Attachment A:
Summary of Comments and Responses to Comments on the
Environmental Assessment

INTRODUCTION

This document contains a summary of the written comments received on the Environmental Assessment
of the Mission Bay Transit Loop Project during 8teday public review period froray 7, 2013

throughJune 10, 2013. A complete set of written commentsesibnses to each of the comments are

also provided. Several comments involve similar issues/topics. Accordifggyer RRsponses are

presented belowMaster Responses are intended to provide a single, consistent response to multiple
comments or quesins that were submitted on the same topic. As appropriate, some specific responses
presented for individual commeritsat are not addressed in the Mastesponses.

MASTER RESPONSES

Master Response No. Alternativelocation at the Muni Metro East Facility (MME)

This Master Response responds to the comments submitted seeking clarification or questions regarding
the withdrawal of the MME as an alternative location of the Mission Bay Transit Loop

The Muni Metro EasfMME) facility is located about a mile south of the proposed Loop, on lllinois and
25th Streetsnear Cesar Chavez Street anblock from the TThird Light Rail Line. This location was
evaluated by th&8an Francisco Municipal Transportation AgenSFFMTA) and was discussed in Section
2.3 of the EA. It was rejected because this alternative location would add traveloiuhe require
redesign of the facility, woulddd cost to the projeatjould require the procurement of additional light
rail vehicles LRV), and wouldconflict with the storage and maintenance activities of MME.

Travel time Turning a train around in and out of the MME facility is estimated to take approximately 10
minutes due to track configuration and switch technology and placemkan Mtluding the travel time
betweenl9th Street and the yard of four to five minutesd an additional four to five minutes out of the
yard the total travel time increase is approximately 20 minutes.

Cost Extending the service to the MME facility woulequirerequiring a redesign of the facility. The
layout of the facility does not allow for the addition of a loop on the west side of the yard without a
significant capital expenditur&urthermore, least threadditionaltwo-cartrainswould be nededto
maintain the planned 7.5 minute servidéorth of the Loop, a decrease fromm@nute to 4minute
headways is indicated in the Central Subway Service Paa.cost of an estimated cost of $5 million

for each cara two-car train is estimated tmst $10. Tree twecar trains would require an investment of
$30 million in new rail vehiclesConsidering that the estimated cost of the Loop is nearly $6.26 million.
The cost of the additional LRVs is nearly quadruple the cost of the prbjexextracost for operations
from the additional travel timir all Short Line light rail vehicles is estimated to be $3.7 million
annually.

Maintenance facility operation§Vhile trains are currently diverted at the MME facility, the facility

cannot absorb theolume of trains the will be required to be diverted on a regularly scheduled basis. As

stated in Section 3.13, pagedidghe EA [t ] he Loop would all ow a | arge
diverted toward downtown than the volume that can be managed autieiM Met r o East f aci l
MME facility was developed and built as a maintenance and storage facility. The yard does not include a
transit loop suited to the anticipated volume and frequency of trains and is not designed to handle regular



in-service trin movements every-50 minutes.A loop at the MME would impact to train maintenance
and operations at the MME, particularly during construction of the project.

Master Response No. &iternative locations for the Loop

This Master Response responds todbments submitted seeking clarification or questions regarding
the consideration of other alternative locations for the Mission Bay Transit Loop.

ScreeningAlternate locations werscreened durinthe planning process for theThird Street rail line.
Alternate loop locations were analyzed in the area bounded by Mariposa Street, Cesar Chavez Street,
Indiana Street and the waters of San Francisco Bay. These sites were reviewed for possible residential
impacts, grade issues that could impact rail tram@trationsparking impacts, vehicular traffic impacts,
including access to freeway ramps, and cost impactsomparison of the alternative locationsre
summarized in Table-2 in the EAand discussed in Section 3Below Table 21 has been revised in
response to comments to provide clarification onctivesiderations duringcreening of the alternative
locations.

Alternative location south of 23Street:Optionssouth 0f23rd St.would require additional LRVs and
wouldincur added annual ongoimgerations costsf roughly $3.7 millionAlso, as noted in Section 1.1,
ridership on the IThird Street segment in Mission Bay and the Central Waterfront neighborhoods is also
anticipated to increase with rising need to access newdeighity retail, ad commercial establishments

in these neighborhoods. The proposed project would not preclude a station on lllinois, which would
provideaccess to new retail and commercial establishments and future developments in the Central
Waterfront neighborhoods afder 70. Options further south of the proposed project would not provide
this access.

