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SUMMARY
S1 WHAT IS THIS REPORT?

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in
cooperation  with the Federal Railroad
Administration and the Transbay Joint Powers
Authority (TJPA), prepared this environmental
analysis to supplement and update an earlier
report certified by the TIPA in 2004 and adopted
by FTA in 2005. The 2004 report evaluated the
environmental and socioeconomic effects of the
Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown
Extension/Redevelopment  Project  (Transhay
Program), a proposal for a vibrant new
neighborhood in San Francisco organized around
the transit center currently under construction,
and for an extension of the Caltrain commuter rail
service to this new transit center. The 2004
document is the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain
Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project
Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement/
Environmental Impact Report (2004 FEIS/EIR).

This  Supplemental EIS/EIR  (SEIS/EIR)
incorporates by reference information contained
in the 2004 FEIS/EIR and evaluates refinements
to the Downtown Rail Extension (DTX)
component of the Transbay Program, as well as
other  ftransportation  improvements  and
development opportunities associated with the
Transbay Program. The changes are collectively
referred to as the “proposed project.”

The purpose of this SEIS/EIR is to examine the
following:

= new potentially significant environmental
impacts or substantially more severe
impacts of the proposed project
compared to those identified in the 2004
analysis,

= changes in circumstances and changes in
existing conditions under which the
proposed project would be implemented,
and

= new information as required by federal
(National Environmental Policy Act
[NEPA]) and state  (California
Environmental Quality Act [CEQA])
environmental legislation.
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S2 WHAT IS THE TRANSBAY
PROGRAM?

The Transbay Program is a visionary and
transformative plan to reshape an area of the city
of San Francisco near the downtown and
financial core. The program was developed to:

= improve public access to bus and rail
services,

modernize the Transbay Terminal and
improve service,

reduce non-transit vehicle usage, and

= alleviate blight and revitalize the
Transbay Terminal area.
The interrelated improvements and plans

intended to make this vision a reality were
approved in 2004 and 2005 by the U.S.
Department of Transportation, FTA; the City
and County of San Francisco (City); the
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board; and the
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (now
known as the San Francisco Office of
Community Investment and Infrastructure).
These agencies saw the Transbay Program as a
way to transform the outdated intermodal transit
connection at the Transbay Terminal into a
modern, dynamic transit center; create a lively
mixed-use area to complement transit services;
enhance local and regional connectivity to the
San Francisco Bay Area’s robust transit systems;
and advance the region’s environmental goals to
improve air quality.

The Transbay Program is divided into two
construction phases: Phase 1 and Phase 2 (see
Figure S-1). Phase 1 consists of the above-ground
portion of the new Transit Center and the train
box, which is the subterranean portion of the
Transit Center that will house the Caltrain and
high-speed rail (HSR) station. Phase 1 will create
a “Grand Central Station of the West” in the heart
of a new transit-friendly neighborhood. The
station will serve eight Bay Area counties and the
rest of California through 11 transit systems: AC
Transit, Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART),
Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, Greyhound, San
Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), SamTrans,

WestCAT Lynx, Amtrak, Paratransit, and future
HSR service. Phase 1 commenced in 2008 with
construction of the Temporary Terminal.
Construction of the new Transit Center is

underway, and is anticipated to be completed in
2017. Phase 2 primarily will include completion
of the Transit Center below-grade levels and the
DTX for Caltrain and HSR.
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Figure S-1 Transbay Program Elements, Phases 1 and 2

Caltrain is a vital regional commuter rail service
connecting San Francisco to the Peninsula,
Silicon Valley, and San Jose, but its current
northern terminus in San Francisco s
approximately 2 miles from downtown and the
financial and office core of the city. DTX will
provide this “missing link,” allowing convenient
connections to the other transportation services
available at the Transit Center.

HSR is a statewide, 800-mile rail system,
planned to connect the mega-regions of the state,
such as the San Francisco Bay Area,
Sacramento, the Central Valley, the Los Angeles
Basin, and San Diego. The system will offer
high-speed rail service between San Francisco
and Los Angeles in under 3 hours at speeds
capable of over 220 miles per hour.

DTX will be underground and will connect a
new underground Fourth and Townsend Street
Station, adjacent to the existing Caltrain
terminus and railyard, with the underground
train station at the Transit Center. After its
construction, the  Transit Center  will
accommodate more than 100,000 passengers
each weekday and up to 45 million people per
year, making public transportation a convenient
and accessible option for everyone who lives,
works, and visits the San Francisco Bay Area.

The estimates of the number of Caltrain and
HSR trains that will use the Transit Center, and
the associated ridership, will be refined by the
TJPA, Caltrain, and the California High-Speed
Rail Authority, based on the final platform and
track design at the Transit Center and the service
plans of the providers.
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S3 HOW WOULD THE TRANSBAY
PROGRAM CHANGE AS A RESULT
OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT?

The proposed project makes minor changes to
the Transbay Program. The proposed project
seeks to advance the original goals and
objectives of the Transbay Program. Three types
of changes are proposed and are analyzed in this
SEIS/EIR:

= Refining the design of Phase 2, including
the DTX, to enhance rail operations,
improve safety with refined emergency
ventilation/ smoke evacuation structures,
conform to design specifications needed
for HSR service, and improve methods
for constructing the mined tunnel
segment.

= Providing other transportation
improvements to enhance connectivity
and services in the area, including an
intercity bus facility, a bicycle ramp into
the Transit Center, taxi staging areas
adjacent to the Transit Center, and a
pedestrian connector to BART.

= Allowing land development adjacent to
some of the above-ground transportation
facilities where not all of the land is
needed for the facilities. (This change is a
local proposal and, since it would not
require federal approval, funding, or
permits, this change is not a part of the
NEPA action.)

Table S-1 describes each of these proposed project
components. Some of the components were
previously evaluated in the 2004 FEIS/EIR but are
proposed to be modified, such as features related to
the DTX. Other components are new and are
identified as such in Table S-1. Figure S-2 shows
the location of the proposed project components.
Detailed descriptions of these changes are
presented in Chapter 2 of this SEIS/EIR.

These proposed project components would not
affect the number of trains that would serve the
Transit Center or the number of daily passengers
projected to ride Caltrain and HSR. The proposed
project would, however, enable the planned HSR

service to serve the Transit Center. Although this
service was envisioned in 2004, design
specifications for the tracks and platforms became
available after the 2004 FEIS/EIR was approved,
and triggered some of the modifications that are
part of the proposed project.

Another important change that has occurred is the
adoption by the City of a land use plan for the
vicinity of the Transit Center in 2012. The Transit
Center District Plan (TCDP) establishes a land use
program for 145 acres surrounding the Transit
Center, including almost all of the land proposed
for redevelopment in the Transbay Program. The
TCDP intensifies the development potential in the
plan area by creating land use designations that
will extend the financial office core into the south
of Market Street area; enhance the streetscape,
pedestrian walkways, and streets for bicyclists and
automobiles; increase open space; promote
environmental sustainability; and protect historic
resources. The TCDP authorizes an additional
2.2 million square feet of office space, more than
800 additional housing units, and more than 800
additional hotel rooms than the previous zoning
regulations. The City’s plan complements the
TJPA’s major transit investment. It capitalizes on
the new transportation infrastructure and generates
revenues to support completion of the Transbay
Program and other public improvements.

S4 ARE THERE NEW
CIRCUMSTANCES OR
INFORMATION THAT HAVE
OCCURRED SINCE THE
TRANSBAY PROGRAM
APPROVAL?

The Transbay Program covers an area of the city
that rapidly is transforming.

Area Plans

Since the 2004 FEIS/EIR, a number of area plans
and projects have been approved that could change
the circumstances and the existing and cumulative
conditions under which the project would be
constructed. The City’s TCDP envisions a more
intensely developed area that will extend the
financial center south of Market Street. The City
also is advancing the Central South of Market Plan
(Central SoMa Plan) to promote mixed-use
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Table S-1

Proposed Project

Proposed Project Components

Change from the Approved Transbay Program

Refinements to DTX

Widened throat structure — The throat structure provides
the connection between the underground tracks and the train
box below the Transit Center. It is the area where the
alignment narrows at the west end of the train box to continue
along Second Street. The width of the alignment depends on
the curvature of the tracks. It is proposed to be widened to
conform to design specifications required for high-speed rail
(HSR) service.

Extended train box — The underground train box would be
extended east one block to Main Street.

Realigned Fourth and Townsend Street Station — The
underground station would be realigned to parallel Townsend
Street.

Vent structures — Emergency ventilation/smoke evacuation
structures would be co-located with emergency tunnel exits at
the following locations:

- Fourth and Townsend Street Station, one at each end

- 701 Third Street (Third and Townsend Streets) or across
the street at 699 Third Street and 180 Townsend Street

- Second and Harrison Streets (southeast corner)
- Transit Center, one at each end

Additionally, two exhaust fans would be located at the west
end of the Transit Center. They would be covered at grade
until needed for DTX operations.

The height of the vent structures would vary depending on
adjacent development and would be sufficiently tall to avoid
affecting adjacent uses.

Tunnel stub box — A new below-grade train box at the west
end of the railyard would be constructed to accommodate
future grade separations and expedite future arrival of below-
grade Caltrain and HSR trains.

Rock dowels — Rock dowels are approximately 15-foot-long
rods that would be installed along the tunnel mined segment.

Additional trackwork south of the Caltrain railyard — A
turnback track and maintenance of way storage track would
be constructed within the existing Caltrain right-of-way
between Hooper Street and Mariposa Street, immediately east
of Seventh Street.

The approved design has curves with a radius of less than
545 feet (TIPA 2011); the revised design calls for a 650-
foot radius, which minimizes significant additional land
acquisition.

The approved design has the eastern end of the train box
terminating at Beale Street. The extension is proposed to
be compatible with platform design specifications from
the California High-Speed Rail Authority and create the
opportunity for a more direct route for the planned
pedestrian connection to the Bay Area Rapid Transit
(BART)/San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) station
on Market Street.

The approved design has the station slightly skewed,
partially in the Caltrain railyard and partially in Townsend
Street. The revision would improve operations and support
City and County of San Francisco (City) planning efforts.

The approved design includes vent structures but in
different locations, and does not require as many
ventilation shafts or the additional exhaust fans at the
Transit Center. The design and siting for the ventilation
structures continues to follow National Fire Protection
Association Standard 130. The heights of the structure
have also changed to account for type and height of
adjacent uses at the new locations.

New component. The approved project includes a retained-
cut structure, or U-wall, for trains to transition between the
underground Fourth and Townsend Street Station and the
at-grade alignment to the south. The tunnel stub box
would be beneath the U-wall.

New component. Installation of the rock dowels would
improve safety during construction of the tunnel and
reduce risks of settlement and collapse.

New component. The approved design does not include
specific proposals for additional at-grade trackwork within
the existing right-of-way.
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Proposed Project

Proposed Project Components

Change from the Approved Transbay Program

Other Transportation Improvements

Intercity bus facility — A new bus facility would be
constructed above the extended train box, between Beale and
Main Streets, east of and across Beale Street from the Transit
Center. It would serve Amtrak and private bus operators such
as Greyhound.

Taxi staging area — Curbside passenger loading and
unloading spaces for taxis would be provided along the south
side of Minna Street between First and Second Streets, along
the north side of New Natoma Street between Beale and Main
Streets, and along the west side of Main Street between New
Natoma and Howard Streets.

Bicycle/controlled vehicle ramp — A bicycle ramp would be
constructed from Howard Street to below-grade bicycle
facilities within the Transit Center. A separate controlled
vehicle ramp would also run parallel to the bike ramp to
access the Lower Concourse level.

AC Transit bus storage parking facility — The proposed
project would use the AC Transit bus storage facility for off-
hours/nighttime or event parking (e.g., nighttime sporting or
special events) when not in use by AC Transit for regular
operations. The AC Transit bus storage facility would have
two potential modes of parking: 202 valet-parked spaces or
167 self-parked spaces.

BART/Muni Underground Pedestrian Connector — An
800-foot-long pedestrian connection underneath Beale Street

would link the Embarcadero BART/Muni Metro Station with
the Transit Center.

New component. The approved design includes bus berths
for Greyhound within the Transit Center but does not
accommodate Amtrak. The proposed improvement would
take advantage of the area above the extended train box.

New component. The proposed project identifies spaces
that would be convenient for passengers coming to or
leaving the Transit Center and consistent with the City’s
street improvement plans.

New component. The approved design does not include
specific proposals for a bicycle/controlled vehicle ramp.
The proposed project would reduce conflicts for
pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorists, and improve access
to the bicycle storage area.

New component. The approved design includes a bus
storage area for AC Transit. The proposed project would
allow general public use of this facility when not needed
by AC Transit and help offset the projected parking
shortfall in the area with the future dining, entertainment,
sporting, and other uses.

The approved design proposes an underground pedestrian
connection under Fremont Street. The proposed project
takes advantage of the extended train box to provide a
more direct connection between the BART/Muni station
on Market Street and the Transit Center under Beale
Street.

Adjacent Land Development*

Above the intercity bus facility — The proposed project
would include two floors above the intercity bus facility that
could be developed by others (for a maximum of four stories
above the street level). The development would be
approximately 45,000 gross square feet. Two options are
considered for this proposed project component: all office
space (assuming 45,000 square feet) or all residential
development (assuming a single-room-occupancy
development with a maximum of 350 square feet per unit,
resulting in 128 housing units).

Adjacent to the vent structure at either of the optional
locations at Third and Townsend Streets — The proposed
project would allow 76,000 square feet of new development.
City zoning regulations allow a mix of uses at both of the
optional sites, including retail, office, and housing. While no
specific development program has been established, it is
assumed that a 4,000-square-foot restaurant and either 72,000
square feet of office space or residential development (72
units) up to 105 feet tall could be built adjacent to the vent
structure at the southeast corner site option, or 72,000 square
feet of office or other commercial space at the northeast
corner site option up to 65 feet tall.

The approved Transbay Program includes 787,230 square
feet of office and 61,205 square feet of retail space on the
block that would include the intercity bus facility and the
adjacent land development. The proposed adjacent land
development would be consistent with the Transit Center
District Plan that amends this development program and
encourages the addition of housing.

New component. The approved Transbay Program did not
include any new development at Third and Townsend
Streets.
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Table S-1

Proposed Project

Proposed Project Components Change from the Approved Transbay Program

Note:

* This project component is included as part of the proposed project for the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
analysis. However, because the adjacent land development is not under Federal Transit Administration (FTA) jurisdiction, it is
not considered part of the proposed action for the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis. Under NEPA, future

development of these sites to include additional land uses besides the transportation improvements is considered an indirect
effect (40 CFR 1508.8).

Source: compiled by AECOM in 2013
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development, museums, and entertainment venues
along the Central Subway project currently under
construction that is planned to open in 2019.

The Central SoMa Plan provides the vision and
strategies to support change along and around the
Fourth Street transit spine—a vision of changing
land use patterns that will complement and
capitalize on new transit infrastructure while
protecting the area’s eclectic population, blend of
uses, and unique character. Because of these new
plans, the land use patterns, development densities,
mix of uses, and urban form have changed
substantially since approval of the Transbay
Program. Development that has been constructed
pursuant to these plans is recognized as part of the
existing conditions for this SEIS/EIR. Pending and
future development and projects pursuant to these
plans are considered in the cumulative analysis for
this SEIS/EIR.

Transportation Improvements

In addition to these changes to the development
and visual landscape, the area has seen transit
investments since the 2004 FEIS/EIR, including
the City’s Better Streets Plan, the Bicycle Plan, the
Transit Effectiveness Plan, and the above-
mentioned Central Subway, for which ridership in
2030 is projected to be 35,100 daily boardings,
according to the Central Subway website.

Population and Employment Growth

The 2010 U.S. Census indicates substantial
growth in population and households and
changes in the socioeconomic profile since the
2004 FEIS/EIR, which reported demographic
information from the 2000 U.S. Census.
Regional forecasts for the San Francisco Bay
Area show a 30 percent increase in population
between 2010 and 2040. San Francisco’s
population is projected to increase by 35 percent
over that period, with the majority in the new
neighborhoods south of Market Street and in the
vicinity of the Transbay Program area.

This area also has been home to growth in the
technology business sector, which helped pave
the way for San Francisco County to become the
fastest-growing large county in the U.S., as
reported at the 2014 Annual Economic Briefing

sponsored by the San Francisco Planning and
Urban Research Association (SPUR), with a 6.1
percent increase in employment from 2011 to
2012 (triple the national growth rate of

2 percent). In short, the land use, visual, and
socioeconomic setting of the Transbay Program
vicinity is even more intense, dynamic, transit-
oriented, and diverse than a decade ago when the
program was adopted.

Regulatory Changes

The regulatory framework also has changed
since the 2004 FEIS/EIR. The following are
some of the key changes:

= Updated guidelines for assessing
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from
the Council on Environmental Quality in
2014 and the Bay Area Air Quality

Management District (BAAQMD) in
2011;
= Updated guidelines for quantitative

assessment of construction-related air
pollutant emissions and health risk
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assessments from the BAAQMD
in 2011;

= New or expanded historic districts;

= More stringent water quality standards
governing stormwater runoff;

= New flood hazard mapping and issuance
of Executive Order 13690 in 2015,
defining floodplains;

= Updated noise and vibration assessment
guidelines from FTA in 2006;

= Updated guidance on environmental
justice principles and analysis from FTA
in 2012;

= Updated CEQA  guidance  for
transportation and aesthetics in infill and
transit priority areas in 2013;

= Adoption of the federal transportation
authorization  legislation in 2012,
entitled Moving Ahead for Progress in
the 21st Century (“MAP-21"), including
new guidelines for implementing
NEPA; and

= State legislation in 2008 mandating the
integration of land use, transportation,
and affordable housing at the regional
level and requiring the Regional
Transportation Plan to be consistent
with a  Sustainable  Communities
Strategy.

S5 WHAT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS
MIGHT RESULT FROM THE
PROPOSED PROJECT?

Resource Topics Considered

This SEIS/EIR complies with NEPA and
CEQA, and guidelines for their implementation.
The following physical, environmental, and
socioeconomic resource topics are evaluated:

= Transportation

= Land Use and Planning, Wind, and
Shadow

= Socioeconomics,
Housing

= Visual Quality/Aesthetics
= Historic and Cultural Resources

Population,  and

= Biological Resources

= Water Resources and Water Quality

= Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

= Hazardous Materials

= Electromagnetic Fields

= Noise and Vibration

= Air Quality

= Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change

= Public Services, Community Services,
and Recreational Facilities

= Safety and Security
= Utilities
= Environmental Justice Communities

= Section 4(f) (Public Parks, Recreation
Lands, Historic Sites, and Wildlife and
Waterfowl Refuges)

Types of Environmental Effects

For each of these topics, the proposed project’s
direct and indirect operational, construction, and
cumulative impacts are discussed. Direct
impacts are the primary effects that would be
caused by the proposed project and would occur
at the same time and place. For the proposed
project, direct impacts would be the result of
implementing the proposed project components.
Indirect impacts would be reasonably
foreseeable secondary effects that would be
caused by the proposed project but would occur
at a different time or place. Temporary
construction impacts would be those that would
occur only during project construction, and
would cease when the project entered the
operational phase. Cumulative impacts would
occur when two or more individual effects that,
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when  considered  together, would be
considerable, or that would compound or
increase other environmental impacts.

Both NEPA and CEQA acknowledge that
implementation of projects results in changes.
However, both federal and state laws pay
particular attention to those changes that are
substantial and adverse. Pursuant to the Council
on Environmental Quality’s NEPA regulations
(Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Title 40,
Sections  1500-1508), the significance of
project effects is evaluated considering the
effects’ context, intensity, and duration.
Context refers to the geographic area (spatial
extent) of impact, which varies with the
physical setting of the activity and the nature of
the resource being analyzed. Intensity refers to
the severity of the impact; evaluation of the
intensity of an impact considers the sensitivity
of the resource and other factors.

For CEQA, Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines describes thresholds for determining
significance for environmental topics. CEQA
requires identification and mitigation of
potentially significant impacts in an EIR; under
NEPA, measures are considered to avoid,
minimize, or mitigate for all adverse effects of
a project, regardless of significance.

As described earlier, the proposed project
consists of refinements, modifications, and
additions to the approved Transbay Program.
When the 2004 FEIS/EIR was adopted,
mitigation measures that were recommended to
reduce and alleviate potential impacts of the
Transbay Program also were adopted and
incorporated into the program. Consequently, for
this SEIS/EIR, the effects under NEPA and the
impact significance under CEQA for the
proposed project have been determined
assuming that the previously adopted mitigation
measures, which are now part of the existing
program, would continue to be implemented.
Based on this, potential impacts from the
proposed project can be categorized into four
types (the NEPA effect type is identified first,
followed by the CEQA impact type):

= No Effect/No Impact — no environmental
consequences would occur.

= No Adverse Effect/Less-than-Significant
Impact — environmental consequences
would not be substantial or adverse, or if
they would be, they would be
significantly reduced with the mitigation
measures adopted from the 2004
FEIS/EIR and incorporated into the
proposed project.

= No Adverse Effect/Significant Impact
with  Mitigation -  environmental
consequences would be substantial and
adverse but could be significantly
reduced with the newly proposed
mitigation measures identified in this
SEIS/EIR.

= Adverse Effect/Significant and
Unavoidable Impact — environmental
consequences would be substantial and
adverse and would remain so even with
implementation of the mitigation
measures identified in this SEIS/EIR.

The above four NEPA/CEQA effect/impact
types are applicable to the vast majority of the
effects/impacts analyzed in this SEIS/EIR.
However, instances occur in which the CEQA
impact type varies from the NEPA effect type,
because of differences in how CEQA and NEPA
define significance. In addition, occasions exist
where implementation of the proposed project
may result in an improvement (or lesser
impacts), compared to conditions without the
proposed project. These Beneficial effects are
identified in the environmental analysis
presented in Chapter 3 of this SEIS/EIR.

New Mitigation Measures to Address
Adverse/Significant Effects

Table S-2 at the end of this Summary shows that
the proposed project would require new
mitigation measures, in addition to those
previously adopted and incorporated into the
Transbay Program, to address adverse effects/
significant impacts. New mitigation in this
SEIS/EIR is identified for the following resource
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topics: transportation; historic and cultural
resources; biological resources; water resources
and water quality; electromagnetic fields;
geology, soils, and seismicity; noise and
vibration; and air quality. For the specific
impacts that would trigger the need to
implement  mitigation  measures and a
description of the mitigation measures, see
Table S-2.

Table S-2 is a comprehensive compilation of all
impacts analyzed in this SEIS/EIR, along with
all previously adopted and new mitigation
measures. In the first column of Table S-2, a
“summary impact statement” is provided to
highlight the anticipated effect under NEPA and
the significance of the impact under CEQA.
Each summary statement is assigned an
alphanumeric designation that identifies the
resource (e.g., TR for Transportation) and an
impact number (e.g., 1, 2, 3). Construction
impacts are denoted with a “C” before the
resource topic abbreviation (e.g., Impact C-TR-
3). Cumulative impacts are denoted with a “CU”
before the resource topic abbreviation (e.g.,
Impact CU-TR-1).

Significant and Unavoidable Effects

As identified in Table S-2, the proposed project
would result in the following two adverse effects
even after implementation of the recommended
mitigation measures:

= Greenhouse gas emissions into the
atmosphere have been correlated with
climate change. Among the changes that
are projected to affect the project area is
sea-level rise. At this time, the
feasibility of implementing measures
necessary to avoid future inundation
associated with sea-level rise is not
known, and no firm commitment exists
to strategies to implement flood
protection. Sea-level rise in the year
2100 would be a significant and
unavoidable impact under CEQA.

= Construction activities during daytime
hours would not result in significant
noise impacts. However, nighttime

construction could occur, if a waiver is
issued by the City to perform such work
after normal hours. Receptors are more
sensitive during nighttime hours, when
ambient noise levels also are less.
Therefore, noise from construction at
night would be adverse/significant and
unavoidable.

S6 ARE THERE ALTERNATIVE WAYS
TO ACCOMPLISH THE GOALS OF
THE PROPOSED PROJECT?

The proposed project consists of refinements
and improvements to the adopted Transbay
Program. It does not propose substantive
modifications to the Transbay Program, but
instead seeks to further achieve and support the
purpose and need for the approved program.
Therefore, no alternatives exist that would
satisfy the purpose, need, and stated objectives
of the proposed project. In addition, with
implementation of the proposed mitigation
measures, two impacts under CEQA would
remain significant and unavoidable but would
not be substantially reduced by considering an
alternative to the proposed project. The TIJPA
has examined options or variations to
implementing individual proposed project
components, and these are described in detail in
Chapter 2 of this SEIS/EIR.

S7 WHAT HAPPENS IF THE
PROPOSED PROJECT IS NOT
APPROVED?

If the proposed project were not approved, the
previously adopted Transbay Program could still
be implemented, because it has the required
approvals from local, state, and federal agencies.
In other words, if no action was taken on the
proposed project, Phase 2 of the Transbhay
Program would be completed as previously
approved. If this were to occur, the program that
would be implemented would result in the
following conditions:

= |t would not comply with the design
specifications of the California High-
Speed Rail Authority. Extension of the
train box would need to be made later to
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enable HSR service, when it would be
more difficult and impactful to make
changes to the throat structure and train
box.

= The vent structures/emergency exits
would not comply with the current
standards issued by the National Fire
Protection Association for life safety.

= |t would result in a less direct and
convenient  pedestrian  connection
between the Transit Center and the
BART/Muni station on Market Street.

= |t would not support the City’s plans for
residential or mixed-use development at
the proposed intercity bus facility and
vent structure location at Third and
Townsend Streets, or the City’s vision
for development at and around the
Caltrain railyard.

S8 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY
IDENTIFIED IN THE SCOPING
PROCESS

In response to the release of the Notice of
Preparation, the scoping meeting, and
information provided to participating agencies,
guestions were raised about the proposed project
and the previously approved Transbay Program.
Some of these topics would be subject to further
work during the more advanced engineering
stage that would follow; others may continue to
be discussed and addressed during the proposed
project-merits discussion before the TJPA
Board. The chief issues that have been raised are
as follows:

= Construction methods and impacts on
235 Second Street and 589 Howard
Street because of the widened throat
structure that would be beneath both
properties;

= Safety and emergency exit plans for the
underground three-track extension from
the existing Caltrain terminus to the
Transit Center;

= The effect of sea-level rise and climate
change on the underground transit
system;

= The appearance and visual effects of the
vent structures; and

= The alignment for the DTX, even
though the route was approved
previously, and how well it would
preserve future opportunities to extend
the alignment for an East Bay
connection.

S9 WHAT HAPPENS NEXT?

This is a Draft SEIS/EIR and has been
distributed by FTA and the TJPA for public
review and comment. Copies of this report have
been distributed to the following locations and
can be reviewed there:

=  TJPA, 201 Mission Street, Suite 2100,
San Francisco, CA

= San Francisco Main Library,
Government Information Center, 100
Larkin St., 5th Floor, San Francisco, CA

= MTC-ABAG Library, Joseph P. Bort
MetroCenter, 101 8th Street, Oakland,
CA

This report also is available on the TIPA website
at: http://transbaycenter.org/tjpa/documents/
environmental-documents.

S10 WHAT IF | WANT TO MAKE A
COMMENT ON THIS REPORT?

To make comments on this Draft SEIS/EIR,
written comments may be submitted to either of
the following:

= Brenda Perez, Federal Transit
Administration, Region 9, 90 7" Street,
Suite 15-300, San Francisco, CA 94103-
6701

= Scott Boule, Legislative Affairs and
Community Outreach Manager,
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Transbay Joint Powers Authority, 201
Mission  Street, Suite 2100, San
Francisco, CA 94105

E-mail comments also may be submitted to:

brenda.perez@dot.qov, or

SEIS.EIR@transbaycenter.org

Comments may also be provided in person at a
meeting on February 10, 2016, at 5 p.m. at 201
Mission Street, Suite 2100. The 60-day period
for submitting comments is from December 28,
2015 to February 29, 2016.

FTA and the TJPA will prepare written
responses to all comments on environmental
issues that are received during the comment
period. These responses, along with any changes
to the report or to the proposed project as a
result of the comments, will be compiled in a
Final SEIS/EIR. This final document will be
distributed to all federal, state, and local
agencies, private organizations, and members of
the public who provide substantive comments on
the Draft SEIS/EIR or who request a copy of the
Final SEIS/EIR.

S11 IF THE ENVIRONMENTAL
DOCUMENT IS APPROVED, DOES
THAT MEAN THAT THE PROJECT
WILL MOVE FORWARD?

The environmental document must be certified
or approved before the proposed project can be
approved.  However, approval of the
environmental document does not mean that the
proposed project is approved and would be
constructed.

For CEQA, the TIPA must certify that the Final
SEIS/EIR has been completed in compliance
with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines.
This certification along with “findings” for each
significant environmental impact in the Final
SEIS/EIR must be completed before the TIPA
can take action to advance the proposed project.
Certification of the Final SEIS/EIR would occur
during a public hearing before the TIPA Board.
This “environmental clearance” step is necessary
before the proposed project could be approved.

The TJPA must prepare and file a Notice of
Determination to report its approval of the
proposed project.

FTA has a three-phase process for funding
potential projects through its Capital Investment
Program: Project Development, Engineering,
and Full Funding Grant Agreement. The
environmental review process, pursuant to
NEPA, is completed during or before the initial
Project Development phase. FTA must review
the Final SEIS/EIR and approve it for public
release through a Notice of Availability in the
Federal Register.

The Record of Decision (ROD) will present
FTA’s basis for its decision on the project and it
will also include a description of the project,
alternatives evaluated, summary of
environmental findings, and mitigation measures
approved for the project. FTA would consider
any comments in rendering its decision on the
proposed project and then would issue the ROD
describing the findings of the SEIS/EIR and the
rationale for its decision. FTA may issue a single
Final SEIS/EIR and ROD document, pursuant to
Public Law 112-141, 126 Stat. 405, Section
1319, unless FTA determines that statutory
criteria or practicability considerations preclude
issuance of the combined document, pursuant to
Section 1319. If FTA could not issue a joint
Final SEIS/ROD document, then FTA may
amend its previous ROD instead of issuing a
new ROD.

With completion of the federal environmental
review processes, implementation of the
proposed project would depend on project
readiness and the availability of funding. These
aspects of the proposed project would be
evaluated closely by FTA, before allowing the
TJPA to enter the Engineering phase. The TIPA
would need to provide sufficient information for
FTA to evaluate and rate the proposed project
against statutory project justification and local
financial commitment criteria.

On completion of the Engineering phase, FTA
would consider a Full Funding Grant Agreement
with the TJPA, provided that the project’s
design, scope, cost, schedule, and benefits are
firm and final; other funding sources are
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committed;  third-party = agreements  are
completed; and the management approach is
sufficient to construct and implement the
project.
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Table S-2

Summary of Proposed Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact!

NEPA/CEQA Effects
with Previously
Adopted Mitigation
Measures

Previously Adopted Mitigation Measures*

Additional Proposed New Mitigation Measures

NEPA/CEQA Effects
with New Mitigation
Measure(s)

3.2 Transportation

TR-1: The proposed project would not result in levels of
service that would exceed the City’s threshold for acceptable
operations or result in localized circulation and access effects.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation

None.

New-MM-TR-1.1 Modify Signal Operations at the 16th Street Intersection with the Caltrain
tracks and Owens Street. During final design, and after the location of the crossing gates for the
turnback track along 16th Street has been determined, the TIPA shall conduct further traffic
analysis of the turnback and maintenance of way tracks to evaluate traffic, pedestrian, and
bicycle operations along 16th Street at Seventh Street, the Caltrain/turnback tracks, and Owen
Street. Changes to the PCEP OCS and specialty trackwork, such as control points, switches, and
train signals, will be undertaken by the TJPA to allow Caltrain to continue its operations at the
level of service defined in the PCEP EIR. In addition, if the traffic analysis shows that the
intersections along 16th Street do not meet the City’s service levels for automobile traffic and
pedestrian and bicycle circulation, the TIPA will coordinate with the City and will be responsible
for implementing changes at these crossings to satisfy the City’s LOS signalized intersection
standards for impacts caused by turnback track operations for DTX; provide sufficient crossing
time for pedestrians and bicyclists; and avoid creation of potentially hazardous conditions for
pedestrians and bicyclists.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

TR-2: The proposed project would not result in substantial
increases to transit demand resulting in unacceptable levels of
transit service, or cause a substantial increase in delays or
operating costs.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

None.

None required.

Not applicable.

TR-3: The proposed project would not result in substantial
overcrowding on public sidewalks, create hazardous
conditions for pedestrians, or interfere with pedestrian
accessibility to the site and adjoining areas.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation

Ped 1 — use future construction or redevelopment as opportunities to increase building
set-backs, thereby increasing sidewalk widths.

Ped 2 — eliminate or reduce sidewalk street furniture in the immediate Transbay Terminal
area on corners.

Ped 3 — re-time traffic light signalization to pedestrian levels of service at each of the
intersections studies that fall into LOS F.

Ped 4 — provide crosswalk signalization at intersections where they do not exist already.
Ped 5 — provide crosswalk count-down signals at intersections and crosswalks
immediately surrounding the new Transbay Terminal.

Ped 6 — ensure that Transbay Terminal design increases corner and sidewalk widths at the
four intersections immediately surrounding the Transbay Terminal.

Ped 7 — provide lights within crosswalks to warn when pedestrians are present in the
crosswalk.

See New-MM-TR-1.1

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

TR-4: The proposed project would not be expected to
substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and
adjoining areas.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation

None.

See New-MM-TR-1.1

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

emergency access.

Less-than-Significant
Impact

TR-5: The proposed project would not result in a parking or  [No Adverse Effect for |None. None required. Not applicable.
loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that |parking and No
could not be accommodated within proposed on-site facilities |Adverse Effect/Less-
or within convenient designated on-street areas. than-Significant
Impact for loading
TR-6: The proposed project would not result in inadequate No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.

C-TR-7: The proposed project would result in temporary
impacts on the surrounding transportation network as a result
of construction activity, but these impacts would be reduced
by previously approved measures incorporated into the
project, City requirements, and the DTX Design Criteria,
which call for preparation of a plan for maintenance and
protection of traffic.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

PC 2 — interview businesses along the alignment to assist in (a) the identification of
possible techniques during construction to maintain critical business activities, (b)
analyze alternative access routes for customers and deliveries to businesses, (c) develop
traffic control and detour plans, and (d) finalize construction practices.

PC 4 — establish community construction information/outreach program to provide
ongoing dialogue construction impacts and possible mitigation/solutions.

PC 5 — establish site and field offices located along the alignment to better understand

None required.

Not applicable.
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Table S-2

Summary of Proposed Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact!

NEPA/CEQA Effects
with Previously
Adopted Mitigation
Measures

Previously Adopted Mitigation Measures*

Additional Proposed New Mitigation Measures

NEPA/CEQA Effects
with New Mitigation
Measure(s)

community/business needs during the construction period; manage construction-related
matters pertaining to the public; and notify property owners, residences, and businesses
of major construction activities (e.g., utility relocation/disruption and milestones, re-
routing of delivery trucks).

PC 6 — implement an information phone line to provide community members and
businesses the opportunity to express their views regarding construction, and to provide
information on the project schedule, dates for upcoming community meetings, notice of
construction impacts, individual problem solving, construction complaints, and general
information.

PC 7 — develop traffic management plans to maintain access to all businesses. Perform
daily cleaning of work areas for the duration of the construction period. Include
provisions in construction contracts to require maintenance of driveway access to
businesses to the extent feasible.

GC 1 - disseminate information to the community in a timely manner regarding
anticipated construction activities.

GC 2 - provide signage and work with establishments affected by construction activities
to develop appropriate signage for alternate routes.

GC 3 - install level decking at the cut-and-cover sections to be flush with the existing
street or sidewalk levels.

GC 4 - provide for efficient sidewalk design and maintenance. Where a sidewalk must be
temporarily narrowed during construction (e.g., deck installation), restore it to its original
width during the majority of construction period.

present, and reasonably foreseeable development, would not
result in significant cumulative land use impacts.

Less-than-Significant
Impact

CU-TR-8: The proposed project, in combination with past, No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
present, and reasonably foreseeable development, would not  |Less-than-Significant
result in significant cumulative impacts on traffic. Impact
CU-TR-9: The proposed project, in combination with past, No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
present, and reasonably foreseeable development, would not  |Less-than-Significant
result in significant cumulative impacts on Caltrain facilities, |Impact
systems, or operations.
3.3 Land Use and Planning, Wind, and Shadow
LU-1: The proposed project would not physically divide an  |No Effect/No Impact |None. None required. Not applicable.
established community.
LU-2: The proposed project would not conflict with any No Effect/No Impact |None. None required. Not applicable.
applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation by the City
adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an
environmental effect.
LU-3: The proposed project would be compatible with nearby |No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
existing land uses and neighborhood character. Less-than-Significant
Impact
LU-4: The proposed project would not create a new shadow in|No Effect/No Impact |None. None required. Not applicable.
a manner that would substantially affect the use of any park or
open space under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco
Recreation and Park Department, publicly accessible open
space, outdoor recreation facility, or other public area.
CU-LU-5: The proposed project, in combination with past, No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
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Table S-2

Summary of Proposed Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact!

NEPA/CEQA Effects
with Previously
Adopted Mitigation
Measures

Previously Adopted Mitigation Measures*

Additional Proposed New Mitigation Measures

NEPA/CEQA Effects
with New Mitigation
Measure(s)

3.4 Socioeconomics, Population, and Housing

SE-1: The proposed project would not displace homes.
Displaced businesses would have adequate replacement
resources in the project area.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

Prop 1 — to mitigate for land acquisition and displacement, all homeowners, renters, and
businesses shall be offered relocation assistance in accordance with state and federal
laws.

None required.

Not applicable.

SE-2: The proposed project would not result in changes to No Effect/No Impact |None. None required. Not applicable.
City government operation due to substantial alteration of

fiscal conditions.

SE-3: The proposed project would not result in substantial No Effect/No Impact |None. None required. Not applicable.

loss of community cohesion, social patterns of interaction, or
important social or cultural institutions.

SE-4: The proposed project would not result in adverse
impacts on transit dependent populations, including people
with disabilities, children, the elderly, and households without
a vehicle, or on low English language proficiency populations.

Beneficial Effect/No
Impact

PC 6 — implement an information phone line to provide community members and
businesses the opportunity to express their views regarding construction, and to provide
information on the project schedule, dates for upcoming community meetings, notice of
construction impacts, individual problem solving, construction complaints, and general
information.

None required.

Not applicable.

SE-5: The proposed project would not disproportionately
affect children.

No Adverse Effect
with Mitigation/
analysis not required
explicitly under CEQA

See the following:

Saf 1 though Saf 3
NoiO 1 through NoiO 3
NoiC 1 through NoiC 6
VibO 1

VibC 1 through VibC 6
SG1

HWO 1 through HWO 7
HMC 1 through HMC 7, HMC 9, and HMC 10
Ped 1 through Ped 7
PC 4 through PC 7

GC 1 through GC 5

AC 1 through AC 15

New-MM-TR-1.1
New-MM-WQ-4.1
New-MM-CU-WQ-9.1
New-MM-NO-1.1
New-MM-AQ-3.1
New-MM-AQ-3.2
New-MM-C-AQ-5.1

No Adverse Effect

C-SE-6: The proposed project would not result in significant
temporary socioeconomic impacts associated with
construction of the proposed project.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

PC 2 — interview businesses along the alignment to assist in (a) the identification of
possible techniques during construction to maintain critical business activities, (b)
analyze alternative access routes for customers and deliveries to businesses, (c) develop
traffic control and detour plans, and (d) finalize construction practices.

PC 4 — establish community construction information/outreach program to provide
ongoing dialogue construction impacts and possible mitigation/solutions.

PC 5 — establish site and field offices located along the alignment to better understand
community/business needs during the construction period; manage construction-related
matters pertaining to the public; and notify property owners, residences, and businesses
of major construction activities (e.g., utility relocation/disruption and milestones, re-
routing of delivery trucks).

PC 6 — implement an information phone line to provide community members and
businesses the opportunity to express their views regarding construction, and to provide
information on the project schedule, dates for upcoming community meetings, notice of
construction impacts, individual problem solving, construction complaints, and general
information.

PC 7 - develop traffic management plans to maintain access to all businesses. Perform
daily cleaning of work areas for the duration of the construction period. Include
provisions in construction contracts to require maintenance of driveway access to
businesses to the extent feasible.

GC 1 - disseminate information to the community in a timely manner regarding
anticipated construction activities.

GC 2 - provide signage and work with establishments affected by construction activities
to develop appropriate signage for alternate routes.

None required.

Not applicable.
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CU-SE-7: The proposed project, in combination with past, No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
present, and reasonably foreseeable development, would not  |Less-than-Significant
result in significant cumulative socioeconomics impacts. Impact
3.5 Visual Quality/Aesthetics
VQ-1: The proposed project would not have a substantial No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.

adverse effect on a scenic vista or substantially damage scenic
resources.

Less-than-Significant
Impact

VVQ-2: The proposed project would not substantially degrade
the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

VA 2 — make all efforts to minimize specific aesthetic and visual effects of construction
identified by users of neighborhood businesses and residents.

None required.

Not applicable.

VQ-3: The proposed project could create a new source of
substantial light or glare, but it would not adversely affect day
or nighttime views in the area.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

VA 1 - direct artificial lighting onto the work site at night to minimize “spill over” light
or glare effects.

None required.

Not applicable.

CU-VQ-4: The proposed project, in combination with past, No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
present, and reasonably foreseeable development, would not  |Less-than-Significant

result in significant cumulative impacts on aesthetics or visual {Impact

quality.

CU-VQ-5: The proposed project, in combination with past, No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.

present, and reasonably foreseeable development, would not
result in significant cumulative light and glare impacts.

Less-than-Significant
Impact

3.6 Historic and Cultural Resources

CR-1: The proposed project could cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of archaeological resources
pursuant to Section 15064.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, but this
potential effect would be avoided with modifications to the
previously adopted mitigation measures for the Transbay
Program.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation

CH 15 - consult with FTA, SHPO, the Joint Powers Board, and the City within 45 days
of MOA execution to initiate the process of determining how archaeological properties
that may be affected by the project will be identified, how NRHP eligibility will be
addressed, and how effects to archaeological properties will be taken into account.

CH 16 — prepare a treatment plan if the consulting parties agree that one is necessary.
CH 17 — prepare a draft technical report documenting the results of treatment plan
implementation, if one was required, within two years of completion and in consultation
with FTA.

CH 18 - if a treatment plan will not be prepared, address any archaeological properties
discovered during implementation.

CH 19 — ensure that all actions and documentation are consistent with Section 304 of the
NRHP and Section 6254.10 of the California Government Code.

CH 20 - agree that Native American burials and related items discovered during project
implementation will be treated in accordance with the requirements of Section 7050.5(b)
of the California Health and Safety Code.

CH 16 amended, to create an updated DURF ARDTP.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

CR-2: The proposed project could cause direct adverse
impacts on historic architectural resources, but this potential
effect would be avoided with modifications to the previously
adopted mitigation measures for the Transbay Program.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation

CH 11 - in consultation with property owners, develop and implement measures to
protect contributing elements of historic properties.

CH 12 — determine the level and type of recordation necessary prior to adversely
affecting historic properties.

CH 13 - repair any project-related damage (in accordance with the Secretary of the
Interior’s standards) to contributing elements of the Second and Howard Streets Historic
District, the Rincon Point/South Beach Historic Warehouse Industrial District, 589
Howard Street.

CH 12 amended, to also include the 180 Townsend Street location and remove 165-173 Second
Street.

CH 13 amended, to also include the 589 Howard Street location and the 165-173 Second Street
location.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

C-CR-3: Construction activities for the proposed project
would not result in a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a historical resource.

No Effect/No Impact

None.

None required.

Not applicable.
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C-CR-4: The proposed project could result in damage or
destruction of previously unknown unique paleontological
resources during construction-related activities, but this
potential effect would be avoided by proposed preconstruction
mitigation.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation

None; 2004 FEIS/EIR did not evaluate potential paleontological resources.

New-MM-C-CR-4.1 Minimize Potential Impacts to Paleontological Resources. To minimize
potential adverse impacts on previously unknown, potentially unique, scientifically important
paleontological resources, the TIPA shall do the following:

o Before the start of any earthmoving activities, the TIPA shall retain a qualified paleontologist
to train all construction personnel involved with earthmoving activities, including the project
superintendent, regarding the possibility of encountering fossils, the appearance and types of
fossils likely to be seen during construction, and the proper notification procedures should be
followed if fossils are encountered.

e The construction crew shall immediately cease ground-disturbing work in the vicinity of the
find and notify the TIPA.

e The TJPA shall retain a qualified paleontologist to evaluate the resource and prepare a
recovery plan, in accordance with Society of Vertebrate Paleontology guidelines (SVP
1996). The recovery plan may include a field survey, construction monitoring, sampling and
data recovery procedures, museum storage coordination for any specimen recovered, and a
report of findings. Necessary and feasible recommendations in the recovery plan shall be
implemented before construction activities are resumed at the site where the paleontological
resource was discovered.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

present, and reasonably foreseeable development, would not
result in significant cumulative impacts on paleontological
resources.

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation

CU-CR-5: The proposed project in combination with other No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development would |Less-than-Significant

not result in adverse cumulative effects on archaeological Impact

resources.

CU-CR-6: The proposed project, in combination with past, No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
present, and reasonably foreseeable development, would not Less-than-Significant

result in significant cumulative impacts on historical resources. |Impact

CU-CR-7: The proposed project, in combination with past, No Adverse Effect/ None. See New-MM-C-CR-4.1 No Adverse Effect/

Less-than-Significant
Impact

3.7 Biological Resources

C-BR-1: The proposed project has the potential to disturb
nesting birds when buildings/structures with potential nesting
habitat would be disturbed as part of an individual project
component and/or during removal of trees and shrubs during
project construction, but this potential effect would be avoided
by proposed preconstruction mitigation.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation

None; 2004 FEIS/EIR did not evaluate migratory birds.

