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GEARY CORRIDOR BUS RAPID TRANSIT PROJECT FINAL EIS

APPENDIX M

Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting Program
for the Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Project
in San Francisco, CA
by the
San Francisco County Transportation Authority and San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency

M.1 Introduction

This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is for the Geary Bus Rapid Transit
(BRT) Project. National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations require an enforceable
mitigation monitoring program for projects. Under NEPA regulations, a monitoring and
enforcement programs shall be adopted and summarized where applicable for any mitigation (40
CFR Section 1505.2(c) and 23 CFR 771.27A). These measures include, but are not limited to,
elements that would be designed into the project and implementation of best management
practices (BMPs) during construction.

This MMRP will be kept on file in the offices of the San Francisco County Transportation
Authority (SFCTA), 1455 Market Street, 22nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103.

M.2 Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting
Program

Analysis of each environmental factor in Chapters 3 through 7 of the Draft EIS/EIR includes
discussion of the regulatory setting, affected environment, environmental consequences (including
permanent/project operational impacts, construction impacts, and cumulative impacts), and
mitigation and improvement measures for each project alternative, including the locally preferred
alternative (LPA). This MMRP includes all feasible mitigation measures that are applicable to the
adopted project, the Hybrid Alternative/SRA, which is also the LPA. In addition to identified
mitigation measures, this MMRP includes several “improvement measures.” Improvement
measures identified in the Final EIS are not needed to avoid or reduce significant impacts, but
either embody regulatory requirements or are standard construction procedures or best practices
that are recommended to reduce or avoid impacts that are less than significant. The purpose of
the MMRP is to list all mitigation and improvement measures adopted for the Geary BRT Project
and the milestones at which measures must be implemented. The MMRP also identifies the
implementing, enforcing, and monitoring entities.

To ensure compliance with the MMRP, further agreements between SFCTA and SFMTA will
require SEFMTA to implement or, through contracts, ensure implementation of, the avoidance,
mitigation, and improvement measures. SFCTA (or its Consultant) will conduct periodic audits of
the construction site, and through the agreements will have authority to resolve with SFMTA any
issues that arise concerning compliance with mitigation requirements on the part of SEFMTA or its
contractor.
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Table M-1 is organized by environmental discipline, or affected resource. It provides a list of the
mitigation and improvement measures identified in the Final EIS and includes a summary of the
following information:

* Affected Resource: Provides a broad title of the impact or effect that is to be mitigated
or improved.

e Contractor: Refers to any contractor hired by SEFMTA to implement the project.

e Mitigation and Improvement Measures: Provides a brief description of the mitigation
or improvement measures. The MMRP includes all avoidance, minimization, mitigation,
and improvement measures identified in the Final EIS that have been found feasible.
SFCTA will ensure that these measures are fully enforceable, in most cases by SEMTA, by
making them conditions of project funding. Through agreements with SFMTA, SFCTA
will require SFMTA to incorporate the measures into design documents, construction
specifications, and project operational procedures. Other agencies may assist SFCTA in
monitoring compliance with mitigation measures, such as the Federal Transit
Administration (FT'A), Department of Public Works, or Caltrans through their permitting
and funding authority.

e Implementation Procedure: Describes by whom and when the mitigation and
improvement measures must be implemented.

e Implementation Responsibility: Describes who is responsible for implementing the
mitigation and improvement measures. In most cases it is SFMTA or the Contractor.

e Implementation Schedule: Identifies the project phase or milestone at which the
mitigation and improvement measures must be implemented. The Mitigation Monitoring
Manager must approve that the mitigation measure is adequately addressed at each phase
of project development.

* Monitoring Responsibility: Identifies the agency responsible for ensuring that
mitigation measures are implemented. In most cases it is SEFMTA.

* Report Recipient: Identifies the agencies that will be notified that the mitigation
measures have been implemented adequately.
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Table M-1 Mitigation Monitoring & Reporting Program for the Geary BRT Project
NO. AFFECTED RESOURCES AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, MITIGATION OR IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURE IMPLEMENTATION ~ IMPLEMENTATION  MONITORING REPORTING
IMPROVEMENT MEASURES RESPONSIBILITY SCHEDULE RESPONSIBILITY RECIPIENT
1(1) Pedestrian and I1-PED-1. Include WalkFirst pedestrian Final design SFCTA
Bicycle safety recommendations where possible Planning
Transportation as part of project design (WalkFirst Department
recommendations described in detail in
Appendix D-8).
2(l) Pedestrian and I1-PED-2. Use Universal Design Principles Final design SFCTA
Bicycle to inform detailed engineering design of
Transportation pedestrian and station facilities to
enhance access for disabled persons.
3(l) Pedestrian and I1-PED-3. Include state of the practice Final design SFCTA
Bicycle bicycle safety and design treatments for
Transportation the Masonic-to-Presidio bicycle
connection, including current design
guidance from the City’s Bicycle Plan and
other state and national sources.
4(1) Pedestrian and I1-PED-4. Monitor pedestrian safety on Construction SFCTA
Bicycle parallel streets to assess if and how phase
Transportation changes in traffic volumes affect
pedestrian safety, and identify
improvements to address safety issues if
necessary.
5(1) Parking and I-PRK-1. On-street parking should be SFMTA to implement as part ~ SFMTA Construction SFMTA to prepare SFCTA
Loading Conditions  created where bus stops are consolidated  of construction planning planning weekly reports
or relocated, as feasible. phase. phase, during applicable
Per contract specifications, construction  phase of project
Contractor to implement phase construction.
during construction.
6(1) Parking and I-PRK-2. Additional on-street parking SFMTA to implement as part ~ SFMTA Construction SFMTA to prepare SFCTA
Loading Conditions  should be provided from lane striping and  of construction planning planning weekly reports
infill spaces where feasible. With phase. phase, during applicable
reconfiguration of the street, Per contract specifications, construction phase of project
opportunities would exist to create Contractor to implement phase construction.

additional parking spaces, for example by
converting parallel spaces to back-in
angled spaces where a reduction in the
number of travel lanes allows.

during construction.
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AFFECTED RESOURCES

AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, MITIGATION OR
IMPROVEMENT MEASURES

IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURE

IMPLEMENTATION
RESPONSIBILITY

IMPLEMENTATION
SCHEDULE

MONITORING
RESPONSIBILITY

REPORTING
RECIPIENT

Parking and
Loading Conditions

I1-PRK-3. Where removal of curb spaces is
necessary, retention and replacement of
parking spaces for people with disabilities
should be prioritized over retention of all
other spaces. Among remaining spaces,
retention and replacement of loading
spaces shall be prioritized over retention
of general and short-term parking spaces.
Where feasible, parking spaces for people
with disabilities and loading spaces shall
be relocated on the same block face as
they currently exist. In locations where
this is not feasible, such parking spaces
and loading spaces should be relocated to
the nearest cross street close to its
intersection with Geary Boulevard.

SFMTA to implement as part
of construction planning
phase.

Per contract specifications,
Contractor to implement
during construction.

SFMTA

Construction
planning
phase,
construction
phase

SFMTA to prepare
weekly reports
during applicable
phase of project
construction.

SFCTA

Parking and
Loading Conditions

A-PRK-4. Where there are multiple
options available to relocate lost loading
spaces, the project team shall work with
affected land uses, including businesses
owners, to identify which location best
meets local loading needs and the
purpose and need of the project. If space
is not available to relocate loading
spaces, then loading spaces shall be
consolidated with existing nearby loading
zones that have additional capacity.

Final design

SFCTA

Community
Impacts

M-CI-C1. A Transportation Management
Plan (TMP) that includes traffic rerouting,
a detour plan, and public information
procedures shall be developed during the
design phase with participation from local
agencies, other major project proponents
in the area, local communities, business
associations, and affected drivers. Early
and well-publicized announcements and
other public information measures would
be implemented prior to and during
construction to minimize confusion,
inconvenience, and traffic congestion.
The TMP shall include at minimum the
following provisions:

e Construction planning shall seek to
minimize nighttime construction in
residential areas and minimize
daytime construction impacts on

SFMTA to implement as part
of construction planning
phase.

Per contract specifications,
Contractor to implement
during construction.

SFMTA -
planning
Contractor -
construction

Construction
planning
phase,
construction
phase

SFMTA to oversee
approvals from
Caltrans and
SFDPW.

SFMTA to provide
weekly reports on
adherence to TMP
throughout
construction
duration.

SFCTA
Caltrans
SFDPW
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NO.

AFFECTED RESOURCES

AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, MITIGATION OR
IMPROVEMENT MEASURES

IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURE

IMPLEMENTATION
RESPONSIBILITY

IMPLEMENTATION
SCHEDULE

MONITORING
RESPONSIBILITY

REPORTING
RECIPIENT

retail and commercial areas.

As part of the TMP public
information program, San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency
(SFMTA) shall coordinate with
adjacent properties along the Geary
corridor to determine the need for
colored parking spaces (i.e., loading
zones) and work to identify
locations for replacement spaces or
plan construction activities to
minimize impacts from the loss of
these spaces. SFMTA shall also
coordinate with adjacent properties
along the Geary corridor to ensure
that pedestrian access to these
properties is maintained.

The TMP shall incorporate SFMTA’s
process for accepting and
addressing complaints. This includes
provision of contact information for
the Project Manager, Resident
Engineer, and Contractor on project
signage with direction to call if
there are any concerns. Complaints
would be logged and tracked to
ensure they are addressed.

The TMP shall identify or otherwise
designate adequate passenger and
truck loading zones to be
maintained for adjacent land uses,
including maintaining access to
driveways and providing adequate
loading zones on the same or
adjoining street block face.

10(MIN)

Visual Resources

MIN-VQ-C1.

® Project construction shall be phased
to reduce the period of disruption
at any particular location to the
shortest practical length of time.

during construction.

e Construction lighting shall be
shielded and directed to limit direct
illumination to within the area of
work and avoid all light trespass.

e Construction staging and storage

Per contract specifications,
Contractor to implement

Contractor

Construction

SFTMA to provide
weekly reports
outlining adherence
to standards
throughout
construction
duration.

SFCTA
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NO. AFFECTED RESOURCES AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, MITIGATION OR IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURE IMPLEMENTATION  IMPLEMENTATION  MONITORING REPORTING
IMPROVEMENT MEASURES RESPONSIBILITY SCHEDULE RESPONSIBILITY RECIPIENT
areas shall be screened by visually
opaque screening wherever they
will be exposed to public view for
extended periods of time.

11(1) Visual Resources 1-VQ-2. In order to maximize overall SFCTA
Geary corridor visual unity, a consistent
palette of street tree types could be
developed, reviewed by City planning
staff, and applied throughout the Geary
corridor.

12(1) Visual Resources 1-VQ-3. Coordinate with Geary corridor SFCTA
planning efforts of the City planning Planning
department. Station design could be Department
coordinated with long-term urban design
studies of the City planning department,
including studies for the Divisadero to
Laguna Street segment of the Geary
corridor.

13(MIN) Cultural Resources ~ MIN-CUL-C1. Limit the use of Per contract specifications, Contractor Construction SFTMA to provide SFCTA
construction equipment that creates high  Contractor to implement weekly reports
vibration level, such as vibratory rollers. during construction. outlining adherence

to standards
throughout
construction
duration.

14(MIN) Cultural Resources ~ MIN-CUL-C2. Develop and implement a SFMTA to perform Contractor Final design SFMTA to provide SFCTA
Vibration Reduction and Minimization independent noise and and weekly reports on
Plan, which would include the vibration monitoring. construction compliance with
identification of vibration-sensitive Contractor to implement City noise ordinance
structures using distance impact modifications as needed throughout
thresholds. during project construction, construction

per contract specifications. duration.
15(MIN) Cultural Resources ~ MIN-CUL-C3. During advanced conceptual  SFMTA to perform Contractor Final design SFTMA to provide SFCTA

engineering or final design phases, an
individual assessment of vibration-
sensitive structures would be conducted
where construction activities and
equipment would exceed FTA’s impact
distance guidance for category IV
structures.

independent assessment of
vibration-sensitive
structures.

Contractor to implement
modifications as needed
during project construction,
per contract specifications.

and
construction

weekly reports
outlining adherence
to standards
throughout
construction
duration.
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NO. AFFECTED RESOURCES AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, MITIGATION OR IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURE IMPLEMENTATION  IMPLEMENTATION  MONITORING REPORTING
IMPROVEMENT MEASURES RESPONSIBILITY SCHEDULE RESPONSIBILITY RECIPIENT
16(MIN) Cultural Resources ~ MIN-CUL-C4. Conduct vibration Per contract specifications, Contractor Construction SFTMA to provide SFCTA
monitoring during construction. Contractor to implement weekly reports
during construction. outlining adherence
to standards
throughout
construction
duration.
17(A/MIN) Cultural Resources  A-CUL-C5. Design proposed stations and SFMTA in coordination with SFMTA, Final design SFMTA to oversee SFCTA
stops in the vicinity of the Golden SFDPW and SFPUC with SFDPW, approvals by SF Arts  planning
Triangle Streetlights, Japan Center light approval by SF Arts SFPUC Commission and SF Department
standards, and components of the AWSS Commission and HPC. HPC
to avoid the removal, relocation, or
damage to these historic structures.
OR
MIN-CUL-C6. In the event that avoidance
of the Golden Triangle Streetlights, Japan
Center light standards, and AWSS are
infeasible, all effort will be made first for
relocation of such elements within the
immediate vicinity of their original
location while maintaining placement
(distance) within the sidewalk in respect
to curb and/or adjacent buildings. For
the light standards, additional effort
would be made to relocate a light
standard within the same block if there is
a site where the original light standard
has been removed or replaced by modern
standards; and last, relocation to an
available site within the historic property
boundary where an original standard has
been removed or replaced by modern
standards.
18(1) Cultural Resources  I-CUL-C7. Harmonize the visual qualities SFMTA in coordination with SFMTA, Final design SFMTA to oversee SFCTA
of built elements of the project SFDPW and SFPUC with SFDPW, approvals by SF Arts  planning
alternatives with adjacent historic approval by SF Arts SFPUC Commission and SF Department

properties through careful consideration
of design, lighting, materials, and color
choices that would complement and be
sensitive to nearby historic properties.

Commission and HPC.

HPC
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NO. AFFECTED RESOURCES AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, MITIGATION OR IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURE IMPLEMENTATION  IMPLEMENTATION  MONITORING REPORTING
IMPROVEMENT MEASURES RESPONSIBILITY SCHEDULE RESPONSIBILITY RECIPIENT
19(MIN) Cultural Resources  MIN-CUL-C8. Focused archival research Qualified archaeologist to SFCTA to Final design Agencies to submit SFCTA
will identify any specific areas within the  conduct research during provide Addendum Survey SHPO
APE that may be likely to contain final design to inform qualified Report to SHPO as Planning
potentially significant remains, and construction planning and archaeologist part of ongoing Department

methods and findings will be documented
as an addendum to the current report.
The Phase | addendum report will be
submitted to the City’s Environmental
Review Officer (ERO) and the SHPO for
concurrence. Research will be initiated
once the project’s APE map is finalized
identifying the major Areas of Direct
Impact. The Addendum Survey Report
would include:

® A contextual and documentary
research section that addresses the

development of urban infrastructure

that provides a basis for evaluating

potential resources as they relate to

the history of San Francisco.

A cut-and-fill reconstruction of the
corridor, comparing the modern
versus mid-1800s ground surface
elevations, to fine-tune the initial
prehistoric sensitivity assessment,
and refining the location of high-
sensitivity locations where
prehistoric remains may be
preserved.

Relevant profiles and plan views of
specific blocks to illustrate the
methods used in analyzing available
documentation.

Summary and conclusions to provide
detailed information on locations
that have the potential to contain
extant historic-era and prehistoric
archaeological remains that might
be evaluated as significant
resources, if any.

Two results are possible based on
documentary research:

® No or low potential for sensitive
locations: major Areas of Direct
impact have no potential to retain

further consultation with
SHPO.

to implement.

Section 106
consultation.

SFMTA to provide
final design and
oversee archaeology
approvals from the
Planning
Department.

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY | Page M-8



GEARY CORRIDOR BUS RAPID TRANSIT PROJECT FINAL EIS

NO. AFFECTED RESOURCES AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, MITIGATION OR IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURE IMPLEMENTATION ~ IMPLEMENTATION  MONITORING REPORTING
IMPROVEMENT MEASURES RESPONSIBILITY SCHEDULE RESPONSIBILITY RECIPIENT
extant archaeological remains that
could be evaluated as significant
resources. No further work would be
recommended, beyond adherence
to the Unanticipated Discovery
Plan.
® Potential sensitive locations: if
major Areas of Direct Impact
contain locations with moderate to
high potential to retain extant
historic or prehistoric
archaeological remains that could
be evaluated as significant
resources, further work would be
carried out, detailed in a Testing
and Treatment Plan.
20(MIN) Cultural Resources ~ MIN-CUL-C9. Depending on the results of Qualified archaeologist to SFCTA to Pre- Agencies to submit SFCTA
archival research, in concert with the conduct research during provide construction Addendum Survey SHPO
City’s ERO, project avoidance areas or, final design to inform qualified Report to SHPO as Planning
more likely, areas requiring construction planning and archaeologist part of ongoing Department
presence/absence investigations for further consultation with to implement. Section 106
cultural resources will be identified and SHPO. consultation.
fieldwork undertaken following exposure SFMTA to provide
of the ground surface, but prior to final design and
construction to identify buried cultural oversee archaeology
resources. approvals from the
Planning
Department.
21(MIN) Cultural Resources ~ MIN-CUL-C10. A Testing and Per contract specifications, SFCTA to Construction Agencies to consult SFCTA
Evaluation/Treatment Plan, if required, qualified archaeologist to provide with SHPO on a SHPO
will provide archaeological protocols to instruct construction crews qualified Testing and Planning
be employed immediately prior to project  on this procedure prior to archaeologist Treatment Plan to Department
construction to test areas identified as start of construction and to prepare complete the
potentially significant or having the throughout construction, as Testing and Section 106 process.
potential to contain buried cultural needed. Treatment SFMTA to monitor
resources. In case such areas might be Construction crew members ~ Plan, if instruction and to
unavoidable, minimization measures will to implement if needed required. provide weekly
be proposed. The procedures detailed in  dyring project construction. ~ Contractor or reports of
the Treatment Plan would be finalized in SFMTA to archaeological
consultation with the City’s ERO and the provide findings and
SHPO. qualified procedures

For historic-era resources, work would
initially entail detailed, focused
documentary research to evaluate the
potential significance of any
archaeological material identified during

archaeologist
to implement
Testing and
Treatment
Plan if

throughout project
construction
duration as well as
verification of
training of all
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NO.

