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NHPA National Historic Preservation Act

NHTSA National Highway Traffic Safety Administration
NMFS National Marine Fisheries Service

NOA Naturally-Occurring Asbestos

NOI Notice of Intent

NOP Notice of Preparation

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NPL National Priority List

NRHP National Register of Historic Places

NTSB National Transportation Safety Board

NWIC Northwest Information Center

OAP Ozone Attainment Plan

OCS Overhead Contact System

OMB Office of Management and Budget

PAH Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons

PAR Planning Association for the Richmond

PCC Portland Cement Concrete

PCE Tetrachloroethylene

PCP Project Construction Plan
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PDAs Priority Development Areas

PG&E Pacific Gas & Electric

PHMSA Office of Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration
POAQC Project of Air Quality Concern

PPV Peak Particle Velocity

PRC Public Resources Code

Prop AA Proposition AA

Prop K Proposition K

RACM Regulated Asbestos Containing Material
RACS Representatives of Russian-American Community Services
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
RECs Recognized Environmental Conditions

RELs Reference Exposure Levels

RMS Root Mean Square

ROD Record of Decision

ROW Right-of-Way

RPP Residential Parking Permit

RTP Regional Transportation Plan

RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board

SCS Sustainable Communities Strategy

SER Standard Environmental Reference (Caltrans)
SFAC San Francisco Arts Commission

SF-CHAMP San Francisco Chained Activity Modeling Process

SFCTA San Francisco County Transportation Authority
SFDPH San Francisco Department of Public Health
SFFD San Francisco Fire Department

SFMTA San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
SFPUC San Francisco Public Utilities Commission
SFPW San Francisco Public Works

SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer
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SIP
SLIC
SMF
SoMa
SPUR
SRA
SRO
SSIP
STP
SWPPP
SWRCB
TAC
TACs
TAZ
TCP
TEP
TIP
TIRCP
TJPA
TMDL
TMP
TPH
TPI
TPY
TSF
TSP
UCSF
UDE
US EPA
USACE

State Implementation Plan

Spills, Leaks, Investigations, and Cleanup Site
Surface Mounted Facilities

South of Market

San Francisco Planning and Urban Research
Staff-Recommended Alternative

Single Room Occupancy

San Francisco System Improvement Program
Surface Transportation Program

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan

State Water Resources Control Board
Technical Advisory Committee

Toxic Air Contaminants

Traffic Analysis Zone

Traditional Cultural Property

Transit Effectiveness Project

Transportation Improvement Plan

Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program
Transbay Joint Powers Authority

Total Maximum Daily Load

Transportation Management Plan

Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons

Transit Performance Initiative

Throughput Yield

Transportation Sustainability Fee

Transit Signal Priority

University of California, San Francisco
Urban Design Element

United States Environmental Protection Agency

United States Army Corps of Engineers
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USDOT United States Department of Transportation
USF University of San Francisco

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

USGS United States Geological Survey

UST Underground Storage Tank

Vdb Decibel Notation

VHT Vehicle Hours Traveled

VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled

YOE Year of Expenditure
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

S.1 What is this document about?

The San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA), in
cooperation with the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) and the San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), proposes to
implement physical improvements and modified bus service (bus rapid
transit, or BRT) along the 6.5 miles of the Geary corridor. Located entirely
within the City and County of San Francisco, California, the Geary corridor
comptises all of Geary Boulevard/Geary Street, O’Farrell Street between
Gough Street and Market Street, and portions of other nearby streets
(described in detail below).

FTA, SFCTA, and SFMTA have prepared this combined Final
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/Record of Decision (ROD)
pursuant to requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). NEPA requires that a Federal agency considering an action with
the potential to result in adverse environmental effects prepare an EIS.

The Final EIS describes four build alternatives that were proposed to meet
the identified purpose and need, as well as a No Build Alternative. Each of
the build alternatives proposes some form of BRT service and various
physical improvements. Chapter 2 (Descriptions of Project Alternatives) and
Section S.12.1 describe in greater detail the alternatives considered in this
Final EIS. Appendix A includes the proposed design plans for each
alternative, including the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) as adopted by
the SFCTA in January 2017 and by the SFMTA in July 2017.

The Final EIS analyzes each alternative, including the LPA, discloses any
adverse environmental effects that would result from the various alternatives
and identifies measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate such effects.

The ROD reflects the lead agency’s decision on the project, documents the
basis for the decision, and lists the mitigation measures to be incorporated
as part of the project.

S.2 Who i1s leading the environmental

review of this project?

FTA is the lead agency pursuant to NEPA. SEMTA as recipient of any FTA
grant funding, is the project sponsor, and is the joint lead agency. SEFMTA
will implement and operate the project. SFCTA served as the local lead
agency for environmental review under the California Environmental

Quality Act (CEQA), in partnership with SFMTA as a Responsible Agency.
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S.3 What is the purpose of this

document?

As required by NEPA, this combined Final EIS/ROD informs the public
and governmental decision-makers of potential environmental effects
associated with the project and describes measures that would be
implemented to avoid, lessen, or mitigate for those effects. Also, consistent
with NEPA, the Final EIS describes benefits of the project alternatives as
relevant.

The purpose of the ROD is to state the lead agency’s decision about the
project, document the basis for the decision, and summarize the mitigation
measures that will be incorporated into the project.

The document includes information about projected costs to construct and
operate the proposed project, and it evaluates important considerations such
as environmental impacts, need, feasibility, funding, and cost for each
project alternative. This process gives decision-makers and the public
information so they may consider the likely effects of the project on the
environment, together with other important factors such as feasibility, cost,
and meeting the identified project purpose and need.

S.4 In general, what kinds of
environmental effects could be
expected?

Implementing BRT along the Geary corridor would change how travel and
parking lanes on the street are allocated. The build alternatives would add
bus-only lanes (either side-running or center-running). Where bus-only lanes
are added, mixed-flow travel lanes and on-street parking and loading spaces
would be adjusted, reduced, or removed.

Implementing center-running bus-only lanes would require the most
extensive construction. In many locations where such lanes and new
medians would be constructed, existing medians and landscaping would
need to be removed. Some alternatives also include major road
modifications such as filling the Fillmore underpass or re-configuring the
Masonic tunnel area. All build alternatives would require some removal of
parking spaces and relocation of loading spaces. All build alternatives would
also require removal of some existing trees (in medians and along streets),
but all build alternatives would plant new trees at least equal in number to
trees removed.

All build alternatives would affect traffic at several intersections along and
near the Geary corridor. However, as further discussed below, taking no
action (referred to as the “No Build Alternative”) would also affect traffic at
intersections on and off the corridor. See Section S.15 for a more detailed
summary of the environmental effects of the project.
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S.5 What are some of the benefits of
the project (versus taking no
actionr)

All of the build alternatives would reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) by
substantial levels relative to the No Build Alternative. Accordingly, all build
alternatives would reduce energy usage relative to the No Build Alternative
and would also reduce long-term emissions of air pollutants and greenhouse
gases. All of the build alternatives would also improve transit travel time and
reliability, reduce crowding, and otherwise improve the passenger experience
along the Geary corridor relative to the No Build Alternative. All of the
build alternatives would provide substantially greater pedestrian
enhancements than the No Build Alternative.

S.6 What steps in the environmental

process have occurred since
issuance of the Draft EIS/EIR?

The Draft EIS/Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was available for public
review and comment from October 2 through November 30, 2015. During
the public review period (on November 5, 2015), SFCTA advertised and
hosted a corridor-wide public meeting to provide information about the
alternatives and the environmental review process, as well as to receive
comments.

The Draft EIS/EIR was prepated as a joint document to meet all pertinent
requirements of both NEPA and CEQA; however, after publishing the
Draft EIS/EIR, the federal and local agencies mutually agreed to prepare
separate final environmental documents.

SFCTA released a Final EIR for the Geary BRT project on December 9,
2016. As the CEQA lead agency, SFCTA certified the Final EIR,
unanimously approved the project, and identified the Hybrid Alternative
with five minor modifications as the LPA on January 5, 2017. SFCTA issued
a Notice of Determination (NOD) on January 6, 2017. A sixth minor
modification was subsequently added and analyzed in a CEQA addendum;
which the SFCTA Board approved on June 27, 2017. Section S.16 below
details all of the modifications.

On July 18, 2017, the SFMTA Board unanimously approved the project and
concurred with the LPA, including six minor modifications. SEMTA issued
a NOD on July 25, 2017.

All six modifications, which are listed in Section S.16 and discussed in detail
in Chapter 2 (Descriptions of Project Alternatives), were made in response
to written comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and/or the ongoing outreach
efforts of SFCTA and SFMTA to create a project that is most responsive to
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community concerns. One of the six modifications, as described in Section
2.1.1, was also developed as part of an agency initiative.

After considering public and agency comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and
identifying the LPA, the lead agency, in cooperation with SFCTA and
SFMTA, prepared this Final EIS, which includes the responses to comments
received on the Draft EIS/EIR (Appendix L of this document) and
documentation on the LPA.

S.7 What is the difference between the
Draft EIS/EIR and this Final
EIS/ROD?

The Draft EIS/EIR described and analyzed the No Build Alternative as well
as four distinct build alternatives. The Draft EIS/EIR also summarized the
process by which the build alternatives were developed, including the
screening out of various design options and configurations during the
planning process. The Draft EIS/EIR further noted that the Hybrid
Alternative was considered the “staff-recommended alternative” by SFCTA.

As noted in S.6 above, the Hybrid Alternative with six minor modifications
was identified as the LPA (hence Hybrid Alternative/LPA). As summarized
in section S.16 below and described in more detail in Section 2.3 of this
Final EIS, the Hybrid Alternative/LPA is also the environmentally
preferable alternative and the NEPA preferred alternative.

Text changes between the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIS primarily reflect
documentation of the LPA, including analyses of potential impacts of
changes to the Hybrid Alternative since the publication of the Draft
EIS/EIR (see Chapter 3 — Transportation and Chapter 4 — Affected
Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization
and/or Mitigation Measures), and responses to comments received on the
Draft EIS/EIR (see Appendix L — Responses to Comments), and staff-
initiated changes to correct minor etrors ot improve/update the
presentation of information. This Final EIS is prepared in two formats, a
version without any revisions noted, prepared as a published print-version
of the document, as well as a version available electronically as an appendix
which denotes revisions (including deletions, new text, and moved text)
using strikeeut for deletions and underline for additions.