New-MM-C-BR-1. Require Pre-Construction Bird Surveys. Pre-construction bird surveys shall
be required when trees or buildings and/or structures with potential nesting habitat would be
disturbed as part of an individual project component. Pre-construction bird surveys shall be
conducted on affected potential nesting habitat by a qualified biologist during the nesting season
(February 1 through August 15) if construction activities are scheduled to take place during that
period. Surveys shall be performed not more than 2 weeks prior to construction in an affected
area. If special-status bird or migratory bird species are not found, work may proceed and no
further mitigation action is required.

If special-status bird or migratory bird species are found to be nesting in or near any work area
(at a distance to be determined by a qualified biologist) or, for compliance with federal and state
law concerning migratory birds, if birds protected under the federal MBTA or the California Fish
and Game Code are found to be nesting in or near any work area, an appropriate no-work buffer
zone (e.g., 100 feet for songbirds, 250 feet for raptors) shall be designated by the biologist.
Depending on the species involved, the qualified biologist may require input from CDFW and/or
the USFWS Division of Migratory Bird Management regarding the most appropriate ways to
avoid disturbance to nesting birds. As recommended by the biologist, no activities shall be
conducted within the no-work buffer zone that could harass birds or disrupt bird nesting. Outside
of the nesting season (August 16 through January 31), or after young birds have fledged, as
determined by the biologist, work activities may proceed. Birds that establish nests during the
construction period are considered habituated to such activity, and no buffer shall be required,
except as needed to avoid direct destruction of the nest, which shall be prohibited.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact
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CU-BR-2: The proposed project, in combination with past, No Adverse Effect/ None. See New-MM-C-BR-1.1 No Adverse Effect/
present, and reasonably foreseeable development, would not  |Less-than-Significant Less-than-Significant
result in significant cumulative impacts on biological Impact with Mitigation Impact
resources.
3.8 Water Resources and Water Quality
WQ-1: The proposed project would not violate water quality |No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
standards or waste discharge requirements. Less-than-Significant
Impact
WQ-2: The proposed project would not substantially deplete |No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge. |Less-than-Significant
Impact
WQ-3: The proposed project would not substantially alter No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
drainage patterns in the project area or create or contribute Less-than-Significant
runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or Impact
planned storm water drainage systems.
WQ-4: The proposed project would not expose life or No Adverse Effect/ None. New-MM-WQ-4.1 Modify DTX Design Criteria to Avoid Flood Hazards. The TJPA shall modify |No Adverse Effect/
structures to substantial flood hazards or flooding. Less-than-Significant the DTX Design Criteria to protect project elements from the EO 13690—defined flood hazard. Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation Specifically, the TIPA shall design and construct Transbay Program Phase 2 within the area Impact
delineated as being within a floodplain, as defined as the 100-year flood elevation plus 2 feet
consistent with EO 11988, as amended by EO 13690, to prevent inundation of the project rail
alignment and associated infrastructure and to remain operational for the predicted flood level.
Changes to the current DTX Design Criteria will include designing station entrances and other
points of access to below-ground portions of the DTX system, to maintain the required 2 feet of
freeboard above the 100-year base flood elevation. Changes to the design criteria will be
completed prior to the next phase of design so that these new standards can be incorporated in the
design of the next phase. The performance standard to be achieved will protect the proposed
project from flood hazards as defined in EO 13690. In updating project designs to meet the
modified DTX Design Criteria, the TIPA shall consider the cost-benefit of flood-proofing
measures and designs that do not preclude other measures that may be more practicable and
effective when the future flood risks become more evident. Because implementation of the
proposed project would occur at a future date, the TIPA shall amend and update the DTX Design
Criteria to incorporate new information related to San Francisco’s FEMA FIRM or climate-
informed science predictions and mapping of sea-level rise.
WQ-5: The proposed project would not place housing within a|No Effect/Less-than- [None. None required. Not applicable.

100-year flood hazard area.

Significant Impact

C-WQ-6: The proposed project would not violate water
quality standards or waste discharge requirements during
construction.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

HMC 2 — prior to construction, investigate the potential presence of contaminants in soil
and groundwater. Based on the chemical test results, develop a mitigation plan that follows
the requirements of Article 22A.

HMC 3 - cover soils removed during excavation and grading to prevent fugitive dust.
HMC 4 — use a licensed waste hauler to dispose of soil at a landfill or recycling facility.
HMC 5 — use chemical test results for groundwater samples along the alignment to obtain a
Batch Discharge Permit under Article 4.1 of the San Francisco Department of Public
Works, and if contamination occurs, apply appropriate treatment.

HMC 6 — prior to starting project construction, develop a detailed mitigation plan for the
handling of potentially contaminated soil and groundwater.

HMC 7 — design dewatering systems to minimize downward migration of contaminants that
can result from lowering the water table if necessary based on environmental conditions.

None required.

Not applicable.

CU-WQ-7: The proposed project, in combination with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable development, would not
result in significant cumulative water quality impacts.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

None.

None required.

Not applicable.
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CU-WQ-8: The proposed project, in combination with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable development, would not
result in significant cumulative flood hazard impacts.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation

None.

See New-MM-WQ-4.1

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

CU-WQ-9: Sea-level rise due to climate change is not
projected to inundate portions of the project area in 2050, but
would inundate portions of the project area by 2100.

Effect determination
not required under
NEPA/Significant and
Unavoidable

None; 2004 FEIS/EIR did not evaluate sea-level rise.

New-MM-CU-WQ-9.1 Prepare a Sea-Level Rise Adaptation Plan. Based on the vulnerabilities
identified from inundation maps of year 2100 sea-level rise, the TIPA will prepare a Sea-Level
Rise Adaptation Plan identifying measures that will be taken to protect the new project facilities
as well as the existing TIPA facilities from potential damage due to future flooding from sea-
level rise. The TIPA will coordinate with other entities with facilities close to the San Francisco
Bay with an equal or greater sea-level rise vulnerability, such as local jurisdictions (e.g., City and
County of San Francisco), agencies (e.g., San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development
Commission, the Port of San Francisco, BART, the California Department of Transportation, and
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency).

Specifically, the TIPA designs its infrastructure system and buildings so that they remain
resilient and adaptable over time. The strategies to implement such protection will evolve from
the ongoing sessions with other local jurisdictions and agencies, and the performance standard to
be achieved will protect the proposed project from the sea-level rise depths as projected by the
City for the year 2100. It is recognized that the flood depths may be refined over time and that
new regional and citywide strategies to address sea-level rise will be identified. To the extent
feasible, the TIPA shall amend and update its Adaptation Plan and the performance standard to
incorporate this new information.

The TJPA shall complete the first Sea-Level Rise Adaptation Plan as part of DTX final design.
The Plan shall include the following:

a. Review of available scientific information on sea-level rise data and projections for the
subsequent 50 years. Where data and projections indicate different rates of sea-level rise
than previously applied, the TIPA will adjust the proposed project’s vulnerability
assessment and flood design criteria to reflect a median-point of then-current projections.

b. Improvements will meet the flood design criteria as feasible and unconstrained by
surrounding development not owned by the TIPA.

c. The plan may also rely on flood improvements implemented separate from the TIPA but
that will also provide flooding benefits for Transhay Program Phase 2 facilities.

d. Opportunities for partnership with other local and regional parties for sea-level rise
adaptation or where regional efforts will address flooding risks to TIPA facilities.

f. Consideration of the cost-benefit of flood-proofing measures and designs that do not
preclude other measures that may be more practicable and effective when the future
flood risks become more evident.

Where the TIPA’s adaptation options are constrained because of adjacent infrastructure (such as
adjacent roadways and structures not owned by the TIPA), the TIPA will work with adjacent
landowners and infrastructure managers to identify opportunities to improve rail system
protection in concert with other local or regional parties.

See New-MM-WQ-4.1

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact with sea-level
rise projections to
2050;

Significant and
Unavoidable with sea-
level rise projections
to 2100 under CEQA
only
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3.9 Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

GE-1: The proposed project would not expose people or
structures to strong seismic groundshaking during a major
earthquake.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

SG 2 - apply geotechnical and structural engineering principles and conventional
construction techniques similar to the design and construction of high-rise buildings and
tunnels.

SG 3 - design and construct structural components to resist strong ground motions
approximating the defined maximum anticipated earthquake.

None required.

Not applicable.

GE-2: The proposed project would not expose people or
structures to seismic-related ground failure, including
liquefaction.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

SG 2 - apply geotechnical and structural engineering principles and conventional
construction techniques similar to the design and construction of high-rise buildings and
tunnels.

SG 3 - design and construct structural components to resist strong ground motions
approximating the defined maximum anticipated earthquake.

SG 5 - design and construct pile-supported foundations to minimize non-seismic
settlement in areas susceptible to potential settlement.

None required; however, the following improvement measure is offered to supplement the
previously adopted measures:

New-I-GE-2.1 Augment DTX Design Criteria at the Extended Train Box, Transit Center Vent
Structures, and any Above-Ground Structure or Facility. The TIPA shall require the
consideration of the following additional measures to reduce the risk of ground failure. The
inclusion of these techniques shall be evaluated by the TIPA on a case-by-case basis, considering
soil and ground conditions, overhead clearances, subsurface impediments, schedule effects, cost
efficiencies, and other factors that the TIPA may deem important.

e Vibro-replacement stone columns: A vibrator could be used to penetrate to the required
depth by means of its weight, and vibrations and horizontal vibrations are generated at
treatment depth with the use of eccentric weights that are rotated by electric motors; this is
effective in reducing the liquefaction potential of sands and low-plasticity silt.

e Deep soil mixing: Soil is blended with cementitious and/or other reagent materials through
the tips of the auger during auger penetration and removal to form continuous soil-cement
columns.

e Grouting techniques (compaction, permeation, deep mixing, chemical, and jet grouting).

Not applicable.

GE-3: The proposed project would be located on expansive
soils; however, compliance with design standards and
performance specifications would reduce risks to life and

property.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

None.

None required; however, the following improvement measure is offered to supplement the
previously adopted measures:

New-I-GE-3.1 Addressing Expansive Soils at the Vent Structure at Second and Harrison Streets
and the AC Transit Bus Storage Facility Parking Sites. The TIPA shall require the consideration
of the following additional measures to address expansive soils. The inclusion of these
techniques shall be evaluated by the TIPA on a case-by-case basis, considering soil and ground
conditions, schedule effects, cost efficiencies, and other factors that the TIPA may deem
important.
o Replace expansive soils with non-expansive soils: Expansive soils can be excavated and
replaced with non-expansive materials.

e Treat expansive soils: Expansive soils may be treated in place by mixing them with lime or
cement. Lime treatment alters the chemical composition of the expansive clay minerals such
that the soil becomes non-expansive. Cement treatment also alters the chemical composition
of the expansive clay minerals such that the soil becomes non-expansive by forming a lean
cement mixture beneath the pavement base.

Not applicable.

C-GE-4: During excavation, the proposed project could cause
settlement for adjacent properties and create hazards for
construction workers and the public, but this potential effect
would be reduced by proposed mitigation to address changes
to groundwater level.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation

SG 1 - monitor adjacent buildings for movement and, if movement is detected,
immediate actions to control the movement would be needed.

SG 2 - apply geotechnical and structural engineering principles and conventional
construction techniques similar to the design and construction of high-rise buildings and
tunnels.

SG 4 — underpin existing buildings to protect the structures from potential damage that
could result from excessive ground movements during construction.

SG 5 - design and construct pile-supported foundations to minimize non-seismic
settlement in areas susceptible to potential settlement.

New-MM-C-GE-4.1 Dewatering at the Extended Train Box and Transit Center Vent Structures
Sites. Groundwater level shall be maintained a minimum of 2 feet or more beneath the bottom of
the excavation throughout construction to minimize the potential of base failure due to high
seepage gradients.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact
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C-GE-5: The proposed project would not result in substantial |No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
soil erosion or the loss of topsoil. Less-than-Significant
Impact
CU-GE-6: The proposed project, in combination with past, No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.

present, and reasonably foreseeable development, would not
result in significant cumulative impacts on geology and
seismicity.

Less-than-Significant
Impact

3.10 Hazardous Materials

HZ-1: The proposed project would not create a significant
hazard to the public or the environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or wastes, or
through the accidental release of such materials.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

HWO 1 - construct and operate any fueling facility in compliance with local, state, and
federal regulations regarding handling and storage of hazardous materials.

HWO 2 — equip diesel fuel pumps with emergency shut-off valves and, in compliance
with U.S. EPA requirements; equip fuel Underground Storage Tanks (USTs) with leak
detection and monitoring systems.

HWO 3 — employ secondary containment systems for any aboveground storage tanks.
HWO 4 - store cleaning solvents in 55-gallon drums, or other appropriate containers,
within a bermed area to provide secondary containment.

HWO 5 - slope paved surfaces within the fueling facility and the solvent storage area to a
sump where any spilled liquids could be recovered for proper disposal.

HWO 6 — follow California OSHA and local standards for fire protection and prevention
for the handling and storage of fuels and solvents.

HWO 7 — prepare a Hazardous Materials Management/ Business Plan and file with the
SFDPH.

None required.

Not applicable.

HZ-2: The proposed project would not create a significant
long-term operational hazard to the public or the environment
through exposure to existing hazardous materials
contamination.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

HMC 2 — TJPA shall perform detailed investigations of the potential presence of
contaminants in soil and groundwater prior to construction, using conventional drilling,
sampling, and chemical testing methods.

HMC 5 — TJPA shall use chemical test results for groundwater samples along the
alignment to obtain a Batch Discharge Permit under Article 4.1 of the San Francisco
Department of Public Works as well as to evaluate requirements for pretreatment prior to
discharge to the sanitary sewer.

HMC 6 — TJPA shall develop a detailed mitigation plan for the handling of potentially
contaminated soil and groundwater prior to starting project construction.

HMC 7 — TJPA shall design dewatering systems to minimize downward migration of
contaminants that can result from lowering the water table if necessary based on
environmental conditions.

HMC 8 — TJPA shall require that workers performing activities on site that may involve
contact with contaminated soil or groundwater have appropriate health and safety training
in accordance with 29 CFR 1910.120.

None required.

Not applicable.

HZ-3: The proposed project would not impair implementation
of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

None.

None required.

Not applicable.

C-HZ-4: Ground-disturbing and excavation activities
associated with construction of the proposed project would not
expose construction workers, the public, or the environment to
known hazardous materials sites.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

HMC 1 — TJPA shall follow California OSHA and local standards for fire protection and
prevention. Handling and storage of fuels and other flammable materials during
construction will conform to these requirements, which include appropriate storage of
flammable liquids and prohibition of open flames within 50 feet of flammable storage
areas.

HMC 2 — TJPA shall perform detailed investigations of the potential presence of
contaminants in soil and groundwater prior to construction, using conventional drilling,
sampling, and chemical testing methods.

HMC 3 — TJPA shall cover with plastic sheeting soils removed during excavation and
grading activities that remain at a centralized location for an extended period of time to

None required.

Not applicable.

Page S-23

December 2015




Transbay Joint Powers Authority
Transbay Transit Center Supplemental EIS/EIR

Summary

Table S-2

Summary of Proposed Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Impact!

NEPA/CEQA Effects
with Previously
Adopted Mitigation
Measures

Previously Adopted Mitigation Measures*

Additional Proposed New Mitigation Measures

NEPA/CEQA Effects
with New Mitigation
Measure(s)

prevent the generation of fugitive dust emissions that migrate off-site.

HMC 4 — TJPA shall use a licensed waste hauler, applying appropriate manifests or bill
of lading procedures, as required to haul soil for disposal at a landfill or recycling facility.
HMC 5 — TJPA shall use chemical test results for groundwater samples along the
alignment to obtain a Batch Discharge Permit under Article 4.1 of the San Francisco
Department of Public Works as well as to evaluate requirements for pretreatment prior to
discharge to the sanitary sewer.

HMC 6 — TJPA shall develop a detailed mitigation plan for the handling of potentially
contaminated soil and groundwater prior to starting project construction.

HMC 7 — TJPA shall design dewatering systems to minimize downward migration of
contaminants that can result from lowering the water table if necessary based on
environmental conditions.

HMC 8 — TJPA shall require that workers performing activities on site that may involve
contact with contaminated soil or groundwater have appropriate health and safety training
in accordance with 29 CFR 1910.120.

C-HZz-5: Demolition or construction activities associated with
the proposed project could expose construction workers, the
public, or the environment to known hazardous materials sites,
including possible ashestos-containing materials and lead-
based paints, but this potential effect would be mitigated by
previously adopted mitigation measures and compliance with
existing regulations.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

HMC 9 — TJPA shall review existing asbestos surveys, abatement reports, and
supplemental asbestos surveys, as warranted. Perform an asbestos survey for buildings to
be demolished, as required. Asbestos-containing building materials (ACM) will require
abatement prior to building demolition. Removal and disposal of ACM will be performed
in accordance with applicable local, state, and federal regulations.

HMC 10 — TJPA shall perform a lead-based paint survey for buildings to be demolished
to determine areas where lead-based paint is present and the possible need for abatement
prior to demolition.

None required.

Not applicable.

C-HZz-6: Construction activities and equipment associated
with the proposed project would not result in exposure of
construction workers, the public, or the environment to
accidental release of hazardous materials.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

See HMC 1 through HMC 8

None required.

Not applicable.

EMPF generation and exposure, but would not result in health
risks or EMI impacts.

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation

Additional Trackwork South of the Caltrain Railyard. During final design, the TIJPA shall
conduct a site-specific electromagnetic interference (EMI) analysis, based on the OCS alignment,
to determine the extent, if any, of disturbance to sensitive electric equipment from the addition of
the turnback track, which would be aligned closer to medical and research facilities, such as the
University of California San Francisco campus on the east side of the Caltrain right-of-way. If
EMI levels result in disturbance to sensitive electric equipment, the TIPA will be responsible for
costs related to evaluate, design, monitor, and remediate project-related EMI disruption. More
specifically, the following steps will be followed as part of this mitigation measure:

e During final design, the TIPA shall evaluate the specific EMI levels associated with the
turnback track at the identified sensitive facilities and determine the appropriate controls
necessary to avoid disruption of sensitive equipment prior to testing and commissioning of
the proposed project.

e During the testing and commissioning period for the proposed project, EMI levels shall be
measured and the TJPA shall coordinate with the identified sensitive facilities to evaluate
whether substantial EMI effects are occurring due to system operations. Where substantial
EMI effects are detected that disrupt operations of the sensitive electric equipment, the TIPA
shall remedy the disruption prior to commissioning of electrified operations through EMF

CU-HZ-7: The proposed project, in combination with past, No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
present, and reasonably foreseeable development, would not  |Less-than-Significant

result in significant cumulative hazardous materials impacts.  [Impact

3.11 Electromagnetic Fields

EF-1: The proposed project would introduce new sources of |No Adverse Effect/ None. New-MM-EF-1.1 Evaluate EMI Effects on Nearby Medical Facilities during Final Design of the |No Adverse Effect/

Less-than-Significant
Impact
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controls and/or shall provide shielding of the sensitive equipment.

After commissioning of the proposed project, EMI levels shall be monitored during the first
year of project operation and reporting of the results shall be shared with any of identified
sensitive facilities. ldentified disruption of sensitive electric equipment during this period
shall be immediately remedied through additional modifications to EMF-generating
equipment along the turnback track and/or additional shielding of the sensitive electric
equipment.

EMI can be reduced at the project level through designs that minimize arcing and radiation of
radiofrequency energy. Additional mitigation by shielding of sources is not always practical, but
susceptibility to EMI can be reduced by choosing devices designed for a high degree of
electromagnetic compatibility. The following strategies will be considered, as appropriate by the
TJPA, in identifying feasible and effective mitigation for nearby medical electronic equipment:

passive engineering controls (e.g., shielding with metallic materials at the medical facility
where excessive EMI levels are projected);

partial cancellation of magnetic field with a wire loop, in which an induced current creates a
magnetic field of opposite direction;

active shielding, that requires a power supply and feedback loop to control the induced
current and magnetic field direction and magnitude; and

design modifications to place EMF from the OCS further away or higher up.

CU-EF-2: The proposed project, in combination with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable development, would not
result in significant cumulative EMF or EMI impacts.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

None.

None required.

Not applicable.

3.12 Noise and Vibration

NO-1: The proposed project would not generate operational
noise impacts after implementation of proposed mitigation to
reduce noise from vent structures near residential uses.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation

NoiO 1 - apply noise mitigation at the following locations adjacent to the bus storage
facility:

Provide sound insulation to mitigate noise impacts at the residences north of the AC
Transit facility at the corner of Perry and Third Streets.

e Construct noise barriers to mitigate noise impacts to residences south of the AC
Transit facility along Stillman Street.

e Construct a noise barrier to mitigate noise impacts to residences south of the Golden
Gate Transit facility along Stillman Street.

NoiO 2 - landscape the noise walls.
NoiO 3 - construct noise walls prior to the development of the permanent bus facilities.

New-MM-NO-1.1 Design Ventilation Shaft to Avoid Noise Effects on Nearby Uses. Ventilation
shafts shall be designed in accordance with the APTA guidance for controlling noise, which
includes a 60 dBA noise level at 50 feet from the facility, at the setback line of the nearest
building, or at the nearest occupied area, whichever is nearest to the source. Treatments may
include applying acoustical absorption materials to shaft surfaces or attaching silencers to fans.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

NO-2: The proposed project would not generate operational
vibration impacts.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

VibO 1 — use high-resilience track fasteners or a resiliently supported tie system for the
Caltrain Downtown Extension for areas projected to exceed vibration criteria, including
the following locations: (1) Live/Work Condos, 388 Townsend Street (Hubbell and
Seventh), (2) San Francisco Residences on Bryant (Harrison parking lot site), (3) Clock
Tower Building and Second Street High Rise, and (4) new Marriott Courtyard (Marine
Firefighter’s Union).

None required.

Not applicable.

C-NO-3: The proposed project could result in construction
noise impacts, if a waiver is issued by the City that would
permit nighttime construction to occur.

Adverse Effect/
Significant and
Unavoidable Impact

NoiC 1 — comply with the San Francisco noise ordinance. The noise ordinance includes

specific limits on noise from construction. The basic requirements are as follows:

e Maximum noise level from any piece of powered construction equipment is limited
to 80 dBA at 100 feet.

e Impact tools are exempted, although such equipment must be equipped with effective
mufflers and shields.

e Construction activity is prohibited between 8 p.m. and 7 a.m. if it causes noise that
exceeds the ambient noise plus 5 dBA.

No additional feasible measures.

Adverse Effect/
Significant and
Unavoidable Impact
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NoiC 2 — conduct noise monitoring to ensure that contractors take all reasonable steps to
minimize noise.

NoiC 3 — conduct inspections and noise testing of equipment to ensure that all equipment
on the site is in good condition and effectively muffled.

NoiC 4 — implement an active community liaison program to keep residents informed
about construction plans so that they can plan around periods of particularly high noise
levels, and to provide a conduit for residents to express complaints about noise.

NoiC 5 — minimize use of vehicle backup alarms.

NoiC 6 — include noise control requirements in construction specifications. These should
require the contractor to do the following:

e Perform all construction in a manner to minimize noise.

e Use equipment with effective mufflers.

e Perform construction in a manner to maintain noise levels at noise-sensitive land uses
below specific limits.

e Perform noise monitoring to demonstrate compliance with the noise limits.
Independent noise monitoring shall be performed to check compliance in particularly
sensitive areas.

e Minimize construction activities during evening, nighttime, weekend, and holiday
periods. Permits shall be required before construction can be performed in noise-
sensitive areas during these periods.

e Select haul routes that minimize intrusion to residential areas.

e Controlling noise in contractor work areas during nighttime hours is likely to require
some mixture of the following approaches:

- Restrictions on noise-producing activities during nighttime hours.

- Laying out the site to keep noise-producing activities as far as possible from
residences, minimizing the use of backup alarms, and minimizing truck activity
and truck queuing near the residential areas.

- Using procedures and equipment that produce lower noise levels than normal.
- Using temporary barriers near noisy activities.
- Using partial enclosures around noisy activities.

C-NO-4: The proposed project could result in construction No Adverse Effect/ VibC 1 - limit or prohibit use of construction techniques that create high vibration levels. [New-MM-C-NO-4.1 Protect 589 Howard Street and 171 Second Street Historic Buildings from [No Adverse Effect/

vibration impacts, but this potential effect would be avoided |Less-than-Significant |Ata minimum, processes such as pile driving shall be prohibited at distances less than Construction Impacts. Prior to commencement of construction activity, a qualified structural Less-than-Significant
by proposed preconstruction mitigation. Impact with Mitigation|250 feet from residences. engineer licensed in California with demonstrated experience with historic buildings and the Impact
VibC 2 - restrict procedures that contractors can use in vibration-sensitive areas. application of the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
VibC 3 - require vibration monitoring during vibration-intensive activities. shall survey the existing foundation and other structural aspects of the 589 Howard Street and
VibC 4 - restrict the hours of vibration-intensive activities such as pile driving to 171 Second buildings (subject to property owner granting access to conduct the survey). The
weekdays during daytime hours. qualified structural engineer shall submit a pre-construction survey letter establishing baseline
VibC 5 - investigate alternative construction methods and practices to reduce impacts in |conditions at each of the historic buildings. These baseline conditions shall be forwarded to the
coordination with the construction contractor if resident annoyance from vibration TJPA and to the mitigation monitor prior to issuance of any building permits. The survey shall
becomes a problem. also provide a shoring design to protect the structural integrity of the buildings at 589 Howard
VibC 6 - include specific limits, practices, and monitoring and reporting procedures for |Street and 171 Second Street from potential damage. At the conclusion of vibration-causing
the use of controlled detonation. Control and monitor use of controlled detonation to activities, the qualified structural engineer shall conduct a comprehensive survey of the buildings

avoid damage to existing structures. Include specific limits, practices, and monitoring and [to assess post-construction conditions and issue a follow-up letter describing structural or
reporting procedures within contract documents to ensure that such construction methods, |cosmetic damage, if any, to the historic buildings. The letter shall include recommendations for
if used, would not exceed safety criteria. any repair, as may be necessary, in conformance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards
for the Treatment of Historic Properties. Repairs shall be undertaken and completed in
conformance with all applicable codes, including the California Historical Building Code (Part 8
of Title 24).
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CU-NO-5: The proposed project, in combination with past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable development, would not
result in significant cumulative noise or vibration impacts.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation

See the following:
NoiO 1 through 3
VibO 1

NoiC 1 through 6
VibC 1 through 6

See New-MM-C-NO-4.1

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

3.13 Air Quality

AQ-1: The proposed project would not conflict with or No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
obstruct implementation of applicable air quality plans. Less-than-Significant

Impact
AQ-2: The proposed project would not result in substantial Beneficial Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
regional air emissions. Beneficial Impact
AQ-3: The proposed project would not expose sensitive No Adverse Effect/ None. New-MM-AQ-3.1 Equip Diesel Generators with Applicable Tiered Emissions Standards. All No Adverse Effect/

receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations after
implementation of proposed mitigation to reduce operational
emissions of diesel particulate matter and other toxic air
contaminants near residential uses.

Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation

diesel generators shall have engines that meet Tier 4 Final or Tier 4 Interim emissions standards
or meet Tier 2 emissions standards and are equipped with a CARB Level 3 Verified Diesel
Emissions Control Strategy.

New-MM-AQ-3.2 Require and Implement Ventilation Plans for Proposed Residential Land
Development. For residential development at the intercity bus facility and at the vent structure
sites at 701 Third Street and Second and Harrison Streets, the project sponsor shall comply with
the following measures:

a. Air Filtration and Ventilation Requirements. Prior to receipt of any residential building
permit, the project sponsor shall submit a ventilation plan for the proposed building(s). The
ventilation plan shall show that the building ventilation system removes at least 80 percent
of the outdoor PM, 5 concentrations from habitable areas and be designed by an engineer
certified by the ASHRAE. The engineer shall provide a written report documenting that the
system meets the 80 percent performance standard identified in this measure and offers the
best available technology to minimize outdoor-to-indoor transmission of air pollution.

b. Maintenance Plan. Prior to receipt of any building permit, the project sponsor shall present
a plan that ensures ongoing maintenance for the ventilation and filtration systems.

C. Disclosure to Buyers and Renters. The project sponsor shall ensure disclosure to buyers
and/or renters that the building is located in an area with existing sources of air pollution
and, as such, the building includes an air filtration and ventilation system designed to
remove 80 percent of outdoor particulate matter. Occupants shall be informed of the proper
use of the installed air filtration system.

Less-than-Significant
Impact

AQ-4: The proposed project would not expose people to
objectionable odors.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

None.

None required.

Not applicable.

C-AQ-5: Construction activity would generate regional
emissions of criteria pollutants and ozone precursors which
would be less than the applicable standards for each pollutant.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact with Mitigation

AC 1 - ensure that, as part of the contract provisions, the project contractor is required to
implement the measures below.

AC 2 — water all active construction areas at least twice daily.

AC 3 - cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks to
maintain at least 2 feet of freeboard.

AC 4 - pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all
unpaved access roads, parking areas, and staging areas at construction sites.

AC 5 — sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas, and staging
areas at construction sites.

AC 6 — sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto
adjacent public streets.

AC 7 — install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public
roadways.

AC 8 - replant vegetation in disturbed areas as quickly as possible.

New-MM-C-AQ-5.1 Prepare and Implement an Emissions Plan. The TJPA shall comply with the
following measures to reduce construction emissions:

Construction Emissions Minimization Plan. Prior to issuance of a construction permit, the TIPA
shall prepare a Construction Emissions Minimization Plan (Emissions Plan) detailing project
compliance with the following requirements:

1. All off-road equipment greater than 25 horsepower and operating for more than 20 total hours
over the entire duration of construction activities shall meet the following requirements:

a.  Where alternative sources of power are available, portable diesel engines shall be
prohibited.

b. All off-road equipment shall have the following:

i. engines that meet or exceed either EPA or CARB Tier 2 off-road emissions standards,
and

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact
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AC 9 — minimize use of on-site diesel construction equipment, particularly unnecessary
idling.

AC 10 - shut off construction equipment to reduce idling when not in direct use.

AC 11 — where feasible, replace diesel equipment with electrically powered machinery.
AC 12 - locate diesel engines, motors, or equipment as far away as possible from existing
residential areas.

AC 13 - properly tune and maintain all diesel power equipment.

AC 14 — suspend grading operations during first- and second-stage smog alerts, and during
winds greater than 25 miles per hour.

AC 15 — after the construction phase, power wash and/or paint buildings with visible signs
of dirt and debris from the construction site (given that permission is obtained from the
property owner to gain access to and wash the property with no fee charged by the owner).

Compliance Alternative

ii. engines that are retrofitted with a CARB Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions
Control Strategy (VDECS).

c. Exceptions:

i. Exceptions to A(1)(a) may be granted if the TIPA has evidence that an
alternative source of power is limited or infeasible at the project site, and that the
requirements of this exception provision apply. Under this circumstance, the
TJPA shall prepare the documentation indicating compliance with A(1)(b) for
on-site power generation.

ii. Exceptions to A(1)(b)(ii) may be granted if the TIPA has evidence that a
particular piece of off-road equipment with an CARB Level 3 VDECS is (1)
technically not feasible, (2) would not produce desired emissions reductions due
to expected operating modes, (3) installing the control device would create a
safety hazard or impaired visibility for the operator, or (4) there is a compelling
emergency need to use off-road equipment that are not retrofitted with a CARB
Level 3 VDECS.

iii. If an exception is made pursuant to (A)(1)(c)(ii), the TIPA shall provide the next
cleanest piece of off-road equipment, as provided by the step-down schedule
below shown in (Table 3.13-7).

Table 3.13-7

Off-Road Equipment Compliance Step-Down Schedule

Engine Emissions Standard Emissions Control

1 Tier 2 CARB Level 2 VDECS

2 Tier 2 CARB Level 1 VDECS

3 Tier 2 Alternative Fuel (Not a VDEC)

Notes:

CARB = California Air Resources Board; VDECS = Verified Diesel Emissions Control
Strategy
Source: data compiled by AECOM in 2014

2.

3.

4.

If the requirements of (A)(1)(b) cannot be met, then the TIPA shall meet Compliance
Alternative 1. If the TIPA is not able to supply off-road equipment meeting
Compliance Alternative 1, then Compliance Alternative 2 shall be met. If the TIPA is
not able to supply off-road equipment meeting Compliance Alternative 2, then
Compliance Alternative 3 shall be met.

The TJPA shall require idling times for off-road and on-road equipment to be limited to
no more than 2 minutes, except as provided in exceptions to the applicable state
regulations regarding idling for off-road and on-road equipment. Legible and visible
signs shall be posted in multiple languages (English, Spanish, Chinese) in designated
queuing areas and at the construction site to remind operators of the 2-minute idling
limit.

The TJPA shall require that construction operators properly maintain and tune equipment
in accordance with manufacturer specifications.

The Emissions Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase, with a

description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every construction phase.
Off-road equipment descriptions and information shall include equipment type,
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equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine model year, engine
certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, expected fuel usage, and
hours of operation. For VDECS-installed equipment, reporting shall indicate technology
type, serial number, make, model, manufacturer, CARB verification number level,
installation date, and hour meter reading on installation date. For off-road equipment
using alternative fuels, reporting shall indicate the type of alternative fuel being used.
5. The Emissions Plan shall be kept on-site and be available for review by any persons
requesting it. A legible sign shall be posted at the perimeter of the construction site
indicating to the public the basic requirements of the Emissions Plan and a way to
request a copy of the plan. The TJPA shall provide copies of the Emissions Plan to
members of the public as requested.
b. Reporting. Monthly reports shall be prepared to indicate the construction phase and off-road
equipment information used during each phase, including the information required in A(4).
In addition, for off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall include the actual
amount of alternative fuel used.
Within 6 months of completion of construction activities, the TIPA shall prepare a final
report summarizing construction activities. The final report shall indicate the start and end
dates and duration of each construction phase. For each phase, the report shall include
detailed information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using alternative
fuels, reporting shall include the actual amount of alternative fuel used.
c. Certification Statement and On-Site Requirements. Prior to the commencement of
construction activities, the TIPA shall certify (1) compliance with the Emissions Plan and (2)
all that applicable requirements of the Emissions Plan have been incorporated into contract
specifications.
C-AQ-6: Construction activities would not generate toxic air |No Adverse Effect/ See AC 1 through AC 15 See New-MM-C-AQ-5.1 No Adverse Effect/
contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, which Less-than-Significant Less-than-Significant
would expose sensitive receptors to increased pollutant Impact with Mitigation Impact
concentrations.
CU-AQ-7: The proposed project, in combination with past, No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
present, and reasonably foreseeable development, would not  |Less-than-Significant
result in significant cumulative operational air quality impacts. |Impact
CU-AQ-8: Construction of the proposed project, in No Adverse Effect/ See AC 1 through AC 15 See the following: No Adverse Effect/
combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable Less-than-Significant New-MM-AQ-3.1 Less-than-Significant
development, would not result in significant cumulative air Impact with Mitigation New-MM-AQ-3.2 Impact
quality impacts. New-MM-C-AQ-5.1
3.14 Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change
CU-CC-1: The proposed project would not generate Beneficial Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
significant GHG emissions resulting in a significant Beneficial Impact
environmental impact.
CU-CC-2: The proposed project would be consistent with No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
applicable plans adopted to reduce GHG emissions. Less-than-Significant
Impact
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3.15 Public Services, Community Services, and Recreational Facilities

PS-1: The proposed project would not result in substantial
adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new
or physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for
new or physically altered governmental facilities, the
construction of which could cause significant environmental
impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios,
response times, or other performance objectives for fire
protection, police protection, and emergency services.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

Saf 1 — provide project plans to the San Francisco Fire Department for its review to
ensure that the adequate life safety measures and emergency access are incorporated into
the design and construction of project facilities.

Saf 2 — prepare a life safety plan including the provisions of on-site measures such as a
fire command post at the Terminal, the Fire Department’s 800-megahertz radio system
and all necessary fire suppression equipment.

Saf 3 — prepare a risk analysis to accurately determine the number of personnel necessary
to maintain an acceptable level of service at project facilities.

None required.

Not applicable.

PS-2: The proposed project would not adversely affect
existing parks, open spaces, trails, recreational facilities,
schools, or religious institutions; include construction of new
recreation facilities; or conflict with applicable plans and
policies.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

None.

None required.

Not Applicable

C-PS-3: Construction of the proposed project would result in
temporary effects on emergency response and may interfere
with access to parks and community facilities, but this effect
would be reduced with implementation of previously adopted
mitigation measures and the DTX Design Criteria.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

PC 7 — develop traffic management plans to, among other things, maintain access to all
businesses affected by surface or cut-and-cover construction, and include provisions in
construction contracts to maintain access to businesses.

NoiC 1 - require compliance with the City noise ordinance, which imposes limits on
construction hours and maximum noise levels from any piece of powered construction
equipment.

NoiC 4, PC 5, and PC 6 — require implementation of an active community liaison
program to inform residents of construction plans so that they can plan around periods of
particularly high noise levels and can register concerns and complaints.

NoiC 5 — require contractors to employ best management practices that include
performing construction in a manner to maintain noise levels at noise-sensitive land uses
below specific limits, and limiting construction activities during evening, nighttime,
weekend, and holiday periods.

PC 2 — require contact with local businesses to understand how they carry out their work
to minimize effects on business usage, delivery/shipping patterns, and critical times for
business activities.

AC 2 through AC 8 — require implementation of construction best management practices
to reduce air emissions, including fugitive dust.

AC 9 through AC 13 — impose restrictions on construction equipment that reduce air
emissions and odors.

None required.

Not applicable.

CU-PS-4: Operation of the proposed project, in combination
with reasonably foreseeable development, would not result in
significant cumulative impacts related to public services,
community services, and recreational facilities.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

None.

None required.

Not applicable.

CU-PS-5: Construction of the proposed project, in
combination with reasonably foreseeable development, would
not result in significant cumulative impacts related to public
services, community services, and recreational facilities.

No Adverse Effect/
Less-than-Significant
Impact

See the following:

PC7

NoiC 1, NoiC 4, NoiC 5
PC2,PC5,PC6,and PC7
AC 2 through AC 13

None required.

Not applicable.
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3.16 Safety and Security
SS-1: The proposed project would not result in a substantial ~ [No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
potential for accidents, such as train collisions and Less-than-Significant
derailments. Impact
SS-2: The proposed project would not result in substantial No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
potential safety risks for individuals on vehicles, at stations, or [Less-than-Significant
in parking lots. Impact
SS-3: The proposed project would not result in unacceptable |No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
potential security risks or threats. Less-than-Significant

Impact
CU-SS-4: The proposed project, in combination with No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
reasonably foreseeable development, could result in safety and |Less-than-Significant
security risks; however, the cumulative effect would not be Impact
adverse.
3.17 Utilities
UT-1: The proposed project would not require new or No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
expanded water entitlements. Less-than-Significant

Impact
UT-2: The project would not require the construction of new |No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
wastewater treatment facilities, exceed the capacity of the Less-than-Significant
wastewater treatment provider, or exceed wastewater Impact
treatment requirements of the RWQCB.
UT-3: The proposed project could require the construction or |No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
expansion of stormwater drainage facilities, but would be Less-than-Significant
consistent with existing City requirements and the DTX Impact
Design Criteria.
UT-4: The project would generate solid waste disposal needs, |No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
but the demand could be accommodated by the landfill Less-than-Significant
serving the project area. Impact
UT-5: The proposed project would comply with federal, state, |No Effect/No Impact |None. None required. Not applicable.
and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste.
UT-6: The proposed project would not require new or No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
expanded electricity and/or natural gas entitlements. Less-than-Significant

Impact
C-UT-7: The proposed project would not adversely impact No Adverse Effect/ Util 1 — extensively plan and coordinate with the San Francisco Department of Public None required. Not applicable.
underground utilities during construction that could result in  |Less-than-Significant |Works during future phases of design and construction.
possible disruption of service to customers. Impact
CU-UT-8: The proposed project, in combination with No Adverse Effect/ None. None required. Not applicable.
reasonably foreseeable development, would increase the Less-than-Significant
demand on utilities; however, the cumulative effect would not |Impact
be significant.
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Summary

Table S-2
Summary of Proposed Project Impacts and Mitigation Measures
NEPA/CEQA Effects
with Previously NEPA/CEQA Effects
Adopted Mitigation with New Mitigation
Impact! Measures Previously Adopted Mitigation Measures* Additional Proposed New Mitigation Measures Measure(s)

3.18 Environmental Justice Communities

EJ-1: The proposed project would not disproportionately
impact ethnic minority or low-income populations.

No Adverse Effect/
analysis not required
under CEQA

None.

None required.

No Adverse Effect

Notes:
1

BAAQMD = Bay Area Air Quality Management District
BART = Bay Area Rapid Transit

CARB = California Air Resources Board

CDFW = California Department of Fish and Wildlife
CEQA = California Environmental Quality Act

City = City and County of San Francisco

DTX = Downtown Rail Extension

EMF = electromagnetic field
EMI = electromagnetic interference

DURF = Demolition, Utility Relocation, New Transit Center Foundation Excavation

The full text of these mitigation measures is presented in Appendix C of this SEIS/EIR.
2004 EIS/EIR = 2004 Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
ARDTP = Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan

EPA = U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
ERO = Environmental Review Officer

GHG = greenhouse gas

MBTA = Migratory Bird Treaty Act

MOA = Memorandum of Agreement

Muni = San Francisco Municipal Railway

NEPA = National Environmental Policy Act

NOy = oxides of nitrogen

PM, 5 = fine particulate matter

RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board
SHPO = State Historic Preservation Officer

TJPA = Transbay Joint Powers Authority

USFWS = U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

VDECS = Verified Diesel Emissions Control Strategy
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CHAPTER 1 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROJECT
1.1 INTRODUCTION

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA), in
cooperation with the Federal Railroad Administration
(FRA) and the Transhay Joint Powers Authority
(TJPA), are preparing a Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
(SEIS/EIR) to the 2004 Transbay Terminal/Caltrain
Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project
(Transbay Program) Final EIS/EIR and subsequent |
addenda. This SEIS/EIR evaluates refinements to the |
approved Downtown Rail Extension (DTX) |
component of the Transbay Program, as well as other
transportation improvements associated with the
Transbay Program (proposed project). Key proposed
changes to the program that are addressed in this
SEIS/EIR consist of refinements to the track
curvature entering the Transbay Transit Center
(Transit Center), extension of the below-grade rail
levels of the Transit Center to enable high-speed rail
(HSR), refined designs and siting for the ventilation *
structures and emergency exits in response to safety .
standards, and other transportation improvements
necessary for implementing the Transbay Program |
and enhancing connectivity to the regional rail and
bus services that would be available at the Transit
Center. This SEIS/EIR is required to provide
environmental analysis of these project components
and to supplement the 2004 Final EIS/EIR
(FEIS/EIR).

The Transbay Program, approved in 2004, is divided
into two construction phases. Phase 1, which is
currently under construction, consists of the new
Transit Center and the train box, which is the
subterranean portion of the Transit Center that would
house the Caltrain and high-speed rail station and all
train-related systems and components of the Transit
Center building. Construction of Phase 1 began in
2008 with the Temporary Terminal. Phase 1 of the
Transit Center is anticipated to be complete in 2017.
Phase 2 includes improvements such as the extension
of the existing Caltrain rail line to the Transit Center g
as previously approved (also known as the DTX), and L
completion of the Transit Center below-grade levels

! Section 1.3, Related Studies and Reports, provides full citations for these documents, and Section 2.1.2, Transit Center and Transportation

Modifications to the Approved Transbay Program, provides summaries of the addenda.
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for rail operations. Table 1-1 summarizes the relationships between the approved Transbay Program and the
proposed project, and Figure 1-1 illustrates DTX elements of the proposed project.

Table 1-1

Relationship Between the Approved Transbay Program and the Proposed Project

Common Project-Related References

Definition/Explanation

Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA)

Approved Transbay Program consists of a Phase 1 and Phase 2
(Phase 1 under construction); also referred to as the No Action
Alternative for this SEIS/EIR

Phase 2

Downtown Rail Extension (DTX) plus other improvements;
Phase 2 includes more than DTX

DTX

Major component of Phase 2, involving Downtown Rail
Extension and related improvements to support rail service

Proposed Project

DTX changes/refinements and other improvements that may or
may not be part of Phase 2; also referred to as Refinements to
Approved Transbay Program plus new components

DTX Elements Phase 1 &2

[] Phase1 A
[l Phase2 ,’/ N

= Vent Shaft

0 500 1000

Scale in feet
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Sources: City and County of San Francisco 2013; Compiled by TJPA 2015

Note: The BART/Muni pedestrian underground connector is identified as a Phase 2 DTX element in this figure, because it was
considered in the 2004 FEIS/EIR. However, this component is presented and evaluated as an “Other Transportation

Improvement” in this SEIS/EIR.

Figure 1-1 DTX Elements Under the Proposed Project
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The Caltrain line is a vital regional commuter rail service connecting San Francisco to the Peninsula,
Silicon Valley, and San Jose, but its current northern terminus in San Francisco is approximately 1.3
miles® from downtown and the heart of the San Francisco financial and office core. The DTX would
provide this “missing link” to connect several modes of transportation at the Transit Center.

This SEIS/EIR incorporates by reference information contained in the 2004 FEIS/EIR and evaluates:

= new potential significant environmental impacts or substantial increases in the severity of
previously identified significant environmental impacts due to specific refinements to Phase 2
components of the Transbay Program;

= the potential impacts of other transportation improvements proposed for consideration by the TIPA,

= changes in circumstances and existing conditions under which the proposed project would be
implemented since the original documentation was prepared; and

= new information as required by federal and state environmental legislation: the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA).