AFFECTED RESOURCES

AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, MITIGATION OR IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURE

IMPROVEMENT MEASURES

IMPLEMENTATION
RESPONSIBILITY

IMPLEMENTATION
SCHEDULE

MONITORING
RESPONSIBILITY

REPORTING
RECIPIENT

initial research that might be preserved.
Significance would be based on the data-
potential of possible remains applied to
accepted research designs. Two results
could ensue:

® No potentially significant remains: if
no locations demonstrate the
potential for significant remains, no
further archaeological testing would
be recommended.

Potentially significant remains: if
any locations have the potential to
contain significant remains, then
appropriate field methods will be
proposed, including compressed
testing and data-recovery efforts.
Testing will be initiated
immediately prior to construction,
when there is access to historic
ground levels. Should a site or site
feature be found and evaluated as
potentially significant, data
recovery would take place
immediately upon discovery if
avoidance of the site is still not
possible.

For prehistoric resources, a Treatment
Plan will identify relevant research issues
for resource evaluation, and pragmatic
methods to identify, evaluate, and
conduct data recovery if needed. This
may include a pre-construction
geoarchaeological coring program or a
compressed three-phase field effort
occurring prior to construction when the
ground surface is accessible.

required.

relevant
construction crew
staff working on job
site.

22(MIN)

Cultural Resources

MIN-CUL-C11. Upon completion of all Qualified archaeologist to
fieldwork, a technical report shall be prepare report to inform

prepared. This Final Archaeological construction planning and
Resources Report (FARR) shall document further consultation with
all field and laboratory methods, analysis, SHPO.

and findings. The FARR shall be subject to

review and approval by the City’s ERO

and the SHPO. Copies of the approved

FARR shall be submitted to the City’s

ERO, the SHPO, and the Northwest

SFCTA to
provide
qualified
archaeologist

to implement.

Pre-
construction

Agencies to Submit
Addendum Survey
Report to SHPO as
part of ongoing
Section 106
consultation.

SFMTA to provide
final design and
oversee archaeology
approvals from the

SFCTA
SHPO

Planning
Department
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NO. AFFECTED RESOURCES AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, MITIGATION OR IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURE IMPLEMENTATION ~ IMPLEMENTATION  MONITORING REPORTING
IMPROVEMENT MEASURES RESPONSIBILITY SCHEDULE RESPONSIBILITY RECIPIENT
Information Center (NWIC), together with Planning
any associated archaeological site Department.
records.

23(MIN) Cultural Resources ~ MIN-CUL-C12. If buried cultural resources  Per contract specifications, Contractor to  Construction SFMTA to monitor SFCTA
are encountered during construction construction crews to be provide instruction and to SHPO
activities, construction will be halted and  instructed on this policy qualified provide weekly Planning
the discovery area isolated and secured prior to start of construction archaeologist reports of Department
until a qualified archaeologist assesses and throughout to implement. archaeological
the nature and significance of the find. construction, and to findings and

implement if needed during procedures

project construction. throughout project
construction
duration.

24(MIN) Cultural Resources ~ MIN-CUL-C13. If human remains are Per contract specifications, Contractor to  Construction SFMTA to monitor SFCTA
discovered, the County coroner will be construction crews to be provide instruction and to County
notified as soon as is reasonably possible instructed on this policy qualified provide weekly Coroner
(CEQA Section 15064.5). There will be no prior to start of construction archaeologist reports of NAHC
further site disturbance where the and throughout to implement. archaeological .
remains were found. If the remains were  construction, and to findings and Planning
determined to be Native American, then  implement if needed during procedures Department
the coroner is responsible for contacting project construction. throughout project
the California Native American Heritage construction
Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours. The duration.

NAHC, pursuant to Public Resources Code
(PRC) Section 5097.98 will notify those
persons it believes to be the most likely
descendant (MLD). Treatment of the
remains will be dependent on the views
of the MLD.

25(MIN) Cultural Resources  MIN-CUL-C14. In the event that Per contract specifications, Contractor to  Construction SFMTA to monitor SFCTA
paleontological resources are construction crews to be provide instruction and to SHPO
encountered during any phase of project instructed on this policy qualified provide weekly Planning
construction, all soil-disturbing activity prior to start of construction paleontologist reports of Department
within 100 feet of the find shall be and throughout to implement. paleontological
temporarily halted until a qualified construction, and to findings and
paleontologist can assess the significance  implement if needed during procedures
of the find and provide proper project construction. throughout project
management recommendations. construction

duration.
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NO. AFFECTED RESOURCES AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, MITIGATION OR IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURE IMPLEMENTATION ~ IMPLEMENTATION  MONITORING REPORTING
IMPROVEMENT MEASURES RESPONSIBILITY SCHEDULE RESPONSIBILITY RECIPIENT
26(MIN) Utilities MIN-UT-1. BRT construction shall be SFMTA, SFPUC, and SFDPW SFMTA, Permitting SFMTA to oversee SFCTA
closely coordinated with concurrent to implement as part of SFPUC, and and approvals from
utility projects planned within the Geary construction planning phase, contractor construction SFDPW.
corridor. including coordination with (planning
the Committee for Utility phase)
Liaison on Construction and
Other Projects (CULCOP)
and the San Francisco Street
Construction Coordination
Center.
27(MIN) Utilities MIN-UT-2. Inspection and evaluation of SFMTA and SFPUC to SFMTA, SFPUC  Final design SFMTA to oversee SFCTA
sewer pipelines within the project limits conduct needed sewer and approvals from
shall be undertaken to assess the inspections during final construction SFDPW.
condition of the pipelines and need for design. (planning
replacement. Drain inlets on the corridor phase)
shall also be inspected to assess condition
and confirm functionality. Spot repairs or
minor replacement-in-place of sewers
may be performed during construction of
the project if desired by SFPUC and
agreed to by SFMTA.
28(MIN) Utilities MIN-UT-3. During planning and design, SFMTA, SFDPW, SFPUC, and SFMTA, Final design SFMTA to oversee SFCTA
consideration would be given to ensure the San Francisco Fire SFPUC, and and approvals from
that Geary corridor station facilities do Department to coordinate the San construction SFPUC and San
not prevent access to the underground and plan during final design,  Francisco Fire Francisco Fire
auxiliary water supply service (AWSS) and again for construction Department Department.
lines. Adequate access for specialized planning. SFMTA to provide
trucks to park next to gate valves shall be  per contract specifications, weekly reports on
maintained. Gate valves shall not be Contractor to implement accessibility of
located beneath medians, station during construction. AWSS lines and gate
platforms, or sidewalks. valves throughout
construction
duration.
29(MIN) Utilities MIN-UT-4. In situations where utility SFMTA to coordinate with SFMTA Final design SFMTA to oversee SFCTA
facilities are being protected in place, utility providers, SFDPW, and approvals from

SFMTA shall create a plan to
accommodate temporary closure of the
transitway and/or stations in coordination
with utility providers to allow utility
providers to perform maintenance,
emergency repair, and
upgrade/replacement of underground
facilities that may be located beneath
project features such as the BRT
transitway, station platforms, or curb
bulbs. Signage for BRT patrons and safety

the SFPUC and San Francisco
Fire Department during final
design to ensure project
design considers utility
maintenance programs,
including those overlapping
with project construction.

construction

SPUC, San Francisco

Fire Department,
and SFDPW.
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NO. AFFECTED RESOURCES

AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, MITIGATION OR IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURE

IMPROVEMENT MEASURES

IMPLEMENTATION
RESPONSIBILITY

IMPLEMENTATION
SCHEDULE

MONITORING
RESPONSIBILITY

REPORTING
RECIPIENT

protocols for Muni operators and utility
providers shall be integrated into this
plan.

30(MIN) Geology/Soils/
Seismic/

Topography

MIN-GE-C1. Shoring will be typically
required for all cuts deeper than five
feet. Shoring design of open excavations
must consider the potential surcharge
load from neighboring structures.
Furthermore, the potential for lateral
movement of excavation walls as a result
of earthquake-related surcharge load
from nearby structures must also be
assessed. The following shoring and slope
stability BMPs will be implemented during
construction:

Per contract specifications,
contractor to implement
during construction.

® Heavy construction equipment,
building materials, excavated soil,
and vehicle traffic shall be kept
away from the edge of excavations,
generally a distance equal to or
greater than the depth of the
excavation.

In the event of wet weather, storm
runoff shall be prevented from
entering the excavation. Excavation
sidewalls can be covered with
plastic sheeting, and berms can be
placed around the perimeter of the
excavated areas.

Sidewalks, slabs, pavement, and
utilities adjacent to proposed
excavations shall be adequately
supported during construction.

Contractor

Construction

SFMTA to oversee
cuts and provide
weekly reports
describing the
shoring technique
used on all cuts
deeper than five
feet throughout

project construction

duration.

SFCTA

31(MIN) Geology/Soils/
Seismic/

Topography

Per contract specifications,
Contractor to implement
during design and
construction phase, in
preparation of construction
of station platforms.

MIN-GE-1. A geotechnical consultant shall
review the design of the build
alternatives and offer recommendations
best suited to the build alternative
carried forward. Any recommendations
provided by the geotechnical consultant
shall be incorporated into the final plans,
and are likely to include the following:
MIN-GE-1a. For lightly loaded
structures such as bus stops,
canopies, and walls, incorporate
geotechnical and/or structural

Contractor

Final design/
permitting/
construction

SFMTA to provide
weekly report on
soil modification
treatments
throughout project
construction
duration.

SFCTA
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NO.
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AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, MITIGATION OR IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURE

IMPROVEMENT MEASURES

IMPLEMENTATION
RESPONSIBILITY

IMPLEMENTATION
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MONITORING
RESPONSIBILITY

REPORTING
RECIPIENT

methods to mitigate the effects of
liquefaction on the foundations
during final design. The
geotechnical mitigation methods
may range from recompaction of
the upper material to provision of a
mechanically stabilized earth (MSE)
foundation system. The structural
mitigation methods may range from
planning for repairs/maintenance
after a seismic event to supporting
the improvements on mat
foundations or interconnected beam
foundations to tolerate the
anticipated seismic settlement
without collapse.

MIN-GE-1b. Fill soils shall be
overexcavated and replaced with
engineered fill as needed.
MIN-GE-1c. Deeper foundations
shall be designed for station
platforms and canopies located in
areas of fill or areas mapped as
liquefaction areas, as needed.

32(MIN)

Hazards and
Hazardous
Materials

MIN-HZ-C1. Prior to construction, a SFMTA to implement
limited Preliminary Site Investigation following final design.
(Phase ) shall be performed to

investigate hazardous materials concerns

related to soil, groundwater, and

construction materials on the Geary

corridor, as identified in this section.

Areas where soils will be disturbed during
construction shall be sampled and tested
for contaminants specific to the
hazardous materials concerns identified
in that location. Soil analytical results
shall be screened against the Regional
Water Board’s Environmental Screening
Levels (ESLs) and other applicable risk-
based standards to determine appropriate
actions to ensure the protection of
construction workers, future site users,
and the environment and also be
screened against state and federal
hazardous waste thresholds to determine
soil management options. Representative
samples of exposed shallow soils shall be

SFMTA

Final design/
construction
planning

SFMTA to provide a
report with
findings.

SFCTA
Caltrans

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY | Page M-14



GEARY CORRIDOR BUS RAPID TRANSIT PROJECT FINAL EIS

NO.

AFFECTED RESOURCES

AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, MITIGATION OR
IMPROVEMENT MEASURES

IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURE IMPLEMENTATION

RESPONSIBILITY

IMPLEMENTATION
SCHEDULE
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RESPONSIBILITY

REPORTING
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collected within 30 feet of the edge of
the roadway and analyzed for total lead
and soluble lead. For example, aerially-
deposited lead is a potential concern
throughout the Geary corridor, while

naturally-occurring asbestos is potentially

present in only a small portion of the
Geary corridor. Accordingly, samples in
all areas shall be analyzed for total and
soluble lead; samples from excavation

areas overlying serpentinite bedrock shall

also be analyzed for asbestos. Additional
investigation may be required to fully
evaluate potential hazardous materials
issues if concerns are identified during
the Preliminary Site Investigation. All
environmental investigations at the
project shall be provided to project
contractors, so the findings may be
incorporated into their Health and Safety
and Hazard Communication Programs.

33(MIN)

Hazards and
Hazardous
Materials

MIN-HZ-C2. Prior to construction,
groundwater shall be collected in areas
near reported hazardous materials
release sites and analyzed for TPH and
volatile organic compounds if project
excavations were to extend into the
groundwater in those areas. Hazardous
materials releases sites that have
affected groundwater near the Geary
corridor are located at 3675 Geary
Boulevard, 450 Mission Street, and 2130
O’Farrell Street.

Additional hazardous materials releases
may occur or be discovered in the future.
Therefore, an updated review of
regulatory agency records shall be
conducted prior to the groundwater

investigation, to ensure that groundwater

that will be encountered during
construction is properly investigated.

SFMTA shall implement SFMTA
testing of groundwater prior
to construction to inform

construction planning.

Per contract specifications,
Contractor shall adhere to
Construction
Implementation Plan.

Final design/
construction
planning

SFMTA to provide
report outlining
hazardous building
materials and shall
include procedures
in Construction
Implementation
Plan.

SFMTA to provide
weekly reports on
adherence to
Construction
Implementation
Plan throughout
construction
duration.

SFCTA
Caltrans
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NO. AFFECTED RESOURCES AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, MITIGATION OR IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURE IMPLEMENTATION ~ IMPLEMENTATION  MONITORING REPORTING
IMPROVEMENT MEASURES RESPONSIBILITY SCHEDULE RESPONSIBILITY RECIPIENT
34(MIN) Hazards and MIN-HZ-C3. A Hazardous Building SFMTA shall implement SFMTA Final design/ SFMTA to provide SFCTA
Hazardous Materials survey shall be conducted prior  testing of structures to be construction report outlining Caltrans
Materials to construction. The survey shall demolished prior to planning hazardous building
minimally sample traffic paint and construction to inform materials and shall
structures to be demolished or modified. construction planning. include procedures
Per contract specifications, in Construction
Contractor shall adhere to Implementation
Construction Plan.
Implementation Plan. SFMTA to provide
weekly reports on
adherence to
Construction
Implementation
Plan throughout
construction
duration.
35(MIN) Hazards and MIN-HZ-C4. Based on the findings and Per contract specifications, Contractor Construction SFMTA to oversee SFCTA
Hazardous recommendations of the Preliminary Site plan (including special (planning approval from Caltrans
Materials Investigation, the project may need to provisions) to be written by phase) Caltrans.

implement special soil, groundwater, and
construction materials management and
disposal procedures for hazardous
materials, as well as construction worker
health and safety measures during
construction. In addition to the findings
and recommendations of the Preliminary
Site Investigation, the following measures
shall be implemented prior to
construction.

® Groundwater from dewatering of
excavations, if any, should be
stored in Baker tank(s) during
construction activities and the
water should be characterized prior
to disposal or recycling.

A construction risk management
plan should be implemented by
contractors with procedures for
identifying and mitigating
potentially unreported releases of
hazardous materials.

Contractor as part of

construction planning phase.

SFMTA to provide
weekly reports on
adherence to plan
throughout
construction
duration.
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NO. AFFECTED RESOURCES AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION, MITIGATION OR IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURE IMPLEMENTATION ~ IMPLEMENTATION  MONITORING REPORTING
IMPROVEMENT MEASURES RESPONSIBILITY SCHEDULE RESPONSIBILITY RECIPIENT
36(MIN) Hydrology and MIN-HY-C1. Any construction work that SFMTA shall obtain any SFMTA, Permitting SFMTA to oversee SFCTA
Water Quality adversely affects the combined sewer needed approval from SFPUC, and and approvals from RWQCB
system will require coordination with SFPUC. Contractor construction SFPUC.
SFPUC, and construction-related (planning SFMTA to provide
activities shall be consistent with the phase) weekly reports on
SFPUC’s Keep it on Site, Pollution adherence to Keep
Prevention Guide for the Construction it on Site guidelines
Industry.! throughout
construction
duration.
37(MIN) Hydrology and MIN-HY-1. Landscape areas shall be SFMTA and landscape SFMTA, Final design SFMTA to oversee SFCTA
Water Quality designed to minimize and reduce total architects to implement SFDPW and operation  approvals from SF
runoff. Any irrigation and fertilizers shall during landscape design. Arts Commission
be used to the minimum extent SFDPW to implement water and Planning
practicable and feasible. and fertilizer usage during Department.
project operation.
38(MIN) Noise and MIN-NOISE-C1. A Vibration Reduction and  SFMTA to perform Contractor Final design SFMTA to provide SFCTA
Vibration Minimization Plan shall be developed to independent noise and and weekly reports on

avoid construction vibration damage using
all reasonable and feasible means
available. The Plan shall provide a
procedure for establishing thresholds and
limiting vibration values for structures
with a potential to be adversely affected.
The following steps shall be taken in
development of the location-specific
vibration reduction plan:

e Potential vibration-sensitive
structures shall be identified using
the distance impact thresholds in
the final engineering drawings;

e Vibration-sensitive structures shall
be individually assessed to identify
the structure’s ability to withstand
the loads and displacements due to
construction vibrations;

Construction related vibration in
proximity to identified vibration-
sensitive historic structures shall
not be allowed to exceed the

recommended levels set forth in

vibration monitoring.
Contractor to implement
modifications as needed
during project construction,
per contract specifications.

construction

compliance with
City noise ordinance

throughout
construction
duration.