Since the October 2015 publication of the Draft EIS/EIR, the lead agencies
reviewed all time-sensitive existing conditions to ascertain validity and to
determine whether any key conclusions might have changed. The key
content that has been revalidated and/or updated within this Final EIS
includes:

O Traffic volumes on the Geary corridor (see Section 3.1.2 and 3.4.3)

O The number of on-street parking spaces on the Geary corridor
(existing and proposed; see Section 3.6)

O Major planned and reasonably foreseeable projects (see Section 2.8)
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0 City and County of San Francisco zoning maps (see Section 4.1)

O  Left turn existing conditions throughout the Geary corridor (see
Section 3.2)

O Data used to identify environmental justice communities (see
Section 4.14)

O  Bay Area regional population and employment projections (see
Appendix D2-2)

O Historic Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report (HRIER; on
file with SFCTA)

O Finding of Effect (FOE; on file with SFCTA)

O Archaeological Sensitivity Assessment (addendum on file with
SFCTA)

The ROD includes the lead agency’s decision on the project and provides
explanation about that decision.

S.8 How can I be involved?

As this combined Final EIS/ROD includes the lead agency’s decision about
the project, and SFCTA previously certified an EIR for this project in
January 2017, federal and state environmental review processes are
considered complete. However, the federal and local agencies encourage the
public to remain involved by reviewing the combined Final EIS/ROD,
keeping abreast of further project updates and meetings that will take place
throughout the detailed design and construction phases, or potentially
serving on an advisory panel.

SFMTA will distribute information about the project via the project website,
direct mailings, electronic newsletters, and outreach events. SEMTA will also
convene two committees that would play an advisory role during design and
construction: a community advisory committee (CAC) and a business
advisory committee. The SEMTA Geary CAC was formed in summer 2017
and hosted its first meeting on July 12, 2017.

Visit www.sfmta.com/geary to join the project email list and receive
periodic updates on the project.

S.9 Where is the project located?

The proposed project would be located along the entire 6.5-mile length of
the Geary corridor, a primary east-west arterial and transit spine in the
northern half of San Francisco. The project corridor includes Geary
Boulevard between 48th Avenue and Gough Street; Geary Street between
Gough Street and Market Street; O’Farrell Street between Gough Street and
Market Street; and various blocks of Market, Fremont, Beale, Mission, and
First streets that comprise the route to and from the Transbay Transit
Center.

Project limits were identified in accordance with the project purpose and
need and with the opportunities and constraints of the local environment.
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S.10 How did this project come to be?

For more than a decade, SFCTA and SFMTA have studied potential
transit improvements to the Geary corridor. SFCTA’s 2007 Geary Corridor
Bus Rapid Transit Study, also known as the “Feasibility Study”, evaluated the
feasibility of three different BRT configurations on Geary Boulevard and
associated street, as well as two “no build” non-BRT options, for a total of
five conceptual design alternatives for the corridor. The Feasibility Study
found each of the three BRT configurations to be potentially feasible and to
have the potential to result in substantial potential benefits. The Feasibility
Study did not eliminate any configurations, including the two “no build”
alternatives, but recommended environmental review and further design
work to identify a preferred alternative.

In November 2008, SFCTA, in cooperation with the lead agency, issued a
federal Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an environmental impact
statement (EIS) and a state Notice of Preparation (NOP) to prepare an
environmental impact report (EIR). SFCTA undertook a comprehensive
outreach effort to inform the environmental scope and alternatives
development for the project, including three public scoping meetings and
meetings with the project’s then-active Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC),
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), and numerous stakeholder groups.

After that scoping process, SFCTA conducted two additional screening
steps in response to community feedback, including publication of two
additional screening reports (in 2009 and 2014) to help refine and eliminate
design options, configurations, and alternatives. SFCTA then performed a
full evaluation on the remaining, refined set of project alternatives in order
to select a staff-recommended alternative.

Chapter 10 (Initial Development and Screening of Alternatives) describes
the alternatives initially considered but withdrawn from further analysis, and
it discusses various factors SFCTA used in identifying a staff-recommended
alternative. Chapter 8 (Public Participation) summarizes all public
engagement and participation efforts to date, from the alternative
development and screening process through the present.

S.11 What 1s the purpose and need for
this project?
S.11.1 | Project Purpose

The core purpose of the project is to enhance the performance, viability,
and comfort level of transit and pedestrian travel along the Geary corridor
between the Transbay Transit Center and 48th Avenue. In fulfillment of
NEPA requirements, the following statements comprise the project
purpose.
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0 Improve transit performance on the corridor as a key link in the
City’s rapid transit network to improve the passenger experience and
promote high transit use.

O Improve pedestrian conditions and pedestrian access to transit.

O Enhance transit access and the overall passenger experience, while
maintaining general vehicular access circulation.

S.11.2 | Project Need

Current transit performance and pedestrian conditions in the Geary corridor
are in need of improvement in several key ways. The following
transportation needs have been identified in the Geary corridor, serving as
the basis for the project purpose:

1) Existing transit service in the Geary corridor is unreliable, slow, and crowded, and is
in need of improvement in order to promote high ridership and competitiveness with other
travel modes.

Less than two-thirds of the Geary 38 (Local) and 38R (Rapid) buses arrive
within five minutes of their scheduled arrivals over the course of the day,
and in the p.m. peak hour, only about half arrive on time.!

The average vehicle speed for all buses over the length of the corridor is 7.3
mph. An average six-mile trip from the Transbay Transit Center to 48th
Avenue during the p.m. peak hour takes about 54.5 minutes by the 38 Local
bus and 47 minutes by Rapid bus. By car, the trip from Market Street to
48th Avenue takes about 22 minutes, and would be a few minutes longer if
starting from the Transbay Transit Center.

The most common sources of delay for buses are those from: boarding and
alighting passengers (called dwell time); waiting at traffic lights; private
vehicle loading and parking activity in the right-most travel lane; and moving
across the mixed-flow travel lanes to access bus stops. In addition, buses
spend time waiting at traffic signals and re-entering the mixed-flow travel
lanes after passenger boarding and alighting.

These factors slow bus travel, leading to bus bunching, which results in
longer gaps between subsequent buses and therefore longer passenger wait
times. Given the corridor’s high ridership demand, bunching can also lead to
overcrowding both on the first bus within a bunch, which adds to further
delays as alighting and boarding become more time-consuming, and at bus
stops as passengers continue to arrive to wait for a late bus.

1 On April 25, 2015, SEFMTA changed naming conventions for limited stop bus services.
Bus services previously referred to as Zmited and denoted by the letter “L.” following the
bus line number, e.g. 381, are now referred to as rapid services and are denoted by the
letter “R.”
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2)  Geary Boulevard's wide travelway and high vebicle travel speeds create unfavorable
pedestrian conditions - especially west of Gongh Street and throughont the Richmond
District.

The Geary corridor’s non-vehicular mode share — the proportion of those
traveling via public transit, walking, or bicycling — reaches 50 percent in its
Tenderloin segment, 40 percent in its Western Addition/Japantown
segment, and over 30 percent in its Richmond District segment. A high
percentage of seniors reside in the corridor compared with the rest of San
Francisco — a group of people with higher rates of disabilities and other
mobility limitations than the overall population. The quality of the
pedestrian experience, including safety and comfort, is an important element
affecting the corridot’s ability to retain existing transit riders and attract new
ones.

Current pedestrian conditions in the Geary corridor need improvement.
Large segments of the Geary corridor are very wide, and pedestrians
routinely face relatively long crossing distances with limited refuge areas. In
the Japantown and Fillmore areas, there are closed crosswalks and circuitous
pedestrian bridges that are not compliant with accessibility standards for
people with disabilities. Near the Fillmore Street underpass, almost 40
percent of vehicles have been measured reaching speeds faster than the 35
mph limit. All of these elements divide the neighborhoods on the north and
south sides of the Geary corridor.

The City’s WalkFirst study (2012) identified Geary Boulevard as a top-
priority corridor for pedestrian safety improvements because of the
corridor’s very high rate of pedestrian injury and role as a key street for
pedestrian activity. Many of its intersections see pedestrian volumes greater
than 500 in the p.m. peak hour, with pedestrians numbering as much as
4,000 per day at a few intersections. All segments of the Geary corridor
exhibit worse pedestrian safety performance than the citywide average.?

3)  The Geary corridor’s existing street and streetscape environment do not provide a high-
quality transit experience, despite the corridor’s high transit ridership.

Despite the corridor’s high transit use, the existing roadway layout is not
designed to provide a high-quality transit experience. The transit experience
along the corridor, as defined by the conditions facing transit riders as they
walk to transit stops, wait for the bus, board the bus, ride the bus, and finally
get off the bus, is unfavorable in multiple ways. As described above,
passengers encounter less-than-ideal pedestrian conditions in accessing
transit.

Once arriving at bus stops, the passenger experience can still be lacking. Bus
stop waiting areas can be overcrowded. Some locations throughout the
corridor feature only a bus stop pole, with no shelter, map, or other
amenities. Additional space is needed where the bus shelter, waiting
passengers, and other features like newspaper boxes compete for sidewalk

2 San Francisco Department of Public Health Pedestrian Collision Scorecatrd, 2012.
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space and thus hinder pedestrian movement and access to transit facilities.
In addition, the current street design makes it challenging for buses to
position themselves completely parallel and adjacent to the short curbside
bus stops, which in turn creates difficulty and delay for passengers boarding
and alighting the buses.

Finally, once boarding the bus, passengers experience a transit ride quality
that includes frequent and abrupt side-to-side movement as buses change
lanes to pull into and out of bus stops and around vehicles in the right-side
curb lane that may be double-parked, stopped for loading, or queuing for a
right turn.

S.12 What 1s in this project?
S.12.1 | Project Alternatives

Based on the established purpose and need, the project alternatives
discussed below consider a range of improvements to San Francisco’s Geary
corridor, between 48th Avenue to the west and the Transbay Transit Center
to the east. The alternatives discussed below include a No Build Alternative
and four build alternatives. The build alternatives would implement physical
roadway and lane changes between Market Street and 34th Avenue, as well
as higher frequency bus service and bus stop amenities/improvements along
the entire Geary corridor (between the Transbay Transit Center and 48th
Avenue).

Figure S-1 provides a graphical depiction of the build alternatives. Key
attributes of all alternatives, including the Hybrid Alternative/LPA are
described below.
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Figure S-1 Build Alternatives Schematic Diagram
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Alternative 2: Side-Lane BRT
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and
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and Consolidated Bus Service

Hybrid Alternative
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48th Avenue —1—

34th Avenue

Palm Avenue

Market Street ——
Transbay —|—

Transit Center

27th/28th Avenve —1—
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LEGEND:

Center-running. bus-only lane
*BRT service would operate in a dedicated bus-only lane in the center of Geary Corridor (in between dual medians)

Side-running. bus-only lane
*BRT service would operate in a dedicated bus-only lane in the outermost land of Geary Corridor

== Mixed-flow traffic
*Standard lane for general traffic purposes
Masonic Area No Scale

Fillmore Area

Note: The Fillmore Street and Masonic Avenue areas are highlighted on this figure due to the major engineering constraints for
implementing BRT service associated with underpasses in these areas (i.e., steep grades and narrow service roads). See
Sections 10.2.5 and 10.2.6 for further details. Figure has been updated since the Draft EIS/EIR with clarified labeling.