The FTA and TJPA prepared this SEIS/EIR in accordance with NEPA, 42 U.S. Code (USC) Section 4321
et seq.; the Council on Environmental Quality regulations for implementing NEPA, 40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR), Parts 1500-1508; FTA and FHWA joint regulations for implementing NEPA at
23 CFR Part 771; CEQA, California Public Resources Code (PRC), Section 21050 et seq.; the State
CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3, Sections
15000 et seq.; National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 54 USC 300101 et seq.; and Section 4(f) of the
Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as amended (49 USC 303 and 23 USC 138) and the FTA and
FHWA joint implementing regulation at 23 CFR Part 774. The SEIS/EIR was also prepared in
accordance with provisions of the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP-21) program,
which took effect on October 1, 2012, and supersedes the prior federal transportation authorization
requirements of the 2005 Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy
for Users (SAFETEA-LU). FTA is the NEPA lead agency, and TJPA is the CEQA lead agency and joint
lead agency under NEPA per 23 CFR 771.109(c)(2). FRA is a cooperating agency.

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE ORIGINAL TRANSBAY PROGRAM AND FOR THE
PROPOSED PROJECT

1.2.1 Approved Transbay Program

The Transbay Program was developed to address the following purposes set forth in Chapter 1 of the
2004 FEIS/EIR:

Improve public access to bus and rail services

Modernize the Transhay Terminal and improve service
Reduce non-transit vehicle usage

Alleviate blight and revitalize the Transbay Terminal area

1.3 miles is the length of the extension of Caltrain service from the Fourth and King Station to the Transit Center.
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FTA, the City and County of San Francisco (City), the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board, and the
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency (now known as the San Francisco Office of Community
Investment and Infrastructure [OCII]), approved the Transbay Program in order to transform a transit
connection with outdated facilities into a modern transit center; create a new mixed-use area to
complement the transit services; enhance local and regional connectivity to the San Francisco Bay Area’s
transit systems; and advance the region’s environmental goals to improve air quality. Specifically, the
following project objectives and needs were identified in the 2004 FEIS/EIR:

= Provide a multi-modal transit facility that meets future transit needs

= Improve the Transbay Terminal as a place for passengers and the public to use and enjoy

= Alleviate conditions of blight in the Transbay Terminal area

= Revitalize the Transbay Terminal area with a more vibrant mix of land uses that includes both
market-rate and affordable housing

» Facilitate transit use by developing housing next to a major transit hub

= Improve Caltrain service by providing direct access to downtown San Francisco

= Enhance connectivity between Caltrain and other major transit systems

= Enable direct access to downtown San Francisco for future intercity and/or high-speed-rail service
= Accommodate projected growth in travel demand in the San Jose-San Francisco corridor

= Reduce traffic congestion on U.S. Highway 101 and Interstate 280 between San Jose and San
Francisco and other routes

» Reduce vehicle hours of delay on major freeways in the Peninsula corridor
= Improve regional air quality by reducing auto emissions

= Support local economic development goals

= Enhance accessibility to employment, retail, and entertainment opportunities
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1.2.2 DTX Refinements, Other Transportation Improvements, and Development
Opportunities under the Proposed Project

The above project objectives of the Transbay Program still apply for the proposed project. However, further
engineering for the DTX, more detailed input about HSR design requirements, and recent adoption by the
City of the Transit Center District Plan (TCDP) for much of the area surrounding the Transit Center have
prompted proposed refinements to Phase 2 of the Transbay Program and suggested additional transportation
improvements not previously identified in the 2004 FEIS/EIR in the proposed project area. As a result,
additional project objectives for the proposed project have been analyzed and include the following:

= Enhance pedestrian, bicycle, and transit connections to further reinforce the Transbay Program’s
emphasis on transit and alternative means of local and regional travel.

= Modify the train box and advance construction of other rail-related infrastructure to respond to
design specifications issued by the California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) to enable HSR
service and Caltrain.

= Offer additional opportunities for parking within convenient walking distance of the area’s existing
and proposed restaurants and entertainment, performance, and sports venues.

= Locate sites for and construct ventilation shafts/emergency tunnel exit structures in compliance with
safety standards for underground facilities and to meet emergency response needs of system
operations.

In addition to the above project objectives which address transportation-related refinements to the approved
Transbay Program and define the proposed action for NEPA analysis, the proposed project would:

= Promote opportunities to develop land uses in conjunction with the proposed project’s
transportation facilities in a manner consistent with the City’s land use goals and supportive of
transit use.

This objective is not part of the purpose and need for NEPA, but is an objective that is relevant for the City
and TJPA and is included as part of the proposed project for CEQA purposes.

1.2.3 Need for the Proposed Project

Refinements to the DTX and other transportation improvements in the proposed project area are needed to
support continued transportation needs in the region, conform to updated design specifications from the
CHSRA, and meet an ever-increasing need for transportation improvements in this area of San Francisco.
Other proposed project components concerning localized transportation and transit improvements and
ventilation structure/emergency exit locations reflect further design by TIPA and modifications to planning
and development conditions that did not exist at the time of the 2004 FEIS/EIR.

Promoting joint development opportunities would support the development goals and needs of the City’s
Planning Department and the San Francisco OCII.

Upgrade Intermodal Connection and Services

The Transbay Program was, in part, developed because the previous Transbay Terminal, which was built in
1939, did not meet current seismic safety or space utilization standards. The new Transit Center provides an
opportunity to revitalize the surrounding area and to extend Caltrain service from its current terminus
outside the downtown area, at Fourth and King Streets, into the San Francisco employment core
surrounding the Transit Center. As introduced above, this extension is referred to as the DTX.
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DTX would enable Caltrain service to better interconnect with local and regional transit services at the
new multimodal Transit Center, and provide a transit alternative for commuters who currently do not have
a direct Caltrain link to the core employment and financial area of San Francisco. Extending Caltrain into
downtown would save commuters up to 1 hour per day (TJPA 2008a) in travel time, and would result in
less driving and more people taking the train into the City from the Peninsula. The 2013 Caltrain Annual
Passenger Counts report found that Caltrain modified its operations in October 2012 to respond to
increased ridership and to relieve crowded trains by adding six trains and one stop to 12 existing train
routes (Caltrain 2013). Caltrain’s average weekday ridership is showing an upward trend; ridership
increased by 11.1 percent from 2012 to 2013. Since 1997, Caltrain’s average weekday ridership has
increased by more than 90 percent, and, with the exception of a decrease in 2010, ridership has been
steadily increasing each year since the summer of 2004 (Caltrain 2013).

The 2004 FEIS/EIR included qualitative and quantitative estimates of changes in transit ridership as a
result of the Caltrain extension to the Transit Center. Overall, it was estimated that ridership would
increase for Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) to the East Bay, Alameda—Contra Costa Transit District (AC
Transit), and Golden Gate Transit as a result of the increased connectivity between the providers.
Similarly, the addition of HSR service to downtown San Francisco would bring more riders (in addition
to any new riders resulting from Caltrain service) to the transit providers that operate nearby (FRA
2010a). FRA’s 2010 Final Program EIS Reevaluation, updating the 2004 FEIS/EIR, increased high-speed
train ridership estimates over those from the 2004 FEIS/EIR and identified the means of access to the
Transit Center. In the 2010 Final Program EIS Reevaluation, forecasts of the number of passengers per
day arriving by different transit operators to serve the high-speed train alone in 2035 (FRA 2010a) include
San Francisco Muni, 12,000; BART to/from East Bay, 2,000; AC Transit, 2,000; and Golden Gate
Transit, 1,000.

In light of increased Caltrain ridership, service improvements, and demands related to HSR service, a
need to support and enhance future intermodal transportation connections continues at and around the
Transit Center. The proposed project contains design refinements necessary for Caltrain and HSR services
to function and to provide better interconnections with other transportation services in the project area.

Support High-Speed Rail Service

In June 2000, the CHSRA issued its Final Business Plan for Building a High-Speed Train System for
California. This document recommended that the State Legislature and Governor initiate a state program
EIR and federal EIS for the HSR network. The document presented the Caltrain corridor as the desired
route, and stated that terminating HSR trains at the Transbay Terminal in San Francisco should be
included in environmental studies (FTA 2004).
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that would eventually accommodate the DTX tracks,
station, and ancillary facilities. The lower level of the train
box would serve Caltrain and HSR trains, and consist of
six tracks and three platforms—two dedicated for Caltrain
and the remaining four for HSR trains. An illustrative
image of the proposed loading platforms is presented
below. The first level of the Transit Center below-grade,
referred to as the Lower Concourse, would serve as a rail &
passenger ticketing and waiting area (FRA 2010b). Under %
Phase 2, construction of the DTX and the “throat structure”
would occur. The throat structure would provide the
connection between the tunnel that would be constructed
along Second Street for rail service and the train box below the Transit Center, which is where the
platforms and operating and communication systems for Caltrain and HSR trains would be housed.

Phase 1 of the Transbay Program consists of CONStruction s :
of the Transit Center, including the below-grade train box j‘ﬂ/p"

High-Speed Rail Design Specifications. The CHSRA identifies a minimum 900-foot horizontal curve
radius for low-speed tracks (Technical Memorandum 2.1.8) and a minimum horizontal radius for curves
where speeds are less than 125 miles per hour for station tracks (Technical Memorandum 2.1.3) (CHSRA
2009). Strict compliance with these minimum standards would require significant property acquisitions at
the western end of the train box where Caltrain and HSR tracks approach the train box from the west.
Estimates by the TJPA indicate that eight additional properties would be affected on Second Street,
ranging from a 37,100-gross-square-foot building to an 837,735-gross-square-foot, 35-story office tower
(TJPA 2011a). The CHSRA agreed, with conditions, that a smaller 650-foot horizontal curve radius
would be acceptable. As part of the review of the train box and platforms, the HSR tracks and platforms
were shifted to the south side of the box, and the train box was extended to accommodate safety measures
and to comply with a minimum of 1,315 feet of tangent track alongside the loading platform (Spaethling,
pers. comm., 2011). As a result of these changes, the TIPA needs to revise its plans for the track
alignment, the throat structure, and the length of the train box to accommodate HSR service.

Future High-Speed Rail Alignment. The existing Caltrain railyard at Fourth and King Streets is
proposed to be modified to accommodate the DTX, including new underground tracks leading into the
DTX and a below-grade Fourth and Townsend Station. The tracks would travel at-grade along Seventh
Street, and as they curve eastward into the railyard, would descend to an underground alignment via a
retained cut, or U-wall. In the future, Caltrain and HSR trains may travel along Seventh Street below-
grade. To enable this future configuration and the DTX improvements, a partial tunnel box that would
end—or “tunnel stub”—at the current Caltrain yard limits would be constructed under the U-wall to
conform to the future profile of the tracks. Because construction equipment and crews would already be
constructing the DTX facilities, including the U-wall and the underground Fourth and Townsend Street
Station, it would be cost effective and less disruptive to construct the tunnel stub box concurrently. Doing
so also would avoid re-disturbing this area, which would occur if DTX improvements were constructed
and then, subsequently, a Caltrain and HSR tunnel connection alignment were to be implemented.
Installation of a partial tunnel box during the DTX construction would reduce environmental impacts
associated with subsequent construction needed to enable a HSR tunnel at a later date. Design of the
tunnel box stub would not preclude service to existing Caltrain stations.

Serve Growing Transportation Needs in the Project Area

The 2004 FEIS/EIR identified a pressing need to alleviate a burdened transportation network and to serve
new development envisioned as part of the Redevelopment Plan component of the Transbay Program.
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Since 2004, this need has continued to expand with new development and City-sponsored plans
promoting growth and transportation improvements in the vicinity of the Transit Center. The proposed
project contains design refinements necessary for the approved Transbay Program to help serve the future
transportation needs in the region and immediate project area.

Growth in the Project Area. The City’s C-3 zoning district encompasses the downtown commercial area
and is expected to accommodate a substantial amount of the City’s projected population and employment
growth. This area includes the Transbay, Rincon Hill, and Yerba Buena planning areas, and the Civic
Center, Union Square, Chinatown, Tenderloin, and parts of East South of Market (SoMa) districts (City
of San Francisco 2012). An analysis of market trends and planning efforts predict that an additional
15,000 households and 30,000 residents would be in this downtown area between 2005 and 2030—almost
50 percent more households and a 60 percent increase in population from 2005 (City of San Francisco
2012). An additional 61,000 jobs, a 26 percent increase, is projected for this area between 2005 and 2030.
Within the downtown area, development in the TCDP area, which encompasses the area around the
Transit Center and includes much of the Redevelopment Plan component of the Transbay Program, is
expected to comprise 42 percent of the increase in downtown households, 32 percent of the increase in
household population, and 21 percent of the increase in employment between 2005 and 2030 (City of San
Francisco 2012). As part of the Central SoMa Plan, existing land use restrictions around the southern
portion of the Central Subway transit line would be revised to allow a greater mix of uses while also
emphasizing office uses; height limits on certain sites would be increased; and the system of streets and
circulation would be modified to facilitate growth in the Central SoMa area. These changes would
potentially add 3,490 residential units, 5,563,700 commercial square feet, and 27,820 jobs (City of San
Francisco 2013).

Demand for Greater Parking Options in the Transit Center District Plan Area. Economic and
population growth in the TCDP area is expected to generate a demand for approximately 8,320 parking
spaces during the evening peak period (City of San Francisco 2012). However, the maximum amount of
parking that could be provided in the TCDP area is approximately 3,950 with valet operations; the
shortfall would be approximately 4,370 spaces (City of San Francisco 2012). Because of substantial
economic growth projected out to 2030, additional parking in the vicinity is needed to serve the
neighborhood and others attracted to the area during special events and non-work hours.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation and Growth. In terms of bicycle travel demand and circulation, the
San Francisco Bicycle Plan (2010) identified the need to provide barrier-free bicycle access and state-of-
the-art bicycle parking facilities. Actions 3.8 through 3.10 contained within the San Francisco Bicycle
Plan state the need for the following:

= work with the CHSRA to ensure bicycles are accommodated on its long-distance trains,

= work with transit operators and the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) to develop
intermodal bicycle access, and

= promote bicycle parking stations at major transit hubs.

According to the San Francisco Bicycle Plan, approximately 2.5 percent of San Francisco residents
bicycle to work, which is five times the national average of 0.5 percent and three times the state average
of 0.8 percent (SFMTA 2009).

In December 2010, the City adopted a Better Streets Plan, which provided a blueprint for the future of
San Francisco’s pedestrian environment. The focus of the Better Streets Plan is on improving the
pedestrian experience to provide a memorable, diverse, and vibrant place for commerce, human comfort,
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and healthy lifestyles. Chapter 3, Section 7.4 of the Better Streets Plan outlines the need to “Emphasize
improvements to streets that link to major transit nodes and transfer points” (City of San Francisco 2010).
The TCDP echoes the Better Streets Plan to support the need to “prioritize pedestrian amenity and
safety,” and to “implement and require transportation demand management strategies to minimize growth
in auto trips and reduce volumes as necessary” (City of San Francisco 2012). San Francisco is a
pedestrian-oriented city as a result of its high density of development, low level of resident automobile
ownership, availability of transit options, and provision of extensive pedestrian amenities (SFMTA 2009).
Out of U.S. cities with at least 250,000 people, San Francisco has the third-highest percentage (9.6
percent) of commuters who walk to work, behind Boston and Washington, D.C. (SFMTA 2009). The
increased development density and projected growth would result in a greater number of residents and
employees, and an increase in bicycle and pedestrian travel. Therefore, continuous improvements to the
pedestrian and bicycle systems are needed to support the goals of the San Francisco Planning Department
and the Transbay Program.

Advance Regional Needs to Improve Transportation and Environmental Quality

In July 2013, the MTC and the Association of Bay Area Governments jointly approved the 2040 Regional
Transportation Plan that designates the DTX as a regional priority for transit investment and an important
means to achieving the region’s Sustainable Communities Strategy. The Regional Transportation Plan
and the Sustainable Communities Strategy work hand-in-hand to expand housing and transportation
choices, create healthier communities, and build a stronger regional economy. Jointly referred to as “Plan
Bay Area,” this policy document signals the San Francisco Bay region’s first long-range plan to meet the
requirements of the state’s landmark Senate Bill 375, which requires each of the state’s metropolitan areas
to develop a Sustainable Communities Strategy to accommodate future population growth and reduce
greenhouse gas emissions from cars and light trucks.

Between 2010 and 2040, the San Francisco Bay Area is projected to add 1.1 million jobs, 2.1 million
people, and 660,000 homes. The San Francisco Bay Area is currently ranked as the third most congested
region in hours of delay caused by congestion, and is anticipated to experience increased traffic
congestion related to employment growth (MTC and ABAG 2013). In the past, adding roadway capacity
was the response to congestion. However, with today’s mature system of roadways and increased
demands on financial resources, the region needs to find ways to operate existing highway and transit
networks more efficiently and to target expansion projects that would provide long-term and sustainable
congestion relief (MTC and ABAG 2013).

One of the investment strategies identified in Plan Bay Area is to
make a greater financial commitment to the public transit system,
which would help reduce the number of vehicles on the roads,
fight congestion, and curb greenhouse gas emissions (MTC and
ABAG 2013). Downtown San Francisco already experiences
congestion that results in average bus transit and automobile
speeds below 10 miles per hour. The City has plans for further
growth in the downtown area in the future; however, unless
measures are taken to improve congestion, downtown streets
Strategy for i 5 would be unable to accommodate expected levels of housing and

':émamme ot e \EREY job growth (MTC and ABAG 2013).

[Ty e 1

To plan transportation investments that do not exceed the revenues
that are reasonably expected to be available, the MTC worked
with partner agencies and used financial models to forecast how
much revenue would be available for transportation purposes over
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the 28-year duration of Plan Bay Area (MTC and ABAG 2013). MTC’s Resolution 3434, a framework
identifying regional transit priority projects for federal New Start and Small Starts, was adopted in 2001.
Resolution 3434 identified the “Caltrain Downtown Extension” as RTPID 230290 and as one of the
region’s priority transit and road projects. Building on Resolution 3434 and results of the performance
assessments and a transit-specific project evaluation, Plan Bay Area identified the DTX as one of the
significant future transit investments for the next generation of federal New Starts and Small Starts
funding. The proposed project contains design refinements necessary for this future transit investment to
help attain the desired environmental goals.

Respond to Further System Safety Planning

Emergency ventilation/smoke-evacuation shafts and emergency tunnel exit structures are important and
required features to ensure adequate life safety and emergency response for people using rail systems. The
potential environmental impact from these structures was analyzed in the 2004 FEIS/EIR; however, the
locations have changed as the design advanced. The design and location of these emergency structures
need to comply with fire protection and life safety requirements for underground, surface, and elevated
fixed guideway transit and passenger rail systems established by the National Fire Protection Association
(NFPA). In accordance with NFPA Standard 130, emergency exit shaft spacing within underground or
enclosed fixed guideway transit and passenger rail systems must not be separated by more than 2,500 feet.
The City also oversees fire safety requirements for tunnels exceeding 300 feet. In accordance with Section
511-Local Fire Safety Feature Requirements, the vent structures are also needed to serve as air
replenishment systems.

1.3 RELATED STUDIES AND REPORTS

Because this SEIS/EIR expands on and supplements the 2004 FEIS/EIR and subsequent environmental
documentation by the FRA for high-speed rail service, those earlier documents are incorporated by
reference and are available for review from 9 a.m. to 5 p.m., Monday through Friday, at the offices of the
TIPA, 201 Mission Street, San Francisco, California, and on the TJPA’s website at
http://transbaycenter.org/tjpa/documents/environmental-documents. These earlier documents are
summarized in Chapter 2. The 2004 Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment
Project is summarized in Section 2.1.1, and the subsequent addenda and project modifications are
summarized in Section 2.1.2. FTA and FRA found that those project modifications were adequately
evaluated in the 2004 FEIS/EIR, and would not result in new adverse impacts. Table 2-1, Key Transbay
Program Milestones, found in Chapter 2 also provides a summary of the Transbay Program approved
with environmental clearances and subsequent refinements to the project. The following documents are
incorporated by reference:

= U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration, City and County of San
Francisco, Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board, and San Francisco Redevelopment Agency.
2004 (March). Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report and Section
4(f) Evaluation for Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project.
State Clearinghouse No. 95063004. San Francisco, CA.

= TJPA. 2006. First Addendum to the 2004 Transbay Terminal/Downtown Extension/
Redevelopment Project Final EIS/EIR. May 25. Written in association with Hatch Mott
McDonald & EPC Consultants for TIPA. Adopted by the TJPA Board of Directors on
June 2, 2006, San Francisco, CA.
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TJIPA. 2007 (April 17). Second Addendum to the 2004 Transbay Terminal/Downtown Extension/
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CHAPTER 2 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

2.1 PROJECT HISTORY AND OVERVIEW

This section describes the planning and decision-making history of the Transbay Program that culminated
with approval of the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA), a term used by the Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) to describe a set of project improvements representing the preferred project by the local sponsors.
The LPA consists of three major components that are described below in Section 2.1.1, 2004 Approved
Transbay Program. The three major components collectively described as the LPA are hereafter referred to
as the approved Transbay Program. The Transbay Program has a long history, dating back to the 1980s, and
is a transportation and land use project intended to transform a traditionally job-rich district in San Francisco
south of Market Street and the San Francisco Bay Area’s regional transportation system by creating a
“Grand Central Station of the West” in the heart of a new transit-friendly neighborhood. The program will
construct a modern regional transit hub (referred to as the Transit Center). This intermodal connection
ultimately will serve eight Bay Area counties and California through 11 transit systems: AC Transit, BART,
Caltrain, Golden Gate Transit, Greyhound, San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), SamTrans, WestCAT
Lynx, Amtrak, Paratransit, and future HSR service from San Francisco to Los Angeles/Anaheim.

The Transbay Program also will extend Caltrain service underground from Caltrain’s current terminus at
the Fourth and King Street Station into the new downtown Transit Center, which is under construction.
Approval of the LPA followed the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension'/Redevelopment
Project Final EIS/EIR (2004 FEIS/EIR). A summary of the history related to the Transbay Program, and a
summary of the project approved with environmental clearances and the subsequent refinements to the
project, is provided in this overview, following Table 2-1.

2.1.1 2004 Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project
(Approved Transbay Program)

The Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project (Transbay Program)
originated from a need to improve public access to bus and rail services, modernize the Transbay Terminal,
reduce non-transit vehicle usage, and revitalize the Transbay Terminal area. The Transbay Program provides
an opportunity to extend Caltrain service from its terminus at Fourth and King Streets into San Francisco’s
employment core (FTA 2004). The underlying need for the Downtown Rail Extension (DTX) is to get the
trains as close as possible to where most riders want to go. The distance between the existing Fourth and
King Street Caltrain Station and most downtown San Francisco job destinations is beyond walking distance
for the majority of train riders, and requires a transfer to the San Francisco Muni Metro light rail line or
Muni bus service to complete the journey, adding to travel times and cost. Studies found that extending rail
service to the Transbay Terminal directly would serve the train riders, eliminate delay or wait times required
to transfer between modes, and be competitive with auto travel (FTA 2004).

The approved Transbay Program consists of three major components (see Figure 2-1):

1. Phase 1: Replacing the Transbay Terminal with a new Transit Center to serve as a multi-modal
transit/transportation facility that incorporates the principles of sustainability and environmental
responsibility at First and Mission Streets in downtown San Francisco. During demolition and
construction, a Temporary Terminal surface facility is serving all buses that formerly used the
Transbay Terminal until the new Transit Center building and bus ramps are constructed. This phase
is currently under construction.

1 The “Caltrain Downtown Extension” was used in the 2004 FEIS/EIR. It is now referred to as the “Downtown Rail Extension” (or DTX) for

the proposed project.
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Table 2-1

Key Transbay Program Milestones

Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) identified
an underground Caltrain extension to a station near the
Transbay Terminal site as “the single most important
improvement that can be made to the Peninsula commuter
line.”

1987

1989

Loma Prieta earthquake raised seismic safety concerns about
the Transbhay Terminal.

Caltrans and Office of State Architect released alternative
designs for improvements to the terminal. City and Caltrans
agreed it was reasonable to replace the terminal.

1992

1993

Caltrans and MTC conducted a “Transit Needs Study.”
Caltrans proceeded with critical seismic and safety
improvements.

City Planning Department prepared “Transit Terminal Study.”

City and Caltrans agreed to undertake alternatives study.
San Francisco Board of Supervisors created the Transhay
Redevelopment Survey Area.

1994

1995-1996

Terminal upgrade and replacement alternatives studied by San
Francisco Redevelopment Agency/Planning Department,
Caltrans, Policy Advisory Committee, Citizens Advisory
Committee, and Technical Advisory Committee.

“Transit Terminal Decision Report” presented three primary
options.

1995

1996

San Francisco Board of Supervisors recommended
Main/Beale site as the preferred bus terminal alternative and
proposed underground Caltrain terminal.

“Caltrain San Francisco Downtown Extension Project
Conceptual Design Draft EIS/EIR” prepared. Environmental
process did not proceed due to lack of sufficient funding for
the project.

1997

1997

Draft EIR for the Transbay Terminal Redevelopment Area
Plan and new Transhay Terminal was prepared, but the
project was terminated before the Draft EIR was circulated.

MTC began operations as the Bay Area Toll Authority and
began the “Transbay Terminal Improvement Plan” study.
Transbay Panel Working Group and Executive Committee

1998

formed.
San Francisco Board of Supervisors passed resolution
repealing former endorsement of Main/Beale site and for the
1999 “City and County of San Francisco to work expeditiously

with AC Transit, the MTC, and Caltrans to retain AC Transit
regional bus service at the current Transbay Terminal site.”

Phase 1 of the Transbay Terminal Improvement Plan study
completed. Phase 2 evaluated three terminal design concepts.

1999

1999

San Francisco voters approved Proposition H, which
provides that Caltrain should be extended from Fourth/King
Street terminus to the site of the Transbay Terminal at First
and Mission Streets.

Refinements made to the design concept.

2000

2004

Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown
Extension/Redevelopment Project Final EIS/EIR Certified.

Record of Decision for Transbay Terminal/Caltrain
Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project Final EIS/EIR
issued.

2005

Page 2-2

December 2015



Transbay Joint Powers Authority 2 Project Alternatives
Transbay Transit Center Supplemental EIS/EIR

Table 2-1

Key Transbay Program Milestones

First phase defined as the Transit Center, and second phase
2006 defined as the Caltrain extension and the throat structure
(First Addendum).

Design provisions to allow future construction of a loop
around the Transit Center and delay of the construction of 2007

the tail tracks on Main Street (Second Addendum).

San Francisco Planning Department initiated planning effort
for Transit Center District Plan (covering an area surrounding
the Transit Center and superseding portions of the Transbay
Program Redevelopment Plan).

2007

Included additional parcel required for Transit Center

(Third Addendum). [l 2°%®

Design changes made to the Temporary Terminal

2008 I rth Addendum).

Transit Center design changes made (Fifth Addendum). 2009

Draft Transit Center District Plan published, recommending

2009 changes to zoning in a portion of the Transbay Program.

2004 EIS Reevaluation and Record of Decision by FRA for
funding the train box at the lower levels of the Transit 2010

Center.
2011 Design changes made to the bus ramps between Interstate 80
and the Transit Center (Sixth Addendum).

Transit Center District Plan Final EIR Certified. 2012

Note:

Italicized milestones relate to the DTX component of the Transbay Program.
Source: Compiled by AECOM in 2013

Phase 2: Constructing an underground extension and related facilities for Caltrain commuter rail
service from its current San Francisco terminus at the Fourth and King Street Station (also
referred to as DTX) to a new underground terminus in the lower levels of the new Transit Center
and providing for future HSR service to the Transit Center. Phase 2 also includes completion of
the below-grade levels of the Transit Center for rail operations. This phase will commence when
adequate funding is approved.

Redevelopment Plan: Implementing a Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Redevelopment
Project Area (Transbay Redevelopment Plan) and related development projects, including transit-
oriented development. The plan and related development permit tax increment financing to assist
in financing the transportation improvements and other redevelopment projects. The
redevelopment area consists of the Transbay Residential Zone (Zone 1) and the Transbay C-3
Zone (Zone 2).? Development in the project area is already underway pursuant to the plan.

Transbay Residential Zone (Zone 1) is under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)

and is planned for office space, new housing, new neighborhood retail space, and public improvements such as widened sidewalks and new
public open space. The Transbay C-3 Zone (Zone 2), now the Transhay C-3 Commercial Special Use District (C-3-O[SD]), is primarily
under the City’s jurisdiction through the Planning Department. The C-3-O(SD) district contains additional land-use controls to implement the
Transbay Redevelopment Plan. In general, these controls require proposed development within the C-3-O(SD) district to undertake
streetscape improvements, deposit fees into the Downtown Open Space Fund, and pay other fees into the OCII’s Citywide Affordable
Housing Fund to construct affordable housing on-site and, for any parcels adjacent to or facing the new Transit Center and its ramp
structures, provide active ground-floor uses and direct pedestrian access from these areas to the ramps around the Transit Center.

Page 2-3 December 2015



2 Project Alternatives

Transbay Transit Center Supplemental EIS/EIR

Transbay Joint Powers Authority

Source: TIPA 2014

Figure 2-1 Approved Transbay Program

December 2015

Page 2-4



Transbay Joint Powers Authority 2 Project Alternatives
Transbay Transit Center Supplemental EIS/EIR

Together, these three major components were collectively identified as the approved Transbay Program.
In April 2004, the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project Final
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (2004 FEIS/EIR) (SCH #95063004) was
certified by the City and County of San Francisco (City), the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board, and
the former San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, which determined that the 2004 FEIS/EIR satisfied the
requirements of CEQA and enabled the local agencies to approve the project. The FTA issued a Record of
Decision (ROD) for the 2004 FEIS/EIR in February 2005, which determined that the 2004 FEIS/EIR
satisfied the requirements of NEPA and signaled FTA’s approval of the project.

2.1.2 Approved Modifications to the Transbay Program (2006 — 2011)

Since approval of the Transbay Program in 2004, a number of changes have been made to its components.
Transit Center and other transportation-related modifications have been initiated by the TIPA and the
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA). These project changes, which were approved between 2006 and
2011, and other milestones are highlighted below.

TJPA Modifications

The TJPA Board of Directors adopted six addenda to the 2004 FEIS/EIR to provide environmental
clearance under CEQA for modifications and refinements to the Transbay Program. The modifications
and refinements to the Transbay Program evaluated in the six addenda were also each reviewed and
approved by the FTA pursuant to NEPA and 23 CFR 771.130. The changes that were environmentally
cleared by these addenda collectively modify the original approved Transbay Program, and are
summarized as follows:

= First Addendum. The first addendum evaluated modifications to Phase 1 of the Transbay
Program. The first addendum created a two-stage construction process for the Transit Center
component and evaluated modifications and refinements to the Transit Center design and
construction staging and revisions to the Temporary Terminal site plan. Phase 1 of the Transbay
Program consists of construction of the Transit Center and the below-grade train box that
accommaodates the DTX tracks, station, and ancillary facilities. Phase 2 consists of construction of
the DTX, the throat structure (i.e., the structure providing the connection between the
underground tracks and the train box below the Transit Center), and tail tracks (i.e., tracks used
for storage and light maintenance when the trains are not in revenue service). The first addendum
was adopted by the TIPA Board of Directors on June 2, 2006.

= Second Addendum. The second addendum evaluated modifications and refinements to Phase 2
of the Transbay Program, design provisions to allow future construction of a Townsend/
Embarcadero/Main Loop and delay of the construction of the tail tracks on Main Street pending
the outcome of future rail planning studies to accommodate HSR. The modifications considered
in the second addendum reduced the size of various elements of the DTX and rearranged uses
within the Transbay Program area. The second addendum was adopted by the TJPA Board of
Directors on April 17, 2007.

= Third Addendum. The third addendum evaluated adding 546 Howard Street, which was
identified in the 2004 FEIS/EIR for partial acquisition, to the list of properties identified for full
acquisition under Phase 1. The entire property was determined to be needed for construction
staging for the Transit Center project. The third addendum was adopted by the TIPA Board of
Directors on January 17, 2008.
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= Fourth Addendum. The fourth addendum evaluated the Temporary Terminal configuration,
boarding platforms and waiting areas, bus staging areas, and street design for Phase 1 of the
Transbay Program. The fourth addendum was adopted by the TJPA Board of Directors on
October 17, 2008.

» Fifth Addendum. The fifth addendum evaluated the building design for the Transit Center,
specifically the exterior facade of the upper levels, a pedestrian bridge over Beale Street, and
associated public right-of-way vacations for Phase 1. The fifth addendum was adopted by the
TJPA Board of Directors on April 9, 2009.

= Sixth Addendum. The sixth addendum evaluated refinements to the design and configuration of
the Fremont Street bus ramp component of Phase 1 of the Transbay Program, which provides the
transition from the Bay Bridge (Interstate 80) to the bus ramps leading to the Transit Center. The
approved design includes three new refinements: a cable-stayed ramp connecting the bus ramps
with the Transit Center, widening the bus exit off the Fremont Street ramp from westbound
Interstate 80, and modifying the bus ramp footprint on the western side of the Transit Center to
meet design and performance criteria. The sixth addendum was adopted by the TIPA Board of
Directors on December 8, 2011.

FRA Modifications (2010)

In 2010, the FRA prepared a reevaluation of the 2004 FEIS/EIR to consider modifications to the train box
design under Phase 1 and to update environmental information contained in the 2004 FEIS/EIR pursuant
to FRA’s Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts (64 Federal Register 28545, May 26, 1999)
(FRA 2010). This reevaluation consisted of four main components:

= updating the analysis associated with slightly widening the train box compared to that described
in the 2004 FEIS/EIR (including method and staging of construction);

= updating high-speed train ridership projections based on 2009 forecasts from the California High-
Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA);

= reevaluating elements of the environmental analyses in the 2004 FEIS/EIR that are pertinent to
providing HSR service at the Transit Center, specifically air quality, greenhouse gas emissions,
transportation and circulation, noise and vibration, construction impacts, and cumulative impacts
of HSR service; and

= updating the financial analysis in the 2004 FEIS/EIR.

The FRA concluded that the project modifications and updated information would not result in significant
environmental impacts that were not previously evaluated in the 2004 FEIS/EIR (FRA 2010). The FRA
did not identify new information or circumstances relevant to environmental concerns that would result in
significant environmental impacts not previously evaluated in the 2004 FEIS/EIR. Based on the
revaluation, the FRA determined that the 2004 FEIS/EIR remained adequate, accurate, and valid to
support the proposed project. However, the 2010 reevaluation acknowledged that the construction of the
DTX component under Phase 2 of the Transbay Program would require modifications to the track
curvature in the throat structure and an increase in the tangent length of the HSR rail platforms in
accordance with the CHSRA design criteria and to provide sufficient capacity for HSR service.

Page 2-6 December 2015



Transbay Joint Powers Authority 2 Project Alternatives
Transbay Transit Center Supplemental EIS/EIR

The FRA issued a ROD in 2010 adopting the portions of the 2004 FEIS/EIR relating to Phase 1 of the
Transbay Program for the purpose of FRA funding of the train box under the High-Speed Intercity
Passenger Rail Program that would serve both Caltrain and HSR.

2.1.3 Land Use Modifications to the Transbay Program Redevelopment Area (2012)

In 2006, the City initiated a major planning effort to examine development opportunities in the vicinity of
the new Transit Center. The intent of the resulting Transit Center District Plan (TCDP) was to investigate
whether building densities and heights could be increased in recognition of the transit investment, and
whether such growth could be leveraged to generate substantial new revenues to help fund the full Transit
Center project. The plan that was approved by the City on August 8, 2012 allows for height-limit
increases in subareas composed of multiple parcels or blocks within the TCDP area and in much of the
Transbay Program redevelopment project area that was approved in 2004,

2.2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Two alternatives are evaluated in this SEIS/EIR. The No Action Alternative consists of the previously
approved Transbay Program, as amended through 2012. The description of the No Action Alternative
focuses on the elements of the approved Transbay Program that relate to Phase 2; Phase 1 is already under
construction. These Phase 2 elements are what will be constructed by the TJPA if the proposed project is
not approved. The second alternative is the proposed project, which consists of proposed refinements to
Phase 2 of the approved Transbay Program and other transportation-related improvements in the
Transbay Program area. In addition to these transportation-related changes to the approved Transbay
Program, development opportunities have been identified to support the development goals and needs of
the City and the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure. Importantly, these development
opportunities are not part of the proposed project for NEPA purposes, because the FTA, the federal lead
agency, would not be involved in funding or approving local land use changes. However, these
development opportunities are part of the proposed project for CEQA purposes, because the TIPA and the
City are collaborating to support and enable this development. The alternatives are described in detail in
this section, below.

2.2.1 No Action Alternative (Approved Transbay Program Phase 2)

The No Action Alternative refers to the improvements that will be constructed in the absence of the
proposed project (see Figure 2-1). In other words, if the currently proposed project is not approved, the
previously approved Transbay Program Phase 2 still will be constructed. Thus, the No Action Alternative
is the approved Transhay Program, as subsequently modified between 2005 and 2011 by the TJPA and
FRA. In addition, the future land use, urban design, open space, and local transportation network
surrounding the Transit Center will be as defined in the TCDP and Redevelopment Plan. Aspects of the
No Action Alternative as it relates to Phase 2 of the Transbay Program are discussed below.

DTX Alignment

Alignment and Facilities

The length of the DTX from the existing terminus and railyard to the Transit Center is approximately
2 miles.® The DTX extends from Seventh Street and Mission Bay Drive (formerly Common Street) at its

®  The total project length is 2 miles from the western end of the Caltrain railyard to the eastern end of the train box. In some instances

throughout the document, a length of 1.3 miles is cited. The 1.3 miles is the length of the DTX from the Fourth and King Station to the
Transit Center.
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westerly end, which is also the western boundary of the existing Caltrain railyard and Fourth and King
Street Station (see Figure 2-1), to Beale Street underneath the Transit Center at its easterly end.

Under the No Action Alternative, a station beneath Townsend Street between Fourth and Fifth Streets will
be constructed for trains that will continue on to the Transit Center. This station will be north of the
existing at-grade Caltrain terminus station under the existing Caltrain railyard and Townsend Street. The
existing Fourth and King Streets terminus station will continue to function as a Caltrain terminal and
storage and maintenance facility. To transition between the at-grade tracks south of the station and
railyard and the new underground station, a U-shaped retaining wall cut open at the top (also referred to
as a “U-wall”) will be constructed. The No Action Alternative does not include further improvements to
the Fourth and King Street surface facilities, but does not preclude such improvements by others as a
separate project.

From the new underground Caltrain station, three tracks will continue east under Townsend Street. The
alignment will curve north at about Clarence Place just east of Third Street, and extend to Second Street
where it will head north. Through this approximately 1,100-foot curve, the DTX will pass under a number
of low-rise structures in the block bounded by Third, Second, Townsend, and Brannan Streets. North of
Brannan Street, the alignment will run under Second Street for approximately 0.4 mile, to a point between
Clementina and Tehama Streets, where it will turn eastward along an approximately 970-foot curve
toward the Transit Center. In this segment of the alignment, the DTX will pass under a number of low-
and mid-rise buildings between Tehama and Natoma Streets and from Second Street eastward for
approximately 200 feet.

As the three-track system enters the throat structure to connect to the train box in the lower levels of the
Transit Center, it will split to six tracks to accommodate the three loading platforms within the Transit
Center. The eastern end of the train box at Beale Street represents the eastern project limits. The original
plans approved in 2004 called for extension of tail tracks southward from the train box along Main Street;
however, this extension was deferred in 2007 pending the outcome of later studies for HSR service, and
has since been determined to be unnecessary.

DTX Construction Methods

The underground DTX will be constructed using cut-and-cover techniques through the existing Caltrain
railyard and along Townsend Street; mined tunnel methods along Second Street under Rincon Hill
between Townsend and Folsom Streets, with cut-and-cover sections north and south of the tunneled
section; and cut-and-cover techniques for the throat structure (see Figure 2-2).

Cut-and-Cover Construction. Cut-and-cover construction techniques can vary from “bottom up” to “top
down” to “semi-top-down.” All of these techniques are commonly used, and the eventual choice will
depend on site constraints at the time of construction, the traffic management plan approved by the City,
shoring systems, construction schedule, and contractor’s preference. Typically, the bottom-up method
completes the excavation, after the temporary shoring walls are constructed, from street level all the way
down to the floor of the permanent structure. Temporary longitudinal walers and transverse struts will be
installed as the excavation progresses deeper to prevent movement of soil outside of the two shoring
walls. Construction of the permanent structure will start with the base slab, then progress upward toward
the surface: up along the side walls, the intermediate floors (if any), the side walls again, and finally the
roof slab. In areas where traffic decking is deployed to facilitate surface traffic while allowing excavation
to continue below the street, the decking supporting beams will be adopted as the first layer of struts.
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Figure 2-2 Approved Transbay Program Phase 2 - DTX Alignment and Construction

Method
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Tunnel Construction. Because the geology in the tunnel section is fractured rock and not suitable for
standard tunnel boring machines, the TIPA proposes to use a “stacked drift” approach to reduce the risk
for tunnel collapse or failure. The stacked drift method involves mining a series of interconnected tunnel
drifts in a certain sequence. (“Drift” is a general mining term that refers to any opening in a mine or
tunnel that is a near-horizontal passageway; in soft ground for long tunnels, multiple drifts can be
excavated preceding the tunneling.) The drifts are supported with concrete and connect to form a
structural arch. Construction of the arch is followed by removal of the core beneath the arch. By limiting
the unsupported span of the drifts to a relatively small span (typically approximately 10 feet), this
tunneling method provides advantages for excavation of a large tunnel in difficult ground conditions.

DTX Design Criteria

Construction and design of the DTX will comply with the DTX Design Criteria (TJIPA, PMPC 2009). The
DTX Design Criteria identifies applicable codes, standards, and engineering criteria to provide a uniform
basis and framework for the DTX design. The current edition of the regulation at the time of notice to
proceed for final design of the DTX shall apply and be incorporated into plan drawings and construction
contracts. These criteria also apply to the design of facilities not owned by the TJPA, but constructed as
part of the scope of the DTX. Incorporated into the DTX Design Criteria are the following specific rail
operation requirements: Caltrain Engineering Standards, Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board Design
Criteria Manual — Electrification Program, and CHSRA Engineering Design Criteria. In addition, the
criteria reference relevant federal and state regulations (e.g., the California Health and Safety Code and
the California Public Utilities Commission General Orders governing train operational safety), the
California Building Code, and applicable City codes (e.g., the City Municipal Code, City regulations for
working in San Francisco streets, and City regulations for dust generation and control).

Each of the chapters in the DTX Design Criteria includes specific requirements for each of the principal
disciplines of the DTX design. Key chapters that contain specifications and guidelines to avoid or
minimize potential environmental effects are highlighted below.

Chapter 3 — System Safety and Security — provides the system safety management, reliability
assurance, and safety certification requirements and specific design criteria for project security.

Chapter 5 — Civil Design — provides the design criteria for general civil designs, including survey
control, roadways, storm drainage, and requirements for maintenance and protection of traffic during
project construction.

Chapter 6 — Utilities — provides the criteria for the design of new utilities, utility relocations,
replacements, and abandonment.

Chapter 9 — Geotechnical Requirements — provides the design criteria for geotechnical exploration,
testing, and analysis.

Chapter 10 — Protection of Existing Infrastructure — provides design criteria and requirements for
protection through temporary support and/or underpinning of existing facilities, including buildings,
highway structures, utilities, and other infrastructure adjacent to or affected by construction.

Chapter 11 — Structures — provides design criteria for temporary and permanent structures, including
support of excavation, retaining walls, retained cut structures (boat sections), and cut-and-cover
structures, including stations, bridges, buildings, and miscellaneous structures. The design criteria include
material properties and structure loading and durability requirements.
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Chapter 12 — Tunnels — provides design criteria for temporary and permanent structures for mined
tunnels, including initial support, initial lining, and final lining. The design criteria include material
properties and structure loading requirements.

Chapter 13 — Seismic Design — sets forth the criteria for seismic design of permanent and temporary
structures.

Chapter 16 — Communications — provides design criteria for project communications systems, including
the communication backbone network requirements and project systems requirements for passenger
amenities, security, and supervisory control and data acquisition.

Chapter 19 — Corrosion Control — provides design criteria for corrosion control, including stray current,
soil, and water, and atmospheric corrosion control, including protective requirements and material
selection.

Chapter 20 — Architecture — provides architectural and site development design criteria for project
facilities, including the Fourth and Townsend Street Station, Fourth and King Street Station, and Caltrain
railyard. Design criteria for the stations include platform geometry, passenger circulation criteria, sizing
of public and non-public spaces, employee equipment and office room layouts, materials and finishes, and
site development requirements.

Chapter 22 — Fire-Life Safety — provides design criteria for fire-life safety systems, including fire
detection, alarm and suppression systems, emergency lighting and tunnel ventilation, and fire fighter air
systems. Also includes requirements for emergency egress and exit signage.

Chapter 23 — Mechanical Systems — provides design criteria for the mechanical design of facilities,
including station and ancillary facility ventilation and temperature control, elevators and escalators, and
plumbing and drainage systems.

Chapter 24 — Electrical Systems — presents the design criteria for electrical design of all DTX facilities,
including requirements for materials and performance standards, electrical equipment and wiring,
lighting, and grounding and power for tunnel operating systems (with the exception of traction
electrification and high-voltage services).

These chapters contain data and design parameters that must be achieved in the DTX design, which
ensures compliance with the applicable standards, codes, and guidelines. Specific federal, state, and City
regulations and codes and industry standards (current as of 2009) are incorporated by reference into the
DTX Design Criteria.