Alternative location on 23Street, lllinois Avenue and 9&treet A loop located on 23Street, lllinois

Avenue and 24 Street is similar a loop at the MME alterivatlocation, although the length of loop at

239 Street would not be as long as the MME. The added tiiavefor a loop on 2% and 23’ street

would be similar to the additional travel time to the MME alternative location, which is estimated at five
minutes in each directiorA preliminary analysis indicataéhat the four minute frequency needed for

Central Subway service to Downtown and Chinatown could not be met without additional LRV
equipmentt this location Conservatively, an estimated ondwo additional twecar train sets maye

needed at a cost of $5 million per car for a total of $10 to $20 million. Considering that the estimated cost
of the Loop is nearly $6.26 million. The cost oé thdditional LRVs may double or triptliee cost of th

project. Similar to the MME, the added annual operations costs would be an estimated $3.7 million.

Furthermore, as noted in Section 1.1, ridership on th&ifdd Street segment in Mission Bay and the

Central Waterfront neighborhoods is also anticip&ddcrease with rising need to access new-high

density retail, and commercial establishments in these neighborhoods. Compared to the proposed project,
an alternative location on 24th St., lllinois Ave. and 23rd St. would be located in an industrial area
however, itwould not providehe flexibility to add a station taccess to new retail and commercial
establishments and future developments in the Central Waterfront neighborhoods and Pier 70. Therefore,
the 24th St., lllinois Ave. and 23rd St. was eliatied from further consideration.



Table2-1: Comparison of Alternative Locations for the Loop

Street S, R, Street S, R, Street S, R, Added Comment
1 P, v* 2 P, V* 3 P, v* cost**
Mariposa| S= No Tennessee S= No 18th S=Yes | No 9 Conflict with access to-280(exit) ramp. Requires
R=No R=Yes R=No change to ongvay direction w/log direction due to
P=Yes P=Yes P=Yes 1-280 ramp.
VT=No VT= No VT=Yes 1 Existing residential lofbuilding andperpendicular
parking on Tennessee.
Mariposa| S=No lllinois S=No 18th S=No No 1 Conflict with boardingplatform at Mariposa Street.
R=No R=Yes R=Yes Moving or extensively remodeling the station woul
P=Yes P=Yes P=Yes have significant cost and construction impacts.
VT=No VT=No VT=No 9 Eliminatesparking on lllinois St.
18th S=Yes Tennesseg S=Yes 19th S=Yes No 1 Slope onl9th St. § over 9% max grade for LRVs.
R=No R=Yes R=No 1 Layover would conflict with traffic to Pagro Hill
P=Yes P=Yes P=Yes and freeway onramp.
VT=Yes VT=No VT=Yes 1 Requires @hange to ongvay direction w/loop
direction due to
1-280 ramp.
1 Six residential buildings on eastsideTannessee St.
18th S=No lllinois S=No 19th S=Yes | No 1 Slope present, but not as great as 19th Stebereen
R= No R=Yes R= No Tennessee and 3rd Street.
P=Yes P=Yes P=Yes 1 Residential units built in area afterThird project
VT=Yes VT=Yes VT=Yes approved in 1990s, adjawt to the loop.

1 11 garage openings for commercial or passenger
vehicles were countedcludingl loading dock

19th S=Yes | Tennessee S=No 20th S=Yes | No 1 Conflict with boardhg platform on 20th Street.
R= No R=Yes R= No Moving or extensively remodeling the station woul
P=Yes P=Yes P=Yes have significant cost and construction impacts.
VT= Yes VT=No VT=Yes 1 Slope on 19th Sts over 9% max grade for LRVs.

1 Requires &hange to on&vay direction w/lop
direction due to-280 ramp.

1 Perpendiculaparking on Tennessee would need to
become parallel parking and parking capacity wou
be reduced.

19th S=Yes | lllinois S=No 20th S=No No 1 19th St. has slop@jthoughnot assteepas west side
R=No R=No R=No of Third St. near Tennessee.
P=Yes P=Yes P=Yes 9 20th St. access to Third St. would require moving
VT= Yes VT=Yes VT=Yes extensively remodeling the 20th St. station. This
would have significant cost and construction impa

1 Adverse taffic and parkingmpacts &correr of 2ah
St. and lllinois.

1 Eliminates parking oboth sides of lllinois Street du
to offset for the United Pacific rail tracks.

1 Requires a&hange to on&vay direction w/loop
direction.

9 Development plans at Pier 70 and existing port
tenants would be impacted by this alternative morg¢
than18"/19th Street alternativieecause 20Street is
a busier traffic street that accesses a much larger
of Port 70 property.

20th S=Yes | Tennessee S=No 22nd | S=No Yes.The 1 This loop is longer than any of the other options

R=No R=No R=Yes | longerloop |9 Parkirg loss would occur on 22nd St.
P=Yes P=Yes P=Yes | wouldincur |q Requireschange to onevay directionon 20th St. due
VT= Yes VT=No VT=Yes | highercost to 1-280 ramp.

for

construction

and

operations.