Source: Jacobs, 2014

[0 No Build Alternative3

o No new BRT service or related physical infrastructure
improvement. Existing local, express, and rapid service
would continue to operate. The Geary corridor would
be served with previously planned/programmed transit
and infrastructure improvements.

[0 Alternative 2: Side-Lane BRT

o BRT service would replace the existing 38R service.

Alternative 2: Side-Lane BRT (At
Fillmore Street looking east)

Rapid service is used to

describe Muni bus service
that operates with less
frequent stops than local
service.

Proposed BRT service would
replace the existing Rapid
service for all Build
Alternatives and indicates the
greater level of transit
priority infrastructure that
would be in place.

Local and express bus services would continue to
operate.

From the Transbay Transit Center to 34th Avenue,
buses would operate in dedicated side-running bus-only
lanes, replacing the existing outside travel lanes of the
Geary corridor, next to the existing curbside parking
lane that would remain at most locations.

Between 34th and 48th avenues, no bus-only lanes
would be constructed; all buses would operate in mixed-
flow lanes.

3 Throughout this document, the more descriptive term “No Build Alternative” is used
instead of the label “Alternative 1.”
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o Existing 38 Local service would also operate in the

dedicated bus lanes but would pull out of them to
service curbside local bus stops, enabling BRT buses to
pass.

O Alternative 3: Center-Lane BRT with Dual Medians and
Passing Lanes

o BRT service would replace the existing 38R service;

local and express buses would operate.

This alternative would be different from Alternative 2
from Laguna Street to 27th Avenue. There, BRT and
local service would operate in dedicated bus-only lanes
in the center of the Geary corridor. A bus passing lane
at local bus stops would enable BRT buses to pass local
buses that are stopped to load and unload passengers.

The center-lane design would include filling in the
Fillmore underpass and reconfiguring the Masonic
tunnel for a BRT stop.

In all other locations, this alternative would be similar to

Alternative 2.

[0 Alternative 3-Consolidated: Center-Lane BRT with

Consolidated Bus Stops, Dual Medians, and No Passing Lanes

o Same as Alternative 3 between Laguna Street and 27th

Avenue; however, BRT service would replace both 38R
and 38 Local services as a new consolidated service,
eliminating the need for bus passing lanes. Express
buses would operate.

0 Hybrid Alternative/LPA

@)

This alternative would incorporate various physical features
of Alternatives 2 and 3-Consolidated in different segments,
a mix intended to maximize benefits and minimize impacts

o BRT service would replace the existing 38R service;

local and express buses would operate:

* From Transbay Transit Center to Palm Avenue,
local and BRT buses would operate in existing or
new side-running bus-only lanes.

®  Between Palm Avenue and 27th Avenue (inbound)
and 28th Avenue (outbound), local and BRT buses
would operate in dedicated bus-only lanes in the
center of the Geary corridor, with no bus passing
lanes. Every stop would local, BRT and express
buses.

=  Between 27th/28th and 34th avenues, all buses
would operate in new side-running bus-only lanes.

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY | Page S-11
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* Between 34th and 48th avenues, no bus-only lanes
would be constructed; all buses would operate in
mixed-flow lanes.

o In side-running portions of the corridor, BRT buses
would have the ability to pass local buses at local stops.

Figures S-2 through S-5 depict each build alternative in detail.
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Figure S-2 Alternative 2
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Figure S-3 Alternative 3
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Figure S-4 Alternative 3-Consolidated
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Transbay Transit

Figure S-5 Hybrid Alternative/Locally Preferred Alternative
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S.13 How is this document organized?

This combined Final EIS/ROD evaluates all reasonable alternatives
considered, identifies a NEPA preferred alternative (Section 2.3), responds
to written comments on the Draft EIS/EIR, describes mitigation measures
that would be incorporated into the project, and reflects the lead agency’s
decision on the project.

Chapter 3 (Transportation) and Chapter 4 (Affected Environment,
Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization and/or
Mitigation Measures) evaluate each environmental resource topic area
pursuant to NEPA. Several environmental topic areas are related to
transportation; thus Chapter 3 of this document is solely devoted to
transportation-related topics. Chapter 5 (Cumulative Impacts) analyzes
potential cumulative impacts.

To help support decision-making, this Final EIS documents the project
alternatives’ performance against a number of measures related to the
purpose and need detailed in Chapter 1.

Chapter 2 describes in detail each of the project alternatives carried forward
through environmental analysis and identifies both the environmentally
preferable alternative as well as the NEPA preferred alternative.

Chapter 3’s subsections analyze transportation-related effects of each project
alternative, including potential effects associated with transit performance,
auto traffic, pedestrian and bicycle movement, and parking.

Chapter 4’s subsections describe the existing conditions in the vicinity of the
Geary corridor and analyze the potential effects of each project alternative
on several other environmental resource topic areas.

Chapter 5 assesses the total cumulative impact or the total of all impacts on
a particular resource that have occurred, are occurring, and will likely occur
as a result of any action or influence, including the direct and indirect effects
of a federal activity.

Chapter 6 analyzes each of the project alternatives’ potential effects to
Section 4(f) and 6(f) properties (i.e., effects on public park and recreational
areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and certain historic properties, as
required by Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966
[49 U.S.C. 303] and Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Act of
1965 [36 CFR Part 59]).

Chapter 7 is no longer necessary as part of this NEPA-only Final EIS
because its contents were exclusively relevant to CEQA; the Final EIR for
the project was certified in December 2016.

Chapter 8 summarizes the agencies’ efforts to engage the public and
stakeholder agencies in the development and screening of alternatives and
the environmental review process.
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Chapter 9 describes the estimated costs of construction, annual operations,
and maintenance of the improvements associated with the various project
alternatives. This chapter also summarizes committed, planned, and
potential additional sources of project funding.

Chapter 10 describes the criteria that SFCTA used to develop and screen
alternatives, including a discussion of alternatives considered but rejected
from further consideration in the environmental review process.

Each of environmental resource topic subsections discussed in Chapters 3
and 4 are generally organized according to the following structure:

ORegulatory Setting: This section, where applicable, describes
relevant laws, policies, and regulatory agencies.

OAffected Environment: This section includes information about
existing conditions for the area affected by all of the alternatives
presented in this Final EIS.

OMethodology: This section includes discussion of how project
effects were evaluated and determined. The environmental
baseline/existing conditions for a project is the site at the time the
NOP was issued (e.g., existing land uses, visual environment, etc.);
however, given the amount of time that has passed since the
publication of the NOP in 2008, some of the descriptions of
existing conditions have been updated where new, more relevant
information is available and/or recent site visits identified altered
conditions from the date of NOP issuance.

OEnvironmental Consequences: This section includes a summary
of the potential adverse or significant environmental effects of the
project on each respective environmental resource area. The
discussions are typically divided into operational and construction-period
effects.

OAvoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures: This
section includes potential measures, if relevant, to avoid, minimize,
or mitigate adverse environmental effects of the project. Avoidance
measures (abbreviated as “A” in the document) are designed to
completely avoid potentially adverse effects; minimization measures
(abbreviated as “MIN”) would reduce the severity of any potentially
adverse effects; and mitigation measures (abbreviated as “MM”)
compensate for potential adverse effects of the project.
Improvement measures (abbreviated as “I”) are incorporated for
some environmental resource topic areas where opportunities exist
to improve conditions, and where no significant/adverse effects
have been identified.

The ROD states the lead agency’s decision on the project, and includes
explanation of the lead agency’s decision-making process.
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S.14 How much will this project cost?

The proposed project is estimated to cost between $170 million and $435
million, depending on the build alternative. The Hybrid Alternative/LPA is
estimated to cost $300 million. This estimate includes both the capital cost
of the project’s core components and parallel improvements. Total capital
costs are in year of expenditure. Chapter 9 (Financial Analysis) describes
project costs in more detail.

As reflected in Chapter 9, the project sponsors have identified a substantial
component of anticipated capital funding. Budgeted and planned funding
sources for the proposed project include:

O Small Starts (up to $100 million). This program, which is
administered by FTA, provides competitive grants for new transit
projects whose capital costs do not exceed $300 million. SFCTA and
SFMTA intend to apply for the maximum grant amount, $100
million, with plans to enter the program in fiscal year 2018/19. For
some alternatives including Alternative 2 and the Hybrid
Alternative/LPA — the cost of the BRT scope elements is $300
million or less, making those alternatives eligible for funds within
the Small Starts program. (For comparison, the capital costs of
Alternatives 3 and 3-Consolidated exceed $400 million, which
exceeds the $300 million cap for Small Starts eligibility.)

0 Proposition K Sales Tax ($50.9 million). In November 2003, San
Francisco voters approved Proposition K (Prop K), extending the
existing half-cent local sales tax for transportation and approving a
new 30-year expenditure plan identifying projects and programs to
be funded by the sales tax. The Prop K Strategic Plan (2009)
prioritized funding within the larger Bus Rapid Transit/Transit
Preferential Streets/MTA-Muni Metro Network category for BRT
on Geary corridor, designed and built to rail-ready standards. To
date, the SFCTA Board has allocated almost $2 million in Prop K
funds for the detailed design phase of Geary BRT Phase I and $15.8
million for various phases of Phase II. Going forward, an additional
$1.4 million of Prop K funding is programmed for Phase I and
$31.7 million is programmed for Phase II. In total, $50.9 million in
Prop K funds has been allocated or programmed for the project.

S.15 What are the potential
environmental effects of this
project?

This combined Final EIS/ROD considers the potential for the project
alternatives to result in adverse environmental effects in a wide range of
environmental topic areas. The build alternatives would generally improve
transit and traffic conditions in the corridor, but as desctribed in S.15.2 and
Section 3.4, the project would nonetheless result in increased automobile
traffic delays at a number of intersections along and near the Geary corridor.
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Moreover, construction of the build alternative improvements has the
potential to result in temporary effects. The Final EIS identifies all such
effects from both construction and operation of the build alternatives.
Chapter 3 (Transportation) summarizes potential environmental effects on
transit, automobile traffic, parking, and pedestrian/bicycle conditions.

The project’s potential effects on traffic circulation would represent its
adverse effects under NEPA. In all other topic areas, the project would have
no adverse impacts, or avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures
would be able to render any impacts non-adverse. As both the primary
benefits and most substantial impacts of the project relate to its effects on
the transportation system, the findings of Final EIS Chapter 3
(Transportation) are summarized below.