Transit Center and Train Box

The Transit Center currently under construction as Phase 1 of the Transbay Program will serve as a
regional transit hub connecting 11 transportation systems, including public and private bus services,
Caltrain, and future HSR services. The “Grand Central Station of the West” will encompass more than
1 million square feet within a complex extending from just south of Mission Street to between Second
Street on the west and Beale Street on the east (see Figure 2-3a). The above-grade portion of the Transit
Center and the train box will be completed in 2017. Uses and functions to operate the Transit Center will
be completed during Phase 1, and uses and functions to support rail service will be completed as part of
Phase 2. The five-level Transit Center will house two below-ground levels in the train box and three
above-ground levels (see Figure 2-3b):
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= The Train Platform level of the Transit Center will be two levels below-ground and contain three
passenger platforms that will accommodate six train tracks for Caltrain and HSR.

= The next level up, the Lower Concourse level, will provide a passenger connection between the
street level above and the train platforms below. The Lower Concourse level will contain retail,
ticketing, and bike storage areas.

= At the Ground level, the Transit Center will feature the Grand Hall where passengers can use the
public information center, ticket kiosks, automated ticketing booths, and the main escalators to
access trains below and buses above. At the western end of the Transit Center along Natoma
Street, space for service and maintenance and a loading dock will be included. At the eastern end,
between Fremont and Beale Streets, an outdoor bus plaza will serve Muni, Golden Gate Transit,
and SamTrans.

= The floor above the Ground level is the Bus Deck level that will serve AC Transit and private bus
operators such as Greyhound. The bus deck is designed as a loop that will surround a central
passenger waiting area. At the western end of the Transit Center, the Bus Deck level will connect
to the bus ramps that will provide direct access from Interstate 80.

= A 5.4-acre rooftop public park (City Park), approximately 70 feet above street level, will offer a
variety of amenities, such as an open air amphitheater, gardens, trails, open grass areas, and
children’s play space, as well as a restaurant and café.

The lower two levels, including the passenger platforms and the Lower Concourse, are being jointly
constructed as a “train box.” Approximately 60 feet below-ground, the train box is 1,500 feet long by
approximately 190 feet wide. Construction of the train box as part of Phase 1 of the Transbay Program
was made possible in 2010 when the FRA provided up to $400 million of American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act funds to the TIPA. Constructed of reinforced concrete, the train box extends easterly to
the east side of Beale Street, with future provisions for tail tracks pending further studies by the CHSRA.
Where the tracks narrow (from six tracks to three) at the west end of the train box to connect to the rail
tunnel, just east of Second Street, the train box will accommodate the utility, signal, and control systems
needed for Caltrain and HSR service. The structure where the tracks will narrow at the west end of the
train box is referred to as the throat structure, which will be constructed as part of Phase 2.

Ancillary Facilities

The No Action Alternative includes ventilation and emergency shafts for the tunnel portion of the DTX
and at each end of underground stations. Initial sites were generally identified, but locations are subject to
change as design advances.

Ventilation Shafts. During normal conditions, tunnel ventilation is achieved by natural ventilation
consisting primarily of train piston-action induced airflows. Fans within the ventilation shafts augment
the train piston action during normal operations and provide the primary means of limiting high tunnel
temperatures when the train piston-action-induced airflows are not present. In emergencies, the
ventilation systems can be operated for smoke control and discharge, and augmented through remote
overriding fan controls. Under the approved Transbay Program, ventilation shafts would be located at
each end of the Transit Center and one ventilation shaft would be located at the Fourth and Townsend
Street Station.

Emergency Shafts and Exits. The TIPA will comply with and implement National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA) Standard 130, which requires emergency or exit shafts to the surface at least every
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2,500 feet. Where practical, the ventilation shafts may include emergency stairways, enabling ventilation
and emergency shafts to be co-located. The No Action Alternative includes emergency shafts at each end
of the Transit Center, at Second and Brannan Streets, and at Second and Howard Streets. The shafts are
proposed to be constructed as part of the cut-and-cover or tunnel construction, as applicable.

Emergency Generators. A diesel-powered emergency generator will be located at the ventilation shafts
to operate critical functions (e.g., emergency lighting, fans). The generators need to be tested, typically at
1-month intervals, so noise mitigation will be provided.

Operating Plan / Service Assumptions

The 2004 FEIS/EIR has a future horizon year of 2020. At the time the 2004 FEIS/EIR was prepared, it
was assumed that Caltrain would operate 132 daily trains in 2020, including 34 trains in both directions
for the 3-hour AM period and another 34 trains for the 3-hour PM period.

The HSR service assumptions were updated in 2010 as part of the FRA reevaluation. The service
assumptions were equivalent to approximately 8 trains per hour into and from the Transit Center during
the morning and evening peak periods of 3 hours each, and approximately 6 trains per hour into and from
the Transit Center during the remaining 10 off-peak hours of operation.

Both Caltrain and the California High-Speed Rail Authority have since issued documents that provide
updated service plans and ridership forecasts, including the Caltrain Peninsula Corridor Electrification
Project (PCEP) EIR and the California High-Speed Rail Authority’s 2014 Business Plan (see additional
information in Section 2.3, Operations). The service assumptions continue to reflect a shared use by the
two operators (“blended” operations), as described in more detail in a memorandum of understanding
(MOQOU) between the operators of Caltrain and the HSR service (CHSRA 2012). To implement the blended
system approach, a number of upgrades would need to occur to accommodate the mixed traffic capacity
requirements of HSR and commuter services (CHSRA 2012). Two essential projects were identified for
an initial investment strategy that would provide the groundwork for the blended operations to progress,
the Corridor Electrification Infrastructure Project and Advanced Signal System. The MOU identified and
adopted funding plans to move these two essential projects that are needed to secure the benefits of the
blended system forward, and required CHSRA to reflect the MOU in its 2012 Business Plan.

The blended system envisions up to 10 trains per peak hour per direction to and from San Francisco. The
10 trains per peak hour for the blended operations assume a service level of six Caltrain trains per peak
hour per direction (tpph/d) and four HSR tpph/d. More precise numbers of Caltrain or HSR trains that
could proceed all the way to the Transit Center, and the associated ridership, would be determined in the
future, based on the final platform and track design at the Transit Center and the service plans of the
operators.

Other Transportation System Improvements

In addition to the Transit Center and the DTX, other transportation improvements were previously
approved as part of the Transbay Program. Key elements of the No Action Alternative are identified
below (see also Figure 2-1).

Underground Pedestrian Connector

The No Action Alternative includes a pedestrian connection under Fremont Street from the Lower
Concourse level of the Transit Center to the Embarcadero BART/Muni Metro Station along Market
Street. The underground pedestrian connector will be approximately 800 feet long.
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Off-Site Bus Storage

AC Transit bus storage will be provided at-grade under the Bay Bridge approaches between Second and
Third Streets. Access to the storage area will be via Fourth Street and a two-way “storage link” that will
connect with the Transit Center bus ramps. A neighboring Golden Gate Transit bus storage facility will
also be located under the Bay Bridge approaches between Third and Fourth Streets. Evening and weekend
use of the Golden Gate Transit lot is recognized as a possibility, but no such consideration is made for the
AC Transit lot.

Greyhound Service and Other Private Operators

The originally approved Transit Center plans accommodated Greyhound and other private bus operators
on an upper-level bus deck 60 feet above street level; a second bus deck was proposed for AC Transit.
This was subsequently revised in 2006 as part of the First Addendum, when Greyhound operations were
relocated to the Lower Concourse level, which will be constructed one level below the street level and
one level above the train platforms. Other bus operators that were proposed for the upper-level bus deck
will be consolidated on the AC Transit level, now referred to as the Bus Deck level, above the Ground
level and below the City Park.

Street Modifications

To accommodate increased vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle activity and enhance access to the Transit
Center and regional connections, the previously approved plans identify a number of revisions to the local
streets serving the Transbay Program. Relevant modifications (particularly travel lane configurations)
identified in the TCDP that relate to or will be affected by the Transbay Program are listed below and
shown in Figure 2-4.

*= Remove parking and loading lanes on both sides of Mission Street.

= Convert Howard Street to two-way operations between Fremont Street to New Montgomery
Street, between Main and Fremont Streets, and between First and Second Streets.

= Remove one automobile travel lane and one parking lane on Howard Street between Second and
Third Streets.

= Convert Folsom Street to two-way operations from Fremont Street to Second Street.

= Remove one automobile travel lane and one parking lane on Folsom Street west of Second Street,
and continue one-way operations.

= Remove one automobile travel lane and one parking/loading lane on Hawthorne Street between
Howard and Folsom Streets.

= Eliminate parking and loading on the east side of New Montgomery Street between Market and
Howard Streets.

= Convert Second Street between Market and Harrison Streets to one vehicular travel lane and one
bicycle lane in each direction (eliminate one automobile travel lane in each direction).

=  Remove one automobile lane on Fremont Street between Market and Howard Streets and extend
existing transit-only lane south to Howard Street.
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Figure 2-4 Street Modification from the Transit Center District Plan and Transbay
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= Create new intersection on the east side of Fremont Street between Minna and Natoma Streets.

= Replace one southbound automobile travel lane along Beale Street between Market and Mission
Street with a transit-only lane. Beale Street remains one-way in the southbound direction.

= Remove one automobile lane between Market and Folsom Streets on Main and Spear Streets.
= Convert Spear Street to two-way operations, with one lane in each direction.
= Permanently close Shaw Alley to vehicles and design as pedestrian-only space.

= Convert Minna Street from one-way westbound to one-way eastbound between First and Second
Streets.

= Convert Natoma Street from Second Street east to midway between First and Second Streets to
pedestrian access and emergency vehicles only, with a potential exception for delivery vehicles
during certain non-peak periods. To the east, convert Natoma Street to two-way traffic from First
Street to approximately 250 feet west of First Street.

Land Use Planning and Development

The intent of the TCDP is to plan for increased building densities and heights in a 145-acre area roughly
bounded by Market Street, The Embarcadero, Folsom Street, and Hawthorne Street (see Figure 2-5) to
help support the new Transit Center and to leverage the increased growth to generate substantial new
revenues to help fund the full Transit Center project. The TCDP area includes most of the area covered by
the Redevelopment Plan component of the Transbay Program. The TCDP was approved by the City on
August 8, 2012. The TCDP establishes new planning policies and controls for land use; urban form,
including building height and design; street network modifications/public realm improvements; historic
preservation; and district sustainability, including enhancement of green building standards, among other
features. The TCDP also allows for height-limit increases in subareas composed of multiple parcels or
blocks within the TCDP area. The revised land use controls allows 6.35 additional million square feet of
office space, 1,000 additional hotel rooms, 86,000 additional square feet of retail, and 1,300 additional
residential units. With respect to the Transbay Program, the TCDP modified the land use controls on
several blocks covered by the redevelopment portion of the LPA.

Summary of the No Action Alternative

The approved Transbay Program, which is the No Action Alternative for this SEIS/EIR, is summarized in
Table 2-2.

2.2.2 Proposed Project

Subsequent to the Transbay Program evaluated in the 2004 FEIS/EIR and addenda (through 2011),
additional changes that fall within three categories have been proposed: refinements to the DTX, other
transportation improvements, and land development on certain sites not fully used for the proposed
transportation facility (as explained previously, the first two sets of changes related to transportation
comprise the proposed project for NEPA purposes, and all of the identified changes, including the land
development proposals, comprise the proposed project for CEQA purposes). For purposes of CEQA, the
City of San Francisco has requested that the TIPA evaluate the future land development at a conceptual
level in this SEIS/EIR since any such development would occur on property currently controlled by the
TJPA. Subsequently, after the TIPA sells the portion of the property not needed for the transportation
improvements, any development approvals for the portion that is sold would be governed by the City of San
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Francisco’s development entitlement and permitting processes, and the City would be the lead agency for
the CEQA review. Since the land development component is a part of the proposed project only for CEQA
purposes, the FTA has no responsibility under NEPA for CEQA compliance by either the TJPA at this stage
or the City when development may occur. These components are summarized in Table 2-3 and shown in
Figure 2-6. Some of the components were previously analyzed in the 2004 FEIS/EIR and addenda
(described in Section 2.1.2, Approved Modifications to the Transbay Program); however, specific locations
and features of the vent shafts/emergency exits, for example, have been defined and updated since that time
and can now be evaluated in this SEIS/EIR.

The proposed project would not change the operating plan of the DTX or Transit Center. Operations
would remain the same as under the No Action Alternative, most recently updated in the 2010
reevaluation by the FRA.

DTX Refinements

There are seven proposed refinements to the DTX under the proposed project. They involve modification
of the throat structure, extension of the underground levels of the Transit Center train box from Beale
Street eastward to Main Street, realignment of the underground Fourth and Townsend Street Station,
construction of vent structures at specific locations, modifications at the Caltrain railyard at the western
end of the proposed project limits, installation of rock dowels in conjunction with construction of the
mined tunnel segment, and additional trackwork south of the Caltrain railyard.
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2 Project Alternatives

Environmental Review

Table 2-2

Chronology and Summary of the No Action Alternative (Approved Transbay Program)

Approved 2004 Transbay Program

Refinements to the Transit Center Component of the 2004 Transbay Program

Refinements to the DTX Component of the 2004 Transbay Program

2004 Transbay Terminal/Caltrain New Transit Center at First and Mission Streets and a Temporary Terminal |N/A N/A
Downtown Extension/Redevelopment during construction
Project FEIS/EIR Underground extension (Downtown Rail Extension or “DTX”) from current
terminus at Fourth and King Streets to a new underground terminus in the
basement of the Transit Center
Adoption of the Redevelopment Plan for the Transbay Program project area
2006 First Addendum 109 feet to the roof height and 156 feet to the top of the cone-shaped roof  |Refinements to the Transit Center component: N/A
element e Reduction in the building height and size to be determined in final design
Top level width at 165 feet e Reduction in height that results in eliminating the top bus level originally planned
Lower Concourse and Ground level widths at 165 feet to serve Greyhound and other carriers; AC Transit level will become the
Two-level, stacked bus ramp reaching a height of 60 feet above street level bmldlng s top Ievel;. suburban and charter pus operation displaced from the upper
Grid of 1.000 piles t ¢ the Transit Center struct level will be consolidated on the AC Transit level
rid of 1, iles to support the Transit Center structure .
All Transit C pt PP stob ructed simult i o Top level width reduced from 165 to 155 feet
ransit Center components to be constructed simultaneously in one .
phase P y e Lower Concourse and Ground level widths reduced from 165 feet to 110 feet

o Relocation of Greyhound operations to the train mezzanine level (Lower
Concourse)

e Elimination of one level of bus ramp; resulting single-level bus ramp will be 40
feet above street level

e Improvements in public access and pedestrian circulation at Ground level

e Use of a temporary Greyhound boarding area prior to construction of the
permanent boarding facility in Phase 2

e Use of a reduced number of piles for construction of the Transit Center (125
caissons to support the above-grade Transit Center, substituting for the 1,000 piles
in the original LPA)

e Transit Center construction to be split into two stages: (1) complete above-grade
portion of the building and provide the structural supports, and (2) complete the
underground train station and mezzanine level

2007 Second Addendum No design provisions to allow for future construction of a N/A e Design provisions to allow future construction of a

Townsend/Embarcadero/Main Loop

Three-track lead on the surface leading to the DTX tunnel system and
merging into two tracks under the Fourth and Townsend Street Station

Underground rail car storage within the existing Caltrain rail storage yard

No design provisions to allow for future connection to the cut-and-cover
tunnel on Townsend Street

Townsend/Embarcadero/Main Loop and delay in construction of tail tracks
on Main Street pending outcome of future rail planning studies to
accommodate HSR

e Reduction in elements or rearrangement of the DTX component:

- Two-track lead on the surface and below-ground leading to the DTX
tunnel system just before the underground Fourth and Townsend Street
Station

- Three tracks beginning at the underground Fourth and Townsend Street
Station and continuing to the throat section approaching the Transit
Center where the three-track system splays to six tracks to
accommodate the six platform berthing locations within the station

- At-grade rail car storage within the existing Caltrain rail storage yard

- Design provisions to allow for a future connection to the cut-and-cover
tunnel on Townsend Street to facilitate construction of future system
capacity for Caltrain and HSR, and capable of accommodating
construction of the Townsend/Embarcadero/Main Loop

- Delay in construction of tail tracks
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Table 2-2

Chronology and Summary of the No Action Alternative (Approved Transbay Program)

Environmental Review Approved 2004 Transbay Program Refinements to the Transit Center Component of the 2004 Transbay Program Refinements to the DTX Component of the 2004 Transbay Program
2008 Third Addendum e Partial acquisition of 546 Howard Street e Full acquisition of 546 Howard Street N/A
2008 Fourth Addendum e Two temporary surface terminals: on Folsom Street between Fremont and |e Consolidation of Temporary Terminal facilities on a single block, bounded by N/A
Beale Streets for Greyhound buses, and on block bounded by Beale, Folsom, Main, Howard, and Beale Streets

Howard, Main, and Folsom Streets for AC Transit buses  Incorporation of boarding facilities and passenger waiting areas for Greyhound
e Facilities and passenger waiting areas for Greyhound and AC Transit bus and AC Transit bus services into the interior of the block

services at perimeter of the blocks o Reconfiguration of the boarding and staging areas for the other bus operators
e Golden Gate Transit allocated three bays on the curb with an additional four around the perimeter of the block and adjacent blocks

to five layover spaces on the north side of Folsom Street between Fremont — SamTrans and Golden Gate Transit have separate staging areas on the east

and Beale Streets side of Main Street with shared boarding area/passenger shelter on sidewalk
e SamTrans express to operate via Mission, Beale, Folsom, and Main Streets along Main Street near Howard Street

to an endpoint at Beale Street between Howard and Folsom Street or on —  Muni allotted stops along the east side of Main Street north of Howard Street

Main Street between Folsom and Howard Streets and the west side of Beale Street, and a boarding island on Beale Street just
e Muni located on the curbs surrounding the temporary terminal block south of Howard Street; Muni shares the west side of Beale Street with

carpool pick-up

e Modifications to the bus lane configuration on the surrounding street that include
(1) adding eastbound bus lanes on Howard Street, (2) modifying bus lanes on
Beale Street to allow travel in both southbound and northbound directions
between Howard and Folsom Streets, and (3) redesigning Beale Street
immediately north of Howard Street to accommodate two bus lanes on the east
side of the street and one lane on the west side with traffic confined to the two
center lanes

2009 Fifth Addendum ¢ No above-ground outer wall basket structures e Addition of above-ground outer wall basket structures N/A
e No pedestrian bridge over Beale Street e Possible addition of a pedestrian bridge over Beale Street

o Vacate additional public right-of-way for areas that need to be occupied by the
Transit Center because of these minor changes in design:

- Air space for the Transit Center outer wall basket structures over Minna,
Natoma, and Beale Streets

- Air space for the proposed pedestrian bridge over Beale Street

- Air space for the Transit Center bus deck bridges over First and Fremont
Streets

- Below-ground for the train boxes under Minna, Natoma, First, and Fremont
Streets

- Air space for the bus ramps connecting the Transit Center to Interstate 80
where the bus ramps cross over Natoma, Howard, Tehama, Clementina,
Folsom, First, and Harrison Streets

2011 Sixth Addendum e Program-level evaluation of bus ramps because project specifics could not |e Cable-stayed ramp connecting the bus ramps with the Transit Center N/A

be identified in advance of project-level design o Widening the existing 12-foot-wide, single-lane bus exit off the Fremont Street
ramp from westbound Interstate 80 by an additional 12 feet

e Modifying the bus ramp footprint on the western side of the Transit Center
2010 2004 FEIS/EIR Reevaluation e 1,500 feet long by 190 feet wide train box e Update analysis associated with slightly widened train box (by approximately 18 |N/A

o Based on 2020 HSR ridership projections to 25 feet)
e Update HSR ridership projections based on 2009 projections from CHSRA, which
extend to 2035

e Update financial analysis
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Table 2-3

Proposed Project Components

DTX Refinements

Modification of widened throat structure entering the west side of the below-grade levels of the Transit Center and related
property acquisitions to accommodate HSR trains and to reduce track and wheel maintenance and noise from wheel squeal.

Extension of the underground levels of the Transit Center (the train box) eastward to Main Street to accommodate 400-meter,
fully tangent platforms for HSR service. Level boarding is planned for the Transit Center; details regarding platform height
are under discussion among TJPA, Caltrain, and HSR and would be determined outside the environmental process.
Implementation of the extended train box would require demolition of the back (south portion) of the 201 Mission Street
office tower and the relocation of existing above- and below-grade facilities of that building.

Realignment and lowering the profile of the underground Fourth and Townsend Street Station, adding a mezzanine at the
station, and lengthening the tunnel.

Construction of vent structures (emergency ventilation/smoke evacuation structures co-located with emergency tunnel exits)
at both ends of the underground Caltrain Fourth and Townsend Street Station, at Third and Townsend Streets, at the
southeastern corner of Second and Harrison Streets, and at both ends of the train box in the Transit Center. Also, construction
of two exhaust fans at the west end of the Transit Center adjacent to the proposed vent structure and extending from below up
to the street level. This refinement includes both new facilities not previously evaluated as well as facilities that have been
relocated from the sites previously evaluated.

Minor relocation of lead tracks to the railyard to maintain access to the current Fourth and King Street Station and enable
construction of a below-grade tunnel stub box under the already approved U-wall to expedite future arrival of below-grade
Caltrain and HSR.

Preservation of six at-grade platforms (12 tracks) at the Caltrain railyard as currently configured, rather than three at-grade
platforms (six tracks) in the southern portion of the railyard.

Installation of rock “dowels” primarily along Second Street during construction of the mined tunnel to reduce ground
movements around the tunnel and protect adjacent properties. This component may require underground easements.

Additional trackwork south of the railyard (a turnback track and maintenance of way (MOW) storage track) within the
existing Caltrain right-of-way between Hooper Street and Mariposa Street, immediately east of Seventh Street.

Other Transportation System Improvements

An intercity bus facility to provide regional and airport bus and shuttle services above the train box extension between Beale
and Main Streets. The intercity bus facility would serve Amtrak and private bus operators such as Greyhound.

Taxi staging area at curbside along portions of Minna, Natoma, and Main Streets.
A bicycle/controlled vehicle ramp from Howard Street north to the Transit Center and below-grade bicycle facilities.

Use of the AC Transit bus storage facility on Third Street between Perry and Stillman Streets for special event and nighttime
public parking.

An alternative replacement alignment in Beale Street for an Embarcadero BART/Muni Metro underground pedestrian
connector to the Embarcadero Station.

Adjacent Land Development under CEQA*

Above the intercity bus facility, two floors of office, totaling 45,000 square feet, or 128 residential units.

At the vent structure site at 701 Third Street (at Townsend Street), 76,000 square feet of mixed uses, consisting of a 4,000-
square-foot restaurant and either 72,000 square feet of office or 72 residential units. At the alternate site at the northeast
corner of Third and Townsend Streets, 72,000 square feet of professional offices or other commercial space consistent with
City zoning regulations.

Note:
* The adjacent land development is not under FTA’s jurisdiction, and, thus, it is not considered to be part of the NEPA action.

Under NEPA, future development of these sites to include additional land uses besides the transportation improvements is
considered a secondary or indirect effect. The adjacent land development has been included in this table, because it is part of
the CEQA project description.

Source: Compiled by TIPA and AECOM in 2013
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Figure 2-6 Proposed Project Components [Refinements to the Approved Transbay

Program]
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Widened Throat Structure

The proposed project would widen the throat structure on the northeast side of the DTX alignment
entering the west side of the Transit Center (TJPA 2011a). The previously approved throat structure at the
southwest corner of the Transit Center occupies 64,610 square feet. The proposed project would widen
the throat structure eastward and increase the footprint of the throat structure by 14,059 square feet, for a
total area of 78,669 square feet (see Figure 2-7). This increased area is proposed to comply with updated
design specifications that were released by the CHSRA in 2010 regarding track curvature and platform
design. The widened throat structure is needed to accommodate changes to the track curvature that is
desired to reduce track and wheel maintenance and noise from wheel squeal that can occur as trains travel
over tight curves. The proposed project would enable a minimum 650-foot curve radius, an increase from
the previously approved DTX track curve radii of 498 to 545 feet.

TRANSBAY TRANSIT CENTER

Natoma Street

Second Street

Previously Approved
Throat Structure

Howard Street

Proposed Widened
Throat Structure

Tehama Street

Clementina Street 2

Feet
o &0 120

Source: TIPA 2013b
Figure 2-7 Previously Approved and Proposed Widened Throat Structure

Extended Train Box

The proposed project would extend the underground levels of the Transit Center (train box) eastward into
Main Street to enable fully tangent tracks of 1,355 feet, at a minimum, for HSR trains. Caltrain, by
contrast, requires a minimum 800-foot platform length. The previously approved DTX train box
terminates at Beale Street. The proposed project would extend the Lower Concourse and Train Platform
levels by one block, from Beale Street to Main Street (Figure 2-8).

This extension makes the new design compatible with CHSRA design standards; the current approved
design would not satisfy these standards and, thus, would not enable HSR service (TJPA 2011a). As seen
in Figure 2-8, the HSR trains would occupy the four southerly tracks, and Caltrain would occupy the two
northerly tracks. Constructing the Transit Center train box extension would require removal of the above-
grade podium structure at 201 Mission Street. The shorter Caltrain tangent tracks and loading platform on
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the train box. ; £5 120

Source: TIPA 2012a
Figure 2-8 Previously Approved and Proposed Train Box

the north side of the train box would avoid conflicts with the foundations of the 201 Mission Street office
tower. Development of an intercity bus facility above the extended train box is discussed separately under
“Other Transportation Improvements,” below.

Realigned Fourth and Townsend Street Station

For the proposed project, the underground station at Fourth and Townsend Streets would be lowered and
realigned along and underneath Townsend Street, a mezzanine added, and the tunnel lengthened. The
realignment would shift the station slightly north from the previously approved DTX station plan and
profile, which is partially under the Caltrain railyard and partially under Townsend Street (see Figure 2-9a).
The realignment of the Fourth and Townsend Street Station as part of the proposed project would not affect the
use of the existing at-grade tracks and station area at Fourth and King Streets for an interim HSR terminal
station, if needed. The lowered profile (as shown in Figure 2-9b) would provide space for a mezzanine and
would reduce relocation impacts on the City’s combined sewer system.

This new alignment would incorporate the City’s desire to accommodate possible future development at the
existing railyard, improve Caltrain operations to the Transit Center, and enhance passenger orientation and
wayfinding. The City is exploring the potential for either reconfiguring or replacing the existing Fourth and
King Street Station, to allow potential redevelopment of the site for housing and employment in the area. The
City’s ongoing study, entitled the Railyard Alternatives and 1-280 Boulevard Feasibility Study, would evaluate
removing the end of the 1-280 freeway, extending Caltrain and HSR tracks underground, creating a surface
boulevard and allowing the reconnection of adjacent neighborhoods at the Fourth and King Street Station, and
potentially redeveloping the Fourth and King Street Station. At the time of this SEIS/EIR’s publication, the
City study has not been completed; a Phase | feasibility assessment of options is underway and Phase Il
alternatives development is planned. Significant discussion is needed to determine the feasibility and potential
design and removal of 1-280 and construction of the high-speed rail network before the project’s effects on the
transportation system in Mission Bay can be understood. Funding has not been secured to study options
beyond a Phase Il alternatives development, or to undertake or implement any aspect of this project; thus the
project is speculative and not reasonably foreseeable (SF OCII 2015). As a result, any future development at
this site remains at the conceptual planning phase, is not included in any adopted plan, and would be the
subject of separate environmental review by Caltrain or the City and County of San Francisco, as appropriate.
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Figure 2-9a Realigned Fourth and Townsend Street Station — Plan and Profile
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Figure 2-9b Realigned Fourth and Townsend Street Station — Cross Section

Vent Structures

Construction of the DTX would require installation of emergency ventilation/smoke evacuation structures co-
located with emergency tunnel exits when possible (collectively referred to as vent structures). As described in
the introduction to Section 2.2.1, the 2004 FEIS/EIR evaluated potential impacts from ventilation shafts and
emergency exit shafts; however, the locations changed as the design advanced. Under the proposed project,
specific locations and detailed engineering of these emergency structures have been identified as follows:

= Realigned underground Fourth and Townsend Street Station — one at the west end of the station at
Fifth Street on the south side of Townsend Street and one at the east end of the station at Fourth Street
on the south side of the Townsend Street. Each of these vent shafts would extend approximately 35
feet above street level. One vent shaft was proposed as part of the approved Transbay Program; the
second vent shaft would be needed because of the proposed change to the station profile.

= Third and Townsend Streets — this vent structure would be sited in the northeast quadrant of a
13,750-square-foot parcel at 701 Third Street; an alternate location across Townsend Street at 699
Third Street and 180 Townsend Street is also under consideration. An approximately two-story
structure (about 18 feet tall), occupying a footprint of approximately 3,600 square feet, would
front onto Townsend Street under the 701 Third Street site option and would be set back away
from Townsend in the northeast portion of the 699 Third Street site option. An exhaust air shaft,
an intake air shaft, and the vent shaft would all extend upward from the roof of the two-story
structure. The air shafts would be approximately 35 feet above street level, and the vent shaft
would be approximately 105 feet above the street level for the 701 Third Street site option and
approximately 95 feet above street level for the 699 Third Street site option.
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= Second and Harrison Streets — this vent structure would be sited in the southwestern portion of
this 13,750-square-foot parcel at the corner of Second and Harrison Streets. An approximately
two-story structure (approximately 18 feet tall), occupying a footprint of approximately 3,600
square feet, would front onto Second Street. The vent shaft would extend upward from the roof of
this structure to approximately 101 feet above the street level.

= Transit Center — at the west end of the train box, a ventilation structure, including two vent shafts
and a cooling tower, would be constructed. This shaft, approximately 14 feet in diameter, would
be a minimum of 12 feet tall above street level, depending on whether it would be integrated with
future land development at this site. Two additional vents for exhaust fans, immediately east of
the cooling tower under construction, would be needed for the DTX operations. These exhaust
fans would be constructed to street level and covered until needed. When DTX service
commences, these exhaust fans would be uncovered and become operational. They would not
protrude above the street level. All three of these new vent structures would be located within the
footprint of the train box that was previously cleared in the 2004 FEIS/EIR.

A fourth vent structure would be constructed at the east end of the Transit Center in the vicinity
of Natoma and Main Streets. This facility, including the emergency exits, would be integrated
into the design of the proposed intercity bus facility (see below under “Other Transportation
Improvements” for additional information). The vent shaft and emergency exits would be within
the building envelope of the bus facility that would be 40 feet above street level and located along
the wing of the building along Main Street.

Each of the vent structures would contain a shaft, electrical room, fan room, emergency generator, and
stairway, which would tie into the DTX tunnel. Figures 2-10a, 2-10b, 2-11a and 2-11b depict the plans
and cross sections of the ventilation shaft/emergency structures at the Third and Townsend Streets and
Second and Harrison Streets, respectively. The vent structures would serve to exchange air, moving fresh
air underground and removing stale air. In the event of an emergency such as a fire, the reversible fans
would enable smoke to be removed from underground facilities; passengers would be evacuated from the
tunnel via the emergency structure stairways. According to the DTX Design Criteria, above-grade vent
structure exteriors may require specific design features such as contextual materials to be compatible with
new development or existing adjacent buildings. The street-level design and appearance of ventilation
structures would be coordinated with the City of San Francisco Planning Department.

A number of technical requirements govern the location and placement of the above-ground vent shafts
and louvers located within the shafts. Key requirements from the NFPA, the California Mechanical Code,
and the DTX Design Criteria are as follows:

= Sufficient exit capacity must be provided to permit the evacuation of station occupants from
platforms in 4 minutes or less.

= Evacuation also must be provided from the most remote point on a platform to a point of safety in
6 minutes or less.

= A maximum of 2,500 foot spacing between emergency or exit shafts to the surface.

= Qutside air exhaust/intake openings shall be located at least 10 feet from lot lines or buildings on
the same lot.

= Louvers shall be at least 10 feet above-grade or the sidewalk level.
= Qutdoor intakes shall be located at least 25 feet from exhaust outlets.
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Figure 2-10b Vent Structure at 701 Third Street — Cross Section
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The vent structures would be designed to comply with and allow implementation of the NFPA 130
standards, the California Mechanical Code, the DTX Design Criteria, and TIPA assessments of risk and
vulnerability from various threats.

Tunnel Stub Box

The proposed project would involve modifications at the west end of the railyard located south of
Townsend Street between Sixth and Seventh Streets (Figure 2-6 and Figures 2-12a and 2-12b). The
refinements would construct a below-grade train box segment at the west end of the railyard beneath the
already approved U-wall to expedite future below-grade Caltrain and HSR service, and to preserve future
options regarding grade separations.

As shown in blue in Figure 2-12a, a retained cut/U-wall is already approved as part of the Transbay
Program to transition trains travelling at-grade to the lower elevation of the below-grade station at Fourth
and Townsend Streets. A possible future connection from a tunnel from the south to the underground
Fourth and Townsend Street Station is being considered by the TJPA and its regional partners. This
would require constructing a new train box segment (36 to 48 feet wide) under the U-wall to expedite
future Caltrain and HSR service (see cross sections in Figures 2-12b). Some depth would be added for
construction of the U-wall area, but would otherwise not change DTX construction. The additional
underground construction beyond the horizontal limits of the retained cut/U-wall already proposed is
shown in red in Figure 2-12a. When grade-separated intersections farther south on the Caltrain alignment
(a separate project not part of the proposed project) are constructed, the upper deck of the U-wall portion
could be demolished and the lower train-box level could be outfitted with tracks, signaling, and other
required elements. The tunnel stub box would not preclude service to existing Caltrain stations.

Rock Dowels

Construction of the mined tunnel from the Townsend Street curvature and along Second Street would
require installation of rock dowels to temporarily support the tunnel (see Figure 2-13). Rock dowels are
high-strength steel reinforcing bars installed into holes drilled around tunnel perimeters and grouted into
place with non-shrink grout (i.e., cement, water, and additives). After the grout sets up or hardens, the
dowels can be tensioned to support the rock mass around the tunnel. In addition, the dowels are able to
stabilize blocks of rock around the tunnel that might fall out into the tunnel if no support is provided.
Providing such support elements would reduce ground movements around the tunnel and protect adjacent
properties affected by creation of the tunnel opening. The rock dowels could extend beyond the public
right-of-way and, thus may require easements from property owners on either side of the tunnel. The need
for easements from adjacent property owners was not identified as part of the project in the 2004
FEIS/EIR or subsequent addenda. Because of the depth of the DTX tunnel (60 to 100 feet below the
surface), no conflicts are anticipated to occur between the rock dowels and the foundations or basements
of adjacent buildings.

Additional Trackwork South of the Railyard

The proposed project would include additional trackwork in the existing Caltrain right-of-way, south of
Caltrain railyard and along Seventh Street (see Figure 2-14). The first improvement would be a turnback
track, which would be required for Caltrain to move trains between the Caltrain railyard and the Transbay
Transit Center when not in use or when maintenance is required. Trains would be moved to the Caltrain
railyard, and the turnback track would be needed for this movement. The turnback track would be
constructed at-grade on the east side of the existing mainline tracks from Hubbell Street on the north,
extending southward for approximately 1,400 feet under the elevated Interstate 280 freeway across 16th
Street, and terminating at Mariposa Street. Trains from the Caltrain railyard would travel south along the
track lead, onto the mainline track, and onto the turnback track (at Hubbell Street). Trains would continue

Page 2-30 December 2015



2 Project Alternatives

Transbay Joint Powers Authority

Transbay Transit Center Supplemental EIS/EIR

340¥d

FUNLINYLS TV ONINIVLIY ® 1TVW-N ILYAITOSNOD ——

(S¥3IHLO AQ) (39V1S TINNNL NOILYHYdIS 3avED) —= == JUNLONYLS HIA0DFLND
_ TINNNL NOILYHYA3S 3avHO FdnLnd SHOVHL Z % | SOIHVYNIOS Tivy 40 dOL |/| 39VLS 103roYd X10 d3A0¥ddY
—— e e e, e, e, ,—, e, —————— — h R S — —-
I R _ B
T ——— e s e P e P P~ S . A T S S e rre——— .
(SMOVHL ._..Uw,_,.uw_a X10 Q3A0HddY) M TANNNL H3A0D (LO3roYd X140 a3A0HddY)
¥H 40 dOL - ANNOHD ONILSIX3 2 110 40 dOL TIVM-N ANVHOJNAL
FIYWIXOHddY
_m_mj._.O:m._.w TIVM ONINIVLIY B TIVM-N Im_n_OS_m_n__|
_mmu(._.w TINNNL NOILVHYdAS 3AVHO m_w__-Z.D..__
xog
qnig jauuny pasodoud
08 oy ] NV 1d
199
< TIVM ANVHOdINIL r

S)oeJ] [duuny
uonesedag

apelis ainjn4

=

S0 3 R
| B

¥ "‘.ﬂll
-
-

g UoIasS-SS0ID

3OVLS 103rodd
\ X103 a3A0dddY
SHOVHL X1d 1IVA-N
_— WIY3LNI 40 $3903

\/

v uopoas-ssoiny —<

-
®
%
%
3
°

QHVATIVYH NIVYHLTVO ONLLSIX3

Source: TIPA 2013c

Figure 2-12a Tunnel Stub Box at Caltrain Railyard — Plan and Profile
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Figure 2-14 Additional Trackwork South of the Railyard

along the turnback track, crossing 16th Street at-grade, until Mariposa Street. Trains then would proceed
north, back along the turnback track and would transition onto the mainline heading towards the Transit
Center. The same movements would be followed in reverse to move trains from the Transit Center to the
Caltrain railyard.

The second track improvement is an MOW storage track. This track would be constructed on the west
side of the main tracks from Hooper Street on the north and would extend southward to Daggett Street for
approximately 850 feet. The MOW storage track would be used for equipment storage, needed for
railway maintenance.

Construction of the turnback track and MOW storage track is expected to occur after the PCEP, which is
scheduled for implementation in 2020/2021, and would require: (1) relocation of the PCEP overhead
catenary system (OCS) along the main tracks and modifications to specialty trackwork elements, such as
control points, switches, and signals, and (2) avoiding interference between the 600-volt direct current
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OCS for the electric trolley buses (ETB) at 16th Street and the 25 kVA alternating current OCS for the
proposed project and the PCEP. TJPA has committed to pay for these modifications.

Operating plans for Caltrain service to the Transit Center still are being defined, and will vary based on
service levels and overnight train storage assumptions at the Transit Center. Consistent with the Caltrain
peak hour service levels analyzed in the cumulative conditions in the PCEP EIR (Peninsula Corridor Joint
Powers Board 2015), the turnback track could be used between 10 to 40 crossings per day over 16th
Street. Because the trains would be moved to the Transit Center for the first runs from the Transit Center
and to the railyard for storage and/or maintenance after a run, few of the at-grade crossings along the
turnback track are expected during the AM and PM peak periods (7 a.m. to 9 a.m. and 4 p.m. to 6 p.m.).
The total time to move trains between the Caltrain railyard and the below-grade station at Fourth and
Townsend is estimated to be approximately 10 minutes. Trains would cross 16th Street at-grade as they
do currently for routine revenue service. During each crossing, the crossing gate at 16th Street would be
lowered for 70 seconds (60 seconds for the train to cross and 10 seconds to raise and lower the crossing
gate) to move the train to the end of the turnback track, and another 70 seconds to move the train north,
back toward the mainline).

As part of this proposed project component, related modifications to the roadway configuration and
signals along 16th Street in the vicinity of Seventh Street and the Caltrain right-of-way, may be necessary
based on coordination and approval from the City and the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)
pursuant to General Order 164. The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) is
proposing to re-route the 22 Fillmore electric trolley buses (ETB) from their current route, which crosses
over the Caltrain right-of-way at 18th Street, to an at-grade crossing at 16th Street. TIPA, in cooperation
with the Caltrain Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board and SFMTA and subject to CPUC approval,
would modify, as necessary, the technical solution implemented by Caltrain for the PCEP to allow
operation of both the ETB at the 16th Street crossing and Caltrain along the turnback track.

Other transportation system improvements included as part of the proposed project involve modifications
to pedestrian, bicycle, and bus facilities, described below.

Other Transportation System Improvements

Intercity Bus Facility

As part of the proposed project, after the extended underground train box for the Transit Center is
complete, an intercity bus facility would be constructed above the train box to accommaodate regional and
long-haul bus operators, such as Greyhound and Amtrak (see Figure 2-15). Amtrak is expected to shift its
Ferry Building stop to the intercity bus facility. Located behind the 201 Mission Street building (south
side), the intercity bus facility would be two levels above-grade (nearly 40 feet), with the ground floor
serving passengers loading and unloading from the buses and administrative offices, and an above-ground
level accommodating mechanical equipment and additional administrative offices for intercity bus facility
service providers.

The intercity bus facility would accommodate shuttle services and bus operations, and would expand and
enhance the Transit Center’s inter- and intra-regional transit linkages by connecting into the two below-
ground levels of the Transit Center (see Figure 2-15).

The level of activity, in terms of the number of shuttles and taxis, would be a function of the train and bus
operations. The proposed intercity bus facility would provide ten berths for buses.
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Figure 2-15 Intercity Bus Facility Levels 1 and 2 — Plan and Profile
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Taxi Staging Area
Taxi pick-up/staging would occur at Ground level at the following locations (see Figure 2-16):

= Along the south side of Minna Street between First and Second Streets, providing taxi service to
passengers as they exit from elevators and escalators near the Shaw Alley entrance, the elevators
located near First Street, and from the Grand Hall.

= Along the north side of New Natoma Street between Beale and Main Streets and along the west
side of Main Street between Natoma and Howard Streets, with a pick-up area on the south side of
the intercity bus facility. This location would provide taxi services to passengers at the intercity
bus facility and persons exiting the Transit Center at Beale Street.

Bicycle/Controlled Vehicle Ramp and Below-Grade Bicycle Facilities

The proposed project calls for installation of a bicycle ramp and below-grade bicycle facilities. The
proposed bike ramp would reduce conflicts between bicycles, pedestrians, and vehicles. A separate
controlled vehicle ramp would also run parallel to the bike ramp to access the Lower Concourse level.
The vehicle ramp would be limited to a maximum speed of 15 miles per hour and would include speed
control measures. The proposed plan would include a 500-bicycle storage facility, with room to
potentially double this number to 1,000 bicycles. Bicycle storage is intended for all users of the Transit
Center, and would have sufficient capacity to accommodate demand from future HSR passengers
(Figure 2-17).

AC Transit Bus Storage Facility Parking

The AC Transit bus storage facility is bounded by Perry, Stillman, Second, and Third Streets, with bus
access from Perry Street (Figure 2-18). Currently, this facility can accommodate up to approximately
73 buses. Under the proposed project, the AC Transit bus storage is proposed to be publicly used for off-
hours/nighttime or event parking (e.g., nighttime sporting or special events) when not in use by AC
Transit for regular operations. The AC Transit bus storage facility would have two potential modes of
parking: 202 valet-parked spaces or 167 self-parked spaces. Because the valet option would result in more
traffic, this option is evaluated in this SEIS/EIR (see Figure 2-18). Construction and use of this site for an
AC Transit bus storage facility has already received environmental clearance and approval. No additional
construction activities would be necessary to use this facility for public parking during off-hours.

Circulation and ingress/egress to and from the facility is addressed in Section 3.2, Transportation, of this
SEIS/EIR.

BART/Muni Underground Pedestrian Connector

As described in Section 2.2.1, the 2004 FEIS/EIR evaluated a design option for a pedestrian connection
from the Lower Concourse level of the Transit Center and underneath Fremont Street to the Embarcadero
BART/Muni Metro Station. Subsequently, the TIPA undertook a study to evaluate alternative alignments
for an underground pedestrian connection between the Transit Center and either the Embarcadero
BART/Muni Metro Station or the Montgomery BART/Muni Metro Station.

The proposed project would include an underground pedestrian tunnel following Beale Street to provide
direct connection between the Embarcadero BART/Muni Metro Station and the Transit Center, as shown
in Figure 2-6. Figures 2-19a and 2-19b show the plan and cross-section views of this proposed project
component. This is a more direct connection and is possible because the train box is proposed to extend to
Beale Street.
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Figure 2-17 Bicycle and Controlled Vehicle Ramp and Below-Grade Bicycle Facilities
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Figure 2-18 AC Transit Bus Storage Facility — Nighttime and Event Valet Parking
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Based on preliminary engineering studies, it is anticipated that the envelope of the underground
pedestrian connector would be approximately 860 feet long, 25 to 30 feet wide, and 20 feet high. It would
connect to the Lower Concourse level of the Transit Center. The pedestrian connector would pass
underneath Beale Street and connect with the Embarcadero BART/Muni Metro Station at Market Street.
The depth of the connector would vary along Beale Street from 8 to 30 feet. The connector would be at its
greatest depth of 30 feet below Mission Street to avoid major utility lines. According to estimates
prepared by the TJPA in 2012, projected daily use could be 13,350 transferring passengers and 33,500
neighborhood passengers. The TJPA would not construct the underground pedestrian connector until
station improvements are made at the EmbarcaderoBART/Muni Metro Station and can accommodate the
incoming passengers. Construction of the Beale Street pedestrian connector would be largely dependent
on BART, which must complete its Embarcadero Station capacity improvements study. In addition, the
connector would require a memorandum of understanding between BART and the TJPA regarding
security, maintenance, and project implementation/construction phasing responsibilities.

Adjacent Land Development under CEQA

Additional acquisitions and easements would be required to accommodate proposed project components
that were not sited as part of the approved Transbay Program. To the extent that TIPA would not require
use of the entire site for the proposed transportation facilities, these sites would offer additional
development potential at the vent structure sites and intercity bus facility. Because these sites would be
acquired by TJPA and would be part of the CEQA lead agency’s action, the potential future development
of the vent structure sites and intercity bus facility for uses other than transportation is part of the
proposed project subject to CEQA review. However, this adjacent land development would not be under
FTA’s jurisdiction, and therefore is not considered as part of the proposed NEPA action, but is evaluated
as a secondary or indirect effect under NEPA. The assumptions regarding the future potential
development are highly conceptual and only suggest possible land uses and development intensities
consistent with applicable City plans and zoning. As more detailed plans evolve for future development,
they may require additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA. Refer to Section 3.1.4, Differences
between CEQA and NEPA, for a further explanation of the difference in the treatment of adjacent land
development.