Street S, R, Street SR, Street S, R, Added Comment
1 P, v* 2 P, Vv* 3 P, V* cost**
20th S=No lllinois S=No 22nd | S=No Yes.A 9 This loop is longethan other optios
R= No R=No R=No | longerloop |q Eliminates parking on lllinois Street.
P=Yes P=Yes P=Yes | wouldincur |q Traffic and parking problems are most difficult at
VT= Yes VT=Yes VT=Yes | highercosts | comer of 20th St. and lllinois.

8 for _ 1 Port development plans at Pier 70 and existing po
construction | tenants would be impacted by thiseaitative more
and than on 19th Sbecause 2DStreet is @usier traffic
operations. street that accesses a mimfyer area of Port 70

property.
22nd S=No Tennessee S=Yes 23rd S=No Yes. 9 Dead end on Tennessee prevents loop completior]
R=Yes R=Yes R= No Requires without rightof way acquisition and displacement ¢
P=Yes P=Yes P=Yes | additional businesses.

9 VT=Yes VT=Yes VT=No | LRVsand [{ Results in substantial loss of parking on 22nd St.
added
operations
costs.

22nd S=No lllinois S=No 23rd S=No Yes. 9 Conflict with station platform at 23rd Station.
R= No R=No R=No Requires Moving or extensively remodeling the station woul
P=Yes P=Yes P=Yes additional have significant cost and construction impacts.
VT=Yes VT=Yes VT=No LRVsand | Driveway interference with west side businesses.

10 added 11 19 garage openings for commercial vehicles or
operations passenger vehicles were counted on the 22nd Strg
costs. lllinois Avenue and 23rd Street looBive of

openings were loading docks which are aibato
moving a truck off thestreet.

1 Results in substantiab$s of parkag on 22nd St.

23rd S=No Tennessee S=No 24th S=No Yes 1 Eliminates parking on Tennessee St.
R= No R=Yes R=No Requires 1 Multiple conflicts with trucks and business
P=Yes P=Yes P=Yes | additional driveways.

11 VT=No VT=Yes VT=Yes | LRVsand |{ One or two additional twear train sets may be
added needed at a total cost of $10 to $20 million.
operations
costs.

23rd S=No Illinois S=No 24th S=No Yes. 1 Multiple conflicts with trucks antbusiness driveway
R=No and R=No R= No Requires on lllinois.
P=Yes Michigan | P=Yes P=Yes | additional |q Michigan does not connect 23rd St. to 24thRSght-
VT=No VT=No VT=Yes | LRVs and of way acquisition and displacementtnfsinesses
added would be required to complete the loop.

12 operations | q One or two additional twaar train sets may be
costs. needed at a total cost of $10 to $20 million.

9 The added travel time for a loop would be similar t
the additional travel time to the MME alternative
location which is estimated at five minutes in each
direction.

1 Crosses a UtédPacific Rail Crossing.

24th S=No Tennesseg S=No 25th S=No Yes. 1 One ortwo additional twecar train sets may be
R= No R-No R=No Requires needed at a total cost of $10 to $20 million.
P=Yes P=Yes P=Yes additional 1 The added travel time for a loop would be similar t

13 VT=Yes VT=Yes VT=No LRVs and the additional travel time to the MME alternative
added location, which is estimated at five minutes in each
operations direction.
costs. 1 This location is a heavy warehouse, trucking area.

There are potential conflicts with truck movement.
24th S=No Illinois S=No 25th S=No Yes. 1 One ortwo additional twecar train sets may be
R=No R=No R=No Requires needed at a total cost of $10 to $20 million.
P=Yes P=Yes P=No additional | The added travel time for a lo@pthis location
VT=Yes VT=No VT=No | LRVsand would be similar to the additional travel time to the|

14 added MME alternative location, which is estimated at fiv
operations minutes ineach direction.
costs.

9 This location is a heavy warehouse, trucking area.
There are potential conflicts with truck movement.
1 Crosses a United Pacific Rail Crossing.