S.15.1 | Transit Conditions

Transit ridership on the Geary corridor is expected to increase in the future.
All of the build alternatives would increase transit ridership further. The
Hybrid Alternative/LPA and Alternative 3 would increase ridership to about
95,000 daily trips in 2035 (from an existing 50,000). Alternative 3-
Consolidated would generate a slightly higher ridership increase (99,000
daily trips), and Alternative 2 would generate the least increase among build
alternatives (92,000 daily trips). In contrast, if no action were taken, transit
ridership would increase by about 25 percent less than the Hybrid
Alternative/LPA (to about 77,000 daily trips).

The average travel time for the 38R is currently 47 minutes from 48th
Avenue to the Transbay Transit Center; the 38 Local travel time is 54.5
minutes. All build alternatives are projected to operate at faster speeds and
would be more reliable than the No Build Alternative. The Hybrid
Alternative/LPA travel times (38 Local and BRT services) would be 21 to
23 percent less than the No Build Alternative. Both Alternative 3 and
Alternative 3-Consolidated would have shorter travel times than the Hybrid
Alternative/LPA; the Alternative 3 travel time for the 38 BRT would be the
fastest among build alternatives. Alternative 2 travel times would be the
slowest of the build alternatives.

Bus crowding was projected based on vehicle occupancy at the route’s
maximum load point, where buses are carrying the greatest number of
accumulated passengers. Muni’s peak period load factor standard is 85
percent, meaning bus occupancy should not exceed 85 percent of a full
(crush) passenger load. In the peak direction during the peak hour, the No
Build Alternative and all build alternatives would exceed the standard under
future year conditions. During the 2035 a.m. peak period in the eastbound
direction, crowding with the Hybrid Alternative/LPA would be comparable
to the No Build Alternative, Alternative 3 would be more crowded,
Alternative 2 would be less crowded than the No Build Alternative, and
Alternative 3-Consolidated would be the least crowded (18 percent less
crowded than the No Build Alternative). During the 2035 p.m. peak period
in the outbound direction, the Hybrid Alternative/LPA and Alternative 3
would be slightly less crowded than the No Build Alternative, Alternative 2
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would have further reduced crowding, and Alternative 3-Consolidated
would be the least crowded (25 percent less than the No Build Alternative).

All of the build alternatives would entail the relocation and consolidation of
some existing transit stops along the corridor, but to varying degrees. The
Hybrid Alternative/LPA would reduce the number of total stops by 18
percent from existing conditions. Alternative 3-Consolidated would
consolidate the most bus stops (58 percent reduction), while Alternative 3
and Alternative 2 would retain slightly more bus stops than the Hybrid
Alternative/LPA (12 to 16 percent reduction). Existing stop spacing is about
700 feet on average for local stops and 1,500 feet for Rapid stops. The
Hybrid Alternative/LPA, Alternative 3, and Alternative 2 would have
comparable stop spacing, all slightly greater than existing conditions (less
than 20 percent greater). Alternative 3-Consolidated would have stop
spacing more than 50 percent greater than current spacing.

S.15.2 | Automobile Conditions

Traffic volumes in the corridor are expected to increase by 2035 in the No
Build Alternative due to anticipated growth in San Francisco and the region.
The build alternatives are projected to result in less traffic relative to the No
Build Alternative due to improved transit service, as well as reduced
vehicular capacity along the Geary corridor. The Hybrid Alternative/LPA
would result in about 25 percent less traffic on average than the No Build
Alternative, depending on roadway location. Due to the proposed changes
at the Masonic tunnel and Fillmore underpass areas, Alternative 3 and
Alternative 3-Consolidated would result in between 25 and 55 percent less
traffic than the No Build Alternative, depending on roadway location.
Alternative 2 would result in the least traffic decrease about 20 percent less
than the No Build in 2035.

With the projected traffic volume increase under the No Build Alternative,
adverse effects would occur at 21 study intersections (17 on-corridor and 4
off-corridor). The Hybrid Alternative/LPA would result in adverse effects at
eight study intersections (4 on-corridor and 4 off-corridor). Alternative 3-
Consolidated would result in nine study intersections experiencing adverse
effects, and Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 would both result in five
intersections experiencing adverse effects. Mitigation measures to reduce
project impacts at the affected intersections for each build alternative are not
considered feasible, or they would negatively affect transit and pedestrian
operations. As such, those intersection effects would remain adverse.

S.15.3 | Pedestrian and Bicycle Conditions

Any of the build alternatives would improve pedestrian safety. Alternatives
2, 3, and 3-Consolidated would provide an additional 51 pedestrian crossing
bulbs, resulting in a total of 65 new bulbs including 14 that would be built in
the No Build Alternative. The Hybrid Alternative/LLPA as revised would
provide 26 additional pedestrian crossing bulbs, for a total of 91 bulbs
including the 65 previously included. Pedestrian safety also would be
improved by increases in protected left turns for vehicles (vehicles may only
turn left with a left-turn signal (i.e., arrow)), and decreases in permissive left
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turns (vehicles may turn left with a green signal if there is no conflicting
oncoming traffic and/or pedestrian crossing). All build alternatives also
would provide additional median refuges, add two new signalized pedestrian
crossings, and add two new crosswalks at existing signalized intersections.
All build alternatives include an enhanced bicycle facility on Geary
Boulevard on the block between Presidio and Masonic avenues. This
location would close an east-west bicycle facility gap where the route
transitions from Class II bike lanes south of Geary Boulevard and west of
Masonic Avenue, to Class 11 bike lanes north of Geary and east of Presidio
Avenue.

S.15.4 | Parking and Loading Conditions

The Hybrid Alternative/L.PA would decrease the overall parking supply
within one to two blocks of the Geary corridor by 3 percent (410 spaces);
Alternatives 2 and 3 would reduce it by 4 percent (460 and 430 spaces,
respectively); and Alternative 3-Consolidated would reduce it by 2 percent
(210 spaces).

A detailed parking analysis was undertaken for two areas that would
experience the highest levels of parking loss — the Masonic Avenue and
Japantown/Fillmore Street study ateas.

In the Masonic Avenue study area, Alternative 3-Consolidated would reduce
the area’s public parking supply by 7 percent; Alternative 2 would reduce it
by 8 percent; and Alternative 3 and the Hybrid Alternative/LPA would
reduce it by 9 percent.

In the Japantown/Fillmore Street study area, Alternatives 3 and 3-
Consolidated would reduce the area’s public parking supply by 2 percent;
Alternative 2 would reduce it by 3 percent; and the Hybrid Alternative/LPA
would reduce it by about 4 percent.

On the Geary corridor, the Hybrid Alternative/LPA, Alternative 3, and
Alternative 3-Consolidated would not change parking for people with
disabilities. Alternative 2 would move to an adjacent block four parking
spaces for people with disabilities.

All build alternatives would result in 5 commercial loading spaces lost and
10 to 15 commercial loading spaces relocated. All build alternatives would
resultin 1 to 3 passenger loading spaces lost and 7 to 12 spaces relocated.
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S.16 The Preferred Alternative

SFCTA and SFMTA staff have studied the performances of the alternatives
under consideration, and they have consulted the public during the past
several years to understand local issues of concern. Based on performance
analysis and public input, the Draft EIS/EIR identified the Hybrid
Alternative as the staff-recommended alternative (see Figure S-5)

This Final EIS identifies the LPA as the Hybrid Alternative with the
following six minor modifications (collectively referred to as “Hybrid
Alternative/LLPA”):

1) Retention of the Webster Street pedestrian bridge;

2) Removal of proposed BRT stops between Spruce and Cook streets
(existing stops would remain and provide local and express services);

3) Addition of more pedestrian crossing and safety improvements;

4) Addition of BRT stops at L.aguna Street;

5) Retention of existing local and express stops at Collins Street; and

6) Relocation of the westbound center- to side-running bus lane transition
to the block between 27th and 28th avenues.

Three of the above six minor modifications to the Hybrid Alternative
rescind previously proposed Hybrid Alternative elements: retention of the
Webster Street bridge, removal of the proposed BRT stops between Spruce
and Cook streets, and retention of the Collins Street combined local/express
stops.

FTA weighed the ability of project alternatives to meet the purpose and
need, the economic and technical feasibility of the project alternatives, the
environmental effects of the project alternatives, local agency decision-
making subsequent to publication of the Draft EIS/EIR, and all comments
in identifying the Hybrid Alternative LPA as the Preferred Alternative for
the Project.
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CHAPTER 1.0 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED

1.1 Introduction

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA), San Francisco County
Transportation Authority (SFCTA), and San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency (SFMTA) have prepared this Final Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS)/Record of Decision (ROD) to address the
environmental effects of the proposed Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit
(BRT) Project and respond to the comments received on the Draft
EIS/Environmental Impact Report (EIR). These agencies have prepared
this combined Final EIS/ROD in accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act INEPA) of 1969, 42 United States Code Section
4321 et seq. FTA is the federal lead agency (hereinafter, “lead agency”)
pursuant to NEPA.

SFMTA, a project sponsor along with SFCTA, would be the recipient of any
grant funds, and is the joint lead agency under NEPA.

SFCTA, in cooperation with FT'A and SEFMTA, proposes to implement BRT
improvements along the City’s Geary corridor. The Geary corridor
encompasses all of Geary Boulevard/Geary Street, O’Farrell Street from
Gough Street to Market Street, as well as blocks of several others streets that
provide connections to and from the Transbay Transit Center (see Figure 1-

1.

In 2004, SFCTA initiated a Geary Corridor BRT Study (Feasibility Study).
Published in 2007, the study evaluated the feasibility of three different BRT
configurations on Geary Boulevard and associated streets, as well as two “no
build” non-BRT options, for a total of five conceptual design alternatives
for the corridor. The Feasibility Study found each of the three BRT
configurations to be potentially feasible and to have the potential to result in
substantial benefits. The Feasibility Study did not eliminate any
configurations, but recommended environmental review and further design
work to identify a preferred alternative.
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Figure 1-1 The Geary Corridor between 48th Avenue and the Transbay Transit Center

Source: SFCTA, 2014
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Following adoption of the Feasibility Study, SFCTA and SFMTA called for
the next phase of project development — preliminary engineering and
environmental analysis. After the environmental scoping process that
developed and facilitated community input on potential project alternatives
and included two additional screening steps,' five alternatives were defined
and catried forward for evaluation in the Draft EIS/EIR, including one No
Build Alternative and four build alternatives — Alternatives 2, 3, 3-
Consolidated, and the Hybrid Alternative, which was a variation that
combined parts of other build alternatives. Chapter 2 (Descriptions of
Project Alternatives) details each project alternative.