1 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. Keep it on Site, Pollution Prevention Guide for the Construction Industry. Available at:
http://sfwatet.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=4622.
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pertinent FTA guidance;

Peak particle velocities shall be
monitored and recorded near
sensitive receptors identified where
the highest vibration producing
activities occur;

Rubber tired instead of tracked
vehicles shall be used near vibration
sensitive areas;

Pavement breaking shall be
prohibited during nighttime hours;
and

Residents within 300 feet of areas
where construction activities and
pavement breaking will take place
shall be notified at least two weeks
in advance of the proposed activity
through the media and mail. A
program shall be implemented to
receive and respond to public
complaints regarding vibration
during construction.

39(MIN) Noise and

Vibration

MIN-NOISE-C2. Project construction shall
implement best practices in equipment
noise control, including the following:

Contractor to implement
during construction.

Use newer equipment with
improved noise muffling and ensure
that all equipment items have the
manufacturers’ recommended noise
abatement measures, such as
mufflers, engine covers, and engine
vibration isolators intact and
operational. Newer equipment will
generally be quieter in operation
than older equipment. All
construction equipment should be
inspected at periodic intervals to
ensure proper maintenance and
presence of noise control devices
(e.g., mufflers and shrouding).

Perform all construction in a
manner that minimizes noise.
Utilize construction methods or
equipment that will provide the
lowest level of noise effects.

Per contract specifications,

Contractor

Construction

SFMTA to provide SFCTA
weekly reports

outlining adherence

to standards

throughout

construction

duration.
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IMPROVEMENT MEASURES RESPONSIBILITY SCHEDULE RESPONSIBILITY RECIPIENT
e |dling times shall be minimized
either by shutting equipment off
when not in use or reducing the
maximum idling time to 5 minutes.
® Impact tools and equipment, such
as jack hammers, shall have intake
exhaust mufflers and acoustically
attenuating shields or shrouds
recommended by the manufacturers
and approved by the Director of
Public Works or the Director of
Building Inspection.
40(MIN) Noise and MIN-NOISE-C3. Project construction will Per contract specifications, Contractor Construction SFMTA to provide SFCTA
Vibration conduct truck loading, unloading, and Contractor to implement weekly reports on
hauling operations so that noise and daily during project adherence to noise
vibration are kept to a minimum by construction. and vibration
carefully selecting routes to avoid passing minimization
through residential neighborhoods to the practices
greatest possible extent. throughout
construction
duration.
41(MIN) Noise and MIN-NOISE-C4. Perform independent SFMTA to perform Contractor Construction SFMTA to provide SFCTA
Vibration noise monitoring in sensitive areas, as independent noise and weekly reports on
needed, to demonstrate compliance with  vibration monitoring. compliance with
applicable noise limits. Require Contractor to implement City noise ordinance
contractors to modify and/or reschedule modifications as needed throughout
their construction activities if monitoring  during project construction, construction
determines that maximum limits are per contract specifications. duration.
exceeded at residential land uses per the
City Noise Ordinance.
42(MIN) Noise and MIN-NOISE-C5. Temporary sound walls, Per contract specifications, Contractor Construction SFMTA to provide SFCTA
Vibration curtains, or other noise canceling Contractor to implement weekly reports on

technologies may be used in locations
where sensitive receptors could
experience construction-related noise
exceedances.

daily during project
construction.

adherence to noise
and vibration
minimization
practices
throughout
construction
duration.
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43(MIN) Biological

Resources

MIN-BO-C1. Mature trees shall be
preserved and incorporated into the
project landscape plan as feasible, as
well as the planting of replacement trees
and landscaping. For each tree removed,
a replacement tree is required.

A qualified arborist will be
on the landscape design
team to work with SFMTA
and SFDPW staff to identify
preservation opportunities
for mature trees.

Qualified
arborist,
SFMTA,
SFDPW

30% design
through final
design

SFMTA to provide
CER, final design,
and oversee project
approvals from
SPFPW Bureau of
Urban Forestry.

SFCTA

44(MIN) Biological

Resources

MIN-BO-C2. To preclude potential effects
under the MBTA, tree removal shall occur
outside nesting bird season (February 1
through August 31). Regardless of time of
year, preconstruction surveys shall be
performed prior to tree removal to
determine occurrence of nesting birds. If
active protected bird nests are
encountered during preconstruction
surveys, no-disturbance buffers would be
created around active protected bird
and/or raptor nests during the breeding
season, or until it is determined that all
young have fledged. Typical buffers
include 500 feet for raptors and 50 feet
for passerine nesting birds. The size of
the buffer zones and types of
construction activities restricted in these
areas may be further modified during
consultation with CDFW, and shall be
based on existing noise and human
disturbance levels at the project site.
Nests initiated during construction are

presumed to be unaffected, and no buffer

will be necessary. The “take” of any
individual protected birds shall be
prohibited. Monitoring of active nests
when construction activities encroach
upon established buffers may be required
by CDFW.

Per contract specifications,
a qualified wildlife biologist
will implement
preconstruction survey and
exclusion structures and
buffers as needed prior to
construction and monitor as
needed during construction.

Contractor
will provide a
qualified
wildlife
biologist to
implement.

Pre-
construction/
construction

SFMTA to provide
weekly report
throughout project
construction
duration.

SFCTA

45(MIN) Biological

Resources

MIN-BO-C3. Seed palettes used for
revegetation of disturbed areas shall be
reviewed to prevent introduction of
invasive species to the site. Follow-up
site maintenance shall include a protocol
for landscaping staff to recognize weeds
and perform maintenance in a manner
that prevents weed establishment.

Qualified landscape
architect will exclude
noxious weeds from
landscape plan.

Qualified
landscape
architect
provided by
SFMTA.

Final design

SFMTA to provide
final design and
oversee project
approvals from
SFDPW Bureau of
Urban Forestry.

SFCTA
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

S—PREFACE

S.1 IntreduettonWhat 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 a—six-6.5 miles of the streteh—ef—the—Geary
corridor. Located entirely within the City and County of San Francisco,
California, the Geary corridor comprises 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).

Fhis-FTA, SFCTA, and SEFMTA have prepared this combined Braft-Final
Environmental Impact Statement/Envitonmental-tmpaect Report (EIS/EIR)
/Record of Decision (ROD) has-beenprepared-pursuant to requirements of
both—the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). and—+theCalifornia

Environmental-Quality Aet {CEQA)Both-Aets-NEPA requires that a lead
Federal agenetes-agency considering an action prejeets-with the potential to
result in adverse er-signifteant-environmental effects be-reviewedinprepare

an EIS-and-ElR respeetively.

This—Prafe—EIS/EIRThe Final FEIS identifies—describes four build
alternatives that_were proposed to weuld-meet the identified purpose and
need—and—purpese, 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) as—wel
asand Section S.12.1854 belesw—describe in greater detail the alternatives
considered in this Peafe-Final EISAEIR. Appendix A includes the proposed
design plans for each alternative, including the Locally Preferred Alternative
(LLPA) as adopted by the SFCTA in January 2017 and by the SEFMTA in July
2017.

This-deeamentThe Final EIS analyzes each alternative, including the I.PA,
to—tdentify—discloses any adverse environmental effects that would result
from the prejeet—various alternatives and identifies measures to avoid,
minimize, and mitigate such effects.
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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.

Yy Py S.2 Who is leading the environmental
y (™ . . .
Y7 SEMTA - epamanctoreporton review of this project?

Federal Transit Administration

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 SEFEMTA as a Responsible Agency.

S.3 What is the purpose of this

document?

As required by NEPA—and—CEQA, this deeament—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.

includes information es-about projected costs to construct and operate the
proposed project, and it prevides—an—evaluation—ofevaluates important
considerations such as environmental impacts, need, feasibility, funding, and
cost for each project alternative. This process prevides—gives decision-
makers and the public with—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-and-purpese.
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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
intetsections on and off the corridor. See Section S.15 for a mote detailed

summary of the environmental effects of the project.

S.5 What are some of the benefits of
the project (versus taking no

action?)

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

ases. 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 rovide substantiall reater edestrian
enhancements than the No Build Alternative.
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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. SECTA 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
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 LLPA, the lead agency, in cooperation with SFCTA and
SEMTA, prepared this Final EIS, which includes the responses to comments
received on the Draft EIS/EIR (Appendix I. of this document) and
documentation on the LLPA.

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
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screening out of various design options and configurations during the
lannin rocess. The Draft EIS/EIR further noted that the Hyvbrid

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 I.LPA (hence Hybrid Alternative/I.PA). As summarized
in section S.16 below and described in more detail in Section 2.3 of this
Final EIS, the Hybrid Alternative/T.PA 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 I. — Responses to Comments), and staff-
initiated changes to cotrrect minor etrors 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.

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)

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

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

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

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

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

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

0 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.
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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

ublic 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.

SEMTA will distribute information about the project via the project website,

direct mailings, electronic newsletters, and outreach events. SFMTA 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 SFMTA 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.

545.9 ProjeettoeattonWhere is the

project located?

The proposed project would be located along the entire six-6.5-mile length
of the Geary corridor, a primary east-west arterial and transit spme 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—Street,
Fremont—Street, Beale—Street, Mission—Street, and First Street—streets that
eomprtising-comprise the route to and from the Transbay Transit Center.

Project limits were identified in accordance with the project purpose and
need and-purpose-and inaeeordanee-with the opportunities and constraints

of the local environment.

$-55.10 PrejeetHistoryHow did this

project come to be?

For more than a decade, SFCTA and SFMTA have eondueted—stadies
efstudied potential transit improvements to the Geary corridor. SFCTA’s
eondueted-the 2007 Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Study, also known as the
BRITBusRapid-Transit—Feasibility Study”, te—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 Geasy—corridor. Cempleted4a2007;
The Feasibility FeasibilityStuadyStudy found_ecach of the three that-BRT
configurations weuld-to be potentially feasible_and to have the potential to
result in substantial potential benefits. The Feasibility Study did not
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eliminate any configurations, including the two “no build” alternatives, but
inrthe-Gearyeorriderandrecommended environmental review and further

design work to identify a preferred alternative.

In November 2008, SFCTA, in cooperation with the lead agencyEFA,
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 and-then performed
a full evaluation on the remaining, refined set of project alternatives_in order

to select a staff-recommended alternative.Chapter—8—of—this—deeument

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.

5:65.11 ProjeetNeed-andPurpose

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.

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.
0 Improve pedestrian conditions and pedestrian access to transit.

0 Enhance transit access and the overall passenger experience, while
maintaining general vehicular access circulation.
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At heavily used transit stops, bus
loading areas are too narrow and
too short to accommodate the
volume of passengers

Lack of reliability in bus travel
times leads to bus bunching

Lanes reserved exclusively
for transit are an integral part
of any BRT system, allowing
buses to travel without being
impeded by other vehicles.
Transit delays due to auto
congestion, crashes, or by
loading and unloading
vehicles would be
substantially reduced.
Similarly, cars would not be
impeded by bus operations,
such as stops to load and
unload passengers

The corridor has been
identified as among the
highest priority arterials for
pedestrian safety
improvements due to its
collision history
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$+6-15.11.2 | 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 tmprovement in order to promote high ridership and competitiveness with other
travel modes.

Less than two-thirds of the Geary 38 (Local) and 38F-38R (HimitedRapid)
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
miles—per—hourmph. An average six-mile trip from Market—Streetthe
Transbay Transit Center to 48th Avenue during the p.m. peak hour takes
about 47-54.5 minutes by the 38 Local bus and 38-47 minutes by Eimited
Rapid bus;—eompared—to—about22-minutes—by—ear._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.

2)  Geary Boulevard's wide travelway 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 public transit, walking, or bicycling — reaches 50 percent in its
Tendetloin segment, 40 percent in its Western Addition/Japantown
segment, and over 30 percent in its Richmond District segment. Fhere—s
alse—aA high percentage of seniors reside in the corridor compared

1'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 toas rapid services and are denoted by the

letter “R.” Fhroug e T B e S o

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY | Page S-8



GEARY CORRIDOR BUS RAPID TRANSIT PROJECT FINAL EIS

withrelative—to the rest of San Francisco; — a group of people with higher
rates of peeple—with—disabilities and other mobility limitations than the
overall population. The quality of the pedestrian experience, including as
defined—by—safety and comfort, is an important element affecting the

corridor’s ability to retain existing transit riders and attract new ones.

Current pedestrian conditions in the Geary corridor are—in—need of
improvement. Large segments of the Geary Beulevard—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, neatly—almost 40 percent of vehicles have been measured
reaching speeds faster than the 35 mile-per-hourmph limit. All of these
elements serve-te-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 corvidor’s existing street and streetscape environment do not provide a high-
guality transit experience, despite the corridor’s bigh 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
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.

2 San Francisco Department of Public Health Pedestrian Collision Scorecard, 2012.
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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.

5+3.12 PrejeetDesertptionWhat is in
this project?
$:7-15.12.1 | Project Alternatives

Based on the established prejeet-purpose and need-and-purpose, 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 a2 No Build Alternative; as—welasand 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 Geaty

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 Hvbrid Alternative/LPA are
described below.
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Figure S-1

Alternative 2: Side-Lane BRT

Alternative 3: Center-Lane BRT with

Dual Medians and Passing Lanes
and

Alternative 3-Consolidated:

Center-Lane BRT with Dual Medians

and Consolidated Bus Service

Hybrid Alternative

Build Alternatives Schematic Diagram

Masonic Fillmore

LEGEND:

Center-unning. 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

No Scale

Masonic Area

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

@)

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

0 Alternative 2: Side-Lane BRT

@)

BRT service would replace the existing 385-38R service,
s—Local and express bus services would continue to
operate.

From the Transbay Transit CenterFransbayTFerminal 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 Aveane-and 48th Avenweavenues, 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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Alternative 2: Side--lLane BRT (At
Fillmore Street looking east)

out-of curbside stops;-and
similarfactorsis used to
describe Muni bus service
that operates with less
frequent stops than local
service

—BRT-service

d . i
and indicates bus-only lanes;
except-west of 34th Avenue;
where traffic volumes-are
lowest-in-the-corridorthe
greater level of transit
priority infrastructure that
would be in place




Alternative 3-Consolidated: Center-
lane BRT with no passing lanes (At
17th Avenue looking west)
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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 services;
local; and express buses would operate.

o 'This alternative would be different from Alternative 2
from Geugh-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 include 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.

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

o Same as Alternative 3 between Geugh-Laguna Street
and 27th Avenue; however, BRT service would replace
both 385-38R and 38 Local services as a new
consolidated service, eliminating the need for bus
passing lanes. Express buses would operate.

0 Hybrid Alternative /LPA

o This alternative would fincorporates various physical
features of Alternatives 2 and 3-Consolidated in different
segments, eombined-to-provide-a mix thatintendsintended
to maximize benefits and minimize impacts for-meore
ok ol | o seleetinethe Hivbrid

\ e deseribedinthed ’ o 0.

\ . \rraleesic)

o BRT_ service would replace the existing 38R service;
local; and express buses would operate;:

* From Transbay Transit CentertheFransbay
Ferminal to Palm AvenueStreet, local and BRT
buses would operate in existing or new side-running
bus-only lanes.
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* Between Palm Street-Avenue and 27th Avenue
(inbound) and 28%th 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 serve-both
local, aad-BRT and express buses.

= Between 27th/28th and 34th Avenweavenues, all

buses would operate in new side-running bus-only

lanes.

"  Between 34th Aveaune-and 48th Avenweavenues, 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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3-85.13 Deeument-Organtzatien-How

1s this document organized?

Flnal EIS/ ROD %E}Prts—pﬁmaﬁ}yhveﬁ&efhae—a—N-E—PA—éee&meﬂ&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.

Eaeh—environmental —resouree—topte —area—is—evaluated—n—Chapter 3

(Transportation) and Chapter 4 (Affected Environment, Environmental
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures)
evaluate each env1ror1rnental resource topic area pursuant to NEPA Fo

Several environmental topic areas are related to transportations; thus
Chapter 3 of this document is solely devoted to transportauon -related
topics. :
GEQA—W%hm—Chapter 5 (Cumulat1ve Impacts) analyzes Dotenual cumulatlve

impacts.

To help support decision-making, this Psafi—Final EISAIR documents
BRT—the project alternatives’ performance against a number of measures

related to the purpose and need Need-and-Purpose-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 I.and and Water Conservation Act of
1965 [36 CFR Part 59]).
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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 as—well
asand stakeholder agencies in the development and screening of alternatives;

the-sereening-ofalternatives; and the environmental review process.

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 fermudate-develop and
screen alternatives, the—projeet—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 en
theabout existing conditions for the area affected by all of the
alternatives presented in this Peafe-Final EIS/AER.

OMethodology: This section includes discussion of how project
effects were evaluated and determined. While—+tThe environmental
baseline/existing conditions for a project is the eenditton-eof-the-site
at the time the Netiee—ofPreparation—<INOP} 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
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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.

3:95.14 Prejeet-CostandHunding-How

much will this project cost?

The proposed project is estimated to cost between $170 million and $435
million, depending on the build alternative—seleeted. The Hybrid
Alternative/LLPA 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-¥OHY. Projeet
costs-are-deseribed-in-more-detatin-Chapter 9 (Financial Analysis)_describes

project costs in more detail.

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

0 Small Starts (up to $75-100 million). This program, which is
administered by FTA, provides competitive grants for new transit
projects whose capital costs do not exceed $256-300 million. SFCTA
and SFMTA intend to apply for the maximum grant amount, $75
100 million, with plans to enter the program in FHiseal-fiscal ¥ear
vear 2046/47-2018/19. For some alternatives; including Alternative
2 and the Hybrid Alternative/LLPA — the cost of the BRT scope
elements is less—than—$250—$300 million_or less, making those
alternatives eligible for funds within the FFA—Small Starts
competitive—transit-projeet—funding-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 (up—te—$55—$3:450.9 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 FHExpenditure
expenditure Plan—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)—within—the

| Bus Ranid_ o Dok LS A Muni
MetroeNetwork—eategory. 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 fet

Phase s 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 projectantieipated.approptiated
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ConseguencesWhat are the

potential environmental effects of
this project?