Street S, R, Street S, R, Street S, R, Added Comment
1 P, v* 2 P, V* 3 P, v* cost**
25th S=No lllinois S=No Cesar | S=No Yes. 9 Muni Metro Yard is not set up to dedicate a loop
R=No or R=No Chave | R=No Requires track. A new track structure would need to be buil
P=No Muni P=Yes z P=No additional Construction of a loop track would have significant
VT=No Metro VT=No VT=Yes | LRVs and impacts to operation of the yard.
Yard added 1 Turning a train in and out of the MME is estimated
operations take approximately 10 minutes due to track
costs. configuration and switch technology and placemer
15 When including the additional travel time between
19th Street and the yard of four to five minutes in
each drection, travel time would increase by 20
minutes

1 Three additional twezar train sets may be needed §
a total cost of $30 million.

1 The fire lane track would need to be used or an
alternate track arrangement would need to be
developed.

Notes:

*Slope=S, Residential=R, Parking=P, Vehicular (Traffic Impact)=V
*Added cost compared to the proposed loopl8th Street, lllinois Avenue and 19th Stre@ptions of a loop below 23rd St.
will require additional LRVg0 maintainanticipatedservice freqancyand incur added annual ongoing operations afsts

roughly $3.7 million



Master Response No. 3: Traffad circulation

Master Response No. 3 responds to the comments submitted seeking clarification angjressdialing
the estimatedraffic volumes and impacts to roadway capacity and level of service.

Traffic on lllinois Street and Third Street are discussed in Section 2fith&é EA Traffic volumes on

Third Street and lllinois Street are estimated basethe count data collected in the past by the SFMTA
combined with estimated traffic growth from recent developments in the vicinity of the project since
SFMTAG6s data collection. E s drickrraffice d traf fic vol ume

As noted in Section.32 of the EA, the proposed project would not eliminate travel lanes and would not
affect roadway capacity on lllinois Street. The width of lllinois Street with the Loop would not preclude
heavy trucks from using lllinois Street as discussed in Secti@il3ahd shown on Figure2in the EA.
Implementation of the proposed project is not expected to generate any additional vehicle trips on the
street network nor reduce the roadway capacity significantly. It would generate approximately additional
eight light rail vehicle trips per hour during the AM and PM peak periatd48th and 19th Street

crossing Third Street, the project would result in an approximately 9 seconds of delays at these
intersections. The integstion of Third and 19th Streeuld contirue to operate at LOS Blherefore,

the streets would continue to provide sufficient capacity for daily trips and the peak hour traffic in the
project area.

As noted in Section 2.1.1g9 avoid reduction in roadway capacity while trains are making their way onto
lllinois Street froml8th Street or onto Third Street frot®th Street, the SFMTA would implement one

of the three design options after consideration of public comments. SFMIgeleated Design Optidh
which would maintain traffic od8thand19th Street, but parking ooneside of the street would be
removed.

The proposed project would allow trains to turn around for special events (e.g., baseball games, concerts,
street fais) and during peak periods to meet the projected service needs between Mission Bay and the
Market Street Muni Metro corridor. Implementation of the proposed project is expedtegrove

operating conditionat 18thand19th Streetdy offering improvedransit service (see Section 3.12.5),

which encourages a shift in transportation mode from automobiles to transit.

Master Response No. @urrent and Future Land Use

Master Response Nd.responds to the comments submitted regarding analysis of impacts to current and
future residential and commercial development in the Central Waterfront area, including gagcbog
neighborhoodPier 70, and Crane Cove Park.

The EA includes a review difie changeto the environmerthat have occurred since ®%e current
characteristics of the neighborhgaaid reasonably foreseeable land wglesn evaluating the impact of

the proposed loogRotential effects of the project on current and future |a@adawe discussed in Section

3.7 of the EASection 2.1.1 of the EA mentions development of the Pier 70 by Port of San Francisco that
includes the development of Crane Cove Park east of lllinois Street between Marip@S&h&ickets

along the Bay shoreie, which are to be completed at a later date. Pier 70 and Crane Cove Park are
currently in early planning and conceptual design stdfi@gronmental review under the California
Environmental Quality Act fodevelopment of Pier 70 @rane Cove Parkavenot be conducted.

As mentioned in Section 3.7, the vision for land use and transportation changes in Central Waterfront was
first articulated in the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Program that covers the neighborhoods of
Mission District, East South of Market, Central Wtent, Showplace Square, and Potrero Hill. The

vision for each of these neighborhoods was incorporated into area plans include@ené¢hal Plarand



the Central Waterfront Area PlarBy expanding the frequency of transit service from the Central

Wateriront area to Chinatown, Mission Bay, and South of Market neighborhoods, the project would help

to achieve the goal in the area plans for the Eastern Neighborhoods to establish public transit as the
primary mode of transportation in San Francisco and asaamsrthrough which to guide future

development and improve regional mobility and air quality. Providing residents of the Central Waterfront
with more frequent transit service towards downtown San Francisco is also consistent with the policy
objectives oflhe Central Waterfront Area Plan to establish a land use pattern that supports and encourages
transit use.

Master Response No: Bicycle Circulation and Safety

There are several streets e tcity where light rail trainsjehicles andbicycles,safely tavel in mixed

traffic, such as Market Street and Duboce Avenue. Safe operation of light rail under similar conditions in
other parts of the city indicates that mixed traffic do not pose significant safety problems to train
operation.