The Draft EIS/EIR was published on October 2, 2015, and was available
for a 59-day public review period through November 30, 2015.

1.2 Final EIS/Record of Decision

The lead agency, in cooperation with SFCTA and SFMTA, have prepared
this combined Final EIS/ROD to address the environmental effects of the
proposed Geary Corridor BRT Project and respond to the comments
received on the Draft EIS/EIR.

1.2.1 | Modifications to the Hybrid Alternative after
Publication of the Draft EIS/EIR

A total of six minor modifications have been made to the Hybrid
Alternative. Five of the six modifications were developed in direct response
to public comments on the Draft EIS/EIR; the sixth was developed both in
response to comments as well as in association with an agency initiative. See
Sections 2.1.1 and 2.2.7 for further detail on these modifications.

SFCTA released the Final EIR for the Geary BRT project on December 9,
2016. As the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) lead agency,
SFCTA certified the Final EIR, approved the project, and identified the
Hybrid Alternative with five minor modifications as the LPA on January 5,
2017. All of these actions were on unanimous votes of the SFCTA Board.
SFCTA issued a Notice of Determination (NOD) on January 6, 2017. The
sixth minor modification was subsequently added and analyzed in a CEQA
addendum; the SFCTA Board took an approval action on June 27, 2017, as
turther discussed in Section 2.2.7.6.6.

On July 18, 2017, the SFMTA Board unanimously approved the project and

concurred with the LPA, including all six minor modifications noted above.
SFMTA issued a NOD on July 25, 2017.

1 See Chapter 10 of this Final EIS (Initial Development and Screening of Alternatives)
for more information on the various design options and configurations that SFCTA
considered in formulating project alternatives.
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1.2.2 | Final EIS

After considering public and agency comments on the Draft EIS/EIR and
identifying the LPA, the lead agency, SFCTA, and SFMTA cooperatively
prepared this Final EIS, which includes responses to comments on the Draft
EIS/EIR. Text changes between the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIS primarily
reflect documentation of the LPA, responses to comments received on the
Draft EIS/EIR, and staff-initiated changes to correct minor errors or
improve/update the presentation of information. This Final EIS is prepared
in two formats, a version without any revisions noted, prepared as a
published print-version of the document, as well as a version available
electronically as an appendix which denotes revisions (including deletions,
new text, and moved text) using strikeeut for deletions and underline for
additions.

The analytical chapters of the Final EIS (Chapters 3 through 6) reflect
revisions and expansions of the text and analysis of the Draft EIS/EIR to
include consideration of each of the six minor modifications to the Hybrid
Alternative/LPA described above. These added subsections provide analysis
and reasoning demonstrating that the six minor modifications do not change
any of the environmental conclusions for any resource area. In other words,
the modifications would not result in any new or more severe environmental

impacts nor would they result in more severe cumulative effects beyond
what the Draft EIS/EIR described.

1.2.3 | Environmentally Preferable Alternative

Based on analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR and as updated throughout the
revised and expanded analytical sections of this Final EIS, this document
identifies the environmentally preferable alternative, as required by federal
regulations.?  Sections 2.3.8 and 2.3.8.1 describe considerations in
determining the environmentally preferable alternative; these considerations
draw on the analysis summarized in Chapters 3 through 6 of this Final EIS.
Based on this analysis, the Hybrid Alternative/LPA is the environmentally
preferable alternative.

As noted in Section 2.3.8.1, the six modifications applied to the Hybrid

Alternative/LPA did not result in any new or more severe environmental
impacts from those described in the Draft EIS/EIR.

1.2.4 | Preferred Alternative

As detailed in Section 2.3.8.2, the LPA is also considered the preferred
alternative pursuant to federal regulations.’ This is because the Hybrid
Alternative/LPA would balance improvements to transit performance and
pedestrian safety in the corridor with reduced impacts in key areas of
community concern, and would meet the project purpose and need. The

2 Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Section 1505.2

3 Code of Federal Regulations, Title 23, Part 771.125; Code of Federal Regulations, Title
40, Part 1502.14(e); and Questions 4a and 4b of the Council on Environmental Quality’s
40 Questions
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lead agency (FTA) also recognizes that SFCTA designated the Hybrid
Alternative as the LPA, and that SFMTA concurred with this designation.

1.2.5 | Uses of the Final EIS

Pursuant to requirements of NEPA, this document informs the public and
governmental decision-makers about potential environmental impacts of the
project alternatives during both construction and operational phases. Where
warranted, this document identifies avoidance, minimization, and/or
mitigation measures to avoid, lessen, or compensate for adverse
environmental effects. Federal, state, regional, and local agencies will use this
document as may be required or necessary to assess the environmental
impacts of the build alternatives on resources under their jurisdictions, to
make discretionary decisions regarding the project, and to exercise review
and permit authority over the project.

See Table 2-11 for a list of other anticipated approvals and permits.

1.3 Project Location

The proposed project would be located along the entire 6.5-mile length of
the Geary corridor, a primary east-west roadway and transit spine across the
northern neighborhoods of San Francisco. The corridor is comprised of:
Geary Boulevard, a two-way arterial between 48th Avenue and Gough Street
and the pair of one-way streets between Gough and Market streets including
Geary Street, which runs westbound, and its companion, O’Farrell Street,
which runs eastbound one block south of Geary Street. The corridor also
includes Geary bus line routing between Market Street and the Transbay
Transit Center. The project does not propose roadway infrastructure
changes south of Market Street or west of 34th Avenue.

The east and west project limits constitute logical termini as they include the
full length of SEFMTA’s current 38 Geary bus services. The project limits
were identified in accordance with the project purpose and need, described
in the following sections, and in accordance with the opportunities and
constraints of the local environment.

Four SFMTA Muni bus routes currently provide public transit service in the
Geary corridor: 38 Geary Local (38), 38 Geary Rapid (38R%), 38 Geary B
Express (38BX), and 38 Geary A Express (38AX). Golden Gate Transit,
based in Marin County, also operates commuter service into San Francisco
via a portion of Geary Boulevard between Park Presidio Boulevard and
Webster Street.

4 On April 25, 2015, SEMTA changed naming conventions for limited stop bus services.
Bus services previously referred to as Zmited and denoted by the letter “L.” following the
bus line number, e.g. 38L, are now referred to as rapid services and are denoted by the
letter “R.”
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A number of major north-south transit routes cross the Geary corridor and
generate major transfers to and from Geary services, including but not
limited to Muni bus lines 22 Fillmore, 47 Van Ness, 49 Van Ness, and 30
Stockton, and the Powell Street cable car line. Major regional transit lines
also connect to Geary, including the Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) lines
along Market Street, several Golden Gate Transit routes that cross the Geary
corridor at Van Ness Avenue, and several other regional bus lines at the
Transbay Transit Center. Muni light rail lines also operate beneath the Geary
corridor on Market Street, and the T-Third Central Subway extension
currently under construction will cross below Geary Street near Union
Square.

In addition to the routes on the Geary corridor, several routes operate
within a few blocks, including the 1 California, 2 Clement, 3 Jackson, 5
Fulton, and 31 Balboa. Several Muni routes provide regional transit
connections to BART trains, Caltrain, and bus services of Alameda-Contra
Costa Transit District (AC Transit), Golden Gate Transit, and SamTrans. A
number of private shuttles also operate on or near the Geary corridor.

1.4 Planning Context

Several planning studies and funding actions within San Francisco have
documented a vision for the Geary corridor as part of San Francisco’s rapid
transit network.

e SFCTA’s Four Corridors Plan (1995)

o SEMTA’s VVision for Rapid Transit (2000)

* SFCTA’s 2004 Countywide Transportation Plan (CWTP)

e SEMTA’s Transit Effectiveness Project (2008)

e SFCTA’s 2013 and 2017 San Francisco Transportation Plans (SFTP)

Each of these plans identified Geary as high-priority corridor for
improvements within the City’s rapid transit network. In 2014, the City’s
WalkFirst pedestrian safety effort identified portions of Geary Boulevard
and Geary Street as part of the City’s pedestrian high-injury network.

The CWTP evaluated alternative approaches to meeting the City’s rapid
transit system needs and recommended a preferred scenario that called for
development of a citywide BRT network. Figure 1-2 shows the CWTP’s
identified rapid transit network. The Proposition K Expenditure Plan, the
investment component of the 2004 CWTP approved by voters reauthorizing
the City/County’s half-cent transportation sales tax measure, featured Geary
BRT as one of the named projects to be funded.
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Figure 1-2 San Francisco Rapid Transit Network Map
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In 2013, SFCTA adopted a new version of the long-range, countywide
transportation plan, called the San Francisco Transportation Plan (SFTP). It
identified four core goal areas, including Livability, Economic Competitiveness,
World Class Infrastructure, and Healthy Environment, and reaffirming the
importance of the Geary corridor in meeting them by including it in the
SFTP Investment Vision.

Under the Livability goal, the SFTP proposed to lift the non-auto travel
mode share from its current 48 percent in 2013 to above 50 percent, noting
that safety concerns prevented more walking, and transit reliability concerns
prevented more transit use.

Within Economic Competitiveness, the plan identified increased transit capacity
as necessary to support new planned growth in Civic Center, Downtown

and the Eastern Neighborhoods.
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In World-Class Infrastructure, the plan noted transit operating costs growing
faster than revenues, caused in part by declining transit speed performance —
a 10 percent decrease from 1997 to 2008. Lower speeds mean the same
driver and vehicle complete fewer route runs in a day, resulting in less
service for the same price.

Improved transit and pedestrian conditions on Geary would constitute a
major contribution toward those goal areas.

In 2017, SFCTA adopted SFTP 2040, an update to the 2013 SFTP. The
updated SFTP reaffirmed the 2013 plan’s goals, investment plan, and
supporting policy recommendations. SFTP 2040 provided an update on
existing and future conditions impacting the San Francisco transportation
system, revised transportation funding revenue forecasts, updated project
costs, and reassessed projects previously identified for funding in the 2013
plan. The new plan confirmed the importance of Geary BRT to achieving
the plan’s goals by including the project in the SFTP 2040 Investment Plan.

Lastly, several previous planning efforts have described a vision for light rail
treatments on the Geary corridor, including SEFMTA’s System Planning
Study (1995). As a way to move toward that ultimate vision, the 2004
Proposition K Expenditure Plan included language requiring the Geary
corridor BRT improvements to be rail-ready, such that the improvements
facilitate an eventual implementation of light rail on the Geary corridor.