This_combined Bsafe-Final EIS/RODAEIR considers the potential for the
project alternatives to result in adverse environmental effects in a wide range
| of environmental topic areas-disted-te—thedeft). The build alternatives would
generally improve transit and traffic conditions in the corridor, but as
| described in $:828.15.2 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. Moreover, construction of the build
alternative improvements has the potential to result in temporary effects.
This—deeumentThe 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 enly

substantial-adverse effects under NEPA—er—signifteant—and—unavoidable
mpaets—under—CHQA. In all other topic areas, the project would have no
adverse impacts-ortess-than-signtfieantimpaets, or avoidance, minimization,
and/or mitigation measures would be able to render any impacts non-
adverseto—a—less-than-substantialHess-than-signifieanttevel. As both the
primarily 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.

$-10.1S.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/T.PAHybrid—Adternative and Alternative 3 would

increase ridership to appreximately—about 95,000 daily siders—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/LPAHybtid—Adternative_(to
about 77,000 daily trips).

The average travel time for the 385-38R is currently 47 minutes from 48th
Avenue to the Transbay Transit CenterFransbayTFerminal—F; the 38 Local

travel time is 54.5 minutes. All build alternatives are projected to operate at
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faster speeds and would be more reliable than the No Build Alternative. The
Hybrid Alternative/LPAHybtid—-Alternative travel times (38 Local and 38
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/L.PAHybtid-Adternative; 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/LPAHybrid—-Alternative |
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/LPAHybrie
Adterpative and Alternative 3 would be slightly less crowded than the No
Build Alternative, Alternative 2 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/T.PAHybtid—-Adternative 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/T.PAHybtid—Adternative (12_to -16 percent
reduction). Existing stop spacing is appreximately-about 700 feet on average
for local stops and 1,500 feet for lmited—Rapid stops. The Hybrid
Alternative/L.PAHybtid-Adternative, Alternative 3, and Alternative 2 would
have comparable stop spacing, all slightly greater than existing conditions
(Iess than 20 percent greater). Alternative 3-Consolidated would have stop
spacing more than 50 percent greater than current spacing.

$.10.25.15.2 | Automobile Conditions ‘

Traffic volumes in the corridor are expected to increase by 2035 in the No
Build aAlternative; 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 theenr GearyBeulevardGeary corridor. The Hybrid

Alternative/LPAHybtid—Adternative would;—en—average; result in areund
about 25 percent less traffic on average than the No Build Alternative,

depending w#pon roadway location. Due to the proposed changes at the
Masonic tFunnel and Fillmore underpass_areas, Alternative 3 and
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Alternative 3-Consolidated would result in between 25 and 55 percent less
traffic than the No Build Alternative, depending s#pon roadway location.
Alternative 2 would result in the least traffic deelinedecreases—at—areund
about 20 percent less than the No Build in 2035.

With the projected traffic volume increase under the No Build Alternative,
substantial-adverse effects would occur at 21 study intersections (17 on-
corridor and 4 off-corridor). The Hybrid Alternative/LPAHybtid
Alterpative would result in adverse effects at 8—eight study intersections
(4 on-corridor and 4 off-corridor). Alternative 3-Consolidated would result
in 9-nine study intersections experiencing adverse effects, and Alternative 2
and Alternative 3 would both result in 5—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 substantiaband-adverse.

$-40-35.15.3 | Pedestrian and Bicycle Conditions

2 e g g aAny of the
build altematlves Would improve pedestnan safety Each—of—the—build
alternatives—Alternatives 2, 3, and 3-Consolidated would provide an
additional 5165 pedestrian crossmg bulbs wh&eh—ls—mefe—eh&ﬂ—feuf—&mes—the

v resulting in a
otal of 65 new bulbs mcludmg 14 that Would be built in the No Build
Alternative. The Hybrid Alternative/T.PA as revised would provide 26
additional pedestrian crossing bulbs, for a total of 91 bulbs including the 65
previously included. Anetherimprevementto-pPedestrian safety also would

be_improved by increases in protected left turns for vehicles (kes-vehicles
may only turn left with a left-turn signal_(i.e., arrow)), and reduetions
decreases in permissive left turns (kes-vehicles may turn left with a green
signal;-provided—there—is_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. ¥a-aAll build alternatives 5
include an enhanced bicycle facility weuld-be-added-on Geary Boulevard on
the ene-block between Presidio Avestwe-and Masonic Aventweavenues. 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 1I bike lanes north of Geary_and; east of Presidio
Avenue.

$-10.45.15.4 | Parking and Loading Conditions

The Hybrid Alternative/L.PA would decrease theFhe overall parking supply
within one to two blocks of the Geary corridor sweuld-deerease-by 3 percent
(370—410__spaces)—with—implementation—of —the—Hybrid—Adternative;;

Alternatives 2 and 3 would reduce it by 4 percent (460 and 430 spaces,
respectively)—with—Adternatives—2—and—3;; and_Alternative 3-Consolidated
would reduce it by 2 percent (210 spaces)-with-Adternative 3-Conseolidated.
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A detailed parking analysis was undertaken for two areas that would
experience the highest levels of parking loss — the Masonic_Avenue and

[apantown/Fillmore Street study areas.

In the Masonic Avenue study area, theHybridAlternative; Adternative2;
and—Alternative 3-Consolidated would ressdt—4n—areduce the area’s public

parking supply by 7 percent;dess—in—the—area’s—publie—parking—supply

Alternative 2 would reduce it by 8 percent; and Alternative 3 and the Hybrid
Alternative/L.PA would reduce it byresultint 9 percent-parkingtoss.

In the Japantown/Fillmore_Street study area, theHybtidAlternativeand
Adternative—2Alternatives 3 and 3-Consolidated would reduce the area’s

public parking supply byresubtina 2-_percent; loss-in-publie-parking-supply
Alternative 3—andAlternative 3-Conselidated Alternative 2 would reduce it
byresuleia=a 3-_percentdess; 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. Brader—Alternative 2; would move to an adjacent block four
4-disabled-parking spaces for people with disabilities-weould-be-moved-to-an
adjaeentbloek.

All build alternatives would result in 5 commercial loading spaces lost and
10 to 15 commercial loading spaces relocated. All build alternatives would

result in 1 to 3 passenger loading spaces lost and 7 to 12 spaces relocated.
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SA2S.16The Preferred Alternative-Statf-
Recommended-Alternative

Statfat- SFCTA and SFMTA staff have eensidered-studied the performances
of the alternatives under consideration, and_they have engaged-consulted the
public ever-during the past several years to better-understand local issues of

concern. Based on performance the-analysis ef—perfermanee—and public
inputreeetved, the Draft EIS/EIR identified the Hybrid Alternative is-as the

staff-recommended alternative{SRAY) (see Figure S-5)-

This Final EIS identifies the I.PA as the Hybrid Alternative with the
following six minor modifications (collectively referred to as “Hyvbrid
Alternative/T.PA™):

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 identifving the Hyvbrid Alternative IL.PA as the Preferred Alternative for
the Project.
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CHAPTER 1.0 PROJECT-NEED-AND-RURROSE
PURPOSE AND NEED

1.1 Introduction
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA), San Francisco County

Transportation Authority (SFCTA), and San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency (SEMTA) 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 (NEPA) 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.

The—San—FHraneiseo—County—Transportation—Autherity (SFCTA), in
cooperation with theFederal FransitAdministration{F'TA) and the-San
FEraneisco—Munieipal—TFransportaton—Ageney—(SFMTA), proposes to

implement bus—tapid—transit{BRT) improvements along the City’s Geary
corridor. The Geary corridor encompasses all of Geary Boulevardeeagr

G-e&ry—aﬂd—O Farrell S—t—reees—Street from Svl&ﬁ—N-essﬁérveﬁﬁeGough Street to

Market Street, ands well as blocks of several others streets that provide

connections to and from the preeceedingfromMarketStreet-to-the-Transbay
Transit CenterFransbayFerminal onFHremont-Street-betweenHoward-and

Missten-Street-(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

wotk to 1dent1fy a preferred alternatlve -feafa—l-teﬂia-t—ﬁe—BR—T—eeﬁﬁgu—ra—t—leﬁs
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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 #his-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
eombining—combined parts of other build alternatives. Fhe—projeet
alternatives—are—detatled4n-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 SEMTA, 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
Hvbrid Alternative with five minotr modifications as the I.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
further 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.

! 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 I.PA, 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/L.PA described above. These added subsections provide analysis
and reasoning demonstrating that the six minor modifications do not change
any of the environmental conclusions fot any tesource atea. In other words,
the modifications would not result in any new ot 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/I.PA is the environmentally

preferable alternative.

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

Alternative/LLPA 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 I.LPA is also considered the preferred
alternative pursuant to federal regulations.’ This is because the Hybrid
Alternative/LLPA 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 SEFMTA concurred with this designation.

4:1:21.2.5 | Uses of this-the Draft-Final EIS/EIR
Pursuant to requirements of beth—NEPA—and—CEQA, 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. Fhis-doeument-will-be-used
by—federallFederal, 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.

to-approve-a-build-alternative—See Table 2-11 for a list of other anticipated

approvals and permits.

+21.3  Project Location

The proposed project would be located along the entire six-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 Street
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 CenterFransbayFerminal,; although+The project does not
propose roadway infrastructure changes in-this-pertion-of-the-eorridorsouth

of Market Street or west of 34th Avenue.

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

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY | Page 1-5

Aw

est

7 T ey g
—-3; - E"’ o

to east view of the
Geary corridor.



The San Francisco Transportation
Plan (2040) includes the Geary
corridor in the SFTP Investment
Vision.
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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 GearV A ExDress (38AX) P—H-bh&t—fﬂﬂﬁ-l—t—seﬁ‘}ee—lﬂ

3%5%8%%%&36@—G01d6ﬂ Gate Transrt based in Marm County,

also operates commuter service into San Francisco via a portion of Geary
Boulevard between Park Presidio Boulevard and Webster Street.

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 CenterFransbayFerminal. Muni light rail lines also operate
beneath the Geary corridor on Market Street, and the T-Thirdplanned
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 Bay-AreaRapid-Transit—trains{BART trainsy, 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
and-or near the Geary corridor.

+31.4 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.

o SECTA’s Four Corridors Plan (1995);

o SEMTA’s Vision for Rapid Transit (2000);

* SFCTA’s 2004 Countywide Transportation Plan (CWTP);

* On April 25, 2015, SEMTA changed naming conventions for limited stop bus services.
Bus services previously referred to as dmited and denoted by the letter “I.” 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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¢ SEFMTA’s Transit Effectiveness Project (2008);-and-the
o SFCTA’s 2013 and 2017 San Francisco Transportation Plans (SFTP)

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

Boulevard and Geary Street as part of the City’s pedestrian high-injury
network.

In-partiendar,theThe CWTP evaluated alternative approaches to meeting the
City’s rapid transit system needs and recommended a preferred scenario
ealling—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 the—same—year—reauthorizing the City/County’s half-cent
transportation sales tax measure, featured Geary BRT as one of the named
projects to be funded.

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.

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——withdewer speeds

translating-meante the same driver and vehicle eempleting-complete fewer
route runs in a day,-and resulting inleading—te less service for the same price.

Improved transit and pedestrian conditions on Geary would constitute a

major contribution toward those gealsgoal 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 SFMTA’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.

143-41.4.1 | Regional Planning Context

4-3+1+41.4.1.1 | 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,
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adopted together with the region’s #Hest—eversecond Sustainable
Communities Strategy in 201743 as Plan Bay Area_2040, specifies how $292
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.

141.5 Project Need-and
PurpesePurpose and Need

1.5.1 | Project Purpose

The core purpose of the project is to improve the performance, viabilit
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.
e Improve pedestrian conditions and pedestrian access to transit.

» 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).

14-41.5.2 | 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 SEMTA, each day the corridor sees more than 50,000
person-trips via public transit, and it serves automobile volumes that vary
between 42;680about 16,000 to 20,000 in the outlying neighborhoods west
of Park Presidio to about 44,00045;0809 at the highest-demand locations. The
corridor also seeshests tens of thousands of daily pedestrian trips.6 Unlike
many public transit routes that can have disproportionate usage patterns
related to commute direction and eemsate-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.

¢ SFCTA, 2009-2012.
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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.

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

Less than two-thirds of the 38 Local and 385-38R 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
miles-per-heourmph, with slightly higher speeds prevailing west of Divisadero

Street and lower east of Webster Street.® An average six-mile trip from
Market-Streetthe Transbay Transit Center to 48th Avenue during the p.m.
peak hour takes about 47-54.5 minutes by 38 Local bus and 38-47 minutes
by Eimited-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;-eompared-to-about22-minutesby-ear.’

The most common sources of delay for buses are those from: loading and
unloading passengers_(or;—ealted “dwell time”); waiting at traffic lights;
private vehicle loading and parking aetivity-in the right-most travel lane; and
moving across the mixed-flow travel lanes to access bus stops. Dwell-times
aretong—eontributingfHactors_contributing to long dwell times include the
need for people to walk up the three steps required to board-the 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 experienee-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 lead
tocause overcrowding beth-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).

7SFCTA & SFMTA, 2012.
8 SFCTA & SFMTA, 2011.
9 SFCTA & SFMTA, 2011 & 2013.
10 SFCTA & SFMTA, 2012 & 2013.
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2)  Geary Boulevard's wide travelway and high vebicle travel speeds create unfavorable
pedestrian conditions — especially west of Gough Street and throughout the Richmond
District.

The Geary corridot’s non-vehicular mode share — the proportion of those
traveling via transit, walking or bicycling — reaches 50 percent in its
Tendetloin 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-high large number of those who walk to or from work, school,
or home. Fhere—is—alse—aA concentration of seaterdivingresidences and

service centers for seniors are located within ea-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 peeple—with-disabilities
and other mobility-_limitations than the overall population. And-bBecause
most transit riders access the Geary corridor transit stops by walking from

adjacent neighborhoods, the quality of the pedestrian experience, including

as—defined-by-safety and comfort, is-animpertant-element-affeeting-affects

the corridor’s ability to retain existing riders and attract new ones.

Current pedestrian conditions in the Geary corridor are—in—need of
improvement. Large portions of the Geary Beulevard-corridor, particularly
Geary Boulevard, are very wide, ranging in width from 125_feet to 168 feet
r—width; 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, seme—aspeets—that
diseouragepedestrianmovementandaetivityineladenarrow medians and

circuitous pedestrian bridges that intimidate some and are—netdo not
eomphiant—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 measured—gauged
reaching speeds faster than the 35 mphmile-per-heur limit. Lastly, the wide
vehicular right-_of-_way, high-speed vehicular traffic, and lack of pedestrian
pedestrian-crossing facilities at some locations serve—te—divide the
neighborhoods on the north and south sides of the street.

In the segment of the corridor that includes inelading-Masonic Avenue and
the Richmond distrietDistrict, there—are—several uncontrolled pedestrian
crosswalks aeress—cross six or more lanes of Geary Boulevard. Here, the

speed limit is 25 mites-perhourmph, but as many as 75 percent of vehicles
have been ebserved-gauged reachingspeedsgoing faster than that.

The City’s WalkFirst study (2012) identified Geary Boulevard as a top-
priority corridor for pedestrian safety improvements because of the
eorridotsits 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 mueh-many
as 4,000 at a few intersections.!! All segments of the Geary corridor exhibit

11 SFCTA, 2009-2012.
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have worse pedestrian safety performance than the citywide average, tanging
seeing frem—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.

In contrast, the—transit—experience—along—the—ecorridor,—as—definedby—the
multiple conditions are unfavorable faeingfor transit riders as they walk to

transit stops, wait for the bus, board the bus, ride the bus, and finally get off

the bus;isunfaverabletn-multipleways.

First, pa
ffaﬁsﬁ—Tthe unfavorable crossing cond1t10ns descrlbed 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, and—thus-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, enee-after boarding-the-bus, bus passengers experience a—transit-ride

quality—that-inelades—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—that—maytbe-double-patked,

stopped for loading, or queuing for a right turn.

12 San Francisco Department of Public Health Pedestrian Collision Scorecard, 2012.
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Figure 1-3 Curbside Bus Stop

Short, curbside bus stops like this one in the Richmond segment-District

present—a—challengemake 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 segmentDistrict,
and on Geary-buses, as more people arrive to wait for and board the—a
delayed bus.
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Figure 1-6 Pedestrian Access Conditions

Pedestrian access conditions are poor at some locations, including 28th Avenug
below, which lacks a pedestrian countdown signal, which can be challenging fo
people with disabilities and senior citizens. inelsding-aUnsignalized crossings, such
as at Cook Street (not shown) and closed crosswalks, such as at Webster and

Steiner Streetsstreets (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 faner-Geary-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 would—etherwise—compete for sidewalk space, and—thus

hindering pedestrian movement and access to transit use.
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CHAPTER 2.0 DESCRIPTIONS OF PROJECT
ALTERNATIVES

2.1 Introduction

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

e No Build Alternative

e Four build alternatives:

o Alternative 2: {Side-Lane Bus Rapid TransitSidedanebus
sapic-transit (BRT))

o Alternative 3: {Center-l.ane BRT with Dual Medians and
Passing [anesCentertane BRI -with-dual-medians-and

passingtanesy

o Alternative 3-Consolidated: {Center-Lane BRT with

Consolidated Bus Stops, Dual Medians, and No Passing
singatareLanesCenter-lane BRTwwith-dual mediansand

consolidated-busserviee)

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 Avenuey

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 belew—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 L.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, as
further discussed in Section 2.2.7.6.06.
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On July 18, 2017, the SEMTA Board unanimously approved the project and

concurred with the LPA, including six minor modifications. SEMTA issued
a NOD on July 25, 2017.

Figure 2-1 Schematic Diagram of the Build Alternatives
Masonic Fillmore

Alternative 2: Side-Lane BRT

Alternative 3: Center-Lane BRT with

Dual Medians and Passing Lanes
and

Alternative 3-Consolidated:

Center-Lane BRT with Dual Medians

and Consolidated Bus Service

Hybrid Alternative
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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 Scele
Fillmore Area

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). pee 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
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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 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!