As shown on Figur@-1, the proposed project would not eliminate the existing bike lanes on lllinois
Street. The proposed project would not change current operation or width of bike lanes on lllinois Street.
As stated in Section 3.12.7 of the EA, traffic at the intersectb@8thand Illinois Streets ant9thand

lllinois Streets would be regulated by signals which would provide safe pedestrian and bicycle access.
Overall the proposed project is expected to benefit pedestrians and bicyclists within the project area by
improving the transit system, providing improved pedestrian facilities, and improvemudll

transportation connections.

Master Response No. 6: Passenger Platform/ Station at lllinois Street

As noted in Section 2.1.8 of the EA, a passenger platfstatibn at lllinois Street is not part of the

proposed project. The proposed project would not preclude a future station at lllinois Street, which could
be constructed as a separate project pending sufficienfigtay clearance, operational supportda
additional funding.



INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
COMMENT NO. 1

From: Diana Bowen <diana_bowen@gensler.com>
Subject: Mission Bay Loop TLine turnaround

Date: May 30, 2013 2:37:25 PM PDT

To: "lIto, Darton" <Darton.lto@sfmta.com>

in additionto my previous comments, | would also like to express favor for having thfl.l
turnaround at 28 Street and lllinois (instead of 18th Street) to connect with the 22
Fillmore line @ its 28 Street terminus.

thanks again

From: Diana Bower(5ent: May 30, 2013 26 PMOTo: 'darton.ito@sfmta.cor@Subject:
Mission Bay Loop TLine turnaround

to whom it may concern:

| am writing in favor of the Mission Bay Loop-Oine turnaround. ANY improvement to ‘ 1.2
this Muni line, in ANY capacity will be a welcome improvement. '

Currently trains during rush hour are crowded even before reaching this point. Perhipf_3
doubletrains could be run on this line at peak times or on baseball game days.

Additional trains to service this neighborhood would be a good thing!
thank you,

Diana Bowen
1917 26" Street
SF

RESPONSE TO COMMENT NO. 1

1.1.Comment expressing support for an alternative location"sa24 lllinois is notedThe Muni Metro
East (MME) facility is located about a mile south of the proposed Loop, on lllinois and 25th Streets.
Refer toMaster Respondso. 1 and 2 regarding screening of alternative locations for the Loop.

1.2.Commentexpressingupport for theMission BayTransit Loop Projeds noted

1.3.SFMTA plans to operatievo-car trains on this line between the Mission Bay Loop turnaround (south
end) and Chinatown (north en#)s demand on the-Third Street Lineincreases with the influx of
developmentSFMTA will closely monitor ridership and determine if twear trains are needed along the
entire length of the lina the future




COMMENT NO. 2
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT NO. 2

Comment expressing support for the Loop is noted




COMMENT NO. 3

/)

SFMTA

/ / Municipal Transportation Agency
COMMENT CARD
MISSION BAY LOOP MEETING —JUNE 4, 2013
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT NO. 3

Comment expressing support for an alternate location for the Loop is noted. See Master Response No. 1
and No. 2 regarding alternative locations for the Loop.
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COMMENT NO4

From: Marc Goldfine <ionballl@comcast.net>
Subject: T-Line turnaround at 18th

Date: June 4, 2013 9:27:03 PM PDT

To: "lto, Darton" <Darton.lto@sfmta.com>

As a local business owner | believe it is of great importance to put the T turnaround furtheﬁ <bdth
than 18th street. Too much hawngedsince the plan was developdy the end of this year
there will be at least 12 establishments serving alcohol oniggsrinetween 20th and 22nd St. 4.2
This number will only grow in the future While we do our best to discourage drunk driving, the
sadtruth is that many people wiolrather get in their cars awlive rather than walk the extra
few blocks to get to and from these establishments. Putting the turnaround at 18th St. leavies
SFMTA failing to service a growing neighborhood and puts the pablisk as well. We rely
on Muni not only to help our businesses, but to make it easier for people to make smart
decisions when coming to and from our establishments. Please reconsider this outdated a
inadequate plan. Thank you.

d

=}

Marc Goldfine

Dogpatch Saon

RESPONSE TO COMMENT NO. 4

4.1.Comment expressing support for an alternative location at south of the project iAtteredte
locations were evaluated in the planning process for {hkif Street rail line. These locations along
with reasons for their unsuitability are listed in Table b the EA.Refer to Sectio2.3for a discussion
of alternatives withdrawn froroonsideration.

4.2.Potential effects of the project on current and future land use are discussed in Section 3.7 of the EA.
See Master Response No. 4.