1.4.1 | Regional Planning Context

1.4.1.1 | METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) serves as the
transportation planning, coordinating, and financing agency for the nine-
county San Francisco Bay Area. MTC functions as both a regional
transportation planning agency for state purposes, and for federal purposes
as the region’s metropolitan planning organization (MPO). As such, MTC is
responsible for regularly updating the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP),
which is a comprehensive blueprint for the development of mass transit,
highway, railroad, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities. The most recent RTP,
adopted together with the region’s second Sustainable Communities Strategy
in 2017 as Plan Bay Area 2040, specifies how $303 billion in anticipated
federal, state, and local transportation funds will be spent in the Bay Area in
coming decades. The plan includes anticipated improvements to local and
rapid bus services, with committed and discretionary funds for Geary BRT
specifically identified in the plan.
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1.5 Project Purpose and Need

1.5.1 | Project Purpose

The core purpose of the project is to improve the performance, viability,
and comfort of transit and pedestrian travel along the Geary corridor. In
fulfillment of NEPA requirements, the following statements comprise the
project purpose.

e Improve transit performance on the corridor as a key link in the
City’s rapid transit network to improve the passenger experience and
promote high transit use.

 Improve pedestrian conditions and pedestrian access to transit.

e Enhance transit access and the overall passenger experience, while
maintaining general vehicular access circulation.

The remainder of this document, as summarized in Section S.6, helps the
lead agencies and public understand the potential environmental effects of
each alternative and evaluate how well each alternative meets the project
purpose and need (or project objectives).

1.5.2 | Project Need

As recognized by the planning efforts for the Geary corridor and San
Francisco overall cited above, the Geary corridor serves as an important
vehicular and transit corridor, serving high-density commercial and
residential areas along its entire length.

The major streets of the corridor — Geary Boulevard west of Gough Street
and the one-way couplet streets of Geary Street and O’Farrell Street east of
Gough Street — together serve as a major thoroughfare for local and through
traffic. According to SEFMTA, each day the corridor sees more than 50,000
person-trips via public transit, and it serves automobile volumes that vary
between about 16,000 to 20,000 in the outlying neighborhoods west of Park
Presidio to about 44,000 at the highest-demand locations. The corridor also
sees tens of thousands of daily pedestrian trips.> Unlike many public transit
routes that can have disproportionate usage patterns related to commute
direction and period, transit ridership on the Geary corridor is consistently
high throughout the day, on weekdays and weekends, and in both the
eastbound and westbound directions.

While the Geary corridor serves thousands of multimodal trips per day,
current transit performance and pedestrian conditions in the Geary corridor
are in need of improvement in several key ways. The following
transportation needs have been identified in the Geary corridor, serving as
the basis for the project purpose.

5 SFCTA, 2009-2012.
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1) Existing transit service in the Geary corridor is unreliable, slow, and crowded, and is
in need of improvement in order to promote high ridership and competitiveness with other
travel modes.

Less than two-thirds of the 38 Local and 38R buses atrrive within five
minutes of their scheduled arrivals over the course of the day, and in the
p.m. peak hour, only about half arrive on time.°

The average vehicle speed for all buses over the length of the corridor is 7.3
mph, with slightly higher speeds prevailing west of Divisadero Street and
lower east of Webster Street.” An average six-mile trip from the Transbay
Transit Center to 48th Avenue during the p.m. peak hour takes about 54.5
minutes by 38 Local bus and 47 minutes by 38R bus; by car, the trip from
Market Street to 48th Avenue takes about 22 minutes, and would be a few
minutes longer if starting from the Transbay Transit Center.®

The most common sources of delay for buses are those from loading and
unloading passengers (or “dwell time”); waiting at traffic lights; private
vehicle loading and parking in the right-most travel lane; and moving across
the mixed-flow travel lanes to access bus stops. Factors contributing to long
dwell times include the need for people to walk up the three steps required
to board buses that are not low-floor buses, which is particularly challenging
for people with disabilities or mobility impairments; and the distance from
the bus to the curb caused by the difficulty buses have when attempting to
pull completely parallel to the bus stops (see Figure 1-3). In addition, buses
spend time waiting at traffic signals and re-entering the mixed-flow travel
lanes after passenger loading and unloading.

These factors slow bus travel and make travel times less reliable, leading to
bus bunching. As many as 30 percent of the vehicles arrive less than one
minute apart (see Figure 1-4 for an example). This bus bunching results in
longer gaps between subsequent buses and therefore longer passenger wait
times.” Given the corridor’s high ridership demand, bunching can also cause
overcrowding on the first bus within a bunch, which adds to further delays
as alighting and boarding become more time-consuming, and at bus stops,
as passengers continue to arrive to wait for a late bus (see Figure 1-5).

2)  Geary Boulevard’s wide travehway and high vebicle travel speeds create unfavorable
pedestrian conditions — especially west of Gough Street and thronghout the Richmond
District.

The Geary corridor’s non-vehicular mode share — the proportion of those
traveling via transit, walking or bicycling — reaches 50 percent in its
Tenderloin segment, 40 percent in its Western Addition/Japantown
segment, and over 30 percent in its Richmond segment. As a key pedestrian
street with high pedestrian volumes, the Geary corridor features conditions
that affect a large number of those who walk to or from work, school, or
home. A concentration of residences and service centers for seniors are

6 SFCTA & SFMTA, 2012.
7SFCTA & SFMTA, 2011.
8 SFCTA & SFMTA, 2011 & 2013.
9 SFCTA & SFMTA, 2012 & 2013.
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located within the corridor, and a high percentage of seniors reside in the
corridor relative to the rest of San Francisco — a group of people with higher
rates of disabilities and other mobility limitations than the overall
population. Because most transit riders access the Geary corridor transit
stops by walking from adjacent neighborhoods, the quality of the pedestrian
experience, including safety and comfort, affects the corridor’s ability to
retain existing riders and attract new ones.

Current pedestrian conditions in the Geary corridor need improvement.
Large portions of the Geary corridor, particularly Geary Boulevard, are very
wide, ranging in width from 125 feet to 168 feet including medians, travel
lanes, parking lanes, and sidewalks. Consequently, pedestrians face relatively
long crossing distances with limited refuge areas and minimally marked
crosswalks.

In the Japantown area, as depicted in Figure 1-6, narrow medians and
circuitous pedestrian bridges that intimidate some and do not comply with
accessibility standards for people with disabilities discourage pedestrian
movement and activity. Near the Fillmore Street underpass, nearly 40
percent of vehicles have been gauged reaching speeds faster than the 35
mph limit. Lastly, the wide vehicular right of way, high-speed vehicular
traffic, and lack of pedestrian-crossing facilities at some locations divide the
neighborhoods on the north and south sides of the street.

In the segment of the corridor that includes Masonic Avenue and the
Richmond District, several uncontrolled pedestrian crosswalks cross six or
more lanes of Geary Boulevard. Here, the speed limit is 25 mph, but as
many as 75 percent of vehicles have been gauged going faster than that.

The City’s WalkFirst study (2012) identified Geary Boulevard as a top-
priority corridor for pedestrian safety improvements because of its very high
rate of pedestrian injury and its role as a key street for pedestrian activity.
Many of its intersections see pedestrian volumes greater than 500 in the p.m.
peak hour, with pedestrians numbering as many as 4,000 at a few
intersections.’? All segments of the Geary corridor have worse pedestrian
safety performance than the citywide average, seeing 30 to 110 severity-
weighted pedestrian injuries per mile from 2005 to 2011, compared with less
than 10 per mile citywide.!! The Geary corridor’s areas of highest pedestrian
injury rates are Market Street to Laguna Street, and the section from Cook
Street to 22nd Avenue.

3)  The Geary corridor’s existing street and streetscape environment do not provide a high-
quality transit passenger experience, despite the corridor’s high transit ridership.

Despite the corridor’s high transit use, the existing roadway layout is not
designed to provide a high-quality transit experience. The corridor’s ample
width provides room for multiple travel lanes, with between four and eight
lanes in the stretches west of Van Ness Avenue.

10SFCTA, 2009-2012.
11 San Francisco Department of Public Health Pedestrian Collision Scorecard, 2012.
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In contrast, multiple conditions are unfavorable for transit riders as they
walk to transit stops, wait for the bus, board the bus, ride the bus, and finally
get off the bus.

First, the unfavorable crossing conditions described above affect all transit
passengers as they access bus stops.

Second, once arriving at bus stops, the passenger experience can still be
lacking. As shown in Figure 1-5, exiting bus stop waiting areas can be
overcrowded. Once passengers board the bus, further crowding can occur
creating unfavorable riding conditions. As shown in Figure 1-7, some
locations throughout the corridor feature only a bus stop pole, with no
shelter from the elements, no map of bus system routes, and no other
amenities, such as “next bus” arrival signs. Elsewhere, at heavily used transit
stops near Market Street and in the Japantown area, bus loading areas are
too narrow and too short to accommodate typical passenger volumes. As
depicted in Figure 1-8, additional space is needed where the bus shelter,
waiting passengers, and other features like newspaper boxes compete for
sidewalk space, hindering pedestrian movement and limiting the perceived
viability of transit use.

Third, the current street design makes it challenging for buses attempting to
position themselves completely parallel and adjacent to the short curbside
bus stops, which in turn creates difficulty and delay for those boarding and
alighting the buses.

Finally, after boarding, bus passengers experience frequent and abrupt side-
to-side movements as buses change lanes to pull into and out of bus stops
and around vehicles that may be double-parked in the right-side curb lane,
stopped for loading, or queuing for a right turn.
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Figure 1-3 Curbside Bus Stop

Short, curbside bus stops like this one in the Richmond District make it
difficult for buses to position themselves completely parallel and adjacent to
bus stops, making the passenger loading process more onerous and time-

consuming.
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Figure 1-4 Bus Bunching

Lack of reliability in Geary bus travel times leads to bus bunching, in which
buses have been so delayed that they arrive together at a bus stop, such as
this one in the Japantown area, instead of at even time intervals,
contributing to bus crowding and further delays.

Figure 1-5 Bus Delays and Crowding

Bus delays combine with high ridership demand to result in crowding at
Geary corridor bus stops, like this one in the Richmond District, and on
buses, as more people arrive to wait for and board a delayed bus.
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Figure 1-6 Pedestrian Access Conditions

Pedestrian access conditions are poor at some locations, including 28th Avenue
below, which lacks a pedestrian countdown signal, which can be challenging for
people with disabilities and senior citizens. Unsignalized crossings, such as at Cook
Street (not shown) and closed crosswalks, such as at Webster and Steiner streets
(below), create challenging pedestrian access conditions.
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Figure 1-7 Existing Bus Stop Amenities at Various Locations

Some stop locations throughout the corridor, like this location in the
Tenderloin, feature only a bus stop pole, with no shelter, map, or other
amenities.