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
response 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 I.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 Bowlevard 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 2-22-3, 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, 4stFirst, and Fremont Streets-streets, whichf{ehat link to the
Transbay Transit Centery

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 44-45,000 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. Iaadditten;£The Geary corridor also hosts
thousands of daily pedestrian trips. A number of public transit routes serviee
serve the Geary corridor, 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_s-punctuated by a-number-ef-major medical,

cultural, entertainment, and shopping activity centers—medieal;—eultaral;
entertainmentand-shopping). Central and eastern portions of the corridor

see similar uses but at greater imtessitles—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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Figure2-2Figure 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 SEFMTA 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). 38-Geary;38-GearyLimited;and-the 38AXand
38BX—express—routesy—Each of these routes is served by biodiesel

motorcoaches.>

The 38 Geary—route-provides local service along Geary Boulevard, Geary
Street, and O’Farrell Street from 48th Avenue to the Transbay Transit
CenterFransbayTFerminal 24 hours a day. The 38 Geary route also includes
serviee-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.

e 38—Geary—timited—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 are— the 38AX and 38BX—Fhese-routes only
operate weekdays during the peak period in the peak direction (eastbound
during the AM-a.m. peak and westbound during the PM—p.m. peak). These
routes alleviate crowding on both the local and hmited-Rapid routes. These
express routes travel on Pine Street-and Bush Street-streets east of Masonic
Avenue. The express routes do not follow the abeve-neted—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.
Hewever-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.
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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 distrtetDistrict, there-are-several uncontrolled pedestrian
crosswalks across six or more lanes of Geary Boulevard. Here, the

speed limit is 25 milesperheuwrmph, but as many as 75 percent of

vehicles have been observed reaching speeds faster than that.

o Spanning—GearyBeulevard—are—+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, —Fhese
evererossings-are several decades old. and;—aAlthough 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 haveing a higher rates of

injury than protected left turns-signals, as pedestrians may not be
fully visible to turning vehicles because drivers may be distracted by
other factors on the roadway, such as oncoming traffic and queuing
vehicles behind them.duwe—te—the—potential—contlict-betweeneft-
. Licl 1 . Lestrinns,
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 BRF—corridor. The
corridor is also heavily used by people with disabilities; such as wheelchair

users; and people with vision and hearing impairmentsdeat-peeple;and-blind

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; wwith-fewer than 5-five bicyclists per hour in the morning and
afternoon peak periods.”_In SFMTA’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 eicht minutes.? The
Geary corridor Beulevard—currently has no separated right_-of-_way for

6 SFMTA, 2007.
7SFCTA & SFMTA, 2008. Geary Boulevard Bicycle Demand Study.
8 SEMTA, 2015. Annual Bicycle Count Survey.
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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:

o 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 and-purpese-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; — eften—paintedsometimes
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 ef—along the Geary
corridor.

Center-running bus-only lanes are flanked by passenger platforms and
narrow landscaped median areas te—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.

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY | Page 2-11
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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-and-alews-busesto-meove
through-theinterseetonpriorto-mixed-Howtraffie. At key locations where
buses need to shift lanes, a queue jump weuld-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

give the bus-agreenlight while | types of TSP technology, including wireless TSP and fiber-based TSP.

othervehiclesremain-stopped; | Wireless and fiber-based TSP have similar operational benefits; fiber-based
therebygiving-the-busprierityin | 'TSP is considered more durable and to have a longer useful life.

Image credit: Kittelson & Associates

The transit priority signal (TSP)
would be programmed to _prioritize
green lights for approaching buses

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

Draft Final F1S/EIR | 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 23:22.2.3; 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 — here-referred to
in this document as the “No Build Alternative.” However, taking—selection
and construction of the “me—aetionNo 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.

/LPA

¢ Council on Environmental Quality, “Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s
National Environmental Policy Act Recommendations,” 46 Fed. Reg. 18026 (March
1981).

9 CEOA Guidelines Seetion 15124
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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
SEGMENT NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE 2 ALTERNATIVE 3 CONSDLIDATED ALTERNATIVE/LPA

Bus Only Lane Configurations by Segment |

Transbay Transit

Center to Market Side-running (within existing or previously approved bus-only lanes)
Street
Market Street to Side-running (within existing bus-only lanes)

Gough Street

Side-running
(Gough Street to
Palm Avenue)

ide-runni Side-running Center-runnin
Side-running Gough Street (Palm Auemg,e to
(Gough Street to fo Laguna Eastbound
Gough Street to - . Laguna Street) dtreet {Eastbound
27th/28th Avenue O Side-running Center-running ftreet) between 27th
(Laguna Street Center-running Avenue_and
to 27th Avenue) Laguna Street Palm Avenue;
tlo 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 project-alternatives)
Proposed A.M./P.M. Peak Period Bus Service Headways by Service Type (minutes between busgs)
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 2.042.1 2.8/2.48
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 t0 9:30 P.M. t0 9:30 P.M. t0 9:30 P.M. 24 Rours t0 9:30 P.M.
Express A.M. and P.M. peak periods (all altefnatives)

Notes: Headways for each service type represent combined headways east of 25th Avenue. In the No Build Alternative, approximatgly 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 byses 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 rémaining 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 approximatelly 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 servide 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 frefjuencies; 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 aboye, the No Build Alternative Express Bus
headways show the combined headways for the 38 AX and BX.
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e No Build Alternative?®

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

e Alternative 2: Side-Lane BRT

o BRT service would replace the existing 38-Fimited38
Rapid service; local and express bus service would
operate.

o From the Transbay Feeminal-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.

0 Between 34th Avenue-and 48th Avenweavenues, 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 Bus
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 Geugh-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.

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

Lanes

Same as Alternative 3_between laguna Street and 27th
Avenue; however, BRT service would replace both 38
Limited-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.

e Hybrid Alternative /LPA

@)

This alternative would incorporatetreerpeorates various
physical features of Alternatives 2 and 3-Consolidated in
different segments, a mix intended to prevideasmix+that
maximizes benefits while-minimizingand minimize

impacts.

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

From the-Transbay Ferminal-Transit Center to Palm
Avenue, local and BRT buses would operate in existing

or new side-running bus-only lanes.

Between Palm Asxenuwe-and 27th aAvesweavenues
(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 serve beth-local,-and BRT, and

express buses.

Between 27th/28th and 34th Avenwe-avenues, all buses
would operate in new side-running bus-only lanes.
Between 34th Aveaune-and 48th Avenweavenues, no bus-

only lanes would be constructed; all buses would operate

in mixed-flow lanes.
In side-running portions of the corridor, BRT buses
would have the ability to pass local buses at local stops.
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2.2.2 | No Build Alternative

The No Build Alternative represents the baseline scenatio if none of the
proposed build alternatives were implemented. Under the No Build
Alternative, physical infrastructure and transit service in the Geary corridor
would remain unaltered except for changes associated with other City
projects {described below} that are either planned or programmed to be
implemented in the Geary corridor by the year 2020.# The year 2020 is
considered the opening vear for all alternatives because it is the earliest vear
by which any of the build alternatives could be expected to be fully
operational; therefore, it is also the most reasonable year for the No Build

Alternative as a basis of comparison.

The No Build Alternative assumes no Ne—changes to existing median
configurations, movement of existing through-traffic, or on-street parallel

parking—are—assumed—as—part—of—the No-Build-Alternative. Figure 2-3-2-4

depicts the cross section of the No Build Alternatives-ay West-west and east

of Gough Street-and-byHast ot Gough-Street.

2.2.2.1 | NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE - PREVIOUSLY
PLANNED/PROGRAMMED TRANSIT IMPROVEMENTS

e Bus service: Bus service in the corridor is provided 24 hours per

day, with shorter headways during peak periods than during off-peak
periods. Inereases—to—transit—service—frequeney—along—theGeary

- | i 2015 Ny :
SEMTAsIn April 2015 FeansitEffeetiveness Projeet{FER-SFMTA

implemented increases to 38 Rapid transit service frequency and

new Sunday 38 Rapid service as planned in the Transit Effectiveness
Project (TEP) and implemented as a part of the Muni Forward
progra —Fhe TEPR wwllalso—add Sundayserviceto—the 38 Limited

Sefwee—m—ehe—eefﬂder—weu}d—eeﬁﬂﬂ&e—te—be—pfewded%

Y . a
éufiﬂg—e-fﬁpe&lepefieés.—As a result of the recent Muni Forward

service changes all 38 Rapid buses currently travel the full length of
the Geary corridor. In the No Build Alternative, the Rapid service
would operate at five-minute headways during the morning peak

hours and at six-minute headways during the evening peak hours, as
shown in Table 2-1.
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Figure2-3Figure 2-4 Typical Cross-Sections: No Build Alternative (No ChaLge from Existing)
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Some 38 Local buses would seuld-continue to short-turn, providing
more frequent service in the highest-demand portions of the
corridor, while others would wewld-travel the full corridor length.
The local short line and full-length services would sweuld—both
operate at 12-minute headways during the morning peak period and
at 15-minute headways during the evening peak period, resulting in
combined headways of 6 minutes and 7.5 minutes, respectively, in
locations east of 33*4 Avenue.

o ak—s v —The
38AX and 38BX services would sweuld-both operate in the
peak direction during peak periods with frequencies ranging
between 9-nine and 11 minutes, resulting in combined headways of

five minutes.

Combined headways for all bus services in the Geary corridor ate

would continue to be about two minutes during peak periods. The

No Build Alternative assumes that future combined service

frequencies would remain constant front existing conditions because

more frequent peak-period service would have limited effectiveness

in attracting ridership if the infrastructure to ensure competitive
transit travel time and reliability is not present.!2

o InnerGeary(Transbay Transit Center to Gough Street):

SFMTA Muni buses would use the existing bus-only lanes

on Geary Street in the westbound direction and O’Farrell

Street in the eastbound direction. The only changes related

to bus service would be service increases by SFMTA’s

Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP/Muni Forward) and the

opening of the new Transbay Transit Center. —tndate2045;

or—eatly2016—the—THEP —will inereasefrequeney—and—add

i i —The expected
opening in 2018 of the new Transbay Transit Center s

204 8-will modify the current reuntings-routes of 38 Limited
Rapid and 38 Local buses south of Market Street, consistent
with the routing shown in the build alternatives.

o Gough Street to 48th Avenue: SEFMTA Muni and Golden
Gate Transit buses will continue to operate in the outside
mixed-flow travel lanes and serve curbside bus stations as in

the existing condition.

Bus-only lanes in the Transbay Transit Center and-Innes
Gearyto Gough Street areas: Under other previously approved
projects, two portions of the Geary corridor have eswillrase-bus-
only lanes_as of 2017, or they are expected to have such lanes by

2020. Fhese-Bus-only lanes w#lHbeare colored eelesized-red to

12 SFMTA periodically rebalances local and Rapid service in the Geary corridor to
minimize crowding. As a result, existing local and Rapid service frequencies 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.
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improve-delineationas-identify them as “bus--only? lanes, and-+te
diseeutage-discouraging use by mixed-flow traffic. San Francisco’s

Transit Center District Plan (2009) proposes colored; bus-only lanes
within its plan boundaries. Buses will operate en-within the Transit
Center District Plan’s proposed bus-only lanes on Beale, Fremont,
and Mission Streetsstreets. In a separate effort in 2014, SEMTA has
eeletized-colored the existing bus-only lanes on most of Geary and
O’Farrell Streets-streets between Gough and Market Streetsstreets.

e Transit Signal Priority (TSP): SEFMTA s#ll-installed wireless next-
generation TSP at signalized intersections along the Geary corridor.
TSP technology funetionsinamannerthatallows buses to spend
less time stopped at red lights. Buses weuld-beare equipped with
TSP transponders, which send_a-signalss to-a traffic lights to either
extend the green light to allow approaching buses to pass through or
trigger a change from red to green when it would not signifieantly
unduly affect crossing traffic.

o MuniRapid Netwotk EnhaneementsBus Stop Amenity
Enhancements: SEMTA is in process of upgrading bus stop
amenities and legibility system-wide, beginning with stops serving
the Muni Rapid Network, the name for the routes that form the
backbone of the Muni network and carry nearly 70 percent of
customers. Bus stops serving Fhe rew MuntRapid-retworkMuni S e < X
Rapid Network routes-fimplementedinApril 2045 ~willinelude new New Muni Rapid network-Network
will receive shelter enhancements including bike racks, shelter bike racks (above) and flag signs
decals, redesigned flag signs atRapid-and-Metro-busstops;and new on transit poles with solar

. . lanterns (below).
transit poles outfitted with solar powered lanterns. These
enhancements will-make finding and navigating the Muni Rapid .
NetworkMuntnetweork easier. The solar powered lanterns are
intended to be installed at all stops throughout the City, with the
completion of the new Muni Rapid stops expected by the end of
20452018. Solar powered lanterns at local sen-—Rapid-Muni-stops
will be implemented starting in 26462018.

¢ New, low-floor buses: SFMTA is in the process of replacing its
entire fleet of 60-foot, articulated, diesel motorcoach buses with
low-floor, diesel hybrid buses with three doors on the right-hand
side of the vehicles, including all vehicles currently operating in the
Geary corridor. These buses do not have steps as older traditional
buses do. Low-floor buses thus improve accessibility for all riders

and also reduce time boarding and alighting. SEMTA-has-plannedte
. ] 1 el e G e b .
¢ Pavement maintenance, rehabilitation, and/or resurfacing
projects (selected locations): Previously planned/programmed
repair, replacement, maintenance, or other modifications to the road
surface, curbs, or utilities along the corridor will occur in the No
Build Alternative. Fre-San Francisco Department-efPublic Works
(SEDPWSIPW) would resurface pavement in mixed flow lanes

Buses with low floors
between 10" and 28% avenues as well as between Van Ness and speed up boarding time

Masonic avenues, as the pavement condition is below SFPW’s by reducing the number
of steps required to
board the bus.
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‘ threshold for accebtable cond1t10nfehabﬁrt&tteﬁ wﬂ—gﬁe—pﬁeﬂ@—m

e New traffic s1gnals: New signals are planned for installation along
| Geary Boulevard at_its currently unsignalized intersections with the
following cross streets: Presidio Avenue, Cook Street, Beaumont
Avenue/Commonwealth Avenue, and Palm-Avenue, 22nd-Avente,

and 26th Avengeavenues.

e Replacement of traffic signal infrastructure (selected
locations): In various locations along the Geary corridor, SEFMTA
will replace or upgrade some traffic light controllers and traffic
signal heads. SEFMTA will also install mast-arm poles, which hang
over travel lanes for better traffic light visibility.

e Pedestrian countdown signals (selected locations): These traffic
signals are located at crosswalks and display both the standard
symbols for walk/don’t walk as well as provide a flashing numerical
countdown that indicates how many seconds remain to finish
crossing. By 2020, SEFMTA will install pedestrian countdown signals
where they do not already exist at selected signalized intersections
along the Geary corridor.

e Curb ramps: These pavement depressions facilitate access by—for
people who use wheelchairs-wwhile-alsofaeilitatine-meovementfor and
pedestrianspeeple toting strollers, carts_and; luggage;-and-thelike. By
2020, the-SFBPW will install curb ramps at some intersections along
the Geary corridor that do not meet cutrrent City standards and/or
ADA requirements—ef—the—ADA. SFDPW will give—priority

toprioritize locations with largehigh populations of pedestrians
people who have with-mobility impairments.

e Pedestrian crossing bulbs: These pavement features, located at
corners or midblock crossings, are physical extensions of the

sidewalk into the travel lane nearest the curb. Pedestrian crossing

bulbs Bulbs—enhanece—pedestrian—safety—by—inereasing increase
pedestrian visibility, redwetng—reduce crossing distances, slewing

slow turning vehicles, and visually narrowing the roadway. The
Draft EIS/EIR described SFBPW’s has-plans to implement bulbs at

Bulbs maximize pedestrian space - . . .
and minimize crossing distances. 14 locations along the Geary Ecorridor; including Arguello

Boulevard, Palm Avenue, and Stanyan Street. Since publication of

the Draft EIS/EIR in 2015, SFPW has installed some of these

e Bus bulbs at California Pacific Medical Center (CPMCQC): As-of
2044eConstruction of this new facility at Geary Street and Van
Ness Avenue is under_way. Plans call for thereleeation-efan
existing (westbound) bus bulb — at Polk Street-and Geary Street
streets to the west side of Van Ness Avenue — sto be_relocated
immediately alongside the new medical facility. The bus bulb that
CPMC proposes to construct would be smaller than aBRF-bus
bulbs that would serve BRT stops. Accordingly, all build alternatives
would require expansion and modification of the proposed stop

here to ultimately serve as a BRF-SignatureSignature BRT eurbside
stop-fsee-Fable2-2).
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e High-Visibility Crosswalk Striping: Allbuild-alternatives
worldCrosswalks at most intersections in the Geary corridor have
been upgraded with presidenew crosswalk striping at-Geary
corridor-intersections—New-striping-would-be-of the high-visibility
“Continental” type. SEMTA will continue to upgrade crosswalks
with high-visibility striping at the remaining corridor intersections.