The loop, as proposed, would not add a station td{Fkird Street Rail Linehowever, followinghe
completion of the Central Subwayeé loop would provide the abilifpr the SFMTAto place more trains
on the FThird Street rail linewhich wouldincreasdrequency okervice tahe area betwee20" and

23° Streets (trains arriving every 7.5 minuteBjesently, there are transit stops at Third Street and
Mariposa,20", 23, and Marin Streets that service the area bet@@8and23" Streets. It is about a two
to five minute walk between each of these statiSes Master Response No. 6.
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COMMENT NO. 5
June 4, 2013

I have looked over the Mission Bay loop draft EA. | do not understand why the alternative for having the
loop turn east onto 24, north onto lllinois, and then west onto 22loes not seem to have been

considered in the study.

This loop appears to have several advantages:

It would allow the 24 station to be served by all trains and provide full access to the dogpatch
neighborhood.

24" street and 23 appear to be wider and less traveled thar"khd 19" streets.

There isa wider sidewalk on this section of lllinois that will provide more room pedestrians and cyclists.
The area to the east is industrial and would less impacted by the loop.

Can you explain why this alternative does not seem to have been considered imdy& st

The existing plan is deeply flawed and out of date. | really think new alternatives need to be considered.

Keith Abey, S.E. Senior Associate
Jacobs Associates.

(415) 2498203

49 Stevenson Street{dCFIoor

San Francisco, CA 9412850
www.jacobssf.com

RESPONSE TO COMMENT NO. 5

Comment expressing support for an alternative location is neddr to Master Response No. 1 and No.
2 regarding alternative locations withdrawn from considerafibe24th St., lllinois Ave. and 23rd St.
waseliminatedfrom further consideratiohecause it woulddd travel timeesulting in additional capital
expenditures for addition&RVs andincrease the cosb operatalaily serviceA loop located on 23
Street|lllinois Avenue and 24 Streetis similara loop at th&VIME alternative locationalthough the

length ofloop at 28’ Streetwould not be as long as the MMEhe loop would be located further south
than the 18/19" Street alternativelhe added travebr a loop on 2% and 2% street would be similar to
theadditionaltravel timeto the MME alternative location, whicls roughlyfive minutes in each direction.
A preliminary analysis is that tifeur minutefrequencyplannedor Central Subway service to
Downtown and Chinatown could not be met without additional LRV equipmfemiestimatedne or

two additionaktwo-car train setsnayneededhat a cost of $5 million per car for a total of $10 to $20
million. Theestimated cosif the Loop is nearly $6.26 million. The cost of the additional LRVs may
more than double the cost of theop. The alded annual operations costsuld be arestimated $3.7
million.

Furthermore, as noted in Section 1.1, ridership on ifiifd Street sgment in Mission Bay and the

Central Waterfront neighborhoods is also anticipated to increase with rising need to access-new high
density retail, and commercial establishments in these neighbort@mdpared to the proposed project,

an alternative locadin on 24th St., lllinois Ave. and 23rd St. would be located in an industrial area and
would not provide the access to new retail and commercial establishments and future developments in the
Central Waterfront neighborhoods and PierTiterefore, the 24tBt., lllinois Ave. and 23rd St. was

eliminated from further consideration.
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COMMENT NO. 6

JD. BEAN

700 ILLINOIS STREET #201
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94107
June4, 2013

San Francisco Municipa Transportation Agency
Attn: Mr. Darton Ito

1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7t Floor

San Francisco, Cdifornia 94103

RE: Draft Environmenta Assessment for Mission Bay Transt Loop Project

Dear Mr. Ito:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject Environmental Assessment (EA)
dated May 6, 2013.

| am the President of the 700 Illinois Sreet HomeownersdAssociation and am writing on 6.1
behdf of the twenty owners and thirty-four residents a 700 lllinois Sreet. We are opposed ’
to the Mission Bay Transit Loop Project (Loop) as it is presented in the draft and we fed
strongly that a more logica, service-oriented, and cost-effective solution to the Loop dready
exigs a the SFMTAS Muni Metro East (MME) facility just 0.6 miles south of the proposed
project.

The Misson Bay area is the fastest growing area of San Francisco. The facts on which the
report was based are outdated and no longer reflect the current environmentd conditions
We urge the SFMTA to update the Environmentd Assessment based upon current
conditions in the area, and to consider our proposed dternative as a location for the Loop.
The fact is that there is asolutely zero support for the current proposd within the
community.

There gppear to be numerous inconsstencies and inaccuracies in the draft EA. Some of
these are enumerated below.

