE
NO PROJECT / ENHANCED STOCKTON OPTION B (MODIFIED
TSM EIS/EIR ALTERNATIVE LPA)
SEGMENT ALTERNATIVE | ALTERNATIVE | OPTION A (LPA)
Third Street:
King to Townsend 23 0 23 23
Brannan Streets
Townsend to Brannan 35 35 35 35
Streets
Brannan to Bryant Streets 34 0 34 34
Subtotal 92 35 92 92
(Third Street)
Fourth Street:
King to Townsend Streets 0 0 0 0
Townsend to Brannan 20 20 2 Semi-Exclusive
Streets
62
Mixed-Flow
5
Brannan to Bryant Streets 36 0 36 Semi-Exclusive
7
Mixed-Flow
37
Bryant to Harrison Streets 29 29 29 Both
0
Subtotal 85 49 67 Semi-Exclusive
(Fourth Street) 29
Mixed-Flow
812
Stockton Street:
Geary to Post Streets 10 2 5 10
Clay to Washington Streets 14 4 8 10
Washington to Jackson 20 20 20 18
Streets
Subtotal 24-44 6-26 1333 20-38
TOTAL CORRIDOR 204221 90-110 172192 Semi-Exclusive
119-139
Mixed-Flow
120-142
Source:  San Francisco Department of Parking and Traffic, October 2006 and May 2007._Revised January 2008.
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TABLE E-11

ESTIMATED PM PEAK PERIOD RIDERSHIP
BY CENTRAL SUBWAY STATION

2030 CONDITIONS

2030 FOURTH/

2030 FOURTH/ STOCKTON
2030 ENHANCED STOCKTON ALIGNMENT
2030 NO EIS/EIR ALIGNMENT OPTION B
STATION PROJECT /TSM ALIGNMENT OPTION A (LPA) | (MODIFIED LPA)
Fourth and King 9,580 8,200 9,750 9,800 9.400-8,900
Fourth and Brannan --- 3:840 1,500
Third (between King and 1,880 1,800
Townsend)
Moscone 2:830 2,400 1,800 1,700 1,740 1,300
Market Street - 7130 6,500 8.370 7,000 8.960 6,700
Union Square 1,140-800
Chinatown 2,510 2,700 3,350-3,900 3,430 3,700
TOTAL IN CORRIDOR: 25,076 22,400 23,276 22,400 27.070 22,100

Source: San Francisco Model., January 2007._Revised January 2008.

NOTE: Under Alternative 3B up to three parking spaces would potentially be removed on the north side of Ellis Street to

pccommodate the expansion of the One Stockton Street (the Apple Store) access/egress into the public sidewalk area.
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