2.2.3 | Features Common to All Build Alternatives

The—build—alternatives—would—ineludeln addition to the roadway |

infrastructure and transit system improvements associated with the No Build

Alternative (see Section 2.2.2.1), this section describes the transit, roadway,
and multimodal and=weuld-add-improvements, including bus-only lanes and

BRT service, proposed under all build alternatives.-sleng-the-Gearyeorridor:

Exact ities-mav-var/.d di | i some-stops-al dv feature some-of-thes
g Y

onl

lncludes—real-time-inf

(i-e—Next-Muni)—Wi-Fi—and-system-map-
e 75 g Y P+

2.2.3.1 | TRANSIT IMPROVEMENTS AND OPERATIONS COMMON TO ALL
BUILD ALTERNATIVES

e Bus-only lanes: All build alternatives would feature new bus-only
lanes_between Gough Street and 34t Avenue, but the configuration
of the lanes (i.e., side versus center lanes) in some portions of the

corridor differs for each alternative. Fer—detalls—en—bus—ane
eonfigurations;see-the-descriptions for each respective alternative in

the sections that follow_as well as Figure 2-1.
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e Higher-frequency bus service: The build alternatives would
replace the current 38J-imited-38 Rapid service with BRT service
between the Transbay Transit Center and 48th Avenue. The BRT
service would have reduced headways, or {the-time in between one
bus and the next,} compared to existing Rapid service headways and
those assumed for the No Build Alternative-and-extended-hours—of
serviee.

o Alternatives 2, 3, and the Hybrid_Alternative/I.LPA would
retain the 38 Local bus setvice.

o Alternative 3-Consolidated would provide consolidated bus
service rather than providing both a BRT service and a
separate; local service.

o All build alternatives would replace existing 38AX and 38BX
express service with a new 38_Express (38X) service. Like
the 38AX and 38BX services it would replace, the 38X
would be a_weekday peak-period, peak—peak-direction

service — only eastbound during morning peak periods and

only westbound during evening peak periods. The 38X
would stop at limited stations between 48th Aseawe—and
Masonic_avenues. East of Masonic_Avenue, like the 38AX
and 38BX, the 38X would leave Geary and sveuld—run
express on Bush Street (inbound) or Pine Street (outbound)
to and from downtown, but with an added stop at Van
Ness, per the  TFransit— FEffeetiveness—Projeet
TEP/Muni Forward  recommendations. ~ For  more
information on the new 38X service, see Section 3.3.3.4

Fuature-GearyCorridor Ridershipy._Some express bus stop

locations would be re-located or removed.

o TransitSignal Prierity (TSP): All build alternatives would include
the installation of fiber-based TSP on all signalized intersections
between 25th Avenue and Gough Street. This type of TSP
technology differs from the wireless TSP that weuldbewas installed
(underthe-see section 2.2.2.1 regarding TSP as an element of the No
Build Alternative). Fiber-based TSP requires placement of cables in
underground trenches along the corridor. Wireless and fiber-based
TSP have similar operational benefits; fiber-based TSP is considered

more durable and to have a longer useful life.
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e NewsAdditional RapidNetweork-branded—vehicles with low-

floor design: All build alternatives would deliver BRT service via
vehicles similar to the new low-floor buses that—would—be
implemented-nincluded as part of the No Build Alternative, which

have recently been put into service. In—additten—to—providing—a

Ffpe—ef—b&s—seﬁ&ee%mee—Eeach bulld alternanve Would increase
serviee beyond-thedevelsthe frequency of the headways assumed for

the No Build Alternative;; thus, the build alternatives would require
an-additional inerement-of-new-vehieles-low-floor buses above what
would be requiredimplemented under the No Build Alternative.

¢ NewHigh-amenity BRT stations: The build alternatives would

1nclude enhanced statlons with amenities at selected stop locations
i wotk. Table
2 2 shows the proposed list of amenities to be included in the
various types of BRT stations proposed. This table is color--coded;
the colors are used in subsequent Tables 2-42-3 and 2-52-4 to
denote planned stop types at locations across the Geary corridor. In
addition, any curbside BRF—stations Would feature bus bulbs (see
Section 23222.2.3.2-R

o Market Street to Gough Street—(—I—nﬂer—Geaff) In this
area, for all build alternatives, BRT stops would expand up
to one block in length and be located on new BRT bus
bulbs swhieh—that would extend into parking lanes_(and
thereby remove parking spaces). BRT bus bulbs eliminate
the need for buses to pull into and out of the curb lane at
bus stops, subsequently reducing transit vehicle delay. The
additional space created by the bus bulbs would allow for
the inclusion of passenger amenities, such as seating or bike
parking.

o 34th Avenue to 48th Avenue: All build alternatives
propose minor added bus stop amenities at various
locations. Station types, amenities, and locations are
described in more detail in Tables 2-2 to 2-4.

Table 2-2 summarizes the different levels of bus stop amenities that would

be provided in all build alternatives as compared to existing conditions. Both

“Branded Flag” and “Signature BRT” stops refer to the amenities that

would be provided at future BRT stops in addition to “Fxisting” amenities.
Generally, “Signature BRT” refers to the amenities that would be provided
within the limits of where physical infrastructure improvements are
proposed (Market to 34th Avenue), while “Branded Flag” refers to way-

finding improvements that would be provided at stops outside these limits
(south of Market Street or west of 34th Avenue) but that are still a part of

the Geary corridor. Some amenities labeled as “Existing” such as shelters
and real-time information are only present at some bus stops; amenities

repeated from “Existing” in other categories means they would be
systematically added at each stop in the corridor with the project. In
addition, all build alternatives would also include “Local-only” shelters at
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bus stops that BRT would not service between Market Street and 34th

Avenue.

Table 2-2 Bus Stop Types and Amenity Levels
STOP TYPE SERVICES PROVIDED APPLICABLE ALTERNATIVE(S) PROPOSED AMENITIES*

1 For the build alternatives, BRT service would replace existing Rapid service. Express service does not serve every bus stop.
Some amenities labeled as “Existing” such as shelters and real-time information are only present at some bus stops; amenities repeated
from “Existing” in other categories means they would be systematically added at each stop in the corridor with the project.

* Exact amenities may vary depending on location; some stops already feature some of these amenities. Amenities

i For center-running stations only.

i Provides power to shelter to enable lighting and

real-time information (signs, audio).

*** Transit poles outfitted with solar lanterns call attention to the signage for easy passenger identification but is distinct from pedestrian-
scale lighting which illuminates the passenger waiting area.
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Table 2-3 Proposed Eastbound Stop Locatiors

STOP TYPE LEGEND™ NO BUILD

CROSS STREETS ALTERNATIVE ALTERNATIVE 2 ALTERNATIVE|3
(EXISTING STOPS)

ALTERNATIVE 3- HYBRID
CONSOLIDATED ALTERNATIVE/LPA

48th / Point
Lobos

45th
42nd
39th
36th
33rd
32nd
30th
28th

25th

23rd
22nd
21st
20th
19th
17th
N = Near Side Stop 15th
14th
F = Far Side Stop Park Presidio

NB = Near Side Full Block Stop ;:rtnh

FB = Far Side Full Block Stop 6th
4th
3rd
Arguello

! Alternative 3-Consolidated

would not have local service.

Stanyan

Spruce

‘ Collins

‘ BUS SERVICE DEFINITIONS

Masonic

38 Local (38) buses run Presidio
24 hours and make all St. Josephs /

stops on the Geary Divisadero
corridor. Scott

38 Express (38AX, 38BX, Fillmore
38X) buses run only Webster
during commute hours
and in commute wv—
directions (i.e., west to OFarrell
east in the a.m. and east OFarrell / Larkin

to west in the p.m.). OFarrell / Hyde
OFarrell /

38 Rapid (38R) buses run Leavenworth
from early morning to the OfFarrell / Taylor
evening and make limited OFarrell / Powell
StODS on the Geary OFarrell / Grant
Corr"idor Market / 3rd

Laguna

Gough

Market / 1st

Beale / Mission

Beale / Howard

Transbay Transit
Center

38: 38 Local bus service and stop_(serves 97 stops along Geary corridor daily); 38L38R: 38 Limied-Rapid bus service and stop_(serves 48 stops along

Geary corridor daily); 38AX: Geary A Express (serves 25 stops during weekday peak periods only) 38BX: Geary B Express (serves 34 stops during
weekday peak periods only); BRT: BRT service and stop; 38X: Proposed New 38 Express Servicef —: No bus stop
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Table 2-4 Proposed Westbound Stop Locations

CROSS STREETS

NO BUILD
ALTERNATIVE
(EXISTING STOPS)

ALTERNATIVE 3-
CONSOLIDATED

HYBRID

ALTERNATIVE 2 ALTERNATIVE/LPA

ALTERNATIVE 3

STOP TYPE LEGEND™

" Alternative 3-Consolidated
would not have local service.

N = Near Side Stop

F = Far Side Stop

NB = Near Side Full Block Stop
FB = Far Side Full Block Stop

48th / Poi
46th / Poi
44th / Poi
42nd / Po
40th
36th
33rd
30th
28th

25th

22nd
21st
20th
19th
17th
15th

ht Lobos
ht Lobos
ht Lobos
nt Lobos

14th

Park Presil
12th

9th

6th

3rd
Arguello

Commonwealth

Geary corridg

Spruce
Collins
Presidio Aye
St. Josephys / Baker
Divisaderd
Scott
|BUS SERVICE DEFINITIONS Fillmore
Webster
38 Local (38) buses run " Laguna |
24 hours and make all Gough
stops on the Geary Van Ness | Geary
corridor. Geary / Lgrkin
Geary / Hyde
38 Express (38AX, 38BX, Er——
38X) buses run only Leavenworth
during commute hours Geary / Jgnes
and in commute Geary / Tgylor
directions (i.e., west to _ Geary / Ppwell
east in the a.m. and east _ Geary / Sfockton
. G 1 Ké:
to west in the p.m.). _ oealy ! fyarmy
Market /
. M
38 Rapid (38R) buses run 7M°':g:"7"y
N arket / ansome
from early morning to the e
n . Fremont /| Market
evening and make limited ]
Mission / Beale
StODS on the G_eary Transbay Transit
corridor. Center
38: 38 Local Rus service and stop_(serves 97 stops along Geary corridor daily); 38L38R: 38 Limited-Rapid bus service and stop_(serves 48 stops along

Ir daily); 38AX: Geary A Express (serves 25 stops during weekday peak periods only) 38BX: Geary B Express (serves 34 stops during

weekday peak periods only); BRT: BRT service and stop; 38X: Proposed New 38 Express Service; —: No bus stop
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2.2.3.2 | ROADWAY AND MULTIMODAL CHANGES COMMON TO ’
ALL BUILD ALTERNATIVES

e Pavement fRehabilitation: New bus-only lanes are proposed to be ‘
#r-a red color.’® The red color could be achieved through the use of
paint, thermoplastic coatings, and/or “colot-integrated” paving
material such as concrete or asphalt. Different colorization methods
would likely be used in different locations.

o In median locations where construction of new centet-
running bus-only lanes is required, the process would
consist of creation of a new travel lane from sub-surface to |
top pavement.

o In the course of constructing side-running the—bus-only
lanes, the project may need to rehabilitate the lane surface.
This work would be coordinated with the rehabilitation

efforts of SFDPW?2s rehabilitation—efforts—to minimize

disruption to the communities along the corridor.

o The actual composition of the final roadway pavement and
color treatment and level of roadway rehabilitation would be
determined during the design process.

e Mixed-fFlow ¢Travel ILanes and eOn-sStreet pParking
Changes:
o Market Street to Gough Street—Inner—Geary): Minor

changes to lane configurations and signal operations on
Geary and O’Farrell Streets—streets at the Powell Street and |
Stockton Street intersections would shift the buses away
from right-turning vehicles at these heavy-—turn sight-tarn |

locations.

Gough Street to 34th Avenue: Mixed-flow traffic would be
two lanes in each direction. From Gough Street to Scott
Street, the change to two lanes would egual-be a lane
reduction from the current four lanes in ese-each direction
thatare-euarrenthypresent. From Scott Street to Park Presidio
Boulevard, the change to two lanes would be a reduction of
one lane from three existing-lanes. Figure 2-42-5 depicts a
typical cross-section view of the Geary corridor east of
Gough Street. A lane of parallel on-street parking would
generally be provided on the north and south sides of the
Geary corridor. Existing diagonal parking between 33rd

13 As part of a separate SEMTA program, existing bus-only lanes in-the Inner Gearyaren

{east of Van Ness Avenue} were red-colorized in 2014. These would be incorporated

into the build alternatives and would be assumed to continue operation as part of the No
Build Alternative.
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| Avente—and 15th Aseawe-avenues would be replaced with
parallel parking to provide enough space to create a bus-only
lane in each direction.

| FEigure-2-4Figure 2-5 Proposed Cross-Section - East of Gough

jm—
o & —
) g} acm
5 | lo-r | o-r | 1B | T | e
Sidewak |Peak-Period|Mixed-Flow| BusOnly | 7 J Sidewalk
Mixed-Flow Lane Lane Parking
. ,
ROW. Lanes C“Bu?b‘f ROW.
88"
* Dcpending on location
Street

Source: Jacobs, 2014

o 34th Avenue to 48th Avenue: No changes proposed_to
mixed-flow travel lanes or on-street parking. Due to
relativelyJowerJevels—ef less transit ridership and lower
traffic volumes in this portion of the Geary corridor, none
of the build alternatives propose any new bus-only lanes for
this segment;—H_however, the branding of the service fes
BRI-including-vehiele;branded BRT bus stops_sete-would
continue in this part of the corridor. BRT vehicles would
thus-operate in existing mixed-flow travel lanes. See Table 2-
4.

¢ Loading Spaces: Each of the build alternatives would require the

relocation or removal of some commercial and passenger loading
zones in the reeenfiguration—of-existingloading—spaces—within—the
Geary corridor. Where feasible, removed loading spaces would be
replaced in close proximity to their current locations. Nene-ef—+the
loading—spacesin-the-—corridor—Refertoplandrawings{Appendix A
(Plan  Drawings of the Build Alternatives and Hybrid
Alternative/LPA) includes fet-specific details.
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e Pedestrian Improvements:
o Bus Bulbs: BRFbBus bulbs would be constructed along |

existing sidewalks to extend curb lines to the new side
running bus lane to simplify bus positioning for patron

boardmg and ahghtmg Aﬁa—few—}eea-l—e&fbﬁde—&ﬁeps

the-proposedlanereduction—inthat-segment—The width of

these bulbs would vary along the corridor — generally 4_feet
to 8 feet, depending on local constraints.

e—Pedestrian Crossing Bulbs: The No Build Alternative
reflects existing—plans—to—eonstruet—14 pedestrian crossing

bulbs at corners along the Geary corridor, several of which
were built since publication of the Draft EIS/EIR in 2015.
The build alternatives would each construct at least an
additional 51 pedestrian crossing bulbs at high-priority
locations in the Geary corridor. Therefore, with
construction of any of the build alternatives, a minimum of
a—total—of—05 new pedestrian crossing bulbs would be
eonstrueted-provided along the Geary corridor.* Pedestrian

crossing bulbs would be constructed at various locations

selected to improve transit access and pedestrian safety.
Locations would differ by alternative. Most locations would
be at corners, but some would be associated with mid-block | -
crossings. Some bulb locations were selected to improve '
safety for pedestrians accessing transit stops;—while; others

were selected to address intersections with high injury rates.

New Muni Rapid retwerk-Network

o— Muni Rapid Netwotk—Enhancements:i—As pfeviensljf shelter with shelter decals and

map

o Other imprevementsimprovements, such as pedestrian

countdown signals, curb ramps,!> and enhanced intersection
lighting, would be installed at some locations under the No
Build_Alternative conditions and at more locations under the

build alternatives._Specifics for each build alternative are

discussed in subsequent subsections.

14 Refinements to the Hybrid Alternative /LLPA would result in construction of 77
crossing bulbs, which is 26 more than the other build alternatives. With the
implementation of the Hybrid Alternative/I.LPA (77 crossing bulbs) and the No Build (14
crossing bulbs), a total of 91 bulbs would be built under the Hybrid/I.PA.

15 Curb ramps that do not currently meet the requirements set forth in the ADA
Standards for Accessible Design would be upgraded.
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o Tree Removal/Replacement: The streetscape
modifications proposed as part of each build alternative
require some degree—of—tree removal from both center
median areas as—wel—asand sidewalk areas. The build
alternatives would require the removal of between 156 and

268 trees along the Geary corridor. Eaeh—For each build
alternative, would—include—an—equivalent—number—ofa new
tree_would bes planted for each tree removed. See Section
4134 for additional information regarding tree
removal/replacement.

Left Turns: To reduce conflicts with the bus-only lanes as—well-as
toand increase pedestrian safety,!s left turns fetby mixed-flow traffic
would be restricted at various locations, while some build
alternatives would add new, {protected} left turns in different
locations. The left-turn locations would vary by alternative and the
proposed bus stop locations (see Figures 2-5-2-40;2-43-and-2-15
2-9,2-13, 2-17, and 2-20).

Pedestrian bBridges at Steiner Street-and-WebsterStreet: These
swo—Lhis pedestrian overcrossings would be removed; to eliminate
conflicts between these-this structure’s® piers and the proposed bus
lanes, as=welasand to provide new street-grade pedestrian crossings
at-street-grade.

New signalized-Signalized eressings—Crossings at Buchanan
and Broderick Streets: The build alternatives would implement a

new, signalized pedestrian crossing at Buchanan Street, which
intersects only the south side of the Geary_corridor, to decrease the
out-of-direction walking distance required to cross the Geary
corridor on this long block. A new signalized crossing is also
proposed at Broderick Street to address high pedestrian demand
associated with medical facilities at that location.

Bicycle lLane between Masonic Avenue-and Presidio Avenues:
The-All build alternatives include construction of a new Class II
bicycle lane on Geary Boulevard between Masonic Avenwe—and
Presidio Awenuweavenues. This new lane would eentinve—be a
continuation of the_proposed bicycle lane/cycle track that—is
propesed—to be constructed as part of SFMTA’s {separate—and
independenty Masonic Avenue Streetscape Improvements Project
(separate and independent from the Geary Corridor BRT Project;
see Section 2.8.1.1). That project proposes a cycle track/bicycle lane
on each side of Masonic Avenue between Geary Boulevard and Fell
Street. The new bicycle lane on Geary would be facilitated by the, =
made—possibleby—the BRI —proejeets—re-design of the Masonic-
Presidio block of Geary Boulevard associated with each of the build
alternatives. at-thatloeations—Moreover, the new bicycle lane would

16 Pedestrian collisions involving turning vehicles, and particularly left-turning vehicles,
happen disproportionately on the Geaty corridor, when compared with the rest of San

Francisco. This is especially true from 22nd Avenue to Cook Street, where the

majority of pedestrian collisions involve a left-turning vehicle. (Source: SFCTA, 2013,

Pedestrian Safety Analysis and Recommendations for Geary Corridor BRT.)
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help close a gap in the City’s bicycle network across Geary |
Boulevard connecting two key bicycle routes. The bicycle lane

would be colored eeletized-green to increase its visibility. |

2.2.4 | Detailed Discussion of Features for Alternative 2:
Side-Lane BRT

The following subsections describe improvements unique to Alternative 2 in
more detail. Features common to all build alternatives are not listed in this
section and instead are discussed in Section 2:3-22.2.3. Figure 2-6 depicts
Alternative 2 in detail.