Future Development Associated With Vent Structure Sites

Development opportunities exist at two of the vent structure sites where the footprint for the proposed
ventilation shaft and emergency exit would not require use of the entire parcel:

= Third and Townsend Streets — At the preferred 701 Third Street site, 76,000 square feet of new
development would potentially be feasible following construction of the vent structure. City
zoning regulations allow a mix of uses at this site, including retail, office, and housing. Although
no specific development program has been established, it has been assumed that a 4,000-square-
foot restaurant and either 72,000 square feet of office space or residential development (72 units)
up to 105 feet tall could be built adjacent to the vent structure. At the alternate site at 699 Third
Street and 180 Townsend Street, approximately 72,000 square feet of new development could be
constructed. City zoning regulations are designed to facilitate the expansion of existing general
commercial, manufacturing, home and business service, live/work use, arts uses, light industrial
activities, and small design professional office firms in structures up to 65 feet tall.

= Second and Harrison Streets — Development potential at this site was previously cleared as part of
the Redevelopment Plan portion of the Transbay Program. Under the full buildout scenario
described in the 2004 FEIS/EIR, this site could accommodate 121,500 square feet of new
residential development (approximately 101 dwelling units) and 8,680 square feet of retail uses.
The addition of the ventilation shaft/emergency exit at this site is not anticipated to alter the
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number of units or the retail floor area. Future site planning and design for the land development
portion of this site, and decisions regarding the appropriate housing type, could enable the
approved 101 dwelling units to be constructed. As a result, for purposes of this SEIS/EIR, no
change is proposed to the development program approved in 2004, and the evaluation of this site
is focused on the effects of adding a ventilation structure.

Future Development Associated with the Intercity Bus Facility

The TCDP promotes additional development around the Transit Center to encourage transit-supported
land uses and to reinforce the more intensive mixed uses that have changed the landscape of this area
south of Market Street. The proposed project creates development potential above the proposed intercity
bus facility located between Beale and Main Streets and along the new eastward extension of Natoma
Street. Zoning for this site is C-3-O (SD), which allows buildings up to 400 feet in height. However,
structures above the extended train box and intercity bus facility could not be developed to this height, in
part because of restrictions on the structural load that can be placed above the train box. In addition, new
development in this location would need to be designed to avoid casting shadows on City Park, the
Transit Center’s rooftop garden and park. To meet these considerations and the structural constraints of
the site, it is assumed that a 75-foot-tall building would be the maximum height that would be developed
on the proposed site, which would allow two additional levels developed above the intercity bus facility
(for a maximum of four stories above street level). Two floors above the intercity bus facility would yield
approximately 45,000 gross square feet. Two options are considered for this proposed project component:
all office space (assuming 45,000 square feet) or all residential development (assuming a single-room
occupancy development with a maximum of 350 square feet per unit, resulting in 128 housing units).

Construction Scenario and Activities

Overall Sequence and Timing

The timing and schedule for DTX is presented in Figure 2-20. This high-level overview identifies the
major phases of work leading to the commencement of train service to the Transit Center. The next major
phase will take approximately 3 years and involves completing the final design for DTX, which would
advance the current “Preliminary Engineering” designs. Construction would take approximately 7 years
and include initial work at the Caltrain railyard, demolition, and utility relocation; construction of the
tunnel and ventilation buildings; installation of trackwork and systems required to operate the facilities;
and final modifications at the Caltrain railyard. Testing and commissioning the system would occur
following construction of the DTX facilities and can be completed prior to the final changes at the
railyard (as illustrated in Figure 2-20).

Construction of the proposed project components would occur within the timeframe described above,
since the proposed project consists largely of refinements to DTX. The anticipated sequence for the
proposed project components is described below and shown in Table 2-4. The time frame and the phases
would be highly variable and would be defined at the discretion of the contractor. The information below
and shown in Table 2-4 is, therefore, only a conceptual overview of the construction schedule and
methods, based on similar transportation projects.

= During DTX Construction — Proposed project components that are needed for the DTX or serve
DTX operations, such as the widened throat structure, vent shafts, taxi staging area, and bicycle
and controlled vehicle ramp to the Lower Concourse, would be constructed as part of Phase 2 of
the Transbay Program. The vent structures were already anticipated as part of the construction
analysis in the 2004 FEIS/EIR. The ancillary facilities at the Transit Center and at the Fourth and
Townsend Street Station would be constructed as part of the stations, and the above-ground
portions of the vent structures would be incorporated as part of the DTX facilities. The vent

Page 2-41 December 2015



Transbay Joint Powers Authority 2 Project Alternatives
Transbay Transit Center Supplemental EIS/EIR

structures that are not part of the stations (i.e., those at Third and Townsend Streets and at Second
and Harrison Streets) were anticipated in different locations. Therefore, it is necessary to consider
potential site-specific effects, both construction and operational, for these facilities as part of this
SEIS/EIR. The timing of construction of these two non-station ventilation shafts would most
likely be around the time of commencement of the DTX construction project, because the
tunneling contractor would likely use these shafts to move and remove personnel, equipment, and
material.

The train box is already under construction as part of Phase 1. However, its extension to comply
with CHSRA standards would occur as part of Phase 2.

= Post-DTX Construction — The intercity bus facility could be constructed once the extended train
box is completed.

» Independent of DTX Construction — Nighttime and/or event parking at the AC Transit bus
storage facility could begin at any time and is not dependent on DTX construction. As stated
earlier, construction of the AC Transit bus storage facility has already been environmentally
cleared. The addition of nighttime/event parking for the public would not involve new
construction activities.

= Uncertain Timing, Pending Negotiations with Others — Some proposed project components,
such as the underground pedestrian connector to the Embarcadero BART/Muni Metro Station and
adjacent land development at the sites of the intercity bus facility and the vent structures, would
require participation of other entities in addition to the TJPA, including coordination with BART
and other agencies, property owners and developers, and agreements between the TIPA and other
entities. Therefore, the timing for construction of these proposed project components is uncertain.

Construction Staging

Construction staging areas would be needed for the proposed project. Primary staging areas would be
located in the three areas listed below and shown in Figure 2-2:

1. Vent structure site at 701 Third Street or the alternate site at the northeast corner of Third and
Townsend Streets

2. Vent structure site at Second and Harrison Streets

3. Throat structure area

Activities that would occur at these sites primarily include stockpiling of materials and storage of
equipment. It is expected that the contractor would rent local office space to use as a construction office.
Some equipment needed for cut-and-cover activities is heavy-duty machinery that requires adequate space
when standing still and additional space for turning and maneuvering.

Construction Activities

Each of the proposed project components would involve different structures and facilities, and, thus, the
duration of construction, the quantities of construction materials, and the types of construction equipment
would vary. However, the basic steps would generally be similar and are described below. Equipment
associated with each construction type is shown in Table 2-5. The construction crew would average
approximately 25 workers per day for each project component site. The total number of construction
workers would fluctuate greatly depending on the number of active concurrent project components. The
TJPA does not provide parking for construction workers. Public transportation and public parking
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Task Mame Duration Start Finish Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Yeard Yeard Year Year 7 Year 8 Yearg Year 10
a1lgzlas|osalatlozlozlodforlazlozlas|arlazloslcalarlazlazlcalar|azl|ozla4|arlazlaz|ad|arlazloslad|arlaz|asaslar|azlaz|as]all
Design 992 days 1114 1011917
Bid and Award Final Design 131 days 141414 74204 emsmmEEBid and Award Final Design
Final Design 551 days Ti3M4 8/11/16 Final Design
Geotechnical Instrumentation and Monitoring of Adjacent Properties 262 days 71314 7315 hnical Instrumentation and Monitoring of Adjacent Praperties
Third Party Utility Design/Permits 459 days 11114 10/5/15] ird Party Utility Design/Permits
Rail/Systems Final Design / Fabrication / Delivery 861 days 713114 10119117 P RailfSystems Final Design / Fabrication f Delivery
Preconstruction 1782 days 5/5M15 312f22 [ iy Preconstruction
Advanced Packages 297 days 12/3115 2177
A.101 Interim Caltrain Yard 281 days 11116 112717 @ A.101 Interim Caltrain Y ard
A.201 North of Howard Demolition 66 days 11116 4171186 A.201 North of Howard Demolition
A.202 South of Howard Demolition 66 days 21216 6/3/16 =5 A.202 Soyth of Howard Demolition
A.301 Utility Relocations: Second & Townsend 297 days 12/3115 2177 A.301 Utility Relocations: Second & Townsend
A.401 Ventilation Shaft Construction at 2nd St and 180 105 days 21186 6/24/116 W=y A.401 Ventilation Shaft Construction at 2nd St and 1-80
Civil Packages 1821 days 272017 2112724
C.101 Final Caltrain Yard 508 days 3322 212124 C.101 Final Caltrain Yahl S
C.201 Townsend St Cut & Cover Tunnel 1150 days 22017 7116/21 [ iy C.201 Townsend St Cut |& Cover Tunnel
C.301 Mined Tunnel 1080 days 5HBNT 6f24/21 = & C.301 Mined Tunnel
C.501 Ventilation Building at 2nd St & 1-80 226 days 8/20M9 6/30/20 ===y ©.501 Yentilation Building at 2nd St & 1-80
C.601 Ventilation and Emerg Exit Shaft off of Townsend 227 days 9MTNS 7/29/20 m C.601| Yentilation and erg Exit Shaft off of Townsend
Systems Packages 959 days 3618 11/5f21
$.101 Track, Systems & Finishes - Tunnel 419 days 383120 1145121 eeeesessesseeeeeaalyp $.101 Track, Systems & Finishes - Tunnel
8.201 Systems & Finishes - Building 790 days 3/6118 315621 —ll 8.201 Systems & Finishes - Building
Caltrain Electrical Available 0 days T8 7714186 & Caltrain Electrical Available
Testing & Commissioning 123 days THar1 1231521 Testing & Commissioning
Train Ops Odays 123121 12i31/21 Train Ops
Final DT Completion 0 days 212424 2012124 T Final DTX Completion &
Figure 2-20 Transbay Program DTX Schedule
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Table 2-4
Proposed Project Components Construction Schedule
Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10
Project Component QL Q2| Q3| Q4| QL | Q2Q3[0Q4|0Q1L|0Q2|QR3|Q4[0Q1L[Q2(0Q3|0Q4|10Q1]|Q2|Q3 Q4| 0Q10Q2|0Q3|Q4|101]|0Q2|Q3|Q4]0Q1(0Q2|Q3|0Q4]|10Q1|Q2Q3|0Q4|01|Q2|Q3|04
Utility Relocations X X X X X X
Caltrain Yard
Interim

Tunnel Stub Box
Final Configuration
Vent/Egress Structures®
2nd/Harrison Shaft
2nd/Harrison Vent/Egress Building
3rd/Townsend Shaft

3rd/Townsend Vent/Egress Building X X X X X
Tunnel
Townsend Cut-and-Cover X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Mined Tunnel X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X
Widened Throat Structure
Demolition to clear right-of-way X

Excavation and Construction
Extended Train Box

Extended Train Box

Intercity Bus Facility?
P2 Transit Center Systems and Finishes X X X X X X X X
Tunnel Track, Systems, Finishes X X X X X X X
Testing and Commissioning X X
Underground Pedestrian Connector® Can occur at any time per BART/TJPA agreement.
AC Transit Bus Storage Facility Parking® Can occur at any time after completion of Bus Storage Facility.
Notes:
Legend 1 To provide access, vent shafts would be constructed in advance of the mined tunnel segment. Adjacent development would occur after completion of the vent structures and its timing would depend on market conditions and developer
FEIS/EIR (2004) readiness. It is speculative to assume when this would occur and, therefore, not identified here.

The intercity bus facility construction could start upon completion of the extended train box. Development above the intercity bus facility would depend on market conditions and developer readiness. It is speculative to assume when this
X DTX_components would occur and, therefore, not identified here.

SEIS/EIR refinements % The underground pedestrian connector to the Embarcadero BART/Muni Metro Station is contingent on negotiations between BART and the TJPA. To portray a conservative construction scenario when as many activities occur

horing concurrently as feasible, it has been assumed that construction for this component would coincide with other components.

Excavation Construction of the AC Transit bus storage facility was environmentally cleared in the 2004 FEIS.EIR and is planned when the Temporary Transit Terminal closes. Nighttime/event parking studied under this SEIS.EIR would require

minimal construction, all of which would occur on-site, such as asphalt striping and ticket concession installation. Accordingly, any construction impacts would be negligible.

Construction
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Table 2-5

Construction Equipment

Demolition and Utility Relocation

e One excavator
e Five trucks for debris

Shoring

e Two cranes on tracks with 100-foot boom
e One excavator with 1-cubic-yard bucket
e One pile rig and one auger rig

e Delivery trucks

Excavation and Bracing

e Up to two 385 track excavators
e Up to 10 dump trucks
e One crane on tracks with 100-foot boom

Concrete Structural Work

e Rebar trucks
e Concrete trucks

Backfill Excavation

e Import trucks
e One D9 dozer
e One vibrating sheep’s foot roller

Source: Compiled by TIPA and AECOM in 2013

facilities are available within the area. Approximately 50 percent of the current Transit Center work force
uses carpools and public transportation to go to and from work.

Demolition and Utility Relocation. The demolition requirements differ for each proposed project
component, as some locations are currently parking lots or open space along train tracks and others have
small- to medium-sized buildings that must be demolished prior to beginning the shoring and excavation
phases of construction. For Transit Center construction, the demolition contractor was able to recycle
more than 99 percent of the former Transbay Terminal building; this rate of recycling is considered
applicable to demolition for the proposed project components. As part of this step, the contractor would
remove buildings and building foundations and surrounding hardscape (i.e., asphalt and concrete) and
relocate utilities outside of the structure footprint. Construction equipment for this step would generally
include excavators and trucks.

Shoring. For most of the proposed project components, a cement deep-soil-mixed (CDSM) shoring wall
would be installed to prevent soils and rock from sloughing or collapsing into excavated areas. The
underground pedestrian connector under Beale Street would need shallow shoring since the excavation
depth is up to 30 feet. Construction equipment for this step would generally include cranes, excavators,
and trucks.

Excavation and Bracing. This step would involve the removal of soil from the construction site. When
excavations have the potential to affect occupants or the building structure of adjacent properties, bracing
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must be installed to support the soil. Bracing installation is advanced sequentially as the excavation
proceeds, often with horizontal walers and cross-lot struts that extend across the excavation. After
completing excavation and final bracing, the concrete work would proceed. The bracing would subsequently
be removed as the concrete structure advances up to the ground surface. Construction equipment for this step
would generally include excavators, trucks, and cranes.

Concrete Structural Work. The structural concrete work would typically require a thickened mat slab
(3 to 5 feet thick). The wall sections would generally be 3 feet thick. Construction equipment for this step
would generally include trucks, a dozer, and a vibrating sheep’s foot roller.

Backfill Excavation. Excavated areas would be backfilled with earth fill, and road reconstruction or
paving would occur on top of this backfill. Construction equipment for this step would generally include
trucks and a vibrating sheep’s foot roller. Backfill would be primarily for the widened throat structure and
the tunnel stub box. Little to none of the materials excavated for proposed project components would be
acceptable for engineered backfill. It is not expected that stockpiling of excavated materials would occur
at the various construction sites; rather, excavated materials would be removed by truck similar to the
current practice for Phase 1 construction.

Widened Throat Structure

Construction for this proposed project component would be performed using cut-and-cover techniques.
Shoring walls would be constructed on either side of the throat structure and the area would be excavated
to the bottom of the structure. Once the throat structure box is completed, the site would be backfilled to
the original grade.

The widened throat structure would be constructed underneath portions of two developed parcels and
would impact the foundations of the overlying properties. CBS occupies a six-story structure with a one-
story basement at 235 Second Street, and a mix of businesses occupies a five-story building at 589
Howard Street. Because a portion of the CBS building would be directly above the throat structure, the
portion of the building above the structure would be demolished. A temporary support wall would be
constructed along the portion of the building that would remain. Following construction and backfilling,
the portion of the building that was demolished would be restored.

For 589 Howard Street, the basement space located beneath the sidewalk on the north side of the building
would be demolished. Shoring walls would be constructed on either side of the throat structure box to
retain the soil beyond the limits of the box, and the site would be excavated to the bottom of the box.
Because a portion of the building at 589 Howard Street overlies the box, large-diameter piles would be
installed and then an underpinning beam would be placed to support the building while the widened throat
structure is constructed.

Under the proposed project, the widened throat structure would be shifted to the east from the previously
approved alignment. Because the southwest wall of the DTX would pass beneath the tip of the southeast
corner of 165-173 Second Street (current address 171 Second Street), acquisition and demolition of this
building (identified in the 2004 FEIS/EIR) would no longer be required. The southeast corner of 171
Second Street would be underpinned if necessary to support the building on the property during
construction, using the same construction methods for underpinning the building at 589 Howard Street
described above.

Extended Train Box

The east end of the train box, which is now under construction, is proposed to be extended to Main Street.
The demolition step would remove portions of the building on the south side of 201 Mission Street,
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involving the first- to fourth-floor exterior stairs, planters, and open patio sitting areas. The core building
footprint of 201 Mission Street would remain, but some office space, utility functions, and surface
parking areas would be displaced. Building modifications to relocate electrical service, to re-route
emergency egress, and to ensure continued structural integrity of the tower portion would be required.
Construction phasing would maintain building operations. After demolition and removal of subgrade
obstructions, the contractor would install the CDSM shoring wall for the train box extension, beginning
along the existing CDSM shoring wall on the east side of Beale Street. After the shoring wall is
constructed, excavation and bracing would begin. When excavation has occurred to the correct depth, the
structural concrete box would be constructed.

Vent Structures

Realigned Fourth and Townsend Street Station. The vent structure sites are along the northern portion
of the Caltrain railyard. The west vent structure area (at Fifth Street on the south side of Townsend Street)
currently is used as a Caltrain employee parking lot. The east vent structure area (at Fourth Street on the
south side of Townsend Street) currently is occupied by the Caltrain Fourth and King Street station
building as the northeast access point and for bicycle parking. Caltrain and TJPA have coordinated on the
development of the station plans, and TIPA has committed to reduce construction-related effects of the
proposed project on the existing station and its access and operations. In the Preliminary Engineering
Construction Estimate for the Caltrain Downtown Extension Project (TJPA 2010c), TJPA has committed
up to $25 million to mitigate construction-related impacts of the Fourth and Townsend Station on the
existing Caltrain support facilities, including administration and storage buildings, bike storage, employee
parking, and crew facilities.”

Second and Harrison Vent Structure. This vent structure site is a triangle-shaped property that is
currently used as a parking lot. It is located near Interstate 80 on-ramps and is surrounded by office, retail,
and other surface parking uses. Only minor demolition and utility relocation would be required to
construct a ventilation shaft on this site. Often, once a shaft is excavated into the ground such as the
proposed ventilation shaft, that shaft is used as a portal for moving personnel, equipment, and material
during tunnel excavation. Once the tunnel is completed, the vent structure would be completed above
ground.

701 Third Street Vent Structure. The proposed vent structure site at 701 Third Street is currently a fast
food restaurant and is surrounded by office, residential, and retail uses. The alternative vent structure site
at the northeast corner of Third and Townsend Streets is occupied and is surrounded by retail and office
uses.

Construction at either the 701 Third Street site or the site across the street at 699 Third Street would
require demolition of the existing buildings and utility relocation, after which the contractor would
remove underground obstructions in the pathway of the CDSM shoring wall. Like the Second and
Harrison Street vent structure, the Third and Townsend Street facility could be used as a portal for
moving personnel, equipment, and material into the tunnel. This structure is close to the proposed Sixth
and Townsend Street portal, and, thus, may not be used as much as the Second and Harrison Street vent
structure to assist in DTX tunneling. If this vent structure is not used for logistical support for the tunnel
mining, then vent structure construction could be finished early.

4 See Preliminary Engineering Construction Cost Estimate (TIPA 2010c), Vol. 1, page 21, cost item #30 (Support Facilities: Yards, Shops,

Adm. Bldgs.), which is intended to address DTX costs that include Caltrain’s existing support facilities, such as the administration buildings,
and storage or MOW building.
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Tunnel Stub Box

This DTX refinement would involve extensive underground shoring and construction of a cut-and-cover
tunnel box. The shoring wall would be installed, allowing excavation to proceed. Once the final
excavation depth is reached, the tunnel box would be constructed and backfilled. More than 300,000
cubic yards would be excavated, and approximately 200,000 cubic yards would be needed for backfill.

Underground Pedestrian Connector

The proposed Embarcadero BART/Muni Metro Station underground pedestrian connector tunnel is not
expected to be built until after the DTX is finished. The connection would be constructed with cut-and-
cover techniques. Because the alignment of the connector would be in the Beale Street right-of-way, no
demolition of above-ground structures would be needed, and utilities would be protected in place. Shoring
walls would be installed and then excavation would occur. The pedestrian box would be constructed and
then the construction site would be backfilled.

Tunnel Construction Method

Stacked drift methods, as described and evaluated in the 2004 FEIS/EIR, are rarely employed in tunneling
work at the present time because of high cost and the extended construction time. It is now proposed that
the DTX tunnel segment be constructed using the Sequential Excavation Method (SEM), a modification
of the New Austrian Tunneling Method (NATM). The NATM/SEM has been used in the U.S. since the
early 1980s on a variety of transit projects, including projects in the Bay Area.

The basic principle of NATM/SEM design is to allow controlled ground movements to mobilize the
strength of the ground. These movements significantly reduce the loads on the final lining. Rock bolts,
lattice girders, shotcrete, and wire mesh are employed instead of heavy timber or steel supports to develop
the strength of the ground without compromising excavation stability. Advantages include a very rigid
support system that minimizes ground movements and minimizes the risk of a tunnel collapse.

Surface settlement could be greater with the NATM/SEM method, but not substantially different
compared to the stack drift approach. Under either technique, close monitoring would be required so that
risk of damage to overlying buildings along the tunnel alignment is controlled. In most cases, an
NATM/SEM approach is less expensive and usually capable of providing acceptable results from a
technical point-of-view. Based on further engineering studies after the completion of the 2004 FEIS/EIR,
TJPA estimated that the stacked drift method would be approximately 30 percent more expensive than the
SEM approach, and would have a construction duration approximately 2 years longer. Besides the cost
and schedule advantages, some other advantages of the NATM/SEM approach compared to the stacked
drift method include less need to perform blasting because the larger drift sizes would allow the use of
larger roadheaders. In addition, lower truck-traffic volumes during tunnel excavation and more
economical and efficient ground support measures could be tailored to the ground conditions actually
encountered (Parsons 2008).

Summary of the Proposed Project

Table 2-6 shows the proposed project compared to the No Action Alternative components.
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2 Project Alternatives

Table 2-6

Comparison of No Action Alternative and Proposed Project Components

Approved Phase 2 Transbay Program Components
(No Action Alternative)

Proposed Project

Two-track lead on the surface and below-ground leading to
the DTX tunnel system just before the underground Fourth
and Townsend Street Station

Cut-and-cover Fourth and Townsend Street Station at a
relatively shallow below-ground profile, with an alignment
slightly skewed from Townsend Street

Three tracks beginning at the underground Fourth and
Townsend Street Station and continuing to the throat
section approaching the Transit Center where the three-
track system splays to six tracks to accommodate the six
platform berthing locations within the station

At-grade rail car storage within the existing Caltrain rail
storage yard

Design provisions to allow for a future connection to the
cut-and-cover tunnel on Townsend Street that will
facilitate construction of future system capacity for
Caltrain and HSR, and capable of accommodating
construction of the Townsend/Embarcadero/Main Loop

Reconfiguration of the existing Caltrain tracks and
platforms at the Fourth and King Station to be sited
primarily on the south side of the railyard

Realignment of the Fourth and Townsend Street Station and
further below street level

Addition of a below-grade tunnel stub box at the west end of
the railyard beneath the approved U-wall

No reconfiguration of Caltrain tracks and platforms to the
south side of the railyard

Additional trackwork south of the railyard (turnback track
and MOW track) within the Caltrain right-of-way along
Seventh Street

Mined tunnel from Townsend Street curvature and along
Second Street

Installation of rock dowels along portions of mined tunnel
from Townsend Street curvature and along Second Street

Proposed tunneling using the Sequential Excavation Method

Underground Transit Center train box terminates at Beale
Street

Underground Transit Center train box extended east to Main
Street

Demolition of above-and below-grade podium structure at
201 Mission Street resulting in loss of parking, office, and
open space

Construction of an intercity bus facility and additional office
or residential development (total of four levels) above the
train box extension area

970-foot-long curve with track curve radii of 498 to

545 feet at the throat structure entering the west side of the
Transit Center under Lower Concourse; related property
acquisition

970-foot-long curve with track curve radius of 650 feet at the
throat structure entering the west side of the lower levels of
the Transit Center

Additional 14,059-square-foot increase in footprint

Use of two additional parcels (235 Second Street and
589 Howard Street)

Prior demolition of building at 165-173 Second Street
(current address 171 Second Street) no longer required

800-foot-long pedestrian connection underneath Fremont
Street to the Embarcadero BART/Muni Metro Station

800-foot-long pedestrian connector underneath Beale Street
to the Embarcadero BART/Muni Metro Station

Assumed ventilation shafts at each end of the new Transit
Center

Ventilation shafts with emergency exits along Main Street,
just north of Harrison Street

No ventilation shafts at the Townsend Station

Revised and proposed additional locations for vent
structures:

- At the new Transit Center: one vent structure/cooling
tower and two exhaust fans at the west end and one vent
structure at the east end
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Table 2-6

Comparison of No Action Alternative and Proposed Project Components

Approved Phase 2 Transbay Program Components
(No Action Alternative)

e Emergency exit shafts at Second and Brannan Streets, and - At the Fourth and Townsend Street Station: one at each
Second and Howard Streets end

— One vent structure each at Third and Townsend Streets
and at Second and Harrison Streets

Proposed Project

e No taxi staging e Addition of a taxi staging area at curbside along portions of
Minna and New Natoma Streets

e Busramp e No change to bus ramp

e Addition of bicycle/controlled vehicle ramp from Howard
Street leading to Lower Concourse level

o Below-grade bicycle storage facility for up to 1,000 bicycles

e No public use of facilities for off-hours/nighttime or event Use of the AC Transit bus storage facility by the public for
parking off-hours/nighttime or event parking (202 valet parked or 167
self-parked spaces)

e Operations — Multi-modal Transit Center (serving rail, bus,
shuttle, taxi, bicycle, pedestrian), DTX

Source: Compiled by AECOM in 2015

No change

2.3 OPERATIONS

The 2004 FEIS/EIR examined the effects of 132 Caltrain trains per day in 2020, involving 29,300 daily
Caltrain boardings and alightings, in addition to 43,000 daily HSR boardings and alightings (FTA 2004).

In 2008, the TJPA updated ridership numbers for the DTX forecasted to 2030. These ridership forecasts
varied in response to different factors, including Caltrain’s service plans that considered the number of
regular versus baby bullet trains, the number of peak-hour trains that use the existing Caltrain terminus at
Fourth and King Streets versus those that would use the new Transit Center, and the frequency of the
trains; the price of gas; and future land use and population/employment forecasts. Taking these varying
assumptions into consideration, daily Caltrain boardings and alightings were estimated to range between
29,700 and 31,500 (TJPA 2008). These ridership figures compiled by the TJPA for DTX are still
considered to be both reasonable and conservative forecasts today, providing a good measure of the total
daily Caltrain ridership.

In 2010, the FRA undertook a reevaluation of the 2004 FEIS/EIR, as amended, specifically to address
HSR operations. HSR ridership forecasts for the year 2035 were used for the 2010 Reevaluation, which
included a projected 48,200 HSR boardings and alightings at the Transit Center (FRA 2010). The 2010
reevaluation also provided an updated examination of the anticipated level of transit, taxi, parking, and
non-motorized traffic (i.e., pedestrian and bicycle) use, all of which are projected to increase around the
Transit Center, but at levels not substantially different than portrayed in the 2004 FEIS/EIR.

Both Caltrain and the CHSRA have since issued documents that provide updated service plans and
ridership forecasts, including the Caltrain PCEP EIR and the CHSRA’s 2012 and 2014 Business Plans.
The Electrification Project EIR includes forecasts of Caltrain ridership in 2020 and 2040. The 2020
project-level ridership assumes all trains terminate at the existing Caltrain terminus in San Francisco at
Fourth and King Streets, as the DTX would not be in place by 2020. The cumulative analysis in 2040
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includes Caltrain ridership forecasts to the Transit Center. The boardings and alightings differ from those
reported in the 2004 FEIS/EIR for DTX, in part because of different assumptions about the number of
trains that use the Fourth and King Street Station versus the Transit Center.

The CHSRA 2014 Business Plan, released in April 2014, describes a phased implementation strategy for
the HSR that makes early investment in existing passenger rail systems, including Caltrain, which would
supplement and connect with HSR service. The Business Plan also emphasizes “blended” operations and
systems that are aimed at improving existing systems to accommodate the electrified HSR and to
coordinate shared, or “interlining,” of Caltrain and HSR service. The blended system approach is the
framework for the HSR system implementation in the CHSRA 2014 Business Plan. According to the
CHSRA, the most recent ridership forecasts for the Transit Center in 2040 project approximately 35,460
daily “access” and “egress” trips (CHSRA 2015).° These forecasts do not include visitors to the State or
passengers within the State who may have out-of-State destinations, both of which would increase the
passengers entering and leaving the Transit Center.

These more recent plans and forecasts consistently reflect a shared use (“blended” operations) of the
Caltrain corridor with up to 10 trains per peak hour per direction to and from San Francisco. The
10 tpph/d for the blended operations assumes a service level of 6 Caltrain tpph/d and 4 HSR tpph/d.
Implementation of the blended system and the responsibilities of the train operators is documented in an
MOU, as described earlier (CHSRA 2012). However, the specific number of Caltrain or HSR trains that
terminate at the Transit Center varies with the service planning and forecasts of boardings and alightings
of the two operators. More precise numbers of Caltrain or HSR trains that could proceed all the way to the
Transit Center, and the associated ridership, would be determined in the future based on the final platform
and track design at the Transit Center and the service plans of the operators. System operations and
ridership forecasts would continue to be refined over time as new infrastructure and services are planned
and implemented. Given these ongoing adjustments, this document relies on the 2008 TJPA ridership
analysis, which provides a comprehensive measure of total daily rail passengers that would pass through
the Transit Center.

2.4 ALTERNATIVES PREVIOUSLY CONSIDERED AND REJECTED FOR FURTHER
REVIEW

As described at the outset of this chapter and summarized in Table 2-1, the Transbay Program has a long
history and has undergone extensive planning and environmental studies. Documentation of these past
efforts of the Transbay Program that examined multiple DTX alignment options and station locations is
informative to understand the wide-ranging alternatives that were considered and withdrawn in favor of
the Transbay Program that was adopted in 2004 by the City. This documentation is provided in Appendix
B to this SEIS/EIR.

The proposed project components involve discrete refinements, modifications, or enhancements to the
previously approved Phase 2 of the Transbay Program. Although no overall alternative exists to these
proposed project components other than the No Action Alternative, the TIPA has considered options for
several of the proposed project components. These options and the reasons for their withdrawal from
further consideration are shown in Table 2-7.

> “Access” trips refer to those between the trip origin and the HSR station, and “egress” trips refer to those between the HSR station and the

destination. CHSRA recognizes that some access/egress trips projected for the Transit Center may use the Millbrae Station instead and vice
versa. The CHSRA, therefore, recommends for purposes of station area planning that the station volumes be considered together. The
combined ridership forecast for the two stations in 2040 is 43,930 daily trips.
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2 Project Alternatives

Table 2-7

Proposed Project Component Alternatives Considered but Withdrawn

Project Component

Alternative(s)
Considered

Alternative Description

Reasons Why Rejected

Widened Throat
Structure

Smaller horizontal
curve radius

Construct smaller radii, involving
tighter turns, to avoid property
impacts.

Reduced operational speed

Increased maintenance requirements
and costs

Greater wheel squeal/noise impacts

Potential limitation on the length of the
trains

Modified construction
methods at 589
Howard Street, an
historic building

Remove the portion of the building
over the widened throat structure
and reconstruct the building once
DTX construction is finished.

Adverse effect under NEPA and
significant unavoidable impact under
CEQA to a historic building

Risk of inadvertent damage or loss of
integrity during reconstruction phase

“Use” of a historic site where a prudent
alternative exists that could avoid this
Section 4(f) effect

Second and Harrison
Streets Vent Structure

Alternative vent
structure sites

Consider other sites in the vicinity
of the Second and Harrison Streets
intersection or along Second
Street.

Proximity to tunnel section is important
for emergency exits; sites that are
farther from alignment would require
greater evacuation times and would be
more costly because additional
underground construction would be
required to connect the tunnel to the
exit

Sites that were fully developed would
be more costly to acquire and involve
displacement of building occupants

Third and Townsend
Streets Vent Structure

Alternative vent
structure sites

Consider other sites in the vicinity
of the Third and Townsend Streets

intersections, adjacent to the DTX |,

cut-and-cover section along
Townsend Street, and along the
alignment.

Safety requirements such as spacing of
emergency exits to code standards

Proximity of ventilation zones
(between tunnel-level vent openings)
with signaling and other train systems
to allow the movement of trains and
evacuees in an incident area to be
coordinated with the controlled
evacuation of smoke

Constructability factors such as being
able to use the space for emergency exit
for both tunnel construction staging
area and access for building other parts
of the DTX tunnel

Taxi Staging Areas

Alternative loading
spaces locations for
taxi pick-up and
staging

Consider other streets around the
Transit Center and intercity bus
facility (along Beale Street
between Mission and Natoma
Streets), and in the basement level
of future development adjacent to
the intercity bus facility.

The use of Beale Street conflicted with
City plans for bicycle lanes and other
improvements

Uncertainty about the future
development south of the intercity bus
facility and the available space in the
underground parking area resulted in
consideration of surface street options
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CHAPTER 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, CONSEQUENCES, AND MITIGATION
MEASURES

3.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the existing setting of the project area; the federal, state, and local regulatory
framework applicable to implementation of the No Action Alternative and the proposed project; and
the impacts associated with the alternatives, including applicable mitigation to reduce potential impacts.

3.1.1 Scope of the Analysis

The following resources were considered but not addressed in the detailed impact analysis because the
resources were not present in the project area: mineral resources, agricultural lands and forest
resources, Section 6(f) resources, and Indian trust assets.

The effects of the proposed changes to the approved Transbay Program on the following resources are
discussed in this SEIS/EIR:

Transportation

Land Use and Planning, Wind, and Shadow

Socioeconomics, Population, and Housing

Visual Quality/Aesthetics

Historic and Cultural Resources

Biological Resources

Water Resources and Water Quality

Geology, Soils, and Seismicity

Hazardous Materials

Electromagnetic Fields

Noise and Vibration

Air Quality

Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change

Public Services, Community Services, and Recreational Facilities
Safety and Security

Utilities

Environmental Justice Communities

Section 4(f) Evaluation (Public Parks, Recreation Lands, Historic Sites, and Wildlife and
Waterfowl Refuges)

As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, this SEIS/EIR evaluates proposed refinements to Phase 2
of the Transbay Program, including Downtown Rail Extension (DTX), and other transportation
improvements. Land development opportunities at sites not fully used by transportation facilities are not
included as part of the proposed action for NEPA analysis, since FTA would have no role in funding or
approving this development. However, because the TJPA is collaborating with the City to promote
development at these locations, adjacent land development is considered to be part of the CEQA project.

The features of the approved Transbay Program that would be affected by the proposed project, and that
are addressed in this SEIS/SEIR, are the DTX, track curvature entering the Transbay Transit Center
(Transit Center), extension of the below-grade rail levels of the Transit Center to accommodate HSR
requirements, realignment of the underground Fourth and Townsend Street Station, and other
transportation improvements necessary for implementing the Transbay Program and enhancing
connectivity to the regional rail and bus services that will be available at the Transit Center. For a
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complete list of all proposed project components, refer to Table 2-3 and Figure 2-6 in Chapter 2. These
project components are collectively referred to as the “proposed project.”

This SEIS/EIR provides environmental analysis of the proposed changes to the approved Transbay
Program and incorporates new information about physical and socioeconomic conditions in the study area
to supplement the 2004 FEIS/EIR. Construction-related impacts and operational/post-construction direct
and indirect impacts and mitigation measures associated with proposed project components are addressed
in each resource section.

3.1.2 Organization of the Analysis
For each resource section, the analysis is presented as follows:

=  “Introduction” provides a brief description of the resource topic, key issues, and related
background reports or studies.

= “Affected Environment” describes the existing environmental setting, or existing conditions, for
the resource, as well as the regulatory framework that governs the resource. For some resources, a
“study area” is defined and considered in the analysis that may vary from the “project area.” For
example, the study area for cultural resources is decided using federal guidelines; the study area
for visual resources is defined by the relevant viewsheds and key observer viewpoints; and the
study area for traffic is defined by the travel characteristics of motorists, bicyclists, and
pedestrians related to the proposed project. The study area, if applicable, is defined in each
section, and varies based on the resource being considered.

= “Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures” identifies thresholds used to evaluate
the intensity, magnitude, and significance of the project alternatives’ impacts; the methodological
approach to the analysis as necessary; and those issues where neither alternative (the No Action
Alternative or the proposed project) would have an impact and would not warrant further
analysis.

The majority of this subsection is dedicated to an environmental analysis of the project
alternatives (No Action Alternative and proposed project). The analysis addresses direct and
indirect impacts, as well as long-term operational and temporary construction impacts. As
described in Section 2.2.1, No Action Alternative, the No Action Alternative refers to the
improvements that will be constructed if the proposed project as described in this SEIS/EIR is not
implemented. In other words, if the currently proposed project is not approved, the previously
approved Transbay Program Phase 2 components still will be constructed. Thus, the No Action
Alternative is the approved Transbay Program, as subsequently modified between 2005 and 2011
by the TIPA and FTA. The No Action Alternative was evaluated in the 2004 FEIS/EIR and
subsequent addenda between 2005 and 2011. Impacts of the No Action Alternative are
summarized primarily from the 2004 FEIS/EIR as amended. Where mitigation measures were
identified in the 2004 FEIS/EIR for adverse effects under NEPA or significant impacts under
CEQA, they are summarized and presented here using the mitigation numbering convention of
the approved Transbay Program Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (TJPA 2004),
which is included in this SEIS/EIR as Appendix C.

Impacts of the proposed project are presented following the summary of impacts associated with
the No Action Alternative. A “summary impact statement” is provided to highlight the anticipated
impact, and the supporting analysis follows. Each summary statement is assigned an alpha-
numeric designation that identifies the resource (e.g., TR for Transportation) and an impact
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number (e.g., 1, 2, 3). Construction impacts are keyed with a “C” before the resource area
abbreviation (e.g., Impact C-TR-7). Cumulative impacts are keyed with a “CU” before the
resource area abbreviation (e.g., Impact CU-TR-1). As part of the summary impact statement, an
indication of the nature, magnitude, and severity of the effect under NEPA and of the significance
of the impact under CEQA is provided, as described in Section 3.1.3, Types and Classifications
of Impacts.

The proposed project impacts are defined in terms of how changes in construction and
implementation of proposed project components would alter existing conditions. The analysis
also compares the proposed project with the previously approved project (i.e., the Transbay
Program) where such differences are important to understand the context of the proposed
project’s effects. Because the No Action Alternative is approved and the mitigation measures in
the 2004 FEIS/EIR were adopted and incorporated into the Transbay Program, the proposed
project analysis assumes that the mitigation measures identified for the No Action Alternative
would apply and would be included as part of the proposed project. The proposed project impact
analysis describes those specific mitigation measures from the No Action Alternative that would
be implemented to address potential impacts of the proposed project.

If the proposed project would result in a new adverse/potentially significant impact or substantial
increase in the severity of a significant impact identified in the 2004 FEIS/EIR, feasible
mitigation measures to avoid, eliminate, or reduce the adverse/potentially significant impact are
identified under a subsection titled “Mitigation Measures.” New mitigation measures that were
not identified for the No Action Alternative but would apply to the proposed project are
numbered to correspond to the impact summary statement number. For example, New-MM-NO-
1.1 is the first mitigation measure identified for the first noise and vibration impact, Impact NO-1.
Occasionally, there may be an impact that does not require a mitigation measure, but an
“Improvement Measure” is suggested for consideration. Such measures are numbered with an “I”
to signify “improvement measure,” the topic code, and number (e.g., New-1-GE-2.1).

Following the impact analysis for each resource is a summary of the proposed project’s NEPA
effects and CEQA impacts. This section consists of a table that summarizes the NEPA effect of
the proposed project on the resource, as well as individual CEQA impacts in response to
Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines. The table also compares the effect/impact
conclusions to those in the 2004 FEIS/EIR.

This section also includes a cumulative analysis that examines the incremental impact of the
proposed project combined with those of other reasonably foreseeable projects.

3.1.3 Types and Classification of Impacts

Direct and indirect operational, construction, and cumulative impacts are evaluated in each of the sections
that follow. Direct impacts are the primary effects that are caused by the proposed project, and occur at
the same time and place. For the proposed project, direct impacts would be the result of implementing the
proposed project components. Indirect impacts are secondary effects that are reasonably foreseeable and
caused by the proposed project, but occur at a different time or place. More specifically, as defined by the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations CFR, Title 40, Section 1508.8, under NEPA,
“indirect effects” are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still
reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may include growth-inducing effects and other effects related to
induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and related effects on air
and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems. Temporary construction impacts are those that
would occur only during construction of the project, and would cease when the project enters into the
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operation phase. Cumulative impacts occur when two or more individual effects that, when considered
together, are considerable or that compound or increase other environmental impacts (see Section 3.1.5,
Cumulative Analysis, for further discussion of cumulative projects).

Impacts analyzed pursuant to CEQA are classified as having no impact, a less-than-significant
impact, a less-than-significant impact with mitigation, a significant impact, or a beneficial impact.
Impacts analyzed pursuant to NEPA are classified as having no effect, no adverse effect, no adverse
effect with mitigation, adverse effect, or beneficial effect.

3.1.4 Differences between CEQA and NEPA

This SEIS/EIR was prepared pursuant to the requirements of both NEPA and the CEQ regulations and
CEQA and its implementing regulations. The differences between the guidelines for NEPA and CEQA
are captured in this SEIS/EIR. For CEQA, the checklist (Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines) that
describes thresholds for determining significance for environmental topics is used.

However, because this SEIS/EIR is a combined CEQA/NEPA document, and since CEQA and NEPA
use the term “significant” differently, consideration has also been given to the definition of
“significance” that is appropriate for NEPA evaluation. Pursuant to the CEQ NEPA regulations (CFR,
Title 40, Sections 1500-1508), the significance of project effects is evaluated in consideration of
the proposed federal agency action effects context, intensity, and duration. Context refers to the
geographic area (spatial extent) of impact, which varies with the physical setting of the activity and the
nature of the resource being analyzed. Intensity refers to the severity of the impact; evaluation of the
intensity of an impact considers the sensitivity of the resource and other factors. In EIS documents,
FTA does not generally report the level of significance of individual effects, since the decision to prepare
an EIS is by itself an indication of a proposed project’s potential significant effect on the environment.
CEQA, on the other hand, requires a determination of significance for each individual impact analyzed, as
well as identification of and mitigation for significant adverse impacts in an EIR. Under NEPA,
measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate effects are considered for all of the adverse impacts of a
project, regardless of significance. Another difference between CEQA and NEPA is that CEQA only
considers impacts related to the physical environment, while NEPA also obligates federal agencies to
consider impacts to the human environment, such as socioeconomic impacts and environmental justice,
and costs in their projects.

Another difference in this SEIS/EIR is the definition of the project under CEQA and NEPA for each of
the lead agencies. As described in Section 2.2.2 under “Adjacent Land Development under CEQA,” the
TJPA would be acquiring land for transportation facilities, such as the vent structures and the intercity bus
facility. To the extent that an entire property is not needed for the transportation facility, the surplus land
would be available for future development. Because these sites would be acquired by TIJPA and would be
part of the CEQA lead agency’s action, the potential future development of the vent structure sites and
intercity bus facility for uses other than transportation related would be part of the proposed project,
subject to CEQA review. However, this adjacent land development would not be under FTA’s
jurisdiction, FTA would have no role in funding or approving this development, and, thus, it would not be
part of the proposed action for NEPA analysis. This additional development would be evaluated as an
indirect effect under NEPA. Indirect effects are further addressed in Section 5.4, Growth Inducement.
This SEIS/EIR was prepared in compliance with the more stringent or complete requirements for each
resource analyzed, whether they are federal, state, or local. Where possible, criteria are based on local,
state, or federal standards. For example, air quality criteria, or thresholds, are based on the state and
federal ambient air quality standards, and noise thresholds are based on criteria defined by the
Federal Transit Administration. In other cases, such as visual resources, the analysis is based on
professional standards.

Page 3.1-4 December 2015



Transbay Joint Powers Authority 3.1 Introduction
Transbay Transit Center Supplemental EIS/EIR

For impacts determined under NEPA to be adverse, avoidance or mitigation measures are identified to
reduce the project’s impacts. Similarly, for the CEQA analysis, mitigation is identified to reduce an
impact to less than significant, where feasible. Where mitigation would not reduce an impact to less than
significant, the impact is identified as significant and unavoidable.