1. Alternatives Considered but Reectedd (Section 2.3, page 12): Paragraph 2 of this
section was inserted following suggestions to utilize the MME facility that were
voiced during SFMTA®S outreach meetings This paragraph is disingenuous, at best.

a Thefaility is substantidly less than damiled south of the proposed Loop. 6.2
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b. The assertion tha MME odoes not currently have the infrastructure for a
revenue service turnaroundd is directly contradicted later in the EA (Section
3.13, page 46, paragraph 12) which states, in part, oCurrently, trains on the T-
Third line are diverted from the line & Muni Metro East facilityé when
additiond service is needed to accommodate ridership toward downtown
associated with specia events or when a train needs to be removed from
srviced

¢. The assertion that use of MME would increase travel time by gpproximately
20 minutes gppears to be inaccurate: it takes goproximately five minutes for
current trainsto travel between 18t and 25t Sreets

d. The egtimated capitd costs of $30 million and operation and maintenance
cogsof $3.7 million are completely unsubstantiated in the EA.

Based upon these inaccurate data and unsubstantiated cost estimates the SFMTA
declined to evaduate the option of usng MME. We urge SFMTA to change its
position and to evauate the MME option serioudy since it appears to solve most of
the objections to the proposed Loop that have been voiced by loca residents (plesse
refer to the Committee for Reevaluation of T-Line Loopd letter to Supervisor Mdia
Cohen dated April 30, 2013, a copy of which is a@tached. If the MME facility were
to be serioudy considered, the advantages would be many: double tracks in both
northerly and southerly directions dready exist; the trains would be turned around
on two tracks gpart from, but pardld to, Illinois Sreet; facilities for drivers aready
exig a MME; the facility isin an industrid arearather than aresdentid areg; and the
turnaround would occur over the course of two city blocks rather than just one.

The draft EA includes Table 2-1 (pages 13-14) that indicates why dternative
locations for the Loop were reected in @ 1999 evaluation. Alternaive locations were
reected for precisdy the reasons tha locd residents are objecting to the current
Loop proposd, to wit: driveway conflicts, locations with mixed residentid and
commercid uses, dimination of parking, conflict with Port tenants and development
plans a& Pier 70, plans for property development dong the site, conflict with traffic
overpass to Potrero Hill, and vehicular impact with 1-280 access ramp.

The draft EA (Section 3.12, OTransportationd) does not adequately address the

following traffic issues on llinois Sreet:

a There is no mention of the fact that the Port plans to extend 19t Sreet as
the primary commercia entrance to the BAE ship repair facility and to Crane
Cove Park on Pier 70.

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

6.8
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b. Thereisno discussion of the fact that the construction of the T-Line made
the traffic lanes on 3@ Sreet too narrow for many large, heavy-duty trucks
and that Illinois Sreet is now used as a primary trangport corridor into the
city from the south for these vehicles

c. Thereisno discussion of the effect on the safety of existing bicycle lanes on
Illinois Sreet as traffic is constricted between 18th and 19th Sreets
paticularly if truck traffic needs to veer around the proposed passenger
platform mentioned in Section 2.1.8.

d. There is no mention of the fact that lllinois Sreet is a primary transt
corridor to the south following basebal games and specid events at AT&T
Park, or that westbound 18th Sreet is heavily used at those times for access
to the northbound 1-280, or that 20th Street, just south of the proposed Loop
is heavily used a those times for access to the southbound 1-280 and to
southbound US 101 via Pennsylvania Sreet. Traffic problems a these times
would clearly be negatively impacted with the addition of the proposed Loop
down the middle of Illinois Sreet and, particularly, if the Loop is used to
stage two-double-car N-Judah trains on the Loop a those exact specid-event
times (Section 2.1.9).

e. It gopears to many of us that the conclusions in virtualy every sub-section
of Section 3.12 arein contradiction with the on-the-ground facts

4. While the proposed Loop is being funded, in part, by the Lifeline Transportation
Commission in support of improved mobility and accessbility needs in low-income
communities, it will make the connection to the 48 Muni bus stop a 20t Sreet, the
closest link to the Protrero Terrace and Annex public housing units much less
frequent than if the MME facility were chosen.

5. OPurpose and Needo (Section 1.1, paragraph 7): This paragraph states 6The Loop a
thislocation would aso provide the SFMTA with an ability to remove dissbled trains
from this portion of the T-Third Sreet line, thereby minimizing effects on system
service levelso This opurpose and needd gppears to be contrary to common sense:
the proposed Loop a 19th Sreet only has northbound tracks so tha disabled trains
would be turned back north to travel severa miles to a maintenance facility, rather
than just continuing 0.6 miles south to the MME facility.

6.9

6.10

6.11

6.12

6.13
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We thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the draft EA. We hope our
comments will be useful in urging the San Francisco Municipa Transt Authority to reject
the proposed Loop in favor of changing procedures & Muni Metro East to accommodate
the desired turnaround.