2.2.4.1 | ALTERNATIVE 2 TRANSIT IMAPROVEMENTS AND OPERATIONS

e Bus-eOnly lLanes: As described below, depicted in Figure 2-52-7, |
and summarized in Table 2-5:

o Market Street to Gough Street-Inner-Geary): Alternative |
2 would retain the existing bus-only lanes on Geary Street in
the westbound direction and O’Farrell Street in the
eastbound direction.

o Gough Street to 34th Avenue: Alternative 2 would create a |
colorized bus-only lane in each direction of Geary
Boulevard. The new bus-only lanes would be designated in
the rightmost travel lane next to the existing curbside
parking lane. The bus-only lane would be traversable by
other vehicular traffic, i.e., cars would be able to enter the
bus-only lane to make right turns, park, or enter or exit
driveways.

o 34th Avenue to 48th Avenue: None. Due to relatively
lower levels of transit ridership and traffic volumes in this
portion of the Geary corridor, Alternative 2 does not
include any new bus-only lanes for this segment;
howeverHewever, the branding of the service_including e
BRI —=rehiele; BRT branded-bus stops;etesy would continue
in this part of the corridor. BRT vehicles would thus operate
in existing mixed-flow travel lanes.

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY | Page 2-31

Corridercorridor



GEARY CORRIDOR BUS RAPID TRANSIT PROJECT FINAL EIS

Page Intentionally 1.¢ft Blank

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY | Page 2-32



GEARY CORRIDOR BUS RAPID TRANSIT PROJECT FINAL EIS

Figure 2-6 Alternative 2
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e Bus eOperations: Under Alternative 2, both BRT and non-BRT
bus kres-services (38 Local, 38XExpress, and Golden Gate Transit
Route 92) would operate in the side-running; bus-only lanes. Local
sService would be provided 24 hours per day, with shorter headways
during peak periods than during off-peak periods. All local buses
would travel the full length of the corridor. Some BRT service buses
would short-turn, providing more frequent service in the highest-
demand portions of the corridor, while others would travel the full
corridor length. The local service would operate at headways of 5.5
minutes during the morning peak period and at 6--minute headways |
during the evening peak period. The BRT short line and full-length
services would both operate at 5.5-minute headways during both
peak periods_(resulting in effective headways of about 2.8 minutes
for locations east of 25th Avenue). The 38X would operate every 5.5
minutes inbound in the morning peak and outbound every 6
minutes in the evening peak.

BRT buses would stop only at BRT stops, while local buses would
stop at all stops. At local stops, local buses would operate the same
way they do today, pulling out of the bus-only lane to pick up and
drop off passengers at the local curbside stop. In this way, BRT
buses would be able to pass the local buses. Additional detail at key
locations is provided below.

o Fillmore Street: In the westbound direction, the side
service road would be reconfigured to accommodate one
mixed-flow travel lane and one bus-only lane. In the
eastbound direction, Fto preserve existing loading spaces on
the service roads, both BRT and local buses would operate
in mixed-flow lanes on the existing service roads.

o Masonic Avenue: West of Masonic Avenue, Wwestbound
BRI -buses would operate on the existing service road in a
mixed-flow travel lane, which would be located adjacent to

the parking lane frem—Cellins—Streette—between Emerson
Street_and Collins Street. and—adjacent—to—the—eutb—from
Emerson—Street—toBaker—Streete—Westbound buses would
need to shift to the left side of the service road at Masonic
Avenue in order to avoid right-turning vehicles. Alternative
2 would install a signal queue-jump at Masonic Avenue to
facilitate these bus operations. East of Masonic Avenue,
Heastbound BRT buses would be traveling in bus-only lanes

adjacent to the curb, except for an-approximately125-foot

streteh—just—west-of Prestdio-Avenuwe—and-an approximately
275-foot stretch justwest-of-between Lyon Street and Baker

Street.

e Stations and stop locations: Please refer to Tables 2-2 through 2-4
for detail es-about proposed station types and locations. In general, |
new BRT stops (up to one block in length) would be located on new
BRI -bus bulbs whieh-that would extend into parking lanes. BRF
BbBus bulbs eliminate the need for buses to pull into and out of the
curb lane at bus stops, subsequently reducing vehicle delay. The
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additional space created by the bus bulbs would allow for the
| inclusion of passenger amenities; such as seating or bike parking.

Figure2-5Figure 2-7| Alternative 2 Schematic Diagram

Masonic Fillmore

Alternative 2: Side-Lane BRT
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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
Source: Jacobs 2014, Firure has been updated since Draft EIS/EIR with clarified labeling.
Table 2-5 Alternative 2 Bus-Only Lane Configuration
SEGMENT SEGMENT LENGTH BUS-ONLY LANE CONFIGURATION
trnrer-Geary:-Transbay Transit 1.5 miles | 21 blocks Side-running (within
Center to Gough Street existing bus-only lanes)
Gough Street to 34th Avenue 4.1 miles | 58 blocks Side-running
| 34th Avenue to 48th Avenue 0.8 miles | 44-15 None

blocks

Source: Jacobs, 2014

2.2.4.2 | ALTERNATIVE 2 ROADWAY AND MULTI-
MODALMULTIMODAL IMPROVEMENTS

e Mixed-flew—Flow travel-Travel lanes—Lanes and eOn-sStreet
pParking Changes: Figure 2-6-2-8 depicts a typical cross section
for Alternative 2; west of Gough Street. The street design would
generally provide, in each direction, two mixed-flow travel lanes, a
new bus-only lane as the rightmost travel lane, and a parking lane,
retaining the existing-raised center median. In most of the corridor,
the street currently features three mixed-flow travel lanes, soane
thus this design would convert one of those lanes to bus-only use.
Details for selected areas are addressed below:
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In the stretch from Gough Street to Scott Street, the existing
configuration is four mixed-flow travel lanes in each
direction; there, Alternative 2 would reduce the number of
lanes by two in each direction.

Inthevieinityof the Gearyunderpassat-Near the Fillmore
Street_underpass, the side service roads between Webster

and Steiner Streets—streets would be re-configured to
accommodate one travel lane and one bus-only lane_where
feasible; the existing parking on these two blocks would be
removed. In the underpass itself, Alternative 2 would reduce
the number of lanes by one in each direction, resulting in
two mixed-flow travel lanes in each direction.

In the vicinity of the Geary underpass at Masonic Avenue,
the side service roads would be re-configured to
accommodate one travel lane and one bus-only lane_where
feasible. Some of the existing parking along these six blocks
would be removed.

From Park Presidio Boulevard to 27th Avenue, Geary
features only two existing lanes in each direction, so there

would—be—no—change—in—the number of mixed-flow travel
lanes in that segment would be unchanged.

Between 34th Avenue and Market Street, proposed
streetscape modifications included as part of Alternative 2
would require conversion of on-street parking spaces to
other non-parking uses. Of thean existing approximately
1+7001,680 on-street parking spaces between 34th Avenue
and Geugh-Market Street, Alternative 2 would result in the
removal of about 460 on-street parking spaces.

Figure-2-6Figure 2-8 Proposed Cross-Section of Alternative 2 - Typical Se
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Source: Jacobs, 2014

125

e Left tarnsTurns: Hnder—Alternative 2_would eliminate ;—some
existing left turns for mixed-flow traffic—weuld—be—eliminated, as
shown in Figure 2-72-9, to reduce conflicts with BRT operations
and turning vehicles.
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e Pedestrian eressing-Crossing imprevements—-Improvements at

Webster, Steiner, and Buchanan Streets: In association with the
reduction in Geary corridor travel lanes and the_removal of the
pedestrian—feet_bridges at Webster and Steiner Streetsstreets,
Alternative 2 would implement at-grade pedestrian crossings at
those streets, with new pedestrian refuges and pedestrian crossing
bulbs—te—faeilitate—the—erossing. Alternative 2 would adjust signal

timing to provide sufficient time to for pedestrians to cross Geary
corridor at Webster and Steiner Streetsstreets. It would also include

a new signalized pedestrian crossing at Buchanan Street.

| e Pedestrian eressing-Crossing imprevements—-Improvements at

Broderick Street: Alternative 2 would install a new signalized
pedestrian crossing and bulbs at Broderick Street, a high-demand
| location associated with the Kaiser Permanente medical facilities

there.

| ¢ Driveway and aeeess—Access medifieation—Modification near
Divisadero Street: To accommodate a longer westbound bus stop
at Divisadero, Alternative 2 proposes a change to existing access to
the adjacent medical buildings east of the intersection by relocating

an existing driveway.
| Figure2-7Figure 2-9 Proposed Left-Turn Locations for Alternative 2

2 New left turn
_4 Existing left turn to be removed

4 Existing left turn to remain
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Note: Project-related changes to left turns would only occur between 35th Avenue and Gough Street.
Accordingly, this graphic depicts only this portion of the Geary corridor and excludes the portions between
) 48th Avenue and 36th Avenue and b) Franklin Stret to the Transbay Transit Center Mozl

Note: This figure has been revised to reflect changes to permitted/protected left-turn conditions at Third and Seventh avenues since publication of the
Draft EIS/EIR.
Source: Jacobs;2014-pbFMTA, 2017
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2.2.5 | Detailed Discussion of Features for Alternative 3:
Center-Lane BRT with Dual Medians and Passing
Lanes

The following subsections describe Alternative 3 improvements in more
detail. Features common to all build alternatives are not listed in this section
and instead are discussed in Section 2322.2.3. Figure 2-10 depicts
Alternative 3 in detail.

2.2.5.1 | ALTERNATIVE 3 TRANSIT IMAPROVEMENTS AND OPERATIONS

e Bus-eOnly HLanes: The text, and-Table 2-6, and Figure 2-11 below

summarize where bus-only lanes would be implemented under
Alternative 3.

o Market Street to Laguna Street: Between Market and
Gough streets, Alternative 3 would retain the existing bus-
only lanes on Geary Street in the westbound direction and
O’Farrell Street in the eastbound direction. Alternative 3
would extend these side-running bus-only lanes to lLaguna

Street;

o GeughLaguna Street to 27th Avenue: In each direction, a
new center-running bus-only lane would be constructed,
creating a two-way busway in the middle of the street. New
dual landscaped medians would be provided immediately
adjacent to the busway on either side. At bus stations, these
dual medians would serve as passenger-—loading platforms,
to be accessed by crossing from the sidewalk at the nearest
intersection. At local bus stations, Alternative 3 would
provide bus passing lanes for BRT buses to by-pass other

buses<{seeunder Bus-Operationsbelow). More detail about

key locations is as follows:

* Fillmore Street: Alternative 3 would replace the
existing Geary—Lillmore Street underpass with a
surface street, with bus lanes located in the center of

the new surface street. {readway—design—and
further—desertbed—in—Subsection 2.32.4.2_ further
describes the roadway design and operational
characteristics of each of these areasy.

* Masonic Avenue: Alternative 3 would replace three
of four existing mixed-flow travel lanes in the Geasy
underpassMasonic Avenue tunnel with two bus-only
lanes and a median station. Other traffic would be
redirected to an existing service road.
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Alternative 3 would include transition areas between Gough Street—and
Laguna Streetstrects and-as—well-as between 26th Avenne-and 27th Avenue
avenues that would move buses between side-running and center-running
bus-only lanes.

Bus Operations: Bus service patterns and headways would be
similar to Alternative 2. Alternative 3 would replace the existing 38
Rapid 38 Fimited—service with the new BRT service, retain the
existing 38 Local service, and provide 38X Express—service. The
Local service would operate at headways of 5.5 minutes during the
morning peak period and at é—six-minute headways during the
evening peak period. BRT short line and full-length services would
both operate at 5.5-minute headways in both peak periods (resulting
in effective headways of about 2.8 minutes for locations east of 25th
Avenue). The 38X would operate every 5.5 minutes inbound in the
morning peak and outbound every é-six minutes in the evening

peak.

o Geugh-Laguna Street to 27th Avenue: All buses would
operate in the new center-running bus-only lanes. At local
bus stops, the 38 Local bus would pull into a bus bay to pick
up and drop off passengers. Next to this bus bay would be
the bus-only lane, creating a passing zone which the BRT
bus could use to bypass the stopped 38 Local bus.

o0 GearyUnderpass-at-Fillmore Street: Buses would operate
in new center-running bus-only lanes that—would—be—part

eofon a new surface street that would replace the current
underpass.

0 Masonic Avenue: Buses would operate in new center-
running bus-only lanes in the underpass trench and tunnel,
servicing a station in the trench part of the underpass.

o All ether-Other JoeationsLocations: Buses would operate
in Sside-running bus-only lanes eperation—similar to
Alternative 2.

o Transitions: Between Laguna Street-and Buehanan-Gough
Streetstreets, and again between 26th Aweswe—and 27th

Avenveavenues, buses would transition to and from new
center-running bus-only lanes and the new side-running bus-

only lanes. ‘Queue-jump? traffic signals would use a bus-only
signal phase to create gaps in traffic, allowing buses to shift
across the mixed-flow travel lanes.

o Stations and step-Stop leeatiensLocations: Pleaserefer
to-Tables 2-2 through 2-4 include fes-details aboutesn
proposed station types and locations.
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Figure 2-10 Alternative 3
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Table 2-6 Alternative 3 Bus-Only Lane Configuration
SEGMENT SEGMENT LENGTH BUS-ONLY LANE CONFIGURATION
laner-Geary:-Transbay Transit 1.5 miles | 21 blocks Side-running (within existing |

Center to Gough Street

bus-only lanes)

Gough Street to 27th Avenue

3.5 miles | 51 blocks Side-running (Gough Street to

Laguna Street; 2 blocks)
Center-running (Laguna
Street to 27th Avenue; 49
blocks)

27th Avenue to 34th Avenue 0.4 miles | 26 Side-running |
blocks
34th Avenue to 48th Avenue 0.8 miles | 44-15 None |
blocks
Figure2-8Figure 2-11 Alternative 3 Schematic Diagram |
Alternative 3: Center-Lane BRT with Masonic Fillmore
Dual Medians and Passing Lanes
and
Alternative 3-Consolidated:
Center-Lane BRT with Dual Medians
and Consolidated Bus Service
09 | oa | 17 09 |03 | os o4 | 10 | 04
15 e ] 28 13 [s] s [ 13 | e
= >
LEGEND:

Source: Jacobs;2044, 2014. Figure has been updated since Draft EIS/EIR with clarified labeling.

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

| ALTERNATIVE 3 ROADWAY AND MULTi-
MODALMULTIMODAL IMPROVEMENTS

Mixed-flew-Flow travel-Travel lanes-Lanes and enOn-street
Street parkingParking Changes: Alternative 3 would remove the

existing center median and create center-running bus-only lanes

2.2.5.2

separated from mixed-flow traffic by new medians from Gough
Street to 27th Avenue. The re-designed street in this segment would
feature, in each direction, a bus-only lane, a median/station
platform, and two mixed-flow travel lanes. Alternative 3 would
provide on-street parking where it would fit into the existing street

width. Figure2-9 2-12 depicts a typical cross section of Alternative 3 |

in this portion of the Geary corridor. Detail about selected locations
is provided below.
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o0 Masonic__Avenue: Alternative 3 would retain the

tunnel/underpassGeary—underpass but would convert three
of its the-four mixed-flow travel lanes in—the—anderpass—to

transit use. One westbound mixed-flow travel lane would be

retained in the underpass—fermixed-How—through—tratfiein
each-direetton. Outside the underpass, at-grade service roads

would continue to serve mixed-flow traffic. Buses would no

longer use the at-grade service roads.

Proposed Typical Cross-Section of Alternative 3

Lane

Lanex S +r|p Lanex

ROW.

125

Source: Jacobs, 2014

Median remevalRemoval; tree-Tree replacementReplacement:
To construct new center-laneeenter-running bus-only lanes and
associated platforms and medians, Alternative 3 would reguire—the
removal-efremove existing medians-and, plantings, and some center-
lane areas. Landscaping with tree plantings would be placed in the
new dual medians. The number of new trees planted would be at
least equal to the number removed.

On-Street Parking: Between 34th Avenue and Market Street,
proposed streetscape modifications included as part of Alternative 3
would require conversion of on-street parking spaces to other non-
parking uses. Of an existing approximately 570861,680 on-street
parking spaces between 34th Avenue and Market Street, Alternative
3 would result in the removal of about 428-430 on-street parking
spaces.

o—JLeft turns—Turns and traffie—Traffic signal—Signal
medifieatieonsModifications: As shown in Figure
2-102-13, some existing left turns for mixed-flow traffic
would be eliminated to provide safer and more efficient
operations by reducing bus conflicts with left-turning
vehicles.
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Eigure-2-10Figure 2-13 Proposed Left-Turn Locations for AlternativJ 3

2 New left tum
_4 Existing left turn to be removed
4 Existing left turn to remain
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Note: Project-related changes to left turns would only occur between 35th Avenue and Gough Street.
Accordingly, this graphic depicts only this portion of the Geary corridor and excludes the portions between
a) 48th Avenue and 36th Avenue and b) Franklin Street to the Transbay Transit Center Ne:3cale

Note: This figure has been revised to reflect changes to permitted/protected left-turn conditions at Third and Seventh avenues
since publication of the Draft EIS/EIR.