Cumulative Analysis

The discussion of cumulative impacts provides an analysis of cumulative impacts of the proposed
project, taken together with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects producing
related impacts. The goal of this analysis is to determine whether the overall long-term impacts of all
such projects would be cumulatively significant, and to determine whether the project itself would
cause a “cumulatively considerable” incremental contribution to any such cumulatively significant
impacts. To determine whether the overall long-term impacts of all such projects would be cumulatively
significant, the analysis generally considers the following: (1) the area in which effects of the proposed
project will be experienced; (2) the impacts from the proposed project that are expected in the area;
(3) other past, proposed, and reasonably foreseeable projects that have had or are expected to have
impacts in the same area; (4) the impacts or expected impacts from these other projects; and (5) the
overall impact that can be expected if the individual impacts from each project are allowed to
accumulate.

“Cumulative impacts” refers to two or more individual effects that, when considered together, are
considerable, or that compound or increase other environmental impacts (CEQA Guidelines Section
15355). Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant impacts
taking place over time (40 CFR 1508.7). If the analysis determines that there is the potential for the
proposed project, taken together with other past, present, and reasonable foreseeable future projects, to
result in a significant or adverse cumulative impact, the analysis then determines whether the project’s
incremental contribution to any significant cumulative impact is itself significant (i.e., “cumulatively
considerable”).

CEQA Guidelines Sections 15130(b)(1)(A) and 15130(b)(1)(B) provide two methods for approaching the
analysis of cumulative impacts: the list approach and the projection approach. Because the proposed
project consists primarily of transportation-related improvements that would be implemented over a
relatively long period of time, the cumulative analysis is based on the projection approach, and the
analysis relies on accepted land use, population, and travel demand projections provided by the City. The
relevant area plans, major projects (both land use and transportation related), and large development
projects are included in the City’s traffic model that forecasts future traffic conditions in 2040 (San
Francisco County Transportation Authority 2012). Because of this model’s widespread use for a number
of projects in the area, it provides a meaningful and appropriate context for the cumulative analysis. In
addition, the City’s Transit Center District Plan, which was approved in 2012 (City of San Francisco
2012), builds on the San Francisco Downtown Plan and provides a land use, transportation, and public
realm vision for the 145 acres that surround the Transit Center. The Transit Center District Plan provides
the planning context for how the development pattern, visual landscape, and transportation network will
evolve. The Transit Center District Plan also overlaps the Redevelopment Plan component of the 2004
approved Transbay Program. The Transit Center District Plan does not affect or change the development
controls or open space components of Zone 1 of the Redevelopment Area, but enacts new policies and
land use controls affecting Zone 2 (see Figure 2-1 for location of redevelopment zones).

Similar to the Transit Center District Plan, the City’s Central South of Market (SoMa) Plan provides a
new vision for an area bound by Market Street on the north, Second Street on the east, Townsend Street to
the south, and Sixth Street to the west (City of San Francisco 2013). This plan seeks to reshape the area
that will be served by the Central Subway, a vital new transportation link that will connect several San
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Francisco neighborhoods, including Chinatown, Union Square, Central SoMa, and the City’s southeastern
neighborhoods. The Central Subway, which is under construction, will serve as a northern extension of
the existing Third Street T Line, and the Central SoMa Plan seeks to capitalize on this transportation
investment with supportive transit-oriented growth, improved streets and open spaces, and a more diverse
and intense mix of land uses. Together, the City’s traffic model, the Transit Center District Plan, and the
Central SoMa Plan provide the cumulative context for many of the resources that may be affected by the
proposed project.

To supplement the approach for projections in the cumulative analysis and to allow for a complete overview
to relevant foreseeable projects, even though they are likely to be encompassed by the above-mentioned
forecasts and plans, Table 3.1-1 and Figure 3.1-1 identify other major development projects in the project
area. This list includes projects that are likely to result in similar impacts as the proposed project. The list of
projects generally includes those in proximity to the project area (i.e., those that could result in overlapping
impacts, such as transportation; land use and planning; public services, community services, and
recreational facilities; noise and vibration; visual quality/aesthetics; and utilities).

Additional information on each plan or project can be obtained from the source cited in Table 3.1-1.
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Table 3.1-1

Reasonably Foreseeable Projects Considered in the Cumulative Impact Analysis

Project Name/Location Project Summary Project Date Source
Number

1 350 Bush Street Demolition of existing buildings, except for the Mining Exchange building, | The building permit was reinstated |SF Planning
which would be converted to retail use. Construction of a 19-story office  {on December 30, 2013. Development Pipeline
building with 20,400 square feet of retail space and 344,540 square feet of (updated 12/19/14)
office space.

2 Better Market Street Improvements to redesign Market Street between Octavia Boulevard Construction is anticipated to start in (Better Market Street (SF
and The Embarcadero into a pedestrian, bicycle, and transit-oriented 2018. Planning, DPW, SFCTA,
street. SFMTA, SF OEWD)

3 50 First Street Demolition of four existing structures and construction of three towers, |The planning application was filed |SF Planning
ranging in height from 184 to 915 feet. The proposed towers would with the Planning Department on Development Pipeline
accommodate a mix of office (approximately 1.25 million square feet), |June 4, 2014. (updated 12/19/14)
residential (about 182 dwelling units), retail (approximately 43,000
square feet), and hotel (about 266 rooms), along with a 15,000 square-
foot entertainment venue.

4 535 Mission Street* Demolition of the existing surface parking lot and construction of an The building is currently under SF Planning
approximately 293,750-square-foot office building with 2,680 square  [construction. Development Pipeline
feet of retail and 50 parking spaces. The building would be 296,430 (updated 12/19/14)
gross square feet, 27 stories, and approximately 378 feet tall.

5 Second Street Improvement Construction of a separate bicycle lane along Second Street between SF Department of Public Works, San Francisco

Project King and Market Streets. SFMTA, and SF Planning Department of Public
Department are currently working  |Works
with the community for design input
and feedback.

6 350 Mission Street* Demolition of an existing four-story building and construction of a The project is currently under SF Planning
28-story, approximately 455-foot-tall (plus mechanical space) office construction. Development Pipeline
tower. (updated 12/19/14)

7 Transbay Tower, 425 Mission |Construction of a 1,200-foot-tall, 80-story, 1,880,000-square-foot office |The building is currently under SF Planning

Street! building with 43,000 square feet of retail in three floors, with the construction. Development Pipeline
uppermost floor connected by a bridge to proposed Transbay Transit (updated 12/19/14)
Center City Park.
8 706 Mission Street/Mexican  |Construction of a new 47-story, 550-foot-tall tower with two floors Construction is anticipated to be SF Planning

Museum Project

below grade. The new tower would be adjacent to and physically
connected to the Aronson Building which would be restored and
rehabilitated as part of the project. The tower would include a mix of
residential, museum, restaurant/retail, and possibly office uses.

completed in 2017.
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Table 3.1-1

Reasonably Foreseeable Projects Considered in the Cumulative Impact Analysis

Project Name/Location Project Summary Project Date Source
Number
9 181 Fremont Street! Construction of a 66-story office mixed-use high-rise project with The building permit was issued on  [SF Planning
796,933 total gross square feet, with class A office space (floors 2-44), |December 26, 2013. Development Pipeline
140 units of residential (floors 47-65), with sky lobby and auto lift- (updated 12/19/14)
accessed 241-space four-level underground parking.
10 222 Second Street! Construction of a 25-story office building with public assembly, The building is currently under SF Planning
food/beverage handling, and retail space. construction. Development Pipeline
(updated 12/19/14)
11 |41 Tehama Street® Construction of a 360-foot-tall, 35-story, 402,217-square-foot building |The project was issued a SF Planning
with 398 dwelling units. The site is currently a surface parking lot. “Community Plan Exemption” in Development Pipeline
November 2013. (updated 12/19/14)
12 57 Tehama Street Change of use from industrial warehouse to residential single family The building permit was filed on SF Planning
dwelling with remodel and expansion of building. April 30, 2014. Development Pipeline
(updated 12/19/14)
13 250 Fourth Street Demolition of an existing three-story office building and construction of | The building permit was issued on  |SF Planning
a 119-foot-tall, 93,460-square-foot hotel building with 215 guest September 12, 2014. Development Pipeline
bedrooms. (updated 12/19/14)
14 900 Folsom Street Construction of a 396,000-gross-square-foot, nine-story, 300-unit The building is currently under SF Planning
residential mixed-use project located on a 1.3-acre parcel. The project |construction. Development Pipeline
would remove a surface parking lot and two billboards to construct two (updated 12/19/14)
buildings and 285 parking spaces.
15 Moscone Convention Center  |Expansion of the Moscone Convention Center by approximately The project application was filed on [SF Planning
Expansion 353,000 square feet to the portion of the existing Moscone Center March 1, 2013. Development Pipeline
located on Howard Street between Third and Fourth Streets. (updated 2/10/14)
16 280 Beale Street! Construction of 32 stories, 479 condominium units, and retail space. The building is currently under SF Planning
construction. Development Pipeline
(updated 12/19/14)
17 Central Subway Extension The Central Subway will provide rail service on Muni’s T-Third light-rail |Construction is underway, and SFMTA
line from the intersection of Fourth and King Streets to Union Square and |scheduled to be completed by 2018. |Central Subway
Chinatown. The new, 1.7-mile-long light-rail line will serve regional Operation is anticipated to begin in |Overview

destinations, including Chinatown, Union Square, Moscone Convention
Center, Yerba Buena, South of Market area, and AT&T Park, as well as
connect to BART and Caltrain.

2019.
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Table 3.1-1

Reasonably Foreseeable Projects Considered in the Cumulative Impact Analysis

Project Name/Location Project Summary Project Date Source
Number

18 340 Fremont Street Demolition of two existing buildings and construction of two residential | The building permit was filed on SF Planning
buildings consisting of up to 355 dwelling units, 2,335 gross square feet, |August 3, 2012. Development Pipeline
and 336 off-street parking spaces. (updated 12/19/14)

19 201 Folsom Street Demolition of an existing U.S. Postal Service surface parking lot and The building is currently under SF Planning
construction of a new 38- to 40-story building with 806 residential units, |construction Development Pipeline
ground-floor retail, and 806 off-street parking spaces for the residential (updated 12/19/14)
uses.

20 |45 Lansing Street Demolition of an existing building and construction of a 40-story The project is currently under SF Planning
mixed-use building with 305 dwelling units, 280 off-street parking construction. Development Pipeline
spaces, and 1,000 gross square feet of ground-floor retail use. (updated 12/19/14)

21 399 Fremont Street Demolition of the existing structure and construction of a new structure |The building is currently under SF Planning
that would include a 400-foot-tall tower, 450 dwelling units, and 450 construction. Development Pipeline
off-street parking spaces. (updated 12/19/14)

22 |425 First Street The project will extend the performance period for the second phase of |The project is currently under SF Planning
One Rincon Hill. Phase Il of One Rincon will include a 48-story construction. Development Pipeline
residential tower, 299 dwelling units, and 19 parking spaces. (updated 12/19/14)

23 Central SoMa Plan The Plan would rezone the area of San Francisco around the southern  [Preparation of an EIR began in SF Planning
portion of the Central Subway transit line, remove land use restrictions |spring 2013
to support a greater mix of uses while also emphasizing office uses in
the central portion of the Plan area, increase height limits on certain
sites, and modify the system of streets and circulation to meet the needs
and goals of a dense transit-oriented system.

24 598 Brannan Street Demolition of the existing two-story, 38,200-square-foot industrial The project application was filed SF Planning
building and construction of two office buildings at the site. The with the Planning Department on Development Pipeline
buildings would be 160 feet in height. August 23, 2012. (updated 12/19/14)

25 801 Brannan Street Demolition of an existing building (Concourse Exhibit Hall) containing |The building permit was issued on  |SF Planning
125,000 square feet of space and 280 surface parking spaces and September 26, 2014. Development Pipeline
construction of new buildings extending up to 70 feet in height and (updated 12/19/14)
containing 560 dwellings and 438 off-street parking spaces. This is a
joint project with Project #15, 1 Henry Adams Street, below.

26 610-620 Brannan Street Demolition of a paved lot and three single-story buildings to construct an | The planning application was SF Planning

approximately 160-foot-tall (620,000-square-foot) office building (600
Brannan" project) with public open space, PDR uses, street-facing retail,
and subsurface parking.

approved on June 14, 2014.

Development Pipeline
(updated 12/19/14)
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Reasonably Foreseeable Projects Considered in the Cumulative Impact Analysis

Project Name/Location Project Summary Project Date Source
Number
27 1 Henry Adams Street Demolition of an existing building (Concourse Exhibit Hall) containing |The building permit was issued on  |SF Planning
125,000 square feet of space and 280 surface parking spaces and July 8, 2014. Development Pipeline
construction of new buildings extending up to 70 feet in height. The new (updated 12/19/14)
buildings would contain 560 dwellings and 438 off-street parking
spaces. This is a joint project with Project #13, 801 Brannan Street,
above.
28 510 Townsend Street Demolition of an existing building on two adjoining lots and The planning application was filed [SF Planning
construction of a mixed-use building on the merged lot. The Townsend |with the Planning Department on Development Pipeline
Street frontage is proposed at seven stories. August 8, 2014. (updated 12/19/14)
29 1825 Owens Street This project is part of the 60.2-acre UCSF Mission Bay Campus site This building is currently under SF Planning
within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Area, which is part of the |construction. Development Pipeline
larger 303-acre Mission Bay Redevelopment Area in the Mission Bay (updated 12/19/14)
neighborhood. Construction is currently adding 1,800,500 gross square
feet to the campus.
30 1301 16th Street Demolition of an existing one-story warehouse and construction of a new | The project application was filed SF Planning
seven-story, 276-unit residential building. with the Planning Department on Development Pipeline
September 16, 2013. (updated 12/19/14)
31 718 Long Bridge Street Construction of a 267-unit, 493,588-square-foot, 160-foot-tall The project is currently under SF Planning
condominium development. construction. Development Pipeline
(updated 12/19/14)
32 Pier 48 Development of Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48 (i.e., Mission Rock) fora | The project application was filed SF Planning
mixed-use development, including open space, commercial, residential, |with the Planning Department on Development Pipeline
retail, and parking. April 23, 2013. (updated 12/19/14)
33 1000 16th Street Construction of three-building residential complex including 450 The building permit was issued on  [SF Planning
dwelling units, 26,500 gross square feet of ground-floor retail space, and|September 7, 2012 Development Pipeline
503 off-street parking spaces. (updated 12/19/14)
34 1006 16th Street Construction of a six-story building with 393 residential units and retail |The building is currently under SF Planning
space. construction. Development Pipeline
(updated 12/19/14)
35 Caltrain Peninsula Corridor The PCEP would electrify the Caltrain Corridor from the 4th and King |The PCEP EIR was certified in Caltrain

Electrification Project (PCEP)

Station in SF to the Tamien Station in San Jose, convert diesel-hauled
trains to Electric Multiple Unit trains, and increase service up to six
Caltrain trains per peak hour per direction by 2019.

January 2015.
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Reasonably Foreseeable Projects Considered in the Cumulative Impact Analysis

Project Name/Location Project Summary Project Date Source
Number
36 1455 Third Street Construction of up to 373,487 gross square feet of office development, |The building permit was issued on  [SF Planning
7,512 square feet of ground-floor retail space, and 689 off-street parking |April 23, 2010. Development Pipeline
spaces within three buildings. (updated 12/19/14)
37 1200 17th Street Demolition of metal warehouses and temporary office buildings, The project application was filed SF Planning
preservation and rehabilitation of a brick office building, adjustment of a|with the Planning Department on Development Pipeline
lot line to create two lots, and construction of approximately 200 April 4, 2012. (updated 12/19/14)
residential units in a four-story building.
38 1351 Third Street Construction of the San Francisco Police headquarters and a fire station. | The building is currently under SF Planning
The building will be six stories tall. construction. Development Pipeline
(updated 12/19/14)
39 630 Indiana Street Demolition of the existing structures on the project site and construction | The building permit was filed on SF Planning
of an approximately 114,700- square-foot building with 111 residential |December 24, 2013. Development Pipeline
units and approximately 1,900 square feet of ground-floor (updated 12/19/14)
neighborhood-serving retail uses.
40 800 Indiana Street Demolition of the existing Opera Warehouse and construction of a 340- |The project was issued a SF Planning
unit multi-family building and 230 parking spaces. The project would be|“Community Plan Exemption” in Development Pipeline
constructed in three buildings with an underground parking garage. December 2014. (updated 12/19/14)
41 1395 22nd Street Construction of a mixed-use building with 251 dwelling units, 29,780 The project application was filed SF Planning
square feet of PDR, and 205 off-street parking spaces. with the Planning Department on Development Pipeline
January 13, 2014. (updated 12/19/14)
42 Golden State Warriors Arena |Construction of a multi-purpose event center as well as office, retail, open |Subsequent EIR was certified http://sfocii.org/warriors-
space and structured parking on an 11-acre site within the Mission Bay December 8, 2015. draft
South Redevelopment Plan Area of San Francisco.
Notes:

BART = Bay Area Rapid Transit
DPW = San Francisco Department of Public Works

Muni = San Francisco Municipal Railway

SF = San Francisco
SFMTA = San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
SoMa = South of Market
SFOEWD = San Francisco Office of Economic and Workforce Development

1

This project is located within the boundary of the previously approved Transit Center District Plan (City of San Francisco 2012).
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3.2 TRANSPORTATION
3.2.1 Introduction

The section describes the transportation system and facilities in the vicinity of the proposed project. This
transportation network includes the roadways, key intersections, transit routes, pedestrian and bicycle
pathways, parking, loading zones, and emergency vehicle access. The analysis examines potential impacts
on the transportation network as a result of construction and operation of the proposed project
components. In particular, the analysis focuses on proposed activities and locations of these components
and how transportation conditions have changed since approval of the 2004 FEIS/EIR.

3.2.2 Affected Environment
Roadway Network

Within the South of Market (SoMa) area of San Francisco, streets are configured into a dense grid of
general northbound/southbound and eastbound/westbound roadways (see Figure 3.2-1). Only the streets
that would be potentially affected by each of the proposed project components are described below.

Mission Street is a major roadway that traverses San Francisco, running from The Embarcadero through
SoMa into Daly City, where it becomes EI Camino Real. In the project area, it operates as a two-way
arterial with two travel lanes in each direction. One lane in each direction between Main Street and
Eleventh Street is designated for use by bus and taxi only on weekdays, between the hours of 7 a.m. and
6 p.m.

Howard Street is a major east/west roadway in downtown San Francisco running from The Embarcadero
through SoMa to South Van Ness Avenue. Between The Embarcadero and Fremont Street, Howard Street
operates as a two-way arterial with two travel lanes in each direction. West of Fremont Street, Howard
Street is one-way westbound, providing four travel lanes.

Harrison Street is a major east/west roadway in the SoMa area between The Embarcadero and Norwich
Street (located south of Cesar Chavez Street). On the segment between Second Street and Third Street,
Harrison Street provides three westbound travel lanes and two eastbound travel lanes. West of Third
Street, Harrison Street switches to one-way (westbound) operation, with four to five travel lanes.

Bryant Street is an east/west street that runs between The Embarcadero and Cesar Chavez Street. In the
project area, Bryant Street is one-way eastbound, providing four travel lanes.

Townsend Street is an east/west street that runs between The Embarcadero and Eighth Street. In the
project area, it operates as a two-way roadway, providing between one and two travel lanes in each
direction.

Main Street is a north/south street that runs between Market Street and Bryant Street. In the project area,
Main Street is one-way northbound, providing three travel lanes.

Beale Street is a north/south street that runs between Market Street and Bryant Street, ending in a cul-de-
sac south of Bryant Street. In the project area, Beale Street is one-way southbound, providing two travel
lanes and a bus/taxi-only lane.

Second Street is a two-way north/south street that runs between King Street and Market Street. In the
project area, Second Street has two travel lanes in each direction.
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Figure 3.2-1 Local Street Network and Study Area Intersections

December 2015

Page 3.2-2



Transbay Joint Powers Authority 3.2 Transportation
Transbay Transit Center Supplemental EIS/EIR

Third Street is a north/south street running through the downtown, Mission Bay, Potrero Point,
Dogpatch, and Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhoods. In the project area, it operates as a one-way
northbound street with four travel lanes.

Fourth Street is a north/south street running through the downtown and Mission Bay areas. North of
Townsend Street, Fourth Street operates as a one-way southbound street with four travel lanes. South of
Townsend Street, Fourth Street provides two northbound travel lanes and three southbound travel lanes.

Seventh Street is a north/south street running from Market Street in Downtown San Francisco to 16th
Street in Mission Bay adjacent the at-grade railroad crossing. South of King Street, Seventh Street runs
parallel to the Caltrain tracks on the west side. North of Brannan Street, Seventh Street operates as a one-
way facility in the northbound direction, with four travel lanes. South of Brannan Street, Seventh Street is
a two-way facility generally with one lane in each direction and a Class 2 bicycle facility.

16th Street is a two-way east/west street that runs between Terry A. Francois Boulevard in the Bayshore
neighborhood to the east and Flint Street in the Castro neighborhood to the west. 16th Street is generally a
four lane roadway with Class 2 and Class 3 bicycle facilities and intersects with Seventh Street in Mission
Bay adjacent to the 16th Street at-grade railroad crossing.

Intersection Operations

Intersection operating conditions were analyzed at 12 study intersections based on their proximity to
proposed project components and the potential for a given component to affect intersection operations.
Each of the 12 study intersections was analyzed for the weekday PM peak hour (generally 4:30 p.m. to
5:30 p.m.) of the evening peak period (4 p.m. to 6 p.m.). In addition, eight of the intersections were
analyzed for the weekday AM peak hour (generally 7:30 a.m. to 8:30 a.m.) of the morning peak period
(7 a.m. to 9 a.m.) because of the potential for future land use development to occur adjacent to some of
the proposed project components and to generate a substantial amount of new trips during the morning
commute period. All study intersections, except one, involved field observations and turning movement
counts collected in December 2012; the exception is Intersection 12, for which data were available in the
Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project (PCEP) Final EIR (Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board
2015). The analysis locations, including the time periods studied, are listed by associated proposed project
component, below, and shown in Figure 3.2-1.

Analysis locations associated with the proposed vent structure at 701 Third Street, the alternate vent
structure site at 699 Third Street and 180 Townsend Street, and adjacent land development:

1. Fourth Street/Townsend Street (both peak hours)
2. Third Street/Townsend Street (both peak hours)

Analysis locations associated with the proposed vent structure at the Second Street/Harrison Street
intersection and AC Transit bus storage facility parking:

Third Street/Bryant Street (PM peak hour only)
Third Street/Perry Street (PM peak hour only)
Third Street/Harrison Street (both peak hours)
Second Street/Bryant Street (PM peak hour only)
Second Street/Harrison Street (PM peak hour only)

No ok w

Analysis locations associated with the proposed intercity bus facility and adjacent land development, and
taxi queuing area:
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8. Beale Street/Howard Street (both peak hours)
9. Beale Street/Mission Street (both peak hours)
10. Main Street/Howard Street (both peak hours)
11. Main Street/Mission Street (both peak hours)

Analysis location associated with the proposed additional trackwork south of the Caltrain railyard:
12. 16th Street crossing of Caltrain tracks/Seventh Street (both peak hours)

Intersection level of service (LOS) is a qualitative description of the performance of an intersection based
on the average delay per vehicle. All study intersections were evaluated using the 2000 Highway Capacity
Manual (HCM) methodology.! For signalized intersections, this methodology determines the capacity of
each lane group approaching the intersection and calculates an average delay (in seconds per vehicle) for
each of the various movements at the intersection. A combined weighted average delay and LOS are then
presented for the intersection. For unsignalized intersections, the average delay and LOS for the worst
stop-sign-controlled approach at the intersection is presented. Intersection LOS ranges from LOS A,
which indicates free flow or excellent conditions with short delays, to LOS F, which indicates congested
or overloaded conditions with extremely long delays. LOS definitions for signalized and unsignalized
intersections are shown in Table 3.2-1. In San Francisco, LOS A through LOS D are considered excellent
to satisfactory levels of service, and LOS E and LOS F represent unacceptable levels of service, as
specified in the San Francisco Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for
Environmental Review.?

Table 3.2-1
Intersection Levels of Service Criteria and Definitions
o Average Delay (seconds per vehicle)
LOS Description - - - ; : n
Signalized Intersections Unsignalized Intersections
A Little or no delay <10.0 <10.0
B Short traffic delay >10.0 and < 20.0 >10.0 and < 15.0
C Average traffic delay >20.0 and < 35.0 >15.0and < 25.0
D Long traffic delay >35.0and <55.0 >25.0and < 35.0
E Very long traffic delay >55.0 and < 80.0 >35.0 and < 50.0
F Extreme traffic delay >80.0 >50.0
Source: Transportation Research Board 2000

Existing intersection LOS for the 12 study intersections are shown in Table 3.2-2. As shown, the Second
Street/Bryant Street and Beale Street/Howard Street intersections operate at an unacceptable LOS E
during the weekday PM peak hour and the 16th Street/Caltrain crossing (at Seventh Street) operates at an

Adjustments are typically made to the capacity of each intersection to account for various factors that reduce the ability of the streets to
accommodate vehicles (such as the downtown nature of the area, number of pedestrians, bus stops, vehicle types, lane widths, grades, on-
street parking, and queues).

Delay for intersections operating at LOS F is typically reported as “greater than 80 seconds” for signalized intersections and “greater than
50 seconds” for unsignalized intersections, as 80 seconds and 50 seconds are generally considered the limits of the meaningful range for the
analysis methodology for signalized and unsignalized intersections. However, since a substantial percentage of the analysis locations are
projected to operate at LOS F under future-year scenarios, the volume-to-capacity ratio is also reported in cases where the intersection
average delay is greater than these limits, to facilitate comparison between scenarios.
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unacceptable LOS E during the weekday AM peak hour. All other remaining study intersections operate
at acceptable LOS D or better during both weekday AM and PM peak hours.

Table 3.2-2
Existing Intersection Levels of Service in the Proposed Project Area
. . AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Intersection Traffic Control I n
LOS Delay LOS Delay
1. Fourth Street/Townsend Street Signal B 16.7 B 18.0
2. Third Street/Townsend Street Signal B 15.9 C 24.2
3. Third Street/Bryant Street Signal - -- D 37.6
4. Third Street/Perry Street OWSC? - - B 11.6
5. Third Street/Harrison Street Signal C 220 C 30.3
6. Second Street/Bryant Street Signal - -- E 64.8
7. Second Street/Harrison Street Signal - -- D 48.4
8. Beale Street/Howard Street Signal B 11.7 E 61.1
9. Beale Street/Mission Street Signal B 16.8 C 33.9
10. Main Street/Howard Street Signal B 15.7 C 27.6
11. Main Street/Mission Street Signal B 10.3 B 104
12. 16th Street/Caltrain Tracks (at Seventh Street) Signal E 67.3 D 495
Notes:
Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable LOS (LOS E or LOS F).
! Delay is presented in seconds per vehicle.
2 OWSC = one-way stop control. Delay is presented for the worst minor approach to the intersection.
Source: Compiled by AECOM in 2014; Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board 2015

Pedestrian Operations

Pedestrian facilities (including sidewalks, crosswalks, and pedestrian signals) are generally provided
along all streets and intersections throughout the SoMa area. During peak periods, pedestrian activity is
generally high throughout the SoMa area, with the highest levels of activity occurring along Market Street
and near major transit facilities.

Pedestrian crosswalk counts were conducted in December 2012 at the Beale Street/Market Street and
Beale Street/Mission Street intersections during the weekday midday (12 noon to 3 p.m.) and evening
peak (4 p.m. to 6 p.m.) periods. These intersections were selected because they would be most affected by
the proposed BART/Muni underground pedestrian connector; all other proposed project components are
expected to generate relatively few additional pedestrians or would not be expected to substantially alter
pedestrian circulation.

The analysis evaluated the operation of pedestrian facilities during the peak 15-minute intervals of the
weekday midday and PM peak periods. The operational performance of the crosswalks and street corners
was evaluated using the 2000 HCM methodology, an LOS-based methodology. Similar to intersection
operations, the performance of pedestrian facilities ranges from LOS A, indicating free pedestrian flow, to
LOS F, indicating congested conditions. In San Francisco, LOS E and LOS F represent unacceptable
levels of service. The HCM methodology for crosswalks and street corners is shown in Table 3.2-3, and
the results for the Beale Street intersections are shown in Table 3.2-4 and Table 3.2-5.

Page 3.2-5 December 2015



Transbay Joint Powers Authority 3.2 Transportation
Transbay Transit Center Supplemental EIS/EIR

As shown in Table 3.2-4, all study crosswalks operate at acceptable LOS D or better during the weekday
midday and PM peak hours. Similarly, as shown in Table 3.2-5, all study street corners operate at
acceptable LOS D or better during the weekday midday and PM peak hours.

Table 3.2-3
Crosswalk and Street Level of Service Criteria and Definitions
LOS Crosswalk Circulation Area Street Corner Circulation_Area
(square feet per pedestrian) (square feet per pedestrian)

A > 60 >13

B > 40 and < 60 >10and <13

C > 24 and <40 >6and <10

D >15and <24 >3and<6

E >8and <15 >2and <3

F <8 <2

Source: Transportation Research Board 2000

Table 3.2-4
Existing Crosswalk Levels of Service along Beale Street (2012)
. Midday Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Intersection Crosswalk - I - I
LOS Circ. Area LOS Circ. Area
North A 79.7 A 88.3
East A 116.2 A 164.9
1. Beale Street/Market Street
South A 65.6 A 101.6
West A 3715 A 201.4
North B 51.8 A 65.3
L East A 81.7 C 24.4
2. Beale Street/Mission Street
South B 55.1 B 59.7
West B 54.5 D 21.8
Note:
1 Circulation area in square feet per pedestrian.
Source: Compiled by AECOM in 2014

Transit Operations

The proposed project area is served by local and regional public transit services. Service area summaries
for each of the major transit providers are outlined below.

Local Transit. SFMTA’s Muni provides service within San Francisco, including bus, light rail (Metro),
streetcar, and cable car lines. Within the vicinity of the proposed project, Muni currently operates
41 routes, with peak-period headways ranging between 4 and 15 minutes.
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Table 3.2-5
Existing Street Corner Levels of Service along Beale Street (2012)
. Midday Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Intersection Corner - I - I
LOS Circ. Area LOS Circ. Area
Northeast A 129.9 A 161.9
Southeast A 44 4 A 69.4
1. Beale Street/Market Street
Southwest A 64.5 A 79.7
Northwest A 207.6 A 187.1
Northeast A 16.1 A 7.6
o Southeast A 18.5 A 11.0
2. Beale Street/Mission Street
Southwest A 14.8 A 8.2
Northwest B 12.9 C 7.6
Note:
1 Circulation area in square feet per pedestrian.
Source: Compiled by AECOM in 2014

East Bay. Transit service to and from the East Bay is primarily provided by BART and AC Transit.
BART operates regional rail transit service between the East Bay (from Pittsburg/Bay Point, Richmond,
Dublin/Pleasanton, and Fremont) and San Francisco, and between San Mateo County (Millbrae and San
Francisco International Airport) and San Francisco. The nearest BART stations to the proposed project
area are the Embarcadero Station and the Montgomery Station, with multiple station entrances along
Market Street between Montgomery Street and Spear Street. AC Transit is the primary bus operator for
the East Bay, including Alameda and western Contra Costa Counties. AC Transit operates bus routes
between the East Bay and San Francisco, almost all of which currently terminate at the Temporary
Transbay Terminal.

Supplementary transit service to/from the East Bay is provided by the following operators:

= Alameda/Oakland Ferry: Ferry service between the Ferry Building (The Embarcadero/Market
Street), Oakland’s Jack London Square, and the Alameda Ferry Terminal

= Alameda Harbor Bay Ferry: Ferry service between the Ferry Building and the Harbor Bay
Parkway Ferry Terminal on Harbor Bay Isle

= Vallejo Baylink: Ferry and supplementary express bus service between the Ferry Building and the
Vallejo Ferry Terminal

=  Western Contra Costa Transit Authority: Lynx express bus service between Hercules and the
Transbay Terminal

South Bay/Peninsula. Transit service to and from the South Bay and Peninsula is provided by BART,
SamTrans, and Caltrain. SamTrans provides bus service between San Mateo County and San Francisco,
including bus lines that serve San Francisco and the downtown area. In general, SamTrans service to
downtown San Francisco operates along Mission Street to the Temporary Terminal. Caltrain provides
commuter rail passenger service between Santa Clara County and San Francisco, operating a combination
of express and local service on weekdays. The San Francisco Caltrain terminal is located at the
intersection of Fourth Street and King Street in the Mission Bay area.
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North Bay. Transit service to and from the North Bay is primarily provided by Golden Gate Transit
buses and ferries. Between the North Bay and San Francisco, Golden Gate Transit operates a combination
of commute and basic bus routes, most of which serve the Financial District and Civic Center. Golden
Gate Transit buses use a parking and storage lot at the Eighth Street/Harrison Street intersection. Golden
Gate Transit also operates ferry service between the North Bay and San Francisco. During the morning
and evening commute periods, ferries run between Larkspur and San Francisco and between Sausalito
and San Francisco. Additional ferry service operated by Blue & Gold Fleet connects Tiburon and San
Francisco. The San Francisco terminal for North Bay commute ferry service is located at the Ferry
Building.

All regional transit providers can be accessed within the proposed project area on foot or from nearby
Muni bus and light rail service.

According to the Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies memorandum (City and County of San
Francisco 2013a), Muni routes to and from the greater downtown area are approximately 72 percent
utilized during the weekday AM peak hour and 68 percent utilized during the weekday PM peak hour.
Regional transit providers connecting the East Bay Area with San Francisco (i.e., BART, AC Transit,
ferries) are approximately 85 percent utilized during the weekday AM peak hour and 83 percent utilized
during the weekday PM peak hour. Regional transit providers connecting the North Bay Area with San
Francisco (i.e., Golden Gate Transit bus, ferries) are approximately 54 percent utilized during the
weekday AM peak hour and 49 percent utilized during the weekday PM peak hour. Regional transit
providers connecting the South Bay Area with San Francisco (i.e., BART, Caltrain, SamTrans) are
approximately 71 percent utilized during the weekday AM peak hour and 72 percent utilized during the
weekday PM peak hour. Transit data are provided for the peak direction of travel (to downtown San
Francisco during the weekday AM peak hour and from downtown San Francisco during the weekday PM
peak hour).

Bicycle Facilities

Seven major Citywide bicycle routes are in the proposed project area, consisting of Class Il bikeways
(i.e., striped, on-street bicycle lanes) and Class 111 bikeways (i.e., bicycle routes where bicyclists share the
road with automobiles):

Route 5 is a major north/south Class II/11l bikeway stretching through San Francisco’s southeastern,
eastern, and northeastern neighborhoods. In the vicinity of the proposed project area, Route 5 is a Class |1
facility along The Embarcadero, continuing north to North Point Street, where it connects to Route 2.

Route 11 is a north/south Class Il facility, running from Columbus Avenue at North Point Street in the
Fisherman’s Wharf area along Columbus Avenue, Sansome Street (northbound)/Battery Street
(southbound), and Second Street to King Street in the Mission Bay area.

Route 16 is an east/west Class II/1ll facility, running from Market Street along the Sutter Street/Post
Street couplet to Presidio Avenue in the Laurel Heights area. In the vicinity of the project area, Route 16
is a Class Il facility.

Route 19 is a north/south Class Il facility running along Fifth Street from Market Street to Townsend
Street.

Route 30 is an east/west mixed Class I/1I/11l facility that runs from The Embarcadero along Howard
Street (westbound)/Folsom Street (eastbound) and 14th Street or Market Street to the Castro area. In the
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project area, westbound Route 30 is a Class Il facility east of Fremont Street. All other portions of Route
30 in the proposed project area are Class 1 facilities.

Route 36 is an east/west Class Il facility running along Townsend Street from The Embarcadero to
Folsom Street.

Route 50 is an east/west primarily Class Il facility that runs the length of Market Street from The
Embarcadero to Castro Street. From there, Route 50 continues along Corbett Street, Portola Avenue, and
Sloat Boulevard to the Great Highway.

There is a moderate level of bicycle activity in the proposed project area, primarily concentrated along the
designated bicycle routes, especially along Market Street and The Embarcadero. Bicycle traffic is highest
during the morning and evening peak periods, and there is generally a steady stream of bicycle traffic
along Market Street during these times as workers commute to/from their place of employment by
bicycle. Bicycle activity along The Embarcadero is higher during midday and off-peak periods, as this
facility is more geared to recreational and tourist use. During other times of the day and along other
bikeways and streets, bicycle traffic is generally lower. A bicycle share station is located at the
Embarcadero BART Station. The proposed project is not expected to substantially affect bicycle travel
demand or to alter the use or operation of bicycle share stations in the project vicinity.

On-Street Parking Conditions

Within the proposed project area, on-street parking generally consists of metered or time-limited parking.
Most of the metered parking is limited to 15 minutes or 1 hour. Some metered spaces operate between
7 a.m. and 3 p.m., Monday through Friday, with a “No Stopping” restriction in place between 3 p.m. and
6 p.m. on weekdays. In addition, during the weekday morning and evening peak commute periods (7 a.m.
to 9 a.m. and 3 p.m. to 6 p.m.), on-street parking is prohibited along many key roadways in the area, such
as Mission Street, First Street, and Fremont Street.

Based on field observations, on-street parking was nearly fully occupied throughout the day; the highest
occupancy rates were observed closer to Market Street and lower occupancy rates were observed toward
the southern portion of the proposed project area near Harrison, Bryant, and Brannan Streets.

In addition to the on-street parking in the project corridor, off-street parking is at the west end of the
Caltrain railyard that is for employees only.

Loading Conditions

Throughout the proposed project area, passenger (white) loading zones are provided near buildings to
allow drivers to drop-off or pick-up passengers along the curb. In general, the passenger loading zones
have relatively high turnover, due to limited time restrictions.

On-street commercial (yellow) loading zones are provided to allow commercial vehicles (typically trucks
and service vehicles) to park along the curb to unload or load goods. These spaces are frequently used by
building service vehicles and contractors maintaining buildings that have no off-street parking.
Commercial loading zones in the proposed project area are generally regulated by meters with a 1-hour
time limit, in effect Monday through Friday (or Saturday), with various start and end times. Based on
field observations, on-street loading zone occupancy varies between 50 percent and 75 percent throughout
the day. Generally, higher loading zone occupancy occurs closer to Market Street and lower occupancy
rates occur toward the southern portion of the proposed project area near Harrison, Bryant, and Brannan
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Streets. Additionally, periods of higher usage are concentrated in the early mornings (primarily deliveries
to restaurants and stores) and during the midday period (primarily package and mail deliveries).

Emergency Vehicle Access

The existing roadway network enables emergency vehicle response to all buildings in the proposed
project area. Although turning radius and maneuverability is somewhat restricted on some roadways,
larger emergency vehicles such as ladder trucks can still access these buildings. During peak commute
times, general traffic congestion throughout the proposed project area, especially along key streets that
provide access to and from Interstate 80, can result in delays to emergency vehicle response.

Regulatory Framework

The following discussion summarizes relevant laws, regulations, and policies concerning transportation
services and facilities, including new guidance issued since the 2004 FEIS/EIR.

Federal
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (2005)

Under SAFETEA-LU, Public Law 109-59 and amendments to the 23 USC and 49 USC, the legislation
outlines measures to improving safety, reducing traffic congestion, improving efficiency in freight
movement, increasing intermodal connectivity, and protecting the environment. SAFETEA-LU promotes
more efficient and effective federal surface transportation programs by focusing on transportation issues
of national significance, while giving State and local transportation decision makers more flexibility for
solving transportation problems in their communities. SAFETEA-LU includes the following eight core
program for targeted investments in transportation: Safety, Equity, Innovative Finance, Congestion
Relief, Mobility and Productivity, Efficiency, Environmental Stewardship, and Environmental
Streamlining.

Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (2012)

Under MAP-21, Public Law 112-141 and amendments to the 23 USC, the legislation outlines surface
transportation funding program totaling $105 billion for FY2013 and FY2014. MAP-21 creates a
streamlined, performance-based, and multimodal program to address the many challenges facing the U.S.
transportation system. These challenges include improving safety, maintaining infrastructure condition,
reducing traffic congestion, improving efficiency of the system and freight movement, protecting the
environment, and reducing delays in project delivery. MAP-21 builds on and refines many of the
highway, transit, bike, and pedestrian programs and policies established in 1991.

State
Senate Bill 743 and Public Resources Code 21099

SB 743 added Section 21099 to the Public Resources Code, eliminating the analysis of parking impacts
for certain urban infill projects under CEQA. The proposed project meets the definition of an infill project
located within a transit priority area, as specified by Section 21099. Accordingly, from a CEQA
perspective, parking is discussed for informational purposes. Regardless, because the proposed project
and the No Action Alternative would be subject to NEPA, parking impacts are considered in this analysis.
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CEQA (California PRC Section 21000 et seq.) and CEQA Guidelines (CCR, Title 14, Section
15000 et seq.)

CEQA and its implementing guidelines require state and local agencies to identify the significant
environmental impacts of their actions, including potential significant impacts related to transportation
facilities and operations, and to avoid or mitigate those impacts when feasible.

Local
Planning Department of the City and County of San Francisco

The San Francisco Planning Department published the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for
Environmental Review (2002) to guide preparation of transportation impact analysis for environmental
evaluation. These guidelines provide significance criteria for analyzing the impact of a project on traffic,
Muni transit, regional transit, parking, pedestrian and bicycle facilities, freight loading and service, and
passenger loading zones.

San Francisco General Plan

The Transportation Element of the San Francisco General Plan is composed of nine sections that define
and relate the components of the City’s transportation system: General, Regional Transportation,
Congestion Management, Vehicle Circulation, Transit, Pedestrians, Bicycles, Citywide Parking, and
Goods Movement.

San Francisco Transit First Policy

The Transit First Policy was first adopted by the Board of Supervisors in 1973 and incorporated into the
City Charter in 1998 by the voters of San Francisco. The purpose of the Transit First Policy is to ensure
the City’s commitment to give priority to alternative modes of transportation over personal vehicles
through the following defined principles:

1. To ensure quality of life and economic health in San Francisco, the primary objective of the
transportation system must be the safe and efficient movement of people and goods.

2. Public transit, including taxis and vanpools, is an economically and environmentally sound
alternative to transportation by individual automobile. Within San Francisco, travel by public
transit, by bicycle, and on foot must be an attractive alternative to travel by private automobile.

3. Decisions regarding the use of limited public street and sidewalk space shall encourage the use of
public right-of-ways by pedestrians, bicyclists, and public transit, and shall strive to reduce traffic
and improve public health and safety.

4. Transit priority improvements, such as designated transit lanes and streets and improved
signalization, shall be made to expedite the movement of public transit vehicles (including taxis
and vanpools) and to improve pedestrian safety.

5. Pedestrian areas shall be enhanced wherever possible to improve the safety and comfort of
pedestrians and to encourage travel by foot.

6. Bicycling shall be promoted by encouraging safe streets for riding, convenient access to transit,
bicycle lanes, and secure bicycle parking.

7. Parking policies for areas well-served by public transit shall be designed to encourage travel by
public transit and alternative transportation.
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8. New transportation investment should be allocated to meet the demand for public transit
generated by new public and private commercial and residential developments.

9. The ability of the City and County of San Francisco to reduce traffic congestion depends on the
adequacy of regional public transportation. The City and County of San Francisco shall promote
the use of regional mass transit and the continued development of an integrated, reliable, regional
public transportation system.

10. The City and County of San Francisco shall encourage innovative solutions to meet public
transportation needs wherever possible and where the provision of such service will not adversely
affect the service provided by Muni (added November 1999).

Better Streets Plan

The Better Streets Plan is an effort by the City to design a street system to promote the use and enjoyment
of public spaces for all. Similar to the Transit First Policy, the Better Streets Plan prioritizes walking,
bicycling, transit, and the use of streets as public spaces for all. The Better Streets Plan focuses on
streetscape design, traffic-calming measures, and best practice models to ensure multi-modal safety with
emphasis on pedestrian well-being.

San Francisco Bicycle Plan

The San Francisco Bicycle Plan, approved in June 2009, includes minor changes to the existing facilities
near the proposed project. Improvements, including markings, signage, and facilities, are considered
treatments necessary to improve conditions for bicycle use.

3.2.3 Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures
Thresholds of Significance
The intent of this analysis is to determine whether the proposed project would do any of the following:
= Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for
the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation
including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation
system, including, but not limited to, intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and
bicycle paths, and mass transit.
= Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to, level
of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by the county
congestion management agency for designated roads or highways.

= Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change
in location that results in substantial safety risks.

= Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses.
= Result in inadequate emergency access.

= Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities.
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To determine whether the proposed project would meet the conditions listed above, the San Francisco
Planning Department uses the following significance thresholds from its Transportation Impact Analysis
Guidelines for Environmental Review:

= For signalized intersections, cause the intersection level of service to deteriorate from LOS D or
better to LOS E or F, or from LOS E to LOS F.

= For unsignalized intersections, cause the level of service at the worst approach to deteriorate from
LOS D or better to LOS E or F, and cause California Department of Transportation (Caltrans)
peak-hour traffic volume signal warrants to be met, or would cause Caltrans signal warrants to be
met when the worst approach is already operating at LOS E or F.

= For intersections that operate at LOS E or F under existing conditions, cause a substantial
contribution to the worsening of the average delay per vehicle.

= Cause major traffic hazards or contribute considerably to cumulative traffic increases that would
cause deterioration in levels of service to unacceptable levels.

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

= Result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, create potentially hazardous conditions
for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas.

= Create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with
bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining areas.

= Result in a loading demand during the peak hour of loading activities that could not be
accommodated within proposed on-site loading facilities or within convenient on-street loading
zones, and create potentially hazardous conditions or significant delays affecting traffic, transit,
bicycles, or pedestrians.

= Result in inadequate emergency access.
Methodology
This transportation evaluation was prepared consistent with the City and County of San Francisco
Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review (2002)

(Transportation Guidelines) and the methodologies and assumptions in the 2004 FEIS/EIR (FTA 2004).