Sncerdly,

Jel D. Bean
President, 700 Illinois Sreet HOA

Cc.  LeonaBridges
Cheryl Brinkman
AndreaBruss
Janet Carpindlli
Malia Cohen
Malcolm Heinicke
Jerry Lee
Tom Nolan
Jo® Ramos
Chrigtina Rubke
700 Illinois Sreet Owners
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Committee For Reevaluation of T-Line Loop
c/o Bill Schwartz, President
700 lllinois St., Unit 203
San Francisco, CA 94107
415-291-8655

Supv. Malia Cohen

City of San Francisco

City Hall, Room 272

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

April 30, 2013

In Reference to:

Mission Bay Transit Loop Project, San Francisco, CA

Federal Transportation Agency is the lead agency and SF Municipal Transportation
Authority is the project sponsor

DOT Allocation for Transportation Investment Generating Economic Activity (TIGER)
funds

Dear Ms. Cohen:

This letter and attachment is intended to bring your attention to a federally funded Mission Bay
Transit Loop Project originally planned in 1999, which, if implemented, would create a myriad of
problems for residents, traffic flow, bicyclists, and local businesses, while not providing all the
benefits it could if it were relocated.

Due to dramatic neighborhood development unforeseen 14 years ago when the loop was planned,
the proposed loop will have many adverse effects. Most importantly, an alternative loop location
with tracks already installed only six blocks further south would provide a much more ideal
location for the loop, at lower costs, with tangible advantages, and with little if any of the problems
noted in the attached.

Therefore, this Committee, as well as neighboring property owners, in addition to neighborhood
groups and businesses, are seeking your help in bringing about a reevaluation of the current
project and whether relocation would be recommended.

Thank you for your kind consideration.
Sincerely yours,

Bill Schwartz

President

Attachment: Petition for Revaluation of the Federally Funded Mission Bay Transit Loop Project,
San Francisco, CA
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Petition for Revaluation of the FTA Funded Mission Bay Transit Loop Project
By Residents and Businesses in the Dogpatch Area
San Francisco, CA

BACKGROUND

Once an outpost, our neighborhood, called Dogpatch, has become over the past 12 years, since the transit
loop project was planned, one of the “hot” new expanding areas, booming with large residential construction
that is adding hundreds of new apartments and condos and thousands of residents, as well as new
businesses.

MAJOR NEIGHBORHOOD CHANGES

Among the many changes that have taken place since the loop project was planned are the
following:
e The 20-unit, 5-story work-live building at 700 lllinois
The 35-unit 5-story apartment building at 550 18" st.
A new 42,000 seat ballpark, AT&T Park, about one mile north
The 105-unit 7-story apartment building at 2121 Third St.
The coming Crane Cove Park east of lllinois St. from Mariposa St. to 19" st.
A major redevelopment of Pier 70 area and its historic buildings
New construction of multi-unit buildings, some underway and some recently built
A developing business district around 22nd St. and Third St.

CURRENT LOOP PROPOSAL

The proposed “Loop” would bring about one-third of the Third Street Light Rail Streetcars running south along
Third Street curving onto 18™ Street heading east for one block, turn south along lllinois St. for one block, and
then turn right on 19" Street, then curve back onto Third Street, thereby reversing direction and heading north
towards downtown.

The current proposal is intended to allow the streetcars to have a faster turnaround to carry local residents
towards the city center and to other transportation, such as BART and CalTrans. While this is a worthy
objective, the location of this turnaround is what we question because a potential turnaround could be created
at a major public transportation depot facility (MUNI Metro East-MME) at 25" Street, only six block further
south.

ADVANTAGES OF AN ALTERNATIVE LOOP LOCATION AT THE 25™ STREET MUNI METRO EAST
FAcILITY

By placing the loop at the existing 25" Street MME Facility, which already has turnaround capability, instead of
the proposed 18" —lllinois-19" loop, the Third St. streetcars would:
a. Actually serve the expanding and growing Dogpatch/Central Waterfront area and not only Mission Bay
and north
b. Reach the 22™ Street Caltrans station, which serves many heading to/from Silicon Valley
c. Better serve the emerging businesses along 3rd St. from 20th to 24th and along 20th Street and 22nd
Street.
d. Better serve the huge industrial/lcommercial American Industrial Center
e. Allow streetcar drivers to refresh and use restrooms at the MME depot
Allow for stacking of streetcars and for disabled streetcars to be taken offline directly into the depot for
repair more efficiently
g. Avoid noise and vibration disturbance to hundreds of residents on 18", Illinois, and 19" Streets, which
will reduce property values and property taxes

—h
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