Figure 1-8 Bus Loading Areas

At heavily used transit stops in the downtown area near Market Street and in
the Japantown area, bus loading areas are too narrow and too short to
accommodate the volume of passengers, and additional space is needed
where the bus shelter, waiting passengers, and other amenities like
newspaper boxes compete for sidewalk space, hindering pedestrian
movement and access to transit use.
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CHAPTER 2.0 DESCRIPTIONS OF PROJECT
ALTERNATIVES

2.1 Introduction

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) considers five project
alternatives:

e No Build Alternative
e Four build alternatives:
o Alternative 2: Side-Lane Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)

o Alternative 3: Center-LLane BRT with Dual Medians and
Passing Lanes

o Alternative 3-Consolidated: Center-Lane BRT with
Consolidated Bus Stops, Dual Medians, and No Passing
Lanes

o Hybrid Alternative/Locally Preferred Alternative
(LPA): Incorporates elements of Alternatives 2, 3, and 3-
Consolidated; side-lane BRT between Market Street and
Palm and Jordan avenues; center-lane BRT between Palm
and Jordan avenues to 27th and 28th avenues; side-lane
BRT between 27th and 28th avenues to 34th Avenue

Each of the four build alternatives proposes some form of BRT service and
associated physical infrastructure improvements along the Geary corridor.
The build alternatives would implement physical roadway and lane changes
between Market and 34th streets, but they would also implement bus service
amenities and improvements between the Transbay Transit Center and 48th
Avenue. Figure 2-1 provides a schematic diagram of the four build
alternatives.

2.1.1 | Selection of the Locally Preferred Alternative

SFCTA released the Final EIR for the Geary BRT project on December 9,
2016. As the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) lead agency,
SFCTA certified the Final EIR, approved the project, and identified the
Hybrid Alternative with five minor modifications as the LPA on January 5,
2017. SFCTA 1issued a Notice of Determination (NOD) on January 6, 2017.
A sixth minor modification was subsequently added and analyzed in a
CEQA addendum; which the SFCTA Board approved on June 27, 2017, as
further discussed in Section 2.2.7.6.6.
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On July 18, 2017, the SEFMTA Board unanimously approved the project and
concurred with the LPA, including six minor modifications. SEFMTA issued

a NOD on July 25, 2017.
Figure 2-1 Schematic Diagram of the Build Alternatives
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*BRT service would operate in a dedicated bus-only lane in the center of Geary Corridor (in between dual medians)
Side-running, bus-only lane
*BRT service would operate in a dedicated bus-only lane in the outermost land of Geary Corridor
————— Mixed-flow traffic
*Standard lane for general traffic purposes
Masonic Area No:Scelo
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Note: The Masonic Avenue and Fillmore Street areas are highlighted on this figure due to the major engineering constraints for implementing BRT service associated with underpasses in
these areas (i.e., steep grades and narrow service roads). See Sections 10.2.5 and 10.2.6 for further details. Figure has been updated since Draft EIS/EIR with clarified labeling.

Source: Jacobs, 2014

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY | Page 2-2



GEARY CORRIDOR BUS RAPID TRANSIT PROJECT FINAL EIS

The six minor modifications to the Hybrid Alternative since publication of
the Draft EIS/EIR are as follows and shown in Figure 2-2.

1) Retention of the Webster Street pedestrian bridge;

2) Removal of proposed BRT stops between Spruce and Cook streets
(existing stops would remain and provide local and express services);

3) Addition of more pedestrian crossing and safety improvements;

4) Addition of BRT stops at Laguna Street;

5) Retention of existing local and express stops at Collins Street; and

6) Relocation of the westbound center- to side-running bus lane transition
to the block between 27th and 28th avenues!

Section 2.2.7.6 provides further detail on each of these six minor
modifications. Five of the six modifications were developed in direct
response to public comments on the Draft EIS/EIR. One modification —
the additional pedestrian improvements — was in part a response to another
agency initiative (Vision Zero; described in Section 2.8.1 below) as well as in
tesponse to public comments on the Draft EIS/EIR related to concerns
regarding the level of pedestrian facilities on the Geary corridor.

Section 2.3 provides an evaluation of all project alternatives in terms of
selecting an environmentally preferable alternative and a preferred
alternative.

! 'This change to the Hybrid Alternative was not included in the LPA that was approved
in January 2017 but rather was added and approved in June 2017. The SFCTA prepared
an addendum to the Final EIR associated with this change.
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Figure 2-2 Hybrid Alternative/Locally Preferred Alternative
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2.1.2 | Project Setting

Geary is called Geary Boulevard between 48th and Van Ness avenues and
Geary Street between Van Ness Avenue and Market Street. This document
uses the term Geary corridor to describe the study area, including the
additional streets noted below.

As shown in Figure 2-3, Geary is a major east-west arterial originating in
downtown San Francisco at Market Street. Geary traverses a broad swath of
neighborhoods and districts between the Financial District and the Outer
Richmond.

The study area for the proposed project includes the full length of Geary
Boulevard/Street from 48th Avenue to Market Street. The study area also
includes other streets used by buses that primarily serve the Geary corridor.
These additional streets include:

e O’Farrell Street from Gough Street to Market Street?

e Market, First, and Fremont streets, which link to the Transbay
Transit Center

Befitting its status as a major east-west linkage, the Geary corridor sees some
of the highest levels of transportation use of all City roadways. According to
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), the Geary
corridor sees a range of between 20,000 to about 44,000 daily auto trips
(higher numbers on weekdays?) and about 50,000 daily transit trips. Transit
usage is high in both eastbound and westbound* directions at most times of
day and most days of the week. The Geary corridor also hosts thousands of
daily pedestrian trips. A number of public transit routes serve the Geary
cotridor, which are described in Section 1.1.2.

Existing land uses along the Geary corridor vary considerably. Along
western and central portions, primary land uses are neighborhood-scale
residential and commercial areas punctuated by major medical, cultural,
entertainment, and shopping activity centers. Central and eastern portions of
the corridor see similar uses but at greater concentrations that reach their
peaks near the eastern end of the Geary corridor in the Financial District.

2 In addition, one eastbound block of O’Farrell Street between Gough and Franklin
Streets is technically named “Starr King Way” instead of O’Farrell Street.

3 Traffic volumes are for the central and eastern portions of the Geary corridor. West of
34th Avenue, average daily traffic volumes are somewhat lower (16,000 vehicles per day).
*'The Geary corridor travels in an east-west orientation. Eastbound buses are also
considered ‘inbound’ lines whereas westbound buses are considered ‘outbound’ lines. As
such, the terms eastbound/inbound and westbound/outbound are used interchangeably
throughout this EIS/EIR.
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Figure 2-3 Geary Corridor

Source: SFCTA, 2014
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Two Geary corridor underpasses in the Fillmore Street and Masonic Avenue
areas represent major engineering constraints on potential configurations for
BRT service in the corridor. In both instances, multiple through-travel lanes
are separated from the adjoining land uses in a below-grade trench and
tunnel, with side service roads connecting to intersecting streets at the
surface. These side service roads accommodate one mixed-flow travel lane
and one parking lane. Buses on the Geary corridor currently operate in the
mixed-flow travel lane.

Four SFMTA Muni bus routes currently serve the Geary corridor: 38 Geary
Local (38), 38 Geary Rapid (38R), 38 Geary B Express (38BX), and 38

Geary A Express (38AX). Each of these routes is served by biodiesel
motorcoaches.?

The 38 provides local service along Geary Boulevard, Geary Street, and
O’Farrell Street from 48th Avenue to the Transbay Transit Center 24 hours
a day. The 38 Geary route also includes variations west of 34th Avenue.
From this point, westbound buses loop northerly to Fort Miley and the
Veterans Administration (VA) Hospital, travel westerly along Point Lobos
Avenue, or continue on Geary Boulevard. Eastbound buses also offer these
service splits. The focus, however, of this environmental document, is on
the buses that stay on Geary Boulevard.

The 38 Rapid travels the same route (with noted variations) but with fewer
stops for a faster ride. The 38 Rapid operates during the day, seven days a
week, but not in the late evening and early morning.

Geary’s current express routes — the 38AX and 38BX only operate weekdays
during the peak period in the peak direction (eastbound during the a.m. peak
and westbound during the p.m. peak). These routes alleviate crowding on
both the local and Rapid routes. The express routes travel on Pine and Bush
streets east of Masonic Avenue. The express routes do not follow the
routing variations.

The Geary corridor is also used by regional bus services and private shuttle
services. In particular, Golden Gate Transit Route 92, which provides inter-
regional connections to the Geary corridor from the North Bay, makes nine
stops on Geary Boulevard between Park Presidio Boulevard and Webster
Street. Several other Golden Gate Transit bus routes cross the Geary
corridor at Van Ness Avenue.

High pedestrian volumes prevail, especially during peak commute hours.
Geary has been identified by the Mayor’s Pedestrian Strategy and WalkFirst
Study as a high-pedestrian-injury corridor. There are several factors that
degrade the pedestrian environment along the corridor, including but not
limited to:

5 For a list of all bus routes operating within or across the Geary corridor, refer to Tables
3.3-1 and 3.3-2 in Chapter 3.3.

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY | Page 2-9



GEARY CORRIDOR BUS RAPID TRANSIT PROJECT FINAL EIS

e Large portions of Geary Boulevard are very wide, ranging from 125
feet to 168 feet in width including medians, travel lanes, parking
lanes, and sidewalks. Consequently, pedestrians face relatively long
crossing distances with limited refuge areas and minimally marked
crosswalks.

e In the segment of the corridor including Masonic Avenue and the
Richmond District, several uncontrolled pedestrian crosswalks cross
six or more lanes of Geary Boulevard. Here, the speed limit is 25
mph, but as many as 75 percent of vehicles have been observed
reaching speeds faster than that.

e Two pedestrian bridges at the Webster Street and Steiner Street
intersections with Geary Boulevard, where lengthy or closed
crosswalks limit pedestrians’ ability to cross Geary Boulevard at
ground level, are several decades old. Although they provide
separation from traffic, the bridges are often perceived as an
inconvenient and/or unsafe way of crossing Geary Boulevard due to
their long and indirect ramps, change in elevation required, and
some users’ sense of insecurity. Additionally, the pedestrian
overcrossings are not compliant with the Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA), hindering the mobility of people with disabilities.

e Left-hand turns on the corridor currently have permissive signal
phasing, which allows vehicles to turn when there is no oncoming
through traffic and when pedestrians are not crossing. As discussed
in Section 3.5, permissive left-turn signals have a higher rate of
injury than protected left turn-signals, as pedestrians may not be
tully visible to turning vehicles because drivers may be distracted by

other factors on the roadway, such as oncoming traffic and queuing
vehicles behind them.