In particular, the following scenarios were evaluated to identify the potential transportation impacts of the
proposed project:

= Existing conditions
= EXxisting-plus-project conditions
= 2040 cumulative conditions

Page 3.2-13 December 2015



Transbay Joint Powers Authority 3.2 Transportation
Transbay Transit Center Supplemental EIS/EIR

To determine the effects of potential new development associated with the proposed project on the
surrounding transportation network, travel demand estimates for the each of the proposed project
components were estimated and compared to uses that would be displaced from the site. Travel demand
refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian, and other trips that would be generated by the proposed
project. The travel demand estimates were based on information contained in the Transportation
Guidelines and the travel demand methodology developed for the Transit Center District Plan FEIR (City
of San Francisco 2012). The 2040 Cumulative Conditions were developed using output from the San
Francisco County Transportation Authority’s travel demand model (the “SF Model”),? and data provided
in the Transbay Program Final EIS Reevaluation (FRA 2010). Specifically, roadway volumes for the SF
Model’s base year (2012) and future horizon year (2040) were determined, and then annual growth rates
for each street were calculated.

To account for changed roadway conditions in the area as proposed as part of the approved Transit Center
District Plan and the proposed Central SoMa Plan, manual adjustments were conducted at the affected
movements. These growth rates were then applied to the 2012 intersection turning movement counts at
each of the study intersections. Then, traffic volume adjustments associated with the California High-
Speed Rail (HSR) Authority’s identified in the Transbay Program Final EIS Reevaluation (FRA 2010),
and construction of the Transit Center train box and the Downtown Rail Extension (DTX) were applied to
study intersections to derive 2040 Cumulative Conditions for the weekday AM and PM peak hours. These
adjustments account for travel behavior changes associated with adjusted Muni and Caltrain services, as
well as the availability of the HSR.

Background growth in pedestrian traffic within the proposed project area was derived from the SF Model
neighborhood trip tables using the growth in pedestrian trips projected for the model’s “Downtown” and
“SoMa” aggregated neighborhoods, and from data provided in the Transbay Program Final EIS
Reevaluation (FRA 2010). Pedestrian traffic generated by the extension of Caltrain into the Transit Center
derived from the Cambridge Systematics model of Caltrain passenger walk trips to/from the Transit
Center was modified per the new estimates from the Transbay Transit Center Vehicle Traffic and
Pedestrian Volume Assumptions memorandum (ARUP 2011). These estimates were included in the
pedestrian traffic growth assumptions.

The analytic scenarios of Existing plus Project Conditions and a long-term cumulative evaluation are
consistent with the approach outlined in the Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis
Guidelines (City and County of San Francisco 2002) and the State CEQA Guidelines.

Issues Not Addressed Further in this SEIS/EIR

Air Traffic Patterns. The Transbay Program is not within an area covered by an adopted airport land use
plan, and this issue was not discussed in the 2004 FEIS/EIR. The environmental setting with respect to air
traffic patterns has not changed since the 2004 FEIS/EIR; therefore, this issue is not discussed further in
this SEIS/EIR.

®  San Francisco County Transportation Authority’s Travel Demand Model Run “CC2040HF1wLU” for Future 2040 conditions. This model

run is consistent with current Association of Bay Area Governments forecasts, and includes all planned and approved projects in the greater
downtown area, such as the Transit Center District Plan, Central SoMa Plan, Pier 30/32, and Pier 70.
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Environmental Analysis

No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, where Phase 2 of the approved Transbay Program will be implemented
and the proposed project as described in this SEIS/EIR would not be implemented, transportation effects
will be the same as those presented in Section 5.19 Transit, Traffic, and Parking (pages 5-127 to 5-158) of
the 2004 FEIS/EIR and the subsequent addenda, and the 2010 Transbay Program Final EIS Reevaluation.
The transportation analysis in the 2004 FEIS/EIR assumed the existing conditions to be year 2020
baseline. The existing plus project was analyzed as 2020 Baseline plus the Transbay Program (2020
Baseline Plus Project), and 2020 cumulative included all of the related city and redevelopment projects. A
summary of those previously analyzed effects, as well as previously adopted mitigation measures
(Mitigation Measures Ped 1 through Ped 7, PC 1 through PC 7, and GC 1 through GC 5), is provided
below. The full description of the mitigation measures is contained in Appendix C of this SEIS/EIR.

Intersection Impacts. The evaluation of intersection operations concluded that significant and
unavoidable cumulative impacts on intersection operating conditions will occur. Overall, the Transbay
Program was determined to have a significant cumulative traffic impact at seven of the 27 study
intersections:

First Street/Market Street
First Street/Mission Street
First Street/Howard Street
Fremont Street/Howard Street
Beale Street/Howard Street
Second Street/Folsom Street
Second Street/Bryant Street

NoogkrwdE

For the 2010 Reevaluation by the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA 2010), which focused on the
train box and HSR service, baseline transportation network and operations were updated using the City’s
then-current traffic model, and HSR ridership was added to the transportation analysis from the 2004
FEIS/EIR. The future cumulative horizon year also was extended from 2020 in the 2004 FEIS/EIR to
2030. It was determined that no changes will occur to the significance level of transit operations and
patronage impacts; no additional intersections where cumulatively considerable contributions to future
intersection operations will occur; no change will occur to the significance level of parking impacts; and
no change will occur to the significance level for non-motorized impacts. With respect to traffic
conditions, the 2030 cumulative condition shows that 25 of the previously studied 27 intersections will
operate at unacceptable levels, resulting in part from the addition of development anticipated by the
Transit Center District Plan:

First Street/Market Street
Fremont Street/Market Street
First Street/Mission Street
Fremont Street/Mission Street
Beale Street/Mission Street
Main Street/Mission Street
Second Street/Howard Street
First Street/Howard Street

9. Fremont Street/Howard Street
10. Beale Street/Howard Street
11. Main Street/Howard Street
12. Second Street/Folsom Street

NG~ LNE
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13. First Street/Folsom Street

14. Fremont Street/Folsom Street/Interstate 80 westbound off-ramp
15. Beale Street/Folsom Street

16. Main Street/Folsom Street

17. Spear Street/Folsom Street

18. Embarcadero Street/Folsom Street

19. Second Street/Harrison Street

20. Essex Street/Harrison Street

21. First Street/Harrison Street/Interstate 80 eastbound on-ramp
22. Fremont Street/Harrison Street

23. Main Street/Harrison Street

24. Spear Street/Harrison Street

25. Second Street/Bryant Street

The mitigation measures from the 2004 FEIS/EIR that were adopted and incorporated into the approved
Transbay Program to reduce the effects of these significant cumulative intersection impacts require the
Transbay Program to contribute to the City’s SFgo Transportation Management System, which is a
Citywide program to monitor and manage traffic circulation. The 2004 FEIS/EIR concluded that the
Transbay Program will have an adverse effect/significant and unavoidable impact on seven intersections
with implementation of mitigation measures.

Pedestrian Impacts. Five study area intersections (each with four crosswalks and four corners) were
evaluated for pedestrian LOS:

Mission Street/First Street
Mission Street/Fremont Street
Howard Street/First Street
Howard Street/ Fremont Street
Folsom Street/Beale Street

agrwbdpE

Under the No Action Alternative, 11 corners (out of 20 study corners) and two crosswalks (out of 20
study crosswalks) fall to pedestrian LOS F. Isolating the Project Only impacts from the 2020 Baseline
plus Project condition indicates that the approved Transbay Program itself will not cause the LOSF
condition. The lowest pedestrian levels of service associated with the approved Transbay Program will
occur at the intersection of First Street and Mission Street, where the LOS at two corners will fall to
LOS E, and at the intersection of Howard Street and Fremont Street, where the LOS at one corner will fall
to LOS E. To mitigate the Transbay Program’s impact, the following mitigation measures were adopted
and incorporated into the approved Transbay Program:

= Ped 1 - use future construction or redevelopment as opportunities to increase building set-backs,
thereby increasing sidewalk widths.

= Ped 2 - eliminate or reduce sidewalk street furniture in the immediate Transbay Terminal area on
corners.

= Ped 3 - re-time traffic light signalization to pedestrian levels of service at each of the
intersections studies that fall into LOS F.

= Ped 4 - provide crosswalk signalization at intersections where they do not exist already.
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Ped 5 — provide crosswalk count-down signals at intersections and crosswalks immediately
surrounding the new Transbay Terminal.

Ped 6 — ensure that Transbay Terminal design increases corner and sidewalk widths at the four
intersections immediately surrounding the Transbay Terminal.

Ped 7 — provide lights within crosswalks to warn when pedestrians are present in the crosswalk.

The 2004 FEIS/EIR concluded that the Transbay Program will have no adverse effect/less-than-
significant impact on pedestrian circulation with implementation of mitigation measures.

Construction Impacts. Without mitigation, construction for the Transbay Program will result in
substantial adverse impacts on transit operations, vehicular traffic, local business access, parking, and
pedestrian and bicycle circulation, as summarized below.

Transit operations will experience delays; street-by-street closures will cause rerouting of Muni,
Golden Gate Transit, and SamTrans lines; modifications will occur to existing bus stops; and
buses that formerly traveled to and from the Transbay Terminal will be redirected to the
Temporary Terminal.

Vehicular traffic will be disrupted by the number of construction trucks required to haul debris
and excavated soils, deliver materials, and transport construction crews, as well as road closures
and detours for construction. Based on conservative assumptions, an estimated 31 trucks per hour
will use local haul routes. All trucks are expected to travel along Seventh Street, departing or
returning to the Caltrain railyard. Truck trips, in combination with street closures and related
diverted traffic, were evaluated for their intersection impacts at five intersections. The Third
Street/Howard Street intersection was determined to experience unacceptable delays. Other
intersections will not be adversely affected because the trucks were assumed to travel throughout
the day, and volume of trucks during peak-hour movement will be relatively small.

Driveway access will be affected for a number of local businesses, including offices, retail uses,
and parking garages along Townsend Street, between Third and Fifth Streets, and along Mission
Street and The Embarcadero.

On-street parking will be temporarily removed, primarily along Townsend, Second, and Third
Streets.

Street closures, detours, relocated bus stops, and construction traffic will interfere with pedestrian
and bicycle circulation throughout the project area.

Because of the above identified impacts on the transportation network and operations, the 2004 FEIS/EIR
identified pre-construction-related mitigation measures and five general construction-related mitigation
measures. The measures specific to transportation impacts, which were adopted and incorporated into the
approved Transbay Program, are summarized below:

PC 2 — interview businesses along the alignment to assist in (a) the identification of possible
techniques during construction to maintain critical business activities, (b) analyze alternative
access routes for customers and deliveries to businesses, (c) develop traffic control and detour
plans, and (d) finalize construction practices.

PC 4 - establish community construction information/outreach program to provide on-going
dialogue construction impacts and possible mitigation/solutions.
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= PC 5 - establish site and field offices located along the alignment to better understand
community/business needs during the construction period; manage construction-related matters
pertaining to the public; and notify property owners, residences, and businesses of major
construction activities (e.g., utility relocation/disruption and milestones, re-routing of delivery
trucks).

= PC 6 - implement an information phone line to provide community members and businesses the
opportunity to express their views regarding construction, and to provide information on the
project schedule, dates for upcoming community meetings, notice of construction impacts,
individual problem solving, construction complaints, and general information.

= PC 7 - develop traffic management plans to maintain access to all businesses. Perform daily
cleaning of work areas for the duration of the construction period. Include provisions in
construction contracts to require maintenance of driveway access to businesses to the extent
feasible.

= GC 1 - disseminate information to the community in a timely manner regarding anticipated
construction activities.

= GC 2 - provide signage and work with establishments affected by construction activities to
develop appropriate signage for alternate routes.

= GC 3 - install level decking at the cut-and-cover sections to be flush with the existing street or
sidewalk levels.

= GC 4 - provide for efficient sidewalk design and maintenance. Where a sidewalk must be
temporarily narrowed during construction (e.g., deck installation), restore it to its original width
during the majority of construction period.

The 2004 FEIS/EIR concluded that construction of the Transbay Program will have no adverse effect/
less-than-significant impact on the transportation network and facilities with implementation of mitigation
measures.

Proposed Project

The proposed project components consist of Phase 2 refinements and other transportation improvements
and land development at or adjacent to elements of the previously approved Phase 2 of the Transbay
Program, which was analyzed in the 2004 FEIS/EIR and addressed transportation impacts. Therefore, the
previous analysis covers the same study area directly relevant to the proposed project. Current
information, including updated traffic counts, was gathered for the technical analyses. Mitigation
Measures Ped 1 through Ped 7; PC 2, 4, 5, 6, and 7; and GC 1, 2, 3, and 4, which were previously
identified in the 2004 FEIS/EIR and were adopted and incorporated into the approved Transbay Program,
would apply and would continue to be implemented as part of the proposed project. The full text of these
measures is reproduced in Appendix C.

Impact TR-1: The proposed project would not result in levels of service that would exceed the City’s
threshold for acceptable operations or result in localized circulation and access effects. (No Adverse
Effect/Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation)

The proposed project components consist of multiple modifications and additions to the previously
approved Transbay Program Phase 2. Many of the proposed project components would not result in any
change to travel demand, modifications to roadway or intersection configurations, or substantial changes
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to intersection levels of service. These facilities/improvements are the widened throat structure, extended
train box, realigned Fourth and Townsend Street Station, tunnel stub box, and rock dowels. These
components represent structural modifications to the proposed DTX facilities that do not involve new
travel demand or trip generation, or changes in how the surrounding transportation facilities would
function. Consequently, there is no need to discuss these proposed project components further in this
impact analysis of traffic operations.

The remaining proposed project components, however, could affect the transportation system as it relates
to traffic operations, as discussed below. These components are adjacent land development at the vent
structure sites, the additional trackwork south of the Caltrain railyard, the intercity bus facility and
adjacent land development, the taxi staging area, the bicycle/controlled vehicle ramp, the AC Transit bus
storage facility parking, and the underground pedestrian connector.

701 Third Street Vent Structure and Adjacent Land Development. This proposed project component
would displace an existing 1,714-square-foot fast food restaurant and also allow for the development of a
new mixed-use building around the vent structure. The replacement of the fast food restaurant by the
proposed vent structure would result in a net reduction in the number of trips associated with the site, and
thus the direct effect to the existing levels of service at the nearby intersections would not be adverse
under NEPA.

To take into account the effects of the future development that could occur adjacent to the vent structure,
it was assumed that the potential mixed-use development would include approximately 76,000 square feet
consisting of a 4,000-square-foot ground-floor restaurant space and 72,000 square feet of office space.”*
Alternatively, 72 residential units could also be accommodated within the same square footage, but for
purposes of this analysis as shown in Table 3.2-6, the travel demand calculations assumed a conservative
approach, with the highest vehicle-trip rates represented by office space.

Travel demand estimates for the potential mixed-use development, as well as the existing fast food
restaurant on-site that would be displaced, are shown in Table 3.2-6. As shown, the trips generated by the
potential mixed-use development would be less than the trips generated by the existing fast food
restaurant during the weekday AM and PM peak hours. This reduction in overall vehicle trip generation
would not result in an adverse indirect effect under NEPA or a potentially significant impact under CEQA
on existing traffic conditions in the surrounding area or on nearby highways and freeway ramps.

It is expected that the vent structure and the potential mixed-use development would be designed to allow
for safe ingress and egress. The potential for design elements of any future mixed-use development to
affect vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle circulation would be examined by the City in a separate CEQA
environmental review process, based on a future site-specific design.

Alternate Vent Structure Location at 699 Third Street and 180 Townsend Street and Adjacent
Land Development. As an alternative to the vent structure location discussed above, this proposed
project component would displace the existing 41,125-square-foot office building (with ground floor
retail space) at 180 Townsend Street, and the existing 6,250-square-foot retail space at 699 Third Street,
with the development of approximately 72,000 square feet of light industrial space/small professional
offices. The replacement of these retail and office uses by the proposed vent structure would result in a
net reduction in the number of trips associated with the site, and the direct effect to the existing levels of
service at the nearby intersections would not be adverse under NEPA.

4 Based on estimates of travel demand totals, this land use would represent the highest vehicle-trip rates for currently permitted uses on the

site.
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Table 3.2-6

701 Third Street Vent Structure and Adjacent Land Development Travel Demand Calculation

Land Use

Weekday AM Peak Hour

Weekday PM Peak Hour

Person Trips

Person Trips

Trip Direction Veh. Veh.
Auto. Tran. Walk  Bike/Other | Total Auto. Tran. Walk  Bike/Other | Total
Existing (1,714 square feet)
Fast Food Restaurant
In (86) (76) (92) (13) (267) (76) (41) (33) (51) ©) (132) (36)
Out (80) (62) (90) (12) (244) (70) (44) (41) (52) @) (144) (39)
Total (166) (138) (182) (25) (511) (146) (85) 74) (103) (14) (276) (75)
New (76,000 square feet)
Ground Floor Restaurant and Office
In 50 75 22 5 152 42 16 15 19 3 53 14
Out 17 15 19 54 15 47 71 22 145 40
Total 67 90 41 206 57 63 86 41 198 54
Net New Trips
In (36) @) (70) ®) (115) (34) (25) (18) (32) 4) (79) (22)
Out (63) 47) (71) 9) (190) (55) 3 30 (30) 2 1 1
Total (99) (48) (141) 17) (305) (89) (22) 12 (62) (6) (78) (21)
Notes:

Auto. = automobile trips; Tran. = transit trips; Veh. = vehicle trips

Numbers within parentheses signify a reduction in trips.

Source: Compiled by AECOM in 2014
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To take into account the travel demand associated with the potential development that could occur
adjacent to the vent structure, relative to the existing uses on-site that would be displaced, Table 3.2-7
shows the net effect in travel demand. As shown, the potential development would generate the same
number of vehicle trips during the weekday AM peak hour, and fewer trips than the existing uses during
the weekday PM peak hour. As a result, the indirect NEPA effect and the CEQA impact on existing
traffic conditions in the surrounding area and on nearby highways and freeway ramps would be not
adverse/less than significant.

It is expected that the vent structure and the potential development would be designed to allow for safe
ingress and egress. The potential for design elements of any future mixed use development to affect
vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle circulation would be examined by the City in a separate CEQA
environmental review process, based on a future site-specific design.

Additional Trackwork South of the Caltrain Railyard. This proposed project component would
provide a turnback track east of the mainline tracks that would join the mainline tracks at Hubbell Street
on the north and extend southward past the at-grade crossing at 16th Street for approximately 1,400 feet,
within the Caltrain right-of-way, underneath the elevated 1-280 freeway structure. The addition of the
proposed turnback track would result in changes to the at-grade crossing at 16th Street. In particular, it
would increase the width of the at-grade crossing along 16th Street towards Owens Street but would be
accommodated entirely within the Caltrain right-of-way. As part of this proposed project component,
existing traffic control equipment and roadway improvements (e.g., crossing gates and channelizing
islands) would be modified as necessary.

The changes to this at-grade crossing could result in the following effects:

= Reduction in the length of the storage lanes at the westbound approach on 16th Street because of
the increased width of the at-grade crossing by up to 50 feet, depending on the final design and
location of the crossing gates;

= Potential queueing at the service entry of the 1700 Owens Street building and the parking garage
behind 1650 Owens Street on the UCSF Campus; and

= Increase in the east/west crossing time for vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists by up to
15 seconds.

In addition, potential delays in traffic operations are anticipated because of train movements along the
turnback track, which would create additional delays beyond those identified in the PCEP EIR due to
Caltrain service. Although operating plans for Caltrain service have not been finalized, the number of
train crossings of 16th Street along the turnback track could be between 10 and 40 according to Caltrain
staff, with few expected during the weekday AM peak period (7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.) or PM peak period
(4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.). However, using a conservative scenario, this analysis assumes that two trains
would traverse the length of the turnback track and the at-grade crossing at 16th Street during the peak
periods (one during the weekday AM peak period and one during the weekday PM peak period).

Train movements along the turnback tracks between the Caltrain railyard and the Transit Center would
require the crossing gate at 16th Street to be lowered for approximately 70 seconds, to move the train to
the end of the turnback track, and another 70 seconds to move the train back. Accordingly, with the
proposed project, each train crossing through the at-grade crossing at 16th Street would be expected to
increase the total delay at the intersection by up to 70 seconds (i.e., 60 seconds to cross and an additional
10 seconds to raise and lower the crossing gates) for the eastbound and westbound approaches, as well as
the southbound left-turn and northbound right turn movements for vehicular traffic, buses, bicyclists, and
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Table 3.2-7
Alternate Vent Structure Site at 699 Third Street and 180 Townsend Street and Adjacent Land Development Travel Demand Calculation
Weekday AM Peak Hour Weekday PM Peak Hour
T _Lanq US? Person Trips Person Trips
rip Direction Veh. Veh.
Auto. Tran. Walk  Bike/Other | Total Auto. Tran. Walk  Bike/Other | Total
Existing (1,714 square feet)
Ground Floor Retail (180 Townsend)
In @) (6) ®) @ (22) (6) (23) (19 (29) 4) (75) (20)
Out (@) (5) (@) 1) (20) (6) (25) (23) (30) (4) (82) (22)
Total (14) (11) (15) 2 (42) (12) (48) 42) (59) 8) (157) (42)
Office Space (180 Townsend)
In (13) (23) ) @ (39) (11) 1) 1) @ (0) @) @
Out (1) (1) (1) (0) ) 1) (12) (22) (2) 1) (37) (10)
Total (14) (24) (3) @ (42) (12) (13) (23) 3) @ (40) (12)
Retail Space (699 Third Street)
In @) @) @) @ (10) (©)) (11) 9) (13) &) (34) 9
Out @) ) (4) (0) (9) 3) (12) (11) (14) (2 (37) (10)
Total (6) (5) (7) (1) (19) (6) (23) (20) (27) (4) (71) (19)
New (72,000 square feet)
Office/Light Industrial Space®
In 33 61 4 3 101 28 2 4 2 1 8 2
Out 3 4 2 1 9 2 32 57 5 3 98 27
Total 36 65 6 4 110 30 34 61 7 4 106 29
Net New Trips
In 10 29 9) 0) 30 8 (33) (25) (41) (5) (104) (28)
Out (8) (4) (10 (0) (23) (8) (17) 1 (41) (4) (58) (15)
Total 2 25 (19) 0) @) 0 (50) (24) (82) 9) (162) (43)
Notes:
Auto. = automobile trips; Tran. = transit trips; Veh. = vehicle trips
Numbers within parentheses signify a reduction in trips.
1 Office land use is used, as light industrial trip generation rates are unavailable. Office land uses typically generate a higher number of trips than industrial uses, but include
similar trip distribution characteristics.
Source: Compiled by AECOM in 2014
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pedestrians. Therefore, the train crossings of 16th Street along the turnback track would further
deteriorate the LOS and would increase the average delay at the intersection of 16th and Seventh Street,
during both weekday peak hours.

The 2004 FEIS/EIR assumed that up to 34 two-way train trips would terminate in San Francisco during
the weekday AM peak period (6:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.), which translates to an average of eight or nine train
trips per hour during the weekday AM and weekday PM peak periods. The 2004 FEIS/EIR did not
analyze traffic operations at this at-grade crossing; however, this intersection was evaluated in the PCEP
EIR (Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board 2015), and information from that document was
incorporated by reference for this analysis. The PCEP EIR assumed an average of six two-way trips
during both the weekday AM and PM peak hours, fewer than assumed in the 2004 FEIS/EIR.

According to the PCEP EIR, the at-grade crossing at 16th Street in 2013 was reported to operate at LOS E
with an average delay of 67.3 seconds during the weekday AM peak hour, and at LOS D with an average
delay of 49.5 seconds during the weekday PM peak hour. With implementation of the PCEP in the 2020
horizon year, the intersection service levels would be reduced to LOS F with an average delay of over
120 seconds during the weekday AM peak hour and to LOS E with an average delay of 64.5 seconds
during weekday the PM peak hour. The change to the AM peak hour LOS was identified as a significant
impact in the PCEP EIR.

To mitigate the intersection operation impacts of the PCEP, the PCEP EIR included the following four
mitigation measures for the intersection of 16th Street and Seventh Street:

= Widen the northbound approach to lengthen the left-turn pocket;

= Remove the parking lane to create a third lane for the eastbound approach;

= Reuvise the signal timing and phasing to better coordinate with 16th Street and Owens Street; and
= Pre-empt, pre-signal, or queue cutters as necessary to manage queues relative to the rail crossing.
Implementation of the above mitigation measures as part of the PCEP would reduce the significant
intersection effects from the PCEP to less than significant. The PCEP and these mitigation measures are
anticipated to be completed in 2020/2021, before implementation of the proposed project.

The proposed project would further change the at-grade crossing of the Caltrain right-of-way by
increasing the width of the crossing and reducing the length of the storage lanes on the westbound
approach on 16th Street. The additional delay would be 140 seconds in the weekday AM and PM peak
hours, for a total estimated delay of 83.7 seconds, based on calculations in the Caltrain PCEP EIR
(Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board 2015). These changes could result in deterioration in the
operation of the 16th Street/Seventh Street intersection, traffic circulation effects along 16th Street east to
Owens Street, and potential additional safety risks for pedestrians crossing the widened street that may
not be fully addressed by the four mitigation measures identified in the PCEP EIR. As a result, the
proposed project could result in an adverse effect under NEPA and a potentially significant impact under
CEQA.

Mitigation Measure. Further traffic analysis would be required as part of the final design to evaluate the
signal timing and phasing along 16th Street at Seventh Street and Owens Street. As part of New-MM-
TR-1.1, this traffic analysis would be conducted during final project design and the resulting
modifications to the signal timing and phasing along 16th Street, if warranted, would reduce impacts to
intersection operations and to pedestrian and bicycle circulation by maintaining the City’s LOS standards.
With implementation of New-MM-TR-1.1, no adverse effect would occur under NEPA, and a less-than-
significant impact would occur under CEQA.
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New-MM-TR-1.1 Modify Signal Operations at the 16th Street Intersection with the Caltrain
tracks and Owens Street. During final design, and after the location of the
crossing gates for the turnback track along 16th Street has been determined, the
TJPA shall conduct further traffic analysis of the turnback and maintenance of
way tracks to evaluate traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle operations along 16th
Street at Seventh Street, the Caltrain/turnback tracks, and Owen Street.
Changes to the PCEP OCS and specialty trackwork, such as control points,
switches, and train signals, will be undertaken by the TJPA to allow Caltrain to
continue its operations at the level of service defined in the PCEP EIR. In
addition, if the traffic analysis shows that the intersections along 16th Street do
not meet the City’s service levels for automobile traffic and pedestrian and
bicycle circulation, the TJPA will coordinate with the City and will be
responsible for implementing changes at these crossings to satisfy the City’s
LOS signalized intersection standards for impacts caused by turnback track
operations for DTX; provide sufficient crossing time for pedestrians and
bicyclists; and avoid creation of potentially hazardous conditions for
pedestrians and bicyclists.

Intercity Bus Facility and Adjacent Land Development. Buildout of this proposed project component
would displace a portion of the existing 201 Mission Street building, including terrace space (which is
partially used for office space) and surface parking. In place of these uses, development of the intercity
bus facility would result in changes to Greyhound bus and Amtrak bus activity and routing. The intercity
bus facility would serve as the San Francisco terminal for Amtrak buses that currently stop at the Ferry
Building along The Embarcadero and for Greyhound buses that previously used the Transbay Terminal
and are currently using the Temporary Terminal.

For the purposes of this analysis, current Greyhound bus and Amtrak bus schedules were examined for
the weekday AM and PM peak hours. It was estimated that a maximum of 10 buses would enter and exit
the intercity bus facility during the weekday AM and PM peak hours.® This level of bus activity would
represent a negligible change to traffic operations in the surrounding area, and would not result in an
adverse NEPA effect or a potentially significant CEQA impact at the adjacent intersections under
Existing Conditions. Furthermore, the City block now proposed for the intercity bus facility was
previously evaluated and approved for 848,435 square feet of office and retail space as part of the
Transbay Program. The portion of the block south of the proposed intercity bus facility is anticipated to
accommodate approximately 750,000 square feet of office and retail space. As a result, the approved
Transbay Program and the 2004 FEIS/EIR could allow an additional 98,435 square feet of development
with travel demands substantially greater than those for the intercity bus facility. The traffic impacts of
this proposed project component would be less than assumed for the approved Transbay Program.

Travel demand estimates for the potential residential or office use that could be developed above the
intercity bus facility are shown in Table 3.2-8. The development schemes assume a new 128-unit
residential building (anticipated to be single-room occupancy), or a 45,000-square-foot office building, as
described in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives.® Trips generated by the potential residential or office use
would be less than the trips generated by the existing surface parking lot, resulting in a decrease in vehicle
trips during the weekday AM and PM peak hours compared to Existing Conditions. Because of this
reduction in overall vehicle trip generation, the proposed intercity bus facility plus adjacent land

No planned changes to Amtrak bus or Greyhound bus services have been identified by either transit service provider related to the future use
of the intercity bus facility.

Based on estimates of travel demand totals, the 45,000-square-foot office land use program would represent the highest vehicle-trip rates for
currently permitted uses on the site.
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Table 3.2-8

Intercity Bus Facility and Adjacent Land Development Travel Demand Calculation

Land Use

Weekday AM Peak Hour

Weekday PM Peak Hour

Person Trips

Person Trips

Trip Direction Auto.  Tran. Walk Bike/other| Total ven. Auto.  Tran. Walk Bike/other| Total Ven.
Existing
Office
In (®) ©9) (€)) ©) (15) (4) (0) @) (0) (0) () ()
Out () @) () () @) () () (8) @) () (14) (4)
Total ® (1) @ © . | @ 5) 9 (1) 0 15 | @
Parking Lot
In -- - -- -- -- (24) -- - -- - - -
Out -- - -- -- -- -- -- - -- - - (24)
Total - -- - - - (24) - -- - -- -- (24)
New (128 dwelling units)
Single-Room Occupancy (Residential)
In -- - -- -- -- -- 14 52 25 10 100 11
Out 23 78 35 16 152 18 5 26 13 5 50 5
Total 23 78 35 16 152 18 19 78 38 15 150 16
Net New Vehicle Trips
In - - - - - (28) - - - - - 11
Out -- - -- -- -- 18 -- - -- - - (23)
Total - -- - - - (10) - -- - -- -- (12)
New (45,000 square feet)
Office
In 21 38 3 2 63 18 2 2 1 0 5 1
Out 2 2 1 5 1 20 36 3 2 61 17
Total 23 40 2 69 19 22 38 4 2 66 18
Net New Vehicle Trips
In - - - - - (10) - - - - - 1
Out -- - -- -- -- 1 -- - -- - - (11)
Total - -- - - - 9) - -- - -- -- (10)
Notes:

Auto. = automobile trips; Tran. = transit trips; Veh. = vehicle trips

Numbers within parentheses signify reductions in trips.

Source: Compiled by AECOM in 2014
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development would not be expected to result in an adverse indirect effect under NEPA or a potentially
significant impact under CEQA on existing traffic conditions within the surrounding area or on nearby
highways and freeway ramps.

It is expected that both the intercity bus facility and the potential residential or office development would
be designed to allow for safe ingress and egress. The potential for design elements of any future
residential or office development to affect vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle circulation would be
examined by the City in a separate CEQA environmental review process, based on a future site-specific
design.

Taxi Staging Area. Up to 16 spaces along the south side of Minna Street (between First Street and
Second Street along the north side of the Transit Center), 10 spaces along the north side of New Natoma
Street (between Beale and Howard Streets along the south side of the intercity bus facility), and up to five
spaces along Main Street (between New Natoma Street and Howard Street) would be provided for taxi
staging. The elimination of on-street parking and loading spaces may be necessary for the provision of
these 31 taxi staging spaces. The potential elimination of on-street parking spaces would require motorists
to choose to park in other nearby on-street parking spaces or in off-street parking facilities. This may
result in minor redistribution of taxis and passenger vehicles along adjacent streets, but would not
generate new vehicle trips to the area. Because this difference in vehicular activity would represent a
negligible change to traffic operations in the adjacent area, the taxi staging area would be expected to
have a minimal effect on intersection operations.

Bicycle/Controlled Vehicle Ramp. The vehicle ramp would be limited to a maximum speed of 15 miles
per hour and would include speed control measures. Bicycle storage is intended for all users of the Transit
Center, providing storage for up to 1,000 bicycles. The proposed bicycle storage is also expected to be
sufficient to accommodate demand from future Caltrain and HSR passengers.

Bicyclists would reach the proposed bicycle ramp from the existing bicycle network. Bicyclists would
follow the most convenient routes to reach their destinations, and are expected to use the surrounding
bicycle facilities network. In general, increases in bicycle activity levels would have a negligible change
to traffic operations in the surrounding area, and could result in minor reductions in vehicular volumes, as
people may change their mode of travel to bicycle use. Consequently, this proposed project component
would have a minimal effect on intersection operations.

AC Transit Bus Storage Facility Parking. Parking by the general public at the AC Transit bus storage
area would only occur after all AC Transit routes have departed the facility. Given that the majority of
AC Transit routes run beyond 6 p.m., it is unlikely that public parking at the AC Transit bus storage
facility would generate an appreciable amount of vehicle trips during the weekday AM or PM peak
periods. This proposed project component would not require design changes to the AC Transit bus
storage facility, with the possible exception of minor parking operations equipment; therefore, this
proposed project component would not introduce design features that would negatively affect the
operations of the surrounding transportation network. Thus, parking at the AC Transit bus storage facility
would not result in significant impacts on intersection operations, because activity associated with the bus
storage facility would occur outside of peak traffic periods.

BART/Muni Underground Pedestrian Connector. According to estimates prepared by the TJPA in
2012, more than 45,000 pedestrians could travel through this facility each day, including commuters
transferring between transit services and people walking between Market Street and south of Mission
Street. This forecast anticipates growth in the proposed project area and future ridership on Caltrain and
HSR. Based on current daily pedestrian activity patterns and transit use, this daily total would equate to
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approximately 7,720 pedestrians during the weekday midday peak hour and 9,500 pedestrians during the
weekday PM peak hour.

Because of the proposed underground pedestrian connector’s proximity to the Beale Street/Market Street
and Beale Street/Mission Street intersections, this proposed project component would reduce overall
pedestrian volumes at these locations and reduce average delay for motorists and pedestrians.

Discussions about access and use of the underground pedestrian connector are ongoing between the TIPA
and BART. If access were limited to passengers directly transferring between Caltrain or HSR at the
Transit Center and BART or Muni at the Embarcadero BART/Muni Metro Station, the volume of
pedestrians within the connector would be lower, and, correspondingly, pedestrian volumes along Beale
Street would be higher. Nevertheless, this proposed project component would still reduce pedestrian
volumes along Beale Street and result in improved conditions.

Impact TR-2: The proposed project would not result in substantial increases to transit demand
resulting in unacceptable levels of transit service, or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating
costs. (No Adverse Effect/Less-than-Significant Impact)

The proposed project considers multiple modifications and additions to the previously approved Transbay
Program. Many of the proposed project components would not result in any change to travel demand or
substantial changes to transit operations: the widened throat structure, extended train box, realigned
Fourth and Townsend Street Station, tunnel stub box, rock dowels, and taxi staging area. These proposed
project components are structural changes to DTX infrastructure or transportation improvements that have
no potential to generate transit demand or substantially alter transit operations. Consequently, there is no
need to discuss these proposed project components further in this impact analysis of transit operations.

The remaining proposed project components could potentially affect the transportation system as it relates
to transit operations and are discussed below. These components are the adjacent land development at the
vent structure sites, the intercity bus facility and adjacent land development, the AC Transit bus storage
facility parking, and the underground pedestrian connector.

701 Third Street Vent Structure and Adjacent Land Development. As shown in Table 3.2-6,
development of 701 Third Street with a vent structure and potential mixed-use building would result in
fewer transit trips during the weekday AM and PM peak hours than the fast food restaurant it would
displace. This reduction in overall transit trip generation would, therefore, not increase demand for
existing transit operations.

Alternate Vent Structure at 699 Third Street and 180 Townsend and Adjacent Land Development.
As shown in Table 3.2-7, development at the alternate vent structure and potential professional office/
light industrial building would result in fewer transit trips during the weekday PM peak hour, and an
increase of 25 transit trips during the weekday AM peak hour. This change in ridership during the
weekday AM peak hour would not have a substantial impact on existing local or regional transit providers
or to transit facilities, because, as described in Section 3.2.2, current transit service in and around the
proposed project area has capacity to accommodate additional riders. Therefore, this proposed project
component’s transit effects would be not adverse/less than significant.

Additional Trackwork South of the Caltrain Railyard. This proposed project component would
include installation of a new track segment to allow trains to travel between the Caltrain railyard and the
Transit Center. The SFMTA is proposing to re-route the 22 Fillmore electric trolley buses (ETB) from the
current route, crossing over the Caltrain right-of-way at 18th Street, to an at-grade crossing at 16th Street.
The overhead wire work associated with the proposed 22-Filmore extension and the change to its route is
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planned for implementation in about 5 years. As an interim phase, the new Muni 55-16th Street diesel
motor coach service began operation through this intersection in January 2015. Installation of the direct
current 600-volt overhead catenary system (OCS) for the ETB at 16th Street would conflict with the
proposed installation of the 25 kVA alternating current OCS of the proposed project and the PCEP.

TJPA, in cooperation with the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board and SFMTA, would modify, as
necessary, the technical solution implemented by Caltrain for the PCEP to allow operation of the ETB at
the 16th Street crossing as well as Caltrain along the turnback track. Two feasible options, subject to
approval by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), have been identified and are described in
the PCEP EIR as Mitigation Measure TRA-CUMUL-2 (Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board 2015).
Both options would include a short gap in the Caltrain OCS at the 16th Street crossing to allow the ETB
OCS to be installed through the intersection. The short section of the ETB OCS would not be energized to
avoid any potential for contact between energized parts of the Caltrain OCS and the ETB OCS. When
TJPA is ready to construct the turnback track, it will redesign and implement modifications in accordance
with the prevailing NFPA standards and the California Code of Regulations for overhead power lines, and
in cooperation with the Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board, SFMTA, and CPUC. TJPA will pay for
the necessary modifications to the lines or the equipment to avoid conflicts between the ETB OCS and the
OCS used by Caltrain along the mainline and the turnback track. Therefore, this proposed project
component would have no effects/impacts on transit operations and service.

Intercity Bus Facility and Adjacent Land Development. As shown in Table 3.2-8, development of the
residential or office uses would result in an increase in transit trips during the weekday AM and PM peak
hours compared to Existing Conditions. Because the potential residential land use would generate the
majority of its transit trips in the reverse commute direction,” the proposed residential development would
not be expected to substantially affect ridership levels on transit providers or to substantially affect transit
facilities. If the stories above the intercity bus facility are developed for office space instead of residential
uses, this proposed project component would add fewer than 30 passengers to all transit providers during
each peak hour. This change in ridership would not have a substantial impact on existing local or regional
transit providers or to transit facilities, because, as described in Section 3.2.2, current transit service in
and around the proposed project area has capacity to accommodate additional riders. Furthermore, as
explained in Impact TR-1, the proposed development consisting of 128 dwelling units, or 45,000 square
feet of office and retail space, would be less than the amount of development evaluated for this site in the
2004 FEIS/EIR. Therefore, the proposed project’s transit effects would be not adverse/less than
significant and less than the transit demand considered for the approved Transbay Program.

AC Transit Bus Storage Facility Parking. As explained above under Impact TR-1, the majority of AC
Transit routes run beyond 6 p.m., so that parking by the general public at the AC Transit bus storage
facility would not generate an appreciable amount of transit demand during the weekday AM or PM peak
periods. The availability of additional parking could diminish transit ridership, but this reduction would
not be appreciable because the capacity of the bus storage area would be 232 automobile parking spaces,
and its use would be during off-peak hours. The Transit Center District Plan is expected to generate a
demand for approximately 8,320 parking spaces during the evening peak period (City of San Francisco
2012). The maximum amount of parking that could be provided in the plan area is approximately 3,950
with valet operations; therefore, the Transit Center District Plan area shortfall would be approximately
4,370 spaces (City of San Francisco 2012). Thus, public parking at the AC Transit bus storage area would
not result in significant impacts on transit operations, but could assist with the parking shortfall
anticipated with future development in the area.

" The peak commute direction for transit in San Francisco is toward downtown during the AM peak hour and away from downtown during the

PM peak hour.
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BART/Muni Underground Pedestrian Connector. As described under Impact TR-1, this facility could
accommodate more than 45,000 users a day, including people directly transferring between the transit
operations and people using the connector to walk between Market Street and south of Mission Street.
This proposed project component would not itself generate additional transit demand, but would serve to
enhance connectivity among transit services and operators, and provide a convenient pathway for transit
patrons. Therefore, this project component would not be expected to result in potentially adverse/
significant impacts on existing transit operations within the adjacent area.

Impact TR-3: The proposed project would not result in substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks,
create hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and
adjoining areas. (No Adverse Effect/Less-than-Significant Impact with Mitigation)

The 2004 FEIS/EIR addressed impacts associated with pedestrian operations and identified Mitigation
Measures Ped 1 through Ped 7, which were adopted and incorporated into the Transbay Program to
mitigate identified impacts. These mitigation measures would apply to and be implemented as part of the
proposed project.

The proposed project considers multiple modifications and additions to the previously approved Transbay
Program. As explained previously under Impact TR-1 and Impact TR-2, several proposed project
components would not result in any change to travel demand or changes to the transportation facility
operations and, thus, would not be expected to affect pedestrian circulation or safety: the widened throat
structure, extended train box, the tunnel stub box, rock dowels, taxi staging area, bicycle ramp/controlled
vehicle ramp, and AC Transit bus storage facility parking. These uses and activities would not generate
pedestrian activity or alter pedestrian movements; therefore, these proposed project components are not
discussed further in this impact analysis of pedestrian circulation. By contrast, the remaining proposed
project components could affect pedestrian operations and are discussed below. They are the realigned
Fourth and Townsend Street Station, adjacent land development at the vent structure sites, the intercity
bus facility and adjacent land development, and the underground pedestrian connector.

Realigned Fourth and Townsend Street Station. Development of the vent structure at the east end of
the realigned Fourth and Townsend Street Station has been conceptually sited where currently a
pedestrian access point exists into the Caltrain Fourth and King Station. In addition, the pedestrian access
point for the Fourth and Townsend Street Station likely would be located at the same location. These
proposed project features would alter pedestrian access to the existing Fourth and King Station at its
northeast entry. Caltrain and TJPA have coordinated on the development of the station plans, and TIPA
has committed to reduce construction effects of the proposed project on the existing station and its access
and operations. The preliminary cost estimates prepared for the proposed project (TJPA 2010) include up
to $25 million to mitigate construction-related impacts of the Fourth and Townsend Station on existing
Caltrain support facilities, such as pedestrian access.®

701 Third Street Vent Structure and Adjacent Land Development. As shown in Table 3.2-6,
development of the 701 Third Street vent structure and potential mixed-use development would replace
the existing fast food restaurant use. The pedestrian trips generated by the potential mixed-use
development would be less than the trips generated by the existing use, resulting in a reduction of
pedestrian trips during the weekday AM and PM peak hours. In addition, development of the proposed
project at this site would result in a reduction in transit riders, who may walk between this proposed
project component site and nearby transit facilities. It is expected that the vent structure and the potential

& See Preliminary Engineering Construction Cost Estimate (TJPA 2010), Vol. 1, page 21, cost item #30 (Support Facilities: Yards, Shops,

Administration Buildings) that is intended to address DTX costs that include Caltrain’s existing support facilities, such as administration and
storage buildings, bike storage, employee parking, and crew facilities.
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mixed development would be designed to allow for safe pedestrian ingress and egress and circulation.
The potential for design elements of any future mixed use development to affect vehicular, pedestrian,
and bicycle circulation would be examined by the City in a separate CEQA environmental review
process, based on a future site-specific design.

Alternate Vent Structure at 699 Third Street and 180 Townsend Street and Adjacent Land
Development. As shown in Table 3.2-7, development of the alternate vent structure site and potential
professional office/light industrial development would replace the existing retail and office uses. The
pedestrian trips generated by the potential office/light industrial building would be less than the trips
generated by the existing use, resulting in a reduction of trips. The alternative vent structure and the
potential industrial development would be designed to allow for safe pedestrian ingress and egress, and
circulation. The potential for design elements of any future land development component to affect
vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle circulation would be examined by the City in a separate CEQA
environmental review process, based on a future site-specific design.

Additional Trackwork South of the Caltrain Railyard. The addition of a turnback track would result
in a three-track at-grade crossing at 16th Street east of Seventh Street, increasing the distance of this
crossing by up to 50 feet. This change at the east/west crossing along 16th Street would increase crossing
time for pedestrians by up to 15 seconds.

Mitigation Measure. Changes to the signal timing and other modifications at this intersection for the
PCEP, and further design review of this segment along 16th Street by TJPA in collaboration with
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board and the City, described earlier as New-MM-TR-1.1, would reduce
potential effects on pedestrians by providing sufficient time for pedestrians to completely cross the
widened crossing and by avoiding the creation of potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians.

Intercity Bus Facility and Adjacent Land Development. Pedestrians walking to and from the proposed
intercity bus facility would use the pedestrian network and take the most convenient routes to reach their
destinations. The intercity bus facility would not, in and of itself, result in an increase in service for
Greyhound and Amtrak buses compared to their current service levels; thus, pedestrian activity at the
intercity bus facility would not represent new pedestrian activity, and would be expected to be
accommodated by the surrounding pedestrian facilities.

As shown in Table 3.2-8, development of the potential residential or office uses that could occur above
the proposed intercity bus facility would replace a portion of existing office use at 201 Mission Street.
The pedestrian trips generated by the potential residential or office use would result in an increase in
pedestrian trips during the weekday AM and PM peak hours compared to Existing Conditions. These
additional pedestrians would be distributed throughout the SoMa, which is served by pedestrian facilities
that include sidewalks, crosswalks, and pedestrian signals along all streets and intersections. It is expected
that these pedestrians would use the most convenient routes to reach their destinations, and would use the
surrounding pedestrian facilities network. As previously explained in the discussions of Impact TR-1 and
Impact TR-2, the development projected for this proposed project component would be less than that
environmentally cleared and approved as part of the Transbay Program. Thus, this proposed project
component’s pedestrian effects around this site would be both not adverse/less than significant and less
than the amount of development analyzed for this site in the 2004 FEIS/EIR.It is expected that both the
intercity bus facility and the potential residential or office development would be designed to allow for
safe pedestrian ingress and egress and circulation. The potential for design elements of the adjacent land
development to affect vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle circulation would be examined when plans for
the improvements are submitted to the City for approval.
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BART/Muni Underground Pedestrian Connector. Based on current daily pedestrian activity patterns
and transit use, approximately 7,720 pedestrians during the weekday midday peak hour and 9,500
pedestrians during the weekday PM peak hour would use this connector. This level of use would
substantially reduce pedestrian volumes at study crosswalks and street corners along Beale Street, and
therefore this proposed project component would likely improve the crosswalk level of service and street
corner level of service presented in Tables 3.2-4 and 3.2-5.

Impact TR-4: The proposed project would not be expected to substantially interfere with bicycle
accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. (No Adverse Effect/Less-than-Significant Impact with
Mitigation)

The proposed project includes modifications and additions to the previously approved Transbay Program.
Many of the proposed project components would not result in any change to travel demand or changes to
the transportation facility operations and, thus, would not be expected to affect bicycle operations: the
widened throat structure, extended train box, the tunnel stub box, taxi staging area, AC Transit bus
storage facility parking, and BART/Muni underground pedestrian connector. These uses and activities
would not generate or increase bicycle use and, consequently, are not discussed further in this impact
analysis of bicycle circulation.

The remaining proposed project components could, however, affect bicycle safety and circulation and are
discussed below. These are the realigned Fourth and Townsend Street Station, adjacent land development
at the vent structure sites, additional trackwork south of the Caltrain railyard, the intercity bus facility and
adjacent land development, and the bicycle/controlled vehicle ramp. The calculation of the demand of
bicycle trips, like that for vehicular and transit trips, is based on the size and type of land uses (e.g., office,
commercial, retail) and the projected number of transit riders who would park the bicycle at the Transit
Center and then proceed to use transit services on the project site, and is not a function of the number of
bicycle parking provided (supply). Although the increased bicycle storage that would be included within
the Transit Center may increase the choice of making a bicycle trip for bicyclists, the availability of up to
1,000 bicycle parking spaces is not expected to induce a substantial modal shift.

Realigned Fourth and Townsend Street Station. Development of the vent structure at the east end of
the realigned Fourth and Townsend Street Station would require removing existing bicycle parking at the
Fourth and King Station. This would reduce bicycle access and parking at the existing Fourth and King
Caltrain Station during construction. Caltrain and TJPA have coordinated on the development of the
station plans, and TJPA has committed to reduce construction-related effects of the proposed project on
the existing station and its access and operations. The preliminary cost estimates prepared for the
proposed project (TIPA 2010) includes up to $25 million to mitigate construction-related impacts of the
Fourth and Townsend Station on existing Caltrain support facilities, such as bicycle parking and access.

701 Third Street Vent Structure and Adjacent Land Development. Development of the 701 Third
Street vent structure and potential mixed-use building would replace the existing fast food restaurant use.
The vehicular and bicycle traffic volumes generated by the potential mixed-use building at 701 Third
Street would be less than the trips generated by the existing use, resulting in a reduction of trips (see
Table 3.2-6). It is anticipated that the potential mixed-used development would provide the bicycle
parking and shower/locker facilities required by the San Francisco Planning Code. The potential for
design elements of any future mixed-use development to affect vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle
circulation would be examined by the City in a separate CEQA environmental review process, based on a
future site-specific design.

Alternate Vent Structure at 699 Third Street and 180 Townsend Street and Adjacent Land
Development. Development of the alternate vent structure site and potential professional office/light
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industrial building would replace the existing retail and office uses. The vehicular and bicycle traffic
volumes generated by the potential office/light industrial building would be less than the trips generated
by the existing use, resulting in a reduction of trips (see Table 3.2-7). It is anticipated that the new
development would provide the bicycle parking and shower/locker facilities required by the San
Francisco Planning Code. The potential for design elements of any future mixed-use development to
affect vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle circulation would be examined by the City in a separate CEQA
environmental review process, based on a future site-specific design.

Additional Trackwork South of the Caltrain Railyard. The addition of the turnback track would result
in a three-track at-grade crossing at 16th Street east of Seventh Street, increasing the distance of this
crossing by up to 50 feet. This change at the east/west crossing along 16th Street would increase crossing
time for bicyclists by up to 10 seconds.

Mitigation Measure. Changes to the signal timing and other modifications at this intersection for the
PCEP, and further design review of this segment along 16th Street by TJPA in collaboration with
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board and the City, described earlier as New-MM-TR-1.1, would reduce
potential effects on bicyclists by providing sufficient time for bicyclists to completely cross the widened
crossing and by avoiding the creation of potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists.

Intercity Bus Facility and Adjacent Land Development. As shown in Table 3.2-8, development of the
potential residential or office uses would replace the existing office use. The bicycle trip volume
generated by the potential residential or office use would result in a minor increase in bicycle activity
during the weekday AM and PM peak hours, compared to Existing Conditions. This level of increase in
bicycle trips would not be expected to substantially affect bicycle operations in the proposed project area,
because of the availability of on-street bicycle lanes and routes. In addition, future development would
need to comply with the San Francisco Planning Code requirements for bicycle parking and shower/
locker facilities. The potential for design elements of any future residential or office use to affect
vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle circulation would be examined by the City in a separate CEQA
environmental review process, based on a future site-specific design.

Bicycle/Controlled Vehicle Ramp. This proposed project component is the installation of a bicycle ramp
and below-grade bicycle facilities along the north side of Howard Street, between First Street and Second
Street. The vehicle ramp would be limited to a maximum speed of 15 miles per hour and would include
speed control measures. Bicycle storage is intended for all users of the Transit Center, providing storage
for up to 1,000 bicycles. The proposed bicycle storage is expected to be sufficient to accommodate
demand from future Caltrain and HSR passengers. Accordingly, this proposed project component would
have a beneficial effect in terms of supporting the bicycle community and enriching connections to other
transit services.

Bicyclists would be expected to reach the proposed bicycle ramp and below-grade facilities from the
existing bicycle network surrounding the proposed project area. Users of the proposed bicycle ramp and
below-grade bicycle facilities would take the most convenient routes to reach their destination, and would
be expected to be accommodated by the surrounding bicycle facilities; therefore, this proposed project
component would have a minimal effect on bicycle operations.

Impact TR-5: The proposed project would not result in a parking or loading demand during the peak
hour of loading activities that could not be accommodated within proposed on-site facilities or within
convenient designated on-street areas. (No Adverse Effect for Parking and No Adverse Effect/Less-
than-Significant Impact for Loading)
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SB 743 amended CEQA in 2013 by adding Public Resources Code Section 21099 regarding the analysis
of parking impacts for certain urban infill projects in transit priority areas.” Public Resources Code
Section 21099(d) provides that “parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use residential, or employment
center project on an infill site located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant
impacts on the environment.” Thus, the analysis for this SEIR/EIR did not consider adequacy of parking
in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA as it relates to the adjacent land
development. However, TIPA acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public and
the decision makers, and is still relevant under NEPA. Therefore, parking conditions are presented in this
analysis to evaluate effects and compare them to those identified in the 2004 FEIS/EIR. The analysis of
loading spaces is presented to address City guidelines regarding the availability of sufficient loading areas.

The proposed project involves modifications and additions to the previously approved Transbay Program.
Several of the proposed project components would not result in substantial changes to parking or loading
conditions: the widened throat structure, extended train box, tunnel box stub, rock dowels, additional
trackwork south of the Caltrain railyard, bicycle/controlled vehicle ramp, and BART/Muni underground
pedestrian connector. These proposed project components would not involve uses or activities that
generate a demand for parking or loading space and, consequently, are not evaluated further in this impact
analysis of parking and loading spaces. The remaining proposed project components could affect parking
and loading conditions and are discussed below: the realigned Fourth and Townsend Street Station,
adjacent land development around the vent structures, the intercity bus facility and adjacent land
development, the taxi staging area and the AC Transit bus storage facility parking. From a CEQA
perspective, parking conditions associated with the adjacent land development are discussed for
informational purposes.

Realigned Fourth and Townsend Street Station. Development of the vent structure at the west end of
the realigned Fourth and Townsend Street Station would require removal of existing Caltrain employee
parking. This would reduce the availability of parking for Caltrain employees as well as employee
facilities at the Fourth and King Street Station. Caltrain and TJPA have coordinated on the development
of the station plans, and TJPA has committed to reduce construction-related effects of the proposed
project on the existing station and its access and operations. The preliminary cost estimates prepared for
the proposed project (TJPA 2010) include up to $25 million to mitigate construction-related impacts of
the Fourth and Townsend Station on existing Caltrain support facilities, such as Caltrain employee
parking.

701 Third Street Vent Structure and Adjacent Land Development. Given the overall reduction in
activity levels associated with the 701 Third Street vent structure and potential mixed-use building which
would replace the existing fast food restaurant (see Table 3.2-6), it is expected that the overall demand for
parking and loading spaces would be reduced. In addition, the potential development must meet the San
Francisco Planning Code off-street loading space requirements (i.e., adhering to size and access
standards), and would be consistent with the allowable off-street parking space limits. Consequently, this
proposed project component would not result in an adverse effect/potentially significant impact on
parking or loading conditions within the adjacent area.

Alternate Vent Structure at 699 Third Street and 180 Townsend and Adjacent Land Development.
Given the overall reduction in activity levels associated with the alternate vent structure site and potential

® A *“transit priority area” is defined as an area within % mile of an existing or planned major transit stop. A “major transit stop” is defined in

California Public Resources Code Section 21064.3 as a rail transit station, a ferry terminal served by either a bus or rail transit service, or the
intersection of two or more major bus routes with a frequency of service interval of 15 minutes or less during the morning and afternoon
peak commute periods. A map of San Francisco’s Transit Priority Areas is available online at:
sfmea.sfplanning.org/Map%200f%20San%20Francisco%20Transit% 20Priority%20Areas.pdf.
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professional office/light industrial building that would replace the existing land uses (see Table 3.2-7), it
is expected that the overall demand for parking and loading spaces would be reduced. In addition, the
potential development must meet the San Francisco Planning Code off-street loading space requirements
(i.e., adhering to size and access standards), and would be consistent with the allowable off-street parking
space limits. Therefore, this proposed project component would not result in an adverse effect/potentially
significant impact on parking or loading conditions within the adjacent area.

Intercity Bus Facility and Adjacent Land Development. The potential residential or office
development above the proposed intercity bus facility would be required to provide off-street loading
spaces (i.e., adhering to the San Francisco Planning Code size and access requirements), and would be
consistent with the allowable off-street parking space limits. However, this proposed project component
may generate parking and loading demand that could not be accommodated on-site. This shortfall may
result in a minor increase in the demand for on-street parking and loading spaces in the immediate
vicinity. Because shortfalls in parking supply compared to demand are not considered to be significant
environmental impacts in San Francisco, and on-street loading spaces are generally available to serve
unmet loading demand, project buildout at this site would not result in an adverse effect/potentially
significant impact on parking or loading conditions within the adjacent area.

Taxi Staging Area. This proposed project component is development of taxi staging along Minna, New
Natoma, and Main Streets in proximity to main ingress/egress points of the Transit Center. The
elimination of on-street parking and loading spaces may be necessary to provide the proposed 31 taxi
staging spaces. The potential elimination of on-street parking spaces would require motorists to choose to
park in other nearby on-street parking spaces or in off-street parking facilities. This may result in minor
redistribution of taxis and passenger vehicles along the adjacent streets. This shortfall may result in a
minor increase in the demand for on-street parking and loading spaces in the immediate vicinity. Because
shortfalls in parking supply compared to demand are not considered to be significant environmental
impacts in San Francisco, and on-street loading spaces are generally available to serve unmet loading
demand, the proposed taxi staging area would not result in an adverse effect/potentially significant impact
on parking or loading conditions within the adjacent area.

AC Transit Bus Storage Facility Parking. This proposed project component would allow the use of the
AC Transit bus storage facility for public nighttime and event parking when it is not needed for bus
storage. The proposed nighttime public parking at this site would help accommodate evening parking
demand, and improve overall parking conditions in the area. Therefore, this proposed project component
would not increase parking demand, but would have the beneficial effect of creating more parking
opportunities where an areawide shortfall has been forecast.

Impact TR-6: The proposed project would not result in inadequate emergency access. (No Adverse
Effect/Less-than-Significant Impact)

The existing roadways surrounding all proposed project components would continue to enable emergency
vehicle response to all areas. In addition, police, fire, and emergency services vehicles often identify and
use multiple routes, depending on the time of day, traffic conditions, and other roadways nearby. Peak
period traffic congestion generally does not result in delay for emergency vehicles, which have the right-
of-way and often use multi-lane major arterials for access.

Impact TR-1 concludes that none of the proposed project components would result in deterioration of
intersection operations. Therefore, the proposed project would not impede emergency responders
traveling on project area streets. Project components would be designed for safe ingress and egress, as
well as for internal circulation for all users. The potential for design elements to affect emergency access
would be examined as individual project components are developed.
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Impact C-TR-7: The proposed project would result in temporary impacts on the surrounding
transportation network as a result of construction activity, but these impacts would be reduced by
previously approved measures incorporated into the project, City requirements, and the DTX Design
Criteria, which call for preparation of a plan for maintenance and protection of traffic. (No Adverse
Effect/Less-than-Significant Impact)

Construction Impact Overview. The proposed project consists of refinements to the approved Transbay
Program to accommodate future Caltrain and HSR service, as well as transportation improvements to
promote local and regional transit connectivity. New proposed project components that were not
identified in the 2004 FEIS/EIR that involve considerable excavation, hauling, and materials delivery
include the extended train box and the tunnel stub box, which would result in additional construction-
period transportation disruption. Because of the extent of excavation associated with both of these
proposed project components, the number of truck trips and the duration of construction activities would
be substantial compared to the other refinements and improvements.

By contrast, the throat structure, vent structures, and underground Fourth and Townsend Street Station
were all addressed in the 2004 FEIS/EIR, but the proposed project updates the designs or locations for
these facilities. In particular, the widened throat structure involves additional excavation and construction,
the vent structures sites have been refined, and the underground Fourth and Townsend Street Station is
proposed to be realigned. Therefore, these proposed project components would not substantially alter the
construction traffic impacts identified in the 2004 FEIS/EIR, but would result in greater disturbance
around the widened throat structure, more site-specific impacts for the vent structures along the mined
tunnel segment, and additional street closures along Townsend Street for the realigned underground
station.

The rock dowels were not included in the 2004 FEIS/EIR, but their inclusion in the proposed project
would have minimal construction-period effects. The rock dowels would be installed during construction
of the mined tunnel segment and, thus, would occur within the timeframe already evaluated for traffic
disruption of this construction activity. Construction staging would be expected to occur at the portals and
at the vent structure sites at Third and Townsend Streets and at Second and Harrison Streets, where
construction staging and construction crew and materials would already be accessing the tunnel segments.
As a result, an incremental increase of material deliveries to these locations would result.

Other improvements, such as the additional trackwork south of the Caltrain railyard, the taxi staging area,
bicycle/controlled vehicle ramp, and AC Transit bus storage facility parking, were not included in the
2004 FEIS/EIR and would involve minimal construction equipment, materials, and crews and for
considerably shorter durations than the other project components. The disruption to the transportation
system for these proposed project components would be minor compared to the impacts identified for the
Transbay Program in the 2004 FEIS/EIR.

Construction of the proposed project components described in Section 2.2.2, Proposed Project under
“Construction Scenario and Activities,” assumes a schedule and sequencing that considers the greatest
potential overlap of the proposed project components. This approach yields a conservative analysis of the
potential construction impacts in terms of traffic disturbance, air and greenhouse gas emissions, and
noise. The mitigation measures that were identified in the 2004 FEIS/EIS would be implemented during
Phase 2 construction, including Mitigation Measures PC 2, PC 4 though PC 7, and GC 1 through GC 4
that specifically relate to pre-construction and general construction measures.

The proposed project components primarily involve refinements to the approved Transbay Program. As a
result, the construction activities, intensity, and duration for the proposed project components are
considerably less than identified for the approved Transbay Program, which included the demolition of
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the Transbay Terminal and bus ramps, the construction of the train box and the new Transit Center, and
the tunnel for Caltrain and HSR service. None of the proposed project components, except perhaps the
tunnel stub box, approaches the level and intensity of construction activities evaluated and mitigated in
the 2004 FEIS/EIR. Therefore, transportation-related constructed effects of the proposed project would be
less adverse than those reported in the 2004 FEIS/EIR.

Construction Traffic Management. In compliance with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance and permit
conditions, it is expected that construction would occur primarily on weekdays from 7 a.m. to 5 p.m., with
work occurring on Saturday from 8 a.m. to 4 p.m. on an as-needed basis only. Contractors would follow
Regulations for Working in San Francisco Streets (“The Blue Book™), and would provide reimbursement
to the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency for installation and removal of temporary striping
and signage required during construction. In addition, all construction activities would be conducted
consistent with previously adopted Mitigation Measure PC 7 from the 2004 FEIS/EIR, requiring
development of traffic management plans, and the DTX Design Criteria and construction management
plan. The DTX Design Criteria, developed by the TJPA for use in the design and construction of DTX-
related facilities, includes a section specifically devoted to the maintenance and protection of traffic
(TJPA, PMPC 2009). A maintenance and protection of traffic plan would be prepared by the contractor in
accordance with the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials Policy on
Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, the Caltrans Manual of Uniform Control Devices, and City
Department of Public Works and Department of Parking and Traffic regulations. The traffic plan would
set forth the guidelines and standards for road closures, pedestrian and bicyclist detours, access to
businesses and residences and for emergency response vehicles, temporary traffic controls, and signage.

Any travel lane or sidewalk closures determined to be necessary for construction would be coordinated
with the City to minimize the impacts on local traffic, but would likely result in temporary impacts on
traffic and pedestrian circulation. In general, lane and sidewalk closures are subject to review and
approval by the Department of Public Works and the Interdepartmental Staff Committee on Traffic and
Transportation. Any Muni stop relocation would need to be coordinated with the Muni Street Operations/
Special Events Office. Any SamTrans or Golden Gate Transit stop relocation would need to be
coordinated with the respective regional transit agencies.

Site-Specific Impacts. For each proposed project component, construction would add to the congestion
in the area and affect motorized and non-motorized traffic. The effect of trucks on the roadways and local
circulation would be minimized through implementation of traffic control and detour plans as part of
previously adopted Mitigation Measure PC 2, traffic management plans as part of previously adopted
Mitigation Measure PC 7, and the DTX Design Criteria. Based on site locations and configurations, the
expected intensity and duration of construction, and the measures in the construction management plan,
proposed project component construction would result in a not adverse effect/less-than-significant impact.
Additional construction-related details specific to each proposed project component are summarized below.

= Widened Throat Structure. Construction associated with the widened throat structure is
anticipated to be conducted in phases spanning approximately 2-1/2 years of the 45-month
construction period. However, this site likely would be used for the full construction period
because it would be one of the primary construction staging areas, including material extraction
for the mined tunnel. At its maximum, construction activity could require the use of 38 trucks per
day during the excavation phase, or an average of four to five trucks per hour. Construction
staging areas would generally involve the same area that is currently being used for Phase 1
construction in the vicinity of Second and Howard Streets. As a result, adjacent sidewalks and
parking lanes along Natoma, Howard, and Second Streets would be affected. Typically, where
sidewalk closures are implemented for construction purposes, temporary (covered) pedestrian
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walkways are established to maintain pedestrian connectivity through the area. It is expected that
trucks would use Howard, First, and Second Streets to reach construction staging areas.

= Extended Train Box. Construction associated with the extended train box is anticipated to be
conducted in phases spanning approximately 1-1/2 years of the 45-month construction period. At
its maximum, construction activity could require the use of 25 trucks per day during the
excavation phase, or an average of three trucks per hour. Construction staging areas have not
been identified, but may include the adjacent sidewalks and parking lanes along Beale Street and
Main Street. It is expected that trucks would use Mission, Howard, Main, and Beale Streets to
reach construction staging areas.

= Tunnel Stub Box. Construction associated with the tunnel stub box is anticipated to be
conducted in phases over the 45-month construction period. At its maximum, construction
activity could require the use of 92 trucks per day during the construction and backfill phase, or
11 to 12 trucks per hour. Construction staging areas would largely occur at the Caltrain railyard,
but would likely include the adjacent sidewalks and parking lanes along Townsend and Seventh
Streets. It is expected that trucks would use Seventh, Berry, and Townsend Streets for travel to
and from the railyard, adding to the congestion in this area and affecting motorized and non-
motorized traffic. Stockpiling of excavated materials for this proposed project component would
require a sufficiently large site, and the contractors would need to coordinate with the TIJPA to
identify a proximate site.

= Realigned Fourth and Townsend Street Station and Ancillary Facilities. Construction
associated with the realigned Fourth and Townsend Street Station and vent structures is
anticipated to be conducted in phases over the 45-month construction period. At its maximum,
construction activity could require the use of 17 trucks per day during the construction phase, or
approximately two trucks per hour. Construction staging would occur at the site. Construction of
the realigned Fourth and Townsend Street Station and vent structures would require removal of
existing employee parking, crew facilities, and bicycle parking, which could affect access to the
Fourth and King Station. Caltrain and TJPA have coordinated on the development of the station
plans, and TJPA has committed to reduce construction—related effects of the proposed project on
the existing station and its access and operations. The preliminary cost estimates prepared for the
proposed project (TJPA 2010) include up to $25 million to mitigate construction-related impacts
of the Fourth and Townsend Station on existing Caltrain support facilities.

= Vent Structure at Third and Townsend Streets and Adjacent Land Development.
Construction associated with the Third Street/Townsend Street intersection vent structure at either
the northeast or southeast corner is anticipated to be conducted in phases spanning approximately
a year over the 45-month construction period. However, this vent structure site likely would be
used for the full construction period because it would be one of the primary construction staging
areas, including material extraction for the mined tunnel. At its maximum, construction activity
could require the use of 17 trucks per day during the construction phase, or approximately two
trucks per hour. Construction staging for the vent structure would occur at the site; however,
subsequent construction staging for the land development has not been determined. The site itself,
along with adjacent sidewalks and parking areas along Townsend Street and Third Street, may be
used for construction staging. Construction information regarding the potential mixed-use
development has not yet been developed, but it is anticipated to have similar activity levels and
staging requirements as the vent structure. It is expected that trucks would use Third and
Townsend Streets to reach construction staging areas, adding to the congestion in this area and
affecting motorized and non-motorized traffic.
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= Second and Harrison Streets Vent Structure. Construction associated with the Second and
Harrison Streets vent structure is anticipated to be conducted in phases spanning approximately a
year over the 45-month construction period. However, this vent structure site likely would be
used for the full construction period because it would be one of the primary construction staging
areas, including material extraction for the mined tunnel. At its maximum, construction activity
could require the use of 17 trucks per day during the construction phase, or approximately two
per hour. Construction staging for the vent structure would occur at the site. The site itself, along
with adjacent sidewalks and parking areas along Harrison Street and Second Street, may be used
for construction staging. It is expected that trucks would use Second and Harrison Streets to reach
construction staging areas.

= Intercity Bus Facility. Construction associated with the intercity bus facility is anticipated to be
conducted in one phase, requiring approximately half a year, immediately following the
completion of extended train box construction. At its maximum, construction activity could
require the use of 17 trucks per day or approximately two trucks per hour. Construction staging
areas have not been identified, but would likely be similar to those used for the extended train
box, and may include the adjacent sidewalks and parking lanes along Beale Street and Main
Street. Construction information regarding the potential residential or office building has not yet
been developed, but it is anticipated to have similar activity levels and staging requirements as the
intercity bus facility. It is expected that trucks would use Mission, Howard, Main, and Beale
Streets to reach construction staging areas, extending the circulation disruption associated with
the extended train box.

= BART/Muni Underground Pedestrian Connector. Construction associated with the
underground pedestrian connector is anticipated to be conducted in phases spanning
approximately 2 years. At its maximum, construction activity could require the use of 25 trucks
per day. Construction staging areas have not been identified, but may include the adjacent
sidewalks and parking lanes along Beale Street. It is expected that trucks would use Market,
Mission, and Beale Streets to reach construction staging areas.

Cumulative Analysis

Cumulative Conditions with the proposed project are examined in this SEIS/EIR for a future horizon year
(2040), and include background development growth and transportation network adjustments throughout
the project area, the City, and the region. Development of the 2040 Cumulative Conditions scenario is
described in Section 3.1, Introduction, of this chapter.

2040 Cumulative Conditions without the Proposed Project
Intersection Operations

By applying the calculated growth and adjustments to Existing Conditions, intersection level of service
under 2040 Cumulative Conditions without the proposed project were derived as shown in Table 3.2-9.

During the weekday AM peak hour, the Third Street/Harrison Street, Beale Street/Mission Street, and
Main Street/Howard Street intersections would operate at an unacceptable LOS F under 2040 Cumulative
Conditions. The remaining eight study intersections would operate at acceptable LOS C or better during
the weekday AM peak hour. During the weekday PM peak hour, the Third Street/Perry Street intersection
would operate at an acceptable LOS B, and all of the remaining 10 study intersections would operate at an
unacceptable LOS F under 2040 Cumulative Conditions.
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Table 3.2-9
2040 Cumulative Conditions Intersection Levels of Service without the Proposed Project
. Traffic AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Intersection 0 0
Control LOS Delay LOS Delay
>80.0 >80.0
1. Fourth Street/Townsend Street Signal F (N/A) F 1 1'7)
. . >80.0
2. Third Street/Townsend Street Signal B 21.3 F (1.41)
. . >80.0
3. Third Street/Bryant Street Signal -- - F (1.44)
4. Third Street/Perry Street OWSC? - - B 11.8
. . . >80.0 >80.0
5. Third Street/Harrison Street Signal F (1.18) F (1.22)
. >80.0
6. Second Street/Bryant Street Signal -- -- F (2.48)
7. Second Street/Harrison Street Signal - - F >80.0
(2.27)
. >80.0
8. Beale Street/Howard Street Signal Cc 30.6 F (2.33)
. . >80.0 >80.0
9. Beale Street/Mission Street Signal F (1.15) F (2.22)
. . >80.0 >80.0
10. Main Street/Howard Street Signal F (1.57) F (3.86)
. . . >80.0
11. Main Street/Mission Street Signal C 27.3 F (1.06)
. 3 . >80.0 >80.0
12. 16th Street/Caltrain Tracks (at Seventh Street) Signal F (N/A) F (N/A)
Notes:
Bold indicates intersection operating at unacceptable level of service (LOS E or LOS F).
! Delay is presented in seconds per vehicle. Volume-to-capacity ratio is provided in parenthesis at locations where delay
exceeds 80 seconds.
2 OWSC = one-way stop control. Delay is presented for the worst minor approach to the intersection.
% LOS results from the PCEP EIR for the Year 2020 horizon year. V/C ratio for AM LOS was unavailable.
Source: San Francisco County Transportation Authority Travel Demand Model Run “CC2040HF1wLU” for Future 2040
Conditions; Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board 2015

Pedestrian Operations

By applying the calculated growth and adjustments to Existing Conditions, crosswalk and street corner
level of service under 2040 Cumulative Conditions without the proposed project were derived as shown
in Table 3.2-10 and Table 3.2-11.

As shown in Table 3.2-10, the west crosswalk at the Beale Street/Mission Street intersection would
operate at unacceptable LOS E during the weekday PM peak hour. All other study crosswalks are
projected to operate at acceptable LOS D or better during both the weekday midday and PM peak hours
under 2040 Cumulative Conditions. As shown in Table 3.2-11, the northeast and northwest corners at the
Beale Street/Mission Street intersection would operate at unacceptable LOS E during the weekday PM
peak hour. All other study street corners would operate at acceptable LOS D or better during both the
weekday midday and PM peak hours under 2040 Cumulative Conditions.
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3.2 Transportation

Table 3.2-10

2040 Cumulative Conditions Crosswalk Levels of Service without the Proposed Project

. Midday Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Intersection Crosswalk - I - I
LOS Circ. Area LOS Circ. Area
North A 63.7 B 58.8
East A 93.2 A 102.5
1. Beale Street/Market Street
South B 52.4 B 547
West A 296.9 A 117.6
North B 41.1 C 375
L East A 65.4 D 155
2. Beale Street/Mission Street
South B 43.9 C 34.0
West B 434 E 14.0
Note:
1 Circulation area in square feet per pedestrian.
Source: Compiled by AECOM in 2014

Table 3.2-11
2040 Cumulative Conditions Street Corner Levels of Service without the Proposed Project
. Midday Peak Hour PM Peak Hour
Intersection Corner - I - I
LOS Circ. Area LOS Circ. Area
Northeast A 103.5 A 103.9
Southeast A 34.7 A 38.2
1. Beale Street/Market Street
Southwest A 50.6 A 42.8
Northwest A 166.3 A 118.5
Northeast B 12.2 E 2.8
o Southeast A 14.1 D 5.7
2. Beale Street/Mission Street
Southwest B 111 D 34
Northwest C 9.4 E 2.9
Note:
L Circulation area in square feet per pedestrian.
Source: Compiled by AECOM in 2014

The one proposed project component that could have a material effect on pedestrian flows and
movements is the underground pedestrian connector. Given the proximity of the Beale Street/Market
Street and Beale Street/Mission Street study intersections to the proposed underground pedestrian
connector, the proposed project at these two intersections would substantially reduce pedestrian volumes
at study crosswalks and street corners. Therefore, implementation of this proposed project component
would have a beneficial effect on cumulative pedestrian conditions.

Transit Operations

In the future, ridership on all local and regional transit lines and routes that serve downtown San
Francisco is expected to grow. In addition, additional capacity/service frequency would have been
implemented on several lines. As stated in the Transit Data for Transportation Impact Studies
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memorandum, Muni routes to and from the greater downtown area would be approximately 73 percent
utilized during the weekday AM peak hour and 75 percent utilized during the weekday PM peak hour.
Regional transit providers connecting the East Bay Area with San Francisco (e.g., BART, AC Transit,
ferries) are approximately 79 percent utilized during the weekday AM peak hour and 80 percent utilized
during the weekday PM peak hour. Regional transit providers connecting the North Bay Area with San
Francisco (e.g., Golden Gate Transit bus, ferries) would be approximately 80 percent utilized during the
weekday AM peak hour and 77 percent utilized during the weekday PM peak hour. Regional transit
providers connecting the South Bay Area with San Francisco (e.g., BART, Caltrain, SamTrans) would be
approximately 58 percent utilized during the weekday AM peak hour and 59 percent utilized during the
weekday PM peak hour. All transit data are provided for the peak direction of travel and are for 2035
conditions only (the San Francisco Planning Department does not have current 2040 projections).

Cumulative Impacts

Impact CU-TR-8: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
development, would not result in significant cumulative impacts on traffic. (No Adverse Effect/Less-
than-Significant Impact)

The cumulative transportation analysis includes the City Planning Department’s projections of growth in
population and employment throughout the City. These projections include future development as
anticipated by the area plans, which include the immediate surrounding neighborhoods that have potential
to be affected by the proposed project.

The preceding Cumulative Conditions results indicate that cumulative traffic and pedestrian conditions
would be significant, but that cumulative transit operations would be less than significant.

In considering the proposed project’s contribution to significant cumulative traffic conditions, none of the
proposed project components would introduce uses, design features, or operations that would result in
permanent adverse/significant effects on future traffic operations. Tables 3.2-6, 3.2-7, and 3.2-8 show the
net trip generation from the proposed project components with the greatest associated travel demand,
which would largely be produced by adjacent land development that could occur at those sites. Net trips
during the weekday AM peak hour would be reduced by 94 and during the weekday PM peak hour would
be reduced by 32. The proposed project would result in a net reduction in the number of peak hour trips,
and its contribution to the significant cumulative traffic impacts would be less than cumulatively
considerable. Accordingly, the proposed project in combination with reasonably foreseeable development
would result in a not adverse effect/less-than-significant impact on cumulative traffic operations.

Similarly, Tables 3.2-10 and 3.2-11 show that cumulative pedestrian volumes at certain crosswalks and
intersection would be at unacceptable levels (LOS E). The proposed project component with the greatest
effect on pedestrian circulation would be the underground pedestrian connector between the Transit
Center and the BART/Muni Embarcadero Station. Because this proposed project component would allow
pedestrians to travel below grade, it would reduce pedestrian volumes at study crosswalks and
intersections. Thus, the proposed project’s effect would not be cumulatively considerable, and the
resulting cumulative conditions with the proposed project would be not adverse/less than significant.

Therefore, the proposed project would reduce the significant cumulative impact conclusion in the 2004
FEIS/EIR.

Impact CU-TR-9: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
development, would not result in significant cumulative impacts on Caltrain facilities, systems, or
operations. (No Adverse Effect/Less-than-Significant Impact)

Page 3.2-41 December 2015



Transbay Joint Powers Authority 3.2 Transportation
Transbay Transit Center Supplemental EIS/EIR

The cumulative transportation analysis included the City Planning Department’s projected future
development, anticipated by area plans as well as other transportation-related improvements. Cumulative
project construction could disrupt transportation facilities and access, particularly at the Caltrain railyard,
depending on routing and existing transportation facilities. Standard construction practices and
regulations require construction contractors to identify, avoid, and minimize unplanned disruptions to
transportation facilities and systems, and work with the San Francisco Department of Public Works,
transportation agencies, and system operators to coordinate construction, to avoid substantial delays or
disruption in access, service and travel.

Construction of the Phase 2 and the proposed project would be dependent on funding availability and may
occur a number of years after 2020. Therefore, under the cumulative future conditions, the PCEP already
would be constructed and operational at the Fourth and King Street Station. The PCEP, which completed
its environmental review phase in early 2015, would electrify the existing diesel commuter rail service
between the Fourth and King Street Station in San Francisco and the Tamien Station in San Jose, and
would include relatively minor modifications to the existing configuration and activities at the Caltrain
railyard. The PCEP would propel the new passenger vehicles using an OCS that would provide electrical
power to the system.

The proposed project could result in two effects on the future, electrified Caltrain railyard and its
operations. First, the proposed project would include a realigned Fourth and Townsend Station and a
tunnel stub box that could result in temporary disturbance to the north side of the Caltrain railyard. TIPA
has coordinated with Caltrain and determined that the proposed project may require temporary relocation
of the future Caltrain OCS infrastructure in portions of the railyard during construction. This relocation
would not be necessary if funding is identified for a separate part of the railyard. The City is exploring the
potential for either reconfiguring or replacing the existing Fourth and King Station, to allow for
redevelopment including housing and employment. The City’s Railyard Alternatives and 1-280 Boulevard
Feasibility Study would evaluate removing the end of the 1-280 freeway, extending Caltrain and HSR
tracks underground, creating a surface boulevard allowing the reconnection of adjacent neighborhoods at
the Fourth and King Station, and potentially redeveloping the Fourth and King Station. However, such
future development remains at the conceptual planning phase, is not included in any adopted plan, and
would be the subject of separate environmental review by Caltrain or the City and County of San
Francisco, as appropriate. Funding has not been secured to study options beyond alternatives development, or
to undertake or implement any aspect of the project; thus, the project is speculative and not reasonably
foreseeable and was therefore not included in the cumulative impact analysis. If the City’s plans to
reconfigure or replace the railyard advance before the proposed project, then the Caltrain OCS poles and
wires already would be moved, and construction of the proposed project would have no effect on the
electrified operations at the railyard.

Second, the proposed project would require permanent realignment of approach tracks south of the Fourth
and King Station, within the Caltrain right-of-way bordering Seventh Street. This work would include
permanent relocation of OCS poles and wires along with the realigned tracks.

For both of these potential effects on Caltrain facilities, TIPA would coordinate with Caltrain to avoid
and minimize the duration and extent of any potential disruption. The mitigation measures that were
identified in the 2004 FEIS/EIS (see earlier summary of these measures under the discussion of the No
Action Alternative) would be implemented during construction of the proposed project. In addition to
these specific measures for traffic, pedestrian, and bicycle circulation and safety, TIPA has committed up
to $25 million to fund measures to reduce construction-related effects on Caltrain facilities and
operations. Use of these funds would be based on a mutual agreement between Caltrain and TJPA, and
would evolve as the station plans for the realigned Fourth and Townsend Station are developed.
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Therefore, the proposed project would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts on Caltrain

facilities, systems, or operations.

3.2.4 Summary of Proposed Project Effects/Impacts

NEPA Summary

Transportation (Not Adverse with
Mitigation)

Impact TR-1: Vehicle Traffic (Less
than Significant with Mitigation)

The 2004 FEIS/EIR concluded that the Transbay Program would result in adverse project
and cumulative traffic effects, but for pedestrian and construction-related transportation
network impacts, no adverse effect would occur from the project with mitigation
measures Ped 1 through Ped 7, PC 2, PC 4 through 7, and GC 1 through GC 4,
previously adopted and incorporated into the Transbay Program. The proposed project
with implementation of New-MM-TR-1.1, in addition to mitigation measures adopted as
part of the 2004 FEIS/EIR, would not result in a new adverse effect not identified in the
2004 FEIS/EIR. As a result, the proposed project effects on transportation would not be
adverse.

CEQA Summary

The 2004 FEIS/EIR concluded that the project would add substantial numbers of
vehicles to some movements that determine overall LOS performance, resulting in a
significant and unavoidable impact on intersection operations at seven intersections in
the vicinity of the Transbay Terminal. The 2004 FEIS/EIR mitigation measure
previously adopted and incorporated into the Transbay Program requires a contribution
to the City’s SFgo Transportation Management System, which is a citywide program to
monitor and manage traffic circulation. The proposed project analyzed in this SEIS/EIR
would have a potentially significant impact on intersection operations along 16th Street
at Seventh Street, the Caltrain/turnback tracks, and Owens Street, and would result in a
new impact not identified in the 2004 FEIS/EIR. With implementation of New-MM-TR-
1.1, the impact to intersection operations along 16th Street in the vicinity of the at-grade
Caltrain tracks would be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. The proposed project
would not change the significance conclusion in the 2004 FEIS/EIR.

Impact TR-2: Transit Demand,
Delays, or Operating Costs (Less than
Significant)

The 2004 FEIS/EIR concluded that although demand may increase for some transit
operations and decrease for others, the project would result in a less-than-significant
impact on transit demand. The proposed project analyzed in this SEIS/EIR would have a
less-than-significant impact on transit operations, and would not result in any new
significant impacts not identified in the 2004 FEIS/EIR or change the significance
conclusions in the 2004 FEIS/EIR. No mitigation measures were included in the 2004
FEIS/EIR, and no mitigation measures would be required for the proposed project.

Impact TR-3: Pedestrian Conditions
(Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

The 2004 FEIS/EIR concluded that although the project would reduce the LOS to poor at
three corners, with mitigation, the project would have a less-than-significant impact on
pedestrian safety. The proposed project analyzed in this SEIS/EIR would have a potential
significant impact on pedestrian movements along 16th Street where additional
trackwork south of the Caltrain railyard would be constructed, and would result in a
potentially new significant impact to pedestrian movements not identified in the 2004
FEIS/EIR. New-MM-TR-1.1, in addition to the 2004 FEIS/EIR Mitigation Measures Ped
1 through Ped 7 previously adopted and incorporated into the Transbay Program, would
reduce the impact to less than significant. The proposed project would not change the
significance conclusion in the 2004 FEIS/EIR.

Impact TR-4: Bicycle Accessibility
(Less than Significant with
Mitigation)

The 2004 FEIS/EIR concluded that bicycle trips would increase with the project, but the
project would have a less-than-significant impact related to bicycle movement. The
proposed project analyzed in this SEIS/EIR would have a potentially significant impact
on bicycle movements along 16th Street where additional trackwork south of the Caltrain
railyard would be constructed, and would result in a new significant impact not identified
in the 2004 FEIS/EIR. New-MM-TR-1.1, in addition to the 2004 FEIS/EIR Mitigation
Measures Ped 1 through Ped 7 previously adopted and incorporated in the Transbay
Program, would reduce the impact to less than significant. The proposed project would
not change the significance conclusion in the 2004 FEIS/EIR.
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Impact TR-5: Parking and Loading
(Less than Significant for loading)

CEQA has no requirement to evaluate parking-related effects. No significance
conclusion is necessary regarding parking. The 2004 FEIS/EIR did not specifically
address loading spaces but rather parking impacts in general, and concluded that a less-
than-significant impact would occur from the project. The proposed project analyzed in
this SEIS/EIR would have a less-than-significant impact on loading space and would not
result in any new significant impacts not identified in the 2004 FEIS/EIR or change the
significance conclusions in the 2004 FEIS/EIR. No mitigation measures for loading were
included in the 2004 FEIS/EIR, and no mitigation measures would be required for the
proposed project.

Impact TR-6: Emergency Access
(Less than Significant)

The 2004 FEIS/EIR concluded that the project would add substantial numbers of
vehicles to some movements that determine overall LOS performance, resulting in a
significant and unavoidable impact on intersection operations at seven intersections in
the vicinity of the Transbay Terminal. The 2004 FEIS/EIR did not specifically address
emergency access impacts. The proposed project analyzed in this SEIS/EIR would have
a less-than-significant impact on emergency response and movement, and would not
result in any new significant impacts. No mitigation measures would be required for the
proposed project analyzed in this SEIS/EIR.

Impact C-TR-7: Construction —
Temporary Impacts to Surrounding
Transportation Networks (Less than
Significant)

The 2004 FEIS/EIR noted that construction of the project would affect transit operations,
vehicular traffic, intersection LOS, local business access, parking, and pedestrian and
bicycle circulation. The 2004 FEIS/EIR concluded that, with mitigation measures,
project construction would have a less-than-significant impact on the transportation
network. The proposed project analyzed in this SEIS/EIR would result in less-than-
significant construction impacts related to the transportation network and operations.
Therefore, the proposed project would not result in any new significant impacts not
identified in the 2004 FEIS/EIR or change the significance conclusions in the 2004
FEIS/EIR. No additional mitigation measures beyond the 2004 FEIS/EIR Mitigation
Measures PC 2, PC 4 though PC 7, and GC 1 through GC 4 previously adopted and
incorporated into the Transbay Program would be required for the proposed project.

Impact CU-TR-8: Cumulative —
Traffic (Less than Significant)

The proposed project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable development
would result in less-than-significant cumulative transportation impacts, compared to the
significant cumulative traffic impact conclusion in the 2004 FEIS/EIR.

Impact CU-TR-9: Cumulative —
Caltrain (Less than Significant)

The proposed project in combination with other reasonably foreseeable development
would result in less-than-significant cumulative impacts on Caltrain service and facilities
and would not change the significance conclusion in the 2004 FEIS/EIR.
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3.3 LAND USE AND PLANNING, WIND, AND SHADOW
3.3.1 Introduction

This section describes the land use, wind, and shadow setting of the project area, and the relationship to
current and proposed land uses and adopted land use plans. The impact analysis considers how land use in
the proposed project area might be affected by the construction and operation of the proposed project.
Effects include changes to the overall land use and development pattern in the project area and
consistency with area plans and zoning. In particular, the analysis focuses on the proposed project
component locations and whether land use conditions or plans have changed since approval of the 2004
FEIS/EIR. Section 3.4, Socioeconomics, Population, and Housing, presents related information,
describing land acquisition and displacement of existing land uses, and Section 3.15, Public Services,
Community Services, and Recreational Facilities, presents information on public, institutional, and
recreational land uses. Other discussions in this SEIS/EIR that are relevant to land use and neighborhood
character, such as potential alterations to circulation patterns, visual quality, and noise and vibration, are
presented in other sections of Chapter 3 (see Section 3.2, Section 3.5, and Section 3.12, respectively).

3.3.2 Affected Environment
Land Use Study Area

The land use study area (study area) encompasses properties that would be used for the proposed project
and those properties immediately adjacent to the proposed project components that could be affected.
The geographic boundaries of the study area and the location of each proposed project component are
shown in Figure 3.3-1. The study area follows a linear path from the downtown Financial and Transit
Center Districts, where the Transit Center is currently under construction, through the South of Market
and Mission Bay areas along the route of the Downtown Rail Extension (DTX). The study area traverses
many neighborhoods, all of which are guided by area-specific plans that are part of the City of
San Francisco General Plan.

The land use study area was divided into three geographic subareas: the northeast project subarea, central
project subarea, and southwest project subarea (Figure 3.3-1). The following sections present information
on each subarea, including general boundaries, existing land uses within the project footprint and on
potentially affected adjoining properties, land use plans guiding development, and recent and planned
development.

Overview of Existing Land Uses in the Study Area

The study area is characterized by a mix of land uses, and generally includes office; retail; mixed-use;
residential; live/work; light industrial; production, distribution, and repair (PDR)* warehousing/
distribution; and institutional; as well as surface parking lots, parking garages, and transportation-related
infrastructure. The highest intensity uses are located to the northeast. Figure 3.3-2 shows the existing land
uses immediately adjacent to the proposed project components. This area encompasses those land uses
that would be most directly affected by the proposed project. The land use pattern in the larger study area
is described below under “Existing and Planned Land Uses by Subarea and Proposed Project
Component.” As seen in the figure, office uses predominate, particularly around the Transit Center; a mix
of office, retail, and commercial businesses define Second Street, and a mix of office, retail, and PDR

' PDR (production, distribution, and repair) refers to a variety of activities that occur in the City’s industrially zoned areas, such as food

preparation, light manufacturing, audio/visual work, transportation activities, residential and commercial construction support, and municipal
services. PDR also includes arts activities, performance space work, furniture wholesaling, and design activities.
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