Several segments of the Geary corridor have disproportionately high
numbers of pedestrian collisions involving seniors. Approximately 40 senior
centers are located within a quarter mile of the Geary corridor. The corridor
is also heavily used by people with disabilities such as wheelchair users and
people with vision and hearing impairments.

The Geary corridor does not have a dedicated bicycle lane or other facility,
and few bicyclists currently travel along the corridor. Geary carries the
fewest bicyclists of all nearby parallel east-west streets. Counts conducted in
2008 found fewer than five bicyclists per hour in the morning and afternoon
peak periods.” In SEFMTA’s 2015 Annual Bicycle Survey, which reported
counts from the 2014 afternoon peak period (4:30 — 6:30 p.m.), a total of 15
bicycles were counted at the Geary Boulevard/Park Presidio Boulevard
intersection, which is about one bicycle every eight minutes.® The Geary
corridor currently has no separated right of way for bicycle facilities, so
cyclists must share travel lanes with automobile and bus traffic. However,
east-west travel by bicycle is accommodated by on-street bicycle lanes
(“Class II”’) on several parallel streets including:

6 SEMTA, 2007.
7SFCTA & SFMTA, 2008. Geary Boulevard Bicycle Demand Study.
8 SEFMTA, 2015. Annual Bicycle Count Survey.
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e Lake Street: 28th Avenue to Arguello Boulevard

e Post Street: Presidio Avenue to Steiner Street

e Turk Street: Arguello Boulevard to Masonic Avenue

¢ Golden Gate Avenue: Parker Avenue to Divisadero Street
e Cabrillo Street: La Playa Street to Arguello Boulevard

e Fulton Street: Baker Street to Octavia Street

e Grove Street: Baker Street to Scott Street and Van Ness Avenue to
Hyde Street

2.1.3 | Terminology

This chapter and document as a whole describe and analyze a number of
build alternatives intended to meet the purpose and need of the proposed
action as expressed in Chapter 1 (Purpose and Need). Several specialized
terms and concepts are used in this description and analysis, which are
summarized below.

Bus rapid transit or BRT is a bus transit system implemented to improve
the speed and capacity of service for riders. BRT systems often include
dedicated bus-only lanes (further described below) as well as certain physical
infrastructure and technological enhancements (also further described
below). BRT can use articulated buses, sometimes referred to as “double”
or “bending” buses.

Mixed-flow lanes are general purpose travel lanes shared by automobiles,
trucks, buses, and bicycles.

Bus-only lanes are designated lanes of travel — sometimes with a color
distinct from other pavement — intended primarily for bus use. Certain bus-
only lanes may also be used by emergency vehicles and taxis. When bus-only
lanes are proposed to run within existing public right of way like the Geary
corridor, bus-only lanes can be oriented to run either in the center of the
street or along the outside edges. Accordingly, build alternatives considered
here contemplate the use of side-running and center-running bus-only
lanes at various points along the Geary corridor.

Center-running bus-only lanes are flanked by passenger platforms and
narrow landscaped median areas that separate them from mixed-flow travel
lanes.

Side-running bus-only lanes would run adjacent to sidewalks and would
not have physical separation from adjacent, mixed-flow travel lanes.
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Transit signal priority (TSP) is a way to utilize the traffic signals to
provide bus travel time and reliability improvements. At a traffic signal, TSP
is programmed to prioritize green lights for approaching buses and minimize
the amount of time buses wait at red lights. As such, TSP gives buses a
competitive advantage at congested intersections. At key locations where
buses need to shift lanes, a queue jump may also be used to allow buses to
move through the intersection on a separate signal phase prior to mixed-
flow traffic. As further discussed in Section 2.2.3.1, there are various types
of TSP technology, including wireless TSP and fiber-based TSP. Wireless
and fiber-based TSP have similar operational benefits; fiber-based TSP is
considered more durable and to have a longer useful life.

New BRT Stations would be constructed or modified from existing
stations to offer improved amenities for riders, including bus shelters,
landscaping, and lighting. In areas with center-running bus-only lanes, BRT
stations would be located on center-running platforms immediately adjacent.

For locations with side-running bus-only lanes, BRT stations would be
constructed on new bus bulbs, sidewalk extensions that would serve as bus
passenger loading platforms.

2.2 Description of Alternatives

2.2.1 | Overview

This section begins with a comparative overview of the alternatives,
followed by detailed descriptions of each alternative. Each subsection below
describes an alternative in the same format, with a discussion of the
alternative’s transit improvements and operations first, followed by a
description of the roadway and multimodal features, then any major
underground utility work involved with the alternative. To minimize
repetition, this section includes Subsection 2.2.3 describing features
common to all build alternatives, before discussing each alternative
individually.

NEPA assumes that any proposed action can be achieved through a variety
of different means. To this end, NEPA requires that an EIS evaluate the
environmental effects of a “reasonable range” of project alternatives.” One
alternative NEPA requires is a “No Action” alternative — referred to in this
document as the “No Build Alternative.” However, selection and
construction of the No Build Alternative does not automatically mean “no
environmental effects.” Therefore, this document describes anticipated
environmental effects from the No Build Alternative and four build
alternatives.

? Council on Environmental Quality, “Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s
National Environmental Policy Act Recommendations,” 46 Fed. Reg. 18026 (March
1981).
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Figure 2-1 (above) and Table 2-1 (below) summarize key features of each
alternative. Table 2-1 further summarizes bus service headways (the
estimated time between buses) and service hours associated with each
alternative for each type of bus service (Local, BRT/Rapid, and Express).

Table 2-1 Proposed Bus-Only Lane Configurations and Frequencies by Alternative
ALTERNATIVE 3- HYBRID
NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE 2 ALTERNATIVE 3 CONSOLIDATED ALTERNATIVE/LPA

Bus Only Lane Configurations by Segment

Transbay Transit
Center to Market
Street

Side-running (within existing or previously approved bus-only lanes)

Market Street to

Gough Street Side-running (within existing bus-only lanes)

Side-running
(Gough Street to

Side-running Palm Avenue)

Side-running (Gough Street

Center-running

Gough Street to (ngﬂﬁg 2::2::;0 to Laguna g-:eatitzgﬁngth
ide- i Street
27th/28th Avenue None Side-running Center-running C reet) . Avenue and
enter-running .
(Laguna Street Palm Avenue;
(Laguna Street
to 27th Avenue) to 27th Avenue) Westbound,
between Palm
Avenue and 28th
Avenue)
27th/28th Avenue - . . .
to 34th Avenue None Side-running (all build alternatives)
34th Avenue to .
48th Avenue None (all alternatives)
Proposed A.M./P.M. Peak Period Bus Service Headways by Service Type (minutes between buses)
Local 6.0/7.5 5.5/6.0 5.5/6.0 n/a 5.5/6.0
BRT/Rapid 5.0/6.0 2.8/2.8 2.8/2.8 2.0/2.1 2.8/2.8
Express 5.0/5.0 5.5/6.0 5.5/6.0 4.5/4.5 5.5/6.0
Proposed Service Hours
Local 24 hours 24 hours 24 hours n/a 24 hours
- Approx. 6:00 A.M. Approx. 6:00 A.M. Approx. 6:00 A.M. Approx. 6:00 A.M.
BRT/Rapid t09:30 P.M. t0 9:30 P.M. t0 9:30 P.M. 24 hours t0 9:30 P.M.
Express A.M. and P.M. peak periods (all alternatives)

Notes: Headways for each service type represent combined headways east of 25th Avenue. In the No Build Alternative, approximately half of all local buses would turn
back at 33" Avenue to provide more service to the eastern portion of the corridor, while the remaining local buses and all Rapid buses would continue to the western end
of the corridor. Similarly, in all Build Alternatives, approximately half of all BRT buses would turn back at 25th Avenue while the remaining BRT buses and all local buses
(if applicable) would continue to the end of the corridor. This means that headways west of the turnaround would be approximately two times what is shown in the table
(e.g. Local morning service in the No Build west of 33" Avenue is 12 minutes). SFMTA periodically rebalances local and Rapid service in the Geary corridor to minimize
crowding. As a result, existing local and Rapid service frequencies as shown in Table 3.3-1 differ slightly from assumed No Build frequencies; however, the total amount of
service on the corridor across all routes is expected to remain similar to existing conditions in the No Build scenario. The No Build Alternative would continue to operate
the 38 AX and BX Express routes, while the Build Alternatives would combine these services into a new 38 Express route. In the above, the No Build Alternative Express Bus
headways show the combined headways for the 38 AX and BX.

e No Build Alternative?®

o No new BRT service or related physical infrastructure
improvement. The Geary corridor would be served with
previously planned/programmed transit and
infrastructure improvements.

10 Throughout this document, the more descriptive term “No Build Alternative” is used
instead of the label “Alternative 1.”
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e Alternative 2: Side-Lane BRT

o BRT service would replace the existing 38 Rapid service;
local and express bus service would operate.

o From the Transbay Transit Center to 34th Avenue, BRT
buses would operate in dedicated side-running bus-only
lanes, replacing the existing outside travel lanes of the
Geary corridor, next to the existing curbside parking
lane that would remain at most locations.

o Between 34th and 48th avenues, no bus-only lanes
would be constructed; all buses would operate in mixed-
flow lanes.

o Existing 38 Local service would also operate in the
dedicated bus lanes but would pull out of them to
service curbside local bus stops, enabling BRT buses to
pass.

e Alternative 3: Center-Lane BRT with Dual Medians and
Passing Lanes

o BRT service would replace the existing 38 Rapid service;
local and express buses would operate.

o This alternative would be different from Alternative 2
from Laguna Street to 27th Avenue. There, BRT and
local service would operate in dedicated bus-only lanes
in the center of the Geary corridor. A bus passing lane
at local bus stops would enable BRT buses to pass local
buses that are stopped to load and unload passengers.

o The center-lane design would necessitate filling in the
Fillmore underpass and reconfiguring the Masonic
tunnel for a BRT stop.

o In all other locations, this alternative would be similar to
Alternative 2.

e Alternative 3-Consolidated: Center-Lane BRT with
Consolidated Bus Stops, Dual Medians, and No Passing Lanes

o Same as Alternative 3 between Laguna Street and 27th
Avenue; however, BRT service would replace both 38
Rapid and 38 Local services as a new consolidated
service, eliminating the need for bus passing lanes.
Express buses would still operate and would use bus-
only lanes.

Hybrid Alternative/LPA
o This alternative would incorporate various physical

features of Alternatives 2 and 3-Consolidated in
different segments, a mix intended to maximize benefits

and minimize impacts.

o BRT service would replace the existing 38 Rapid service;
local and express buses would operate.
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