Source: JacobsSFMTA, 20172044

Where new left-turn lanes are created, traffic signals would be
programmed so that these turns would have protected signal phases
(ie., left-turn arrows) to improve safety for motorists as well as
pedestrians crossing side streets. All left turns in the portion of the
corridor with center-running bus-only lanes would be converted to
protected left-turn arrows.
e Major Underground Utility Work
o Sewer reconstruetion———Reconstruction or
releeatioenRelocation: Coordination with the San Francisco
Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) has identified two
areas where existing sewer lines would need to be
reconstructed or relocated as a result of the construction of

new facilities:
= Geary Boulevard mtMedian area—Area between
4th Avenwe-and 14th Avenues: This sewer would
be reconstructed in place with the same leeation;
depth; and capacity as the existing facility.
Excavation for this work would reach depths of

about 16 feet.
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Geary Boulevard between Funston Avenwe-and
12th Avenues: The existing sewer along the side of
the street aligns with an area designated for a
proposed bus stop. Locating a station atop an
existing sewer would limit the ability to access or
perform maintenance on the sewer without
disrupting the proposed bus stop. To address this
conflict, the sewer may need to be relocated to the
eastbound #1 (i.e.,, left-most) lane of Geary
Boulevard. Construction would occur between 11th
Street-and 14th Street-streets—in-otherwords; across
the-entiretyall of Park Presidio Boulevard.

o Fillmore Street-undespass: Filling ef-the Gearyunderpass

at-Fillmore Street underpass would require removing part of

retaining walls, relocating existing utilities, and

decommissioning an existing below-grade pump station,
including removal of a portion of its structure.

2.2.6 | Detailed Discussion of Features for Alternative 3-
Consolidated: Center-Lane BRT with Dual Medians
and Consolidated Bus Service

Alternative 3-Consolidated would create a bus-only lane configuration
generally identical to Alternative 3, but would have different transit
operations. Key features are summarized in the subsections below.
Improvements and features common to all build alternatives are not listed in
this section and instead are discussed in Section 23:22.2.3. Figure 2-14
depicts Alternative 3-Consolidated in detail.
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Figure 2-14 Alternative 3-Consolidated
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2.2.6.1 | ALTERNATIVE 3-CONSOLIDATED TRANSIT
IMPROVEMENTS AND OPERATIONS

e Bus-Only Lanes: Same—as—Alternative—3—Table 2-7 summarizes

where Alternative 3-Consolidated would implement bus-only lanes

Implementation would be the same as in Alternative 3:H_however,
Alternative 3-Consolidated would not include bus bays at local stops
for BRT buses to pass stopped local buses, which would -

Hlimination-ofthe-buspassingzenes-provides space to retain mere
of-the-existing on-street parking.

e Bus Operations: Alternative 3-Consolidated would consolidate
existing 38timited-and38teeal38 Local and 38 Rapid lines into
one BRT line, which would operate as visually summarized in Figure
2-412-15. The buses would utilize the bus-only lanes similar to
Alternative 3. However, all buses would stop at the same stops_—
fese5no local-only stops); — eliminating—which would eliminate the
need for bus passing. This alternative would also provide the 38X
Express—service. Serviee-BRT service would operate 24 hours per
day; with more frequent headways during peak periods than during
off-peak periods. Some BRT buses would short-turn, providing
more frequent service in the highest-demand portions of the
corridor, while others would travel the full corridor length. The
short-turn and full-length services would both operate at 4-
minutefour-minute headways in the morning peak period, providing
combined headways of 2 minutes east of 25% Avenue. In the
evening peak period, full-length buses would operate at 4.5-minute
headways, with the short-turn buses operating every 4-minutesfour
minutes, providing combined headways of approximately 2.1
minutes east of 25% Avenue. The 38X would operate_weekdays
every 4.5 minutes inbound in the morning peak and outbound every

4.5 minutes in the evening peak.

e Stations and Stop Locations: Please refer to Tables 2-2 through 2-
4 for detail on proposed station types and stop locations. Alternative
3-Consolidated would largely replicate Alternative 3’s station types
and locations, efAlternative 3;-with some exceptions:—Highlights-of
these-exceptions

o Market Street to Gough Street—Inner—Geary): Several
local-only stops proposed as part of Alternative 3 would be
upgraded to BRT stops under Alternative 3-Consolidated.

o Gough Street to 27th Avenue: This alternative would
remove several local stops that would be included as part of
Alternative 3; the remaining stops would be combined BRT
and local stops.

o 27th Avenue to 34th Avenue: Same as Gough to 27th,
except that new BRT stops would be at curbside locations
here, consistent with proposed side-running bus-only lanes
through this area.
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O 34th Avenue to 48th Avenue: Same as proposed for
Alternative 2, this area would retain existing curbside stops.

Table 2-7 Alternative 3-Consolidated Bus-Only Lane

Alternative 3: Center-Lane BRT with

Dual Medians and Passing Lanes
and

Alternative 3-Consolidated:

Center-Lane BRT with Dual Medians

and Consolidated Bus Service

Configuration

SEGMENT SEGMENT LENGTH BUS-ONLY LANE CONFIGURATION
taner-Geary:-Transbay Transit 1.5 miles | 21 blocks Side-running (within
Center to Gough Street existing bus-only lanes)
Gough Street to 27th Avenue 3.5 miles | 51 blocks Side-running (Gough
Street to Laguna
Street; 2 blocks)
Center-running (Laguna
Street to 27th Avenue;
49 blocks)
27th Avenue to 34th Avenue 0.4 miles | 6 blocks Side-running
34th Avenue to 48th Avenue 0.8 miles | 44-15 blocks None

Eigure2-11Figure 2-15 Alternative 3-Consolidated Schematic

Diagram
Masonic Fillmore
09 04 17 | 09 ~034 05 | 04 | 10 04 |
15 6 28 13 3 5 B 13 6

48th Avenue

34th Avenue

27th Avenu
Plerce Street
Laguna Street

Palm Avenue,
Jordan Avenue
Broderick Street
Scott Street
Van Ness Avenue
Market Street

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

Source: Jacobs, 2014, Figure has been updated since Draft EIS/EIR with clarified labeling.

2.2.6.2 | ALTERNATIVE 3-CONSOLIDATED ROADWAY AND MULTI-
MODALMULTIMODAL IMPROVEMENTS

e Mixed-flew—Flow travel-Travel lanes—Lanes and enOn-street
Street parkingParking Changes: Figure 2-422-16 depicts a typical
cross section of Alternative 3-Consolidated in the portion of the
Geary corridor west of Gough Street. The street configuration for
this alternative is similar to that for Alternative 3, but with no need
for bus passing lanes at local stops, there would generally be
sufficient space to include parking lanes. At the-Fillmore Street and
Masonic_Avenue—underpasses, this alternative would provide the

same treatments as in Alternative 3.
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Eigure2-12Figure 2-16

f—

LY
i -
_
o-Ir | oI g | 1B K3 | o | o-t | oI : :
[ Sdewak | Parking Procd Fow|MiedFow|  BRT | BusOrly ||, Bus-Only rMedm/ [Mxed-Fiow| Mixed-Flow | Parking | Sidewak
ane Kumble Lane Lane

ROW.

Proposed Cross-Section of Alternative 3-

Consolidated

10-II

L

8

e

3

Lane Platform L Left Tun

*
Strp Lane

125'

Source: Jacobs, 2014

Median remevalRemoval; tree-Tree replacementReplacement: |

Same as proposed for Alternative 3.

On-Street Parking: Between 34th Avenue and Market Street, |

proposed streetscape modifications included as part of Alternative
3-Consolidated would require conversion of existing on-street
parking spaces to non-parking uses. Of an existing approximately
1+7001,680 on-street parking spaces between 34th Avenue and
Market Street, Alternative 3-Consolidated would result in the
removal of about 210 on-street parking spaces.

Left turas—Turns and traffie—Traffic signal—Signal
medifieatiensModifications: As shown in Figure 2-432-17, some
existing left turns for mixed-flow traffic would be eliminated to
provide safer and more efficient operations by reducing conflicts
with left-turning vehicles. Where new left-turn lanes are created,
traffic signals would be programmed so that these turns would have
protected signal phases (i.e., left-turn arrows) to improve safety for
motorists as well as pedestrians crossing side streets. All left turns in
the portion of the corridor with center-running bus-only lanes
would be converted to protected left-turn arrows.

Major uUnderground uUtility wWork: Same as proposed for
Alternative 3.
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_4 Existing left turn to be removed
_ 4 Existing left turn to remain
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Eigure-2-13Figure 2-17 Proposed Left-Turn Locations for
Alternative 3-Consolidated
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Accordingly, this graphic depicts only this portion of the Geary corridor and excludes the portions between
a) 48th Avenue and 36th Avenue and b) Franklin Street to the Transbay Transit Center. No Scale

Note: This figure has been revised to reflect changes to permitted/protected left-turn conditions at Third and Seventh avenues
since publication of the Draft EIS/EIR.

Source: SFMTA, 2017 Jacobs; 2014

2.2.7 | Detailed Discussion of Features for the Hybrid
Alternative/LPA

The Hybrid Alternative/LPA initially resulted from the-a robust alternatives
evaluation process_that preceded the Draft EIS/EIR.; This process is

documented in Chapter 10__(Initial Development and Screening of
Alternatives){Adternatives—Amnalysisy. The Hybrid Alternative/LLPA combines

various attributes of Alternatives 2 and 3-Consolidated in different segments
throughout the corridor to produce a build alternative that meets the
project’s purpose and need-and-purpese, minimizes environmental impacts,
and is customized for key segments of the diverse study corridor. The intent
of the Hybrid Alternative/LPA is to provide the bus lane configurations
best suited to each segment’s constraints and opportunities. As described in
Chapter 10, the Hybrid Alternative was_initially derived through a robust
evaluation of several metrics, including:
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e Transit pPerformance: Vehicle travel time; total travel time
fincluding walking and waiting times}; reliability, and ridership;
passenger expetrience;

e System pPerformance: Average person-delay for both transit users
and car drivers;

¢ Environmental and-secial-effeetsEffects: Anticipated parking
opportunities and tree and landscaping provided; pedestrian safety
and access to bus stops;

¢ Cost: Construction cost estimates, and operations and maintenance
cost estimates; and

e Construction impaetsImpacts: Access to businesses during

construction.

: with—Tthe
pro]ects Citizens Advisory Commltte QCAC)_ and Techmcal Advisory
Committee (T'AC) reviewed the analysis process for the Hybrid Alternative,
and it was as—wel-as presented at open houses and stakeholder meetings
with local agencies, merchant associations and businesses, community

groups, and advocacy organizations.

Largely in response to public comments, a total of six minor modifications
have been made to the Hybrid Alternative, including design changes that
enhance safety and address community concerns.

Given its selection, SEMTA advanced construction phasing planning for the
Hybrid Alternative/LLPA. Section 2.2.7.5.7__details proposed phasing

activities. The section below describes the improvements associated with

this—newalternativethe Hybrid Alternative/L.PA, and- Figure 2-18 depicts

the Hybrld Alternatlve(LPA in detal l—m—pfeveﬁ&eﬁfs—aﬂd—fe&tﬂfes—eeﬂameﬂ

2.2.7.1 | INCORPORATION OF NO BUILD ALTERNATIVE PROJECT
FEATURES AND OPERATIONAL CHANGES

The Hvbrid Alternative/LPA, like all other build alternatives, assumes the
implementation of the following service and operational changes in the

Geary corridor and elsewhere in the City, all of which were described above
as part of the No Build Alternative. The Hybrid Alternative/LPA would
provide additional improvements beyond what is assumed as part of the No
Build Alternative. For example, the Hybrid Alternative/ILPA would include
installation of fiber-based TSP along the Geatry corridor, whereas the No
Build Alternative assumes installation of witeless TSP along the Geary
corridor and elsewhere in the City.
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Bus setvice improvements consistent with the TEP/Muni Forward

in the Geary corridor and elsewhere throughout the City.

o Installation of new traffic signals at several currently unsignalized

intersections in the Geary corridor (including Presidio Avenue,
Cook Street, and Beaumont/Commonwealth, Palm, 22nd, and 26th

avenues).

» Replacement of traffic signal infrastructure at various locations

throughout the Geary corridor.

o Installation of pedestrian countdown signals so that by 2020, all

signalized intersections along the Geary corridor will include these
safety features.

——Installation of 14 pedestrian crossing bulbs and curb ramps at

various locations along the Geary corridor. The Hyvbrid
Alternative/L.PA would also install 77 additional bulbs for a total of

91 pedestrian crossing bulbs, as described in Section 2.2.7.6.3.
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Figure 2-18

Hybrid Alternative/Locally Preferred Alternative
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(not to scale)

Source: SFCTA, 2017
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2.2.7.2 | HYBRID ALTERNATIVE/LPA - FEATURES COMMON TO ALL
BUILD ALTERNATIVES

As discussed in Section 2.2.3, several features are common to all build
alternatives. This section provides greater detail about the Hybrid
Alternative/LPA’s incorporation of these features:

3 q\.' __ g
e Bus-Only Lanes; Higher-Frequency Bus Service; Changes to New Muni Rapid
Mixed-Flow Travel Lanes, including Permissible Left Turns aNetwork flag signs on
and Parking and Loading Spaces; Pavement Rehabilitation; transit poles with solar

lanterns (above) and

Pedestrian Improvements; Bus Bulbs: Section 2.2.7.3 provides '
details bike racks (below)

e TSP: The Hybrid Alternative/LPA would include the installation of
fiber-based TSP on all signalized intersections between 25th Avenue
and Gough Street. This type of TSP technology differs from the
wireless TSP that would be installed undet the No Build Alternative

in terms of long-term maintenance and operating costs, but is
similar in terms of ability to improve performance at intersections.

¢ Additional Vehicles with TLow-Floor Design: The Hybrid
Alternative/I.LPA would deliver BRT setvice via vehicles similar to
the new low-floor buses which have recently been put into service.
The Hybrid Alternative/I.LPA would increase frequency of the
headways assumed for the No Build Alternative; thus the Hybrid
Alternative/L.PA would require additional vehicles above what
would be required under the No Build Alternative.

e New BRT Stations: Tables 2-2 througch 2-4 include details on
proposed station locations and types under the Hybrid
Alternative/LPA.

e New Signalized Crossings at Buchanan and Broderick Streets:
The Hvbrid Alternative/ILPA would implement new, signalized

pedestrian crossings at Buchanan and Broderick streets.
e Bicycle Lane Between Masonic and Presidio Avenues: The

Hybrid Alternative/ILPA would include bicycle lanes on the one

block of Geary Boulevard between Masonic and Presidio avenues,
providing a critical linkage in the City’s bicycle network.

2.2.7.12.2.7.3 | HYBRID ALTERNATIVE/LPA TRANSIT IMPROVEMENTS
AND OPERATIONS

¢ Bus-eOnly lLanes: Table 2-8 and Figure 2-19 below summarizes |
where bus-only lanes would be implemented under the Hybrid

Alternative/LLPA.

0 Market Street to Gough Street—Inner—Geary): Same as
proposed for Alternative 2, the Hybrid Alternative/LPA
would retain the existing bus-only lanes on Geary Street in
the westbound direction and O’Farrell Street in the
eastbound direction.
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Table 2-8 Hybrid Alternative/LPA Bus-Only Lane Configuration

SEGMENT SEGMENT LENGTH

BUS-ONLY LANE CONFIGURATION

trner-Geary:-Transbay Transit .
Center to Gough Street 1.5 miles | 21 blocks

Side-running (within existing
bus-only lanes)

Gough Street to 27th Avenue

(eastbound) 3.45 miles | 51
blocks

Side-running (Gough Street to
Palm Avenue; 23 blocks)

Center-running (Palm Avenue

to 27th Avenue; 28 blocks)

Gough Street to 28th Avenue

Side-running (Gough Street to

(westbound) 3.5 miles | 52 blocks Palm Av§nue; 23 blocks)
Center-running (Palm Avenue
to 28th Avenue; 29 blocks)
27th Avenue to 34th Avenue 0.4 miles | 26 Side-runnin
(eastbound) blocks g
28th Avenue to 34th Avenue - . .
westbound 0.35 miles | 5 blocks Side-running
34th Avenue to 48th Avenue 0.8 miles | 44-15
None
blocks
Figure-2-14Figure 2-19 Hybrid Alternative/LPA Schematic
Diagram
Masonic Fillmore
09 0.4 | AT 0.9 0.3 0.5 04 10 0.4
15 6 28 13 3 5 4 13 6

t

Palm Avenue

48th Avenue
34th Avenue

Broderick Street
Scott

27th/28th Avenue

LEGEND:
m— Center-running, bus-only lane

Pierce

Laguna Street
Market Street

Van Ness Avenue

*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

Fillmore Area

No Scale

Source: Jacobs, 2014, Figure has been updated since Draft EIS/EIR with clarified labeling.
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Gough Street to Palm Avenue: Same as proposed for
Alternative 2, the Hybrid Alternative/LPA would create a
colorized bus-only lane in each direction of Geary
Boulevard, designated in the rightmost travel lane next to
the existing curbside parking lane.

Palm Avenue to 27th_and 28th Avenues: Same—as
proposed—for—Alternative 3-Conselidated;—The Hybrid
Alternative/LPA would create new center-running bus-only
lanes. In the eastbound direction, center-running bus-only

lanes would be between Palm and 27th avenues; in the
westbound direction, center-running bus-only lanes would
be between Palm and 28th avenues. As with Alternative 3-
Consolidated, no bus passing lanes would be provided.

27th__and 28th Avenues to 34th Avenue: Same—as
proposed—tor—-Alternative2Z—tThe Hybrid Alternative/LPA

would create side-running bus-only lanes_from 27th Avenue
to 34th Avenue in the eastbound direction and from 28th

Avenue to 34th Avenue in the westbound direction.

34th Avenue to 48th Avenue: None, same as proposed for
all build alternatives; BRT buses would operate in mixed-
flow lanes.

Transition Areas: The Hybrid Alternative/LPA would
create transition areas to shift the buses between the side-
running and center-running bus-only lanes. There would be
swo—three transition areas: at Palm Avenue, amnd—at 27th
Avenue_(eastbound only), and at 28th Avenue (westbound

only).

Bus operations: BRT, local, and 38X-—Hsxpress bus service under the
Hybrid Alternative/LLPA would generally be similar to Alternative 2, as

o In locations with side-running bus-only lanes, there would

be two tiers of service consisting of a Local line and a BRT
line. In these locations, the Local bus line would serve all
Local and BRT stops, while the BRT line would serve only
the BRT stops.

In locations with center-running bus-only lanes_— {Palm
Avenue to 27th_and 28th aAvenues — -the local and BRT
lines would beth-serve all stops, with fewer stops than the
existing—eendition. This operation eliminates the need for

bus passing lanes+a-thatsegment.

SimilarteLike Alternative 2, the Local service would operate
at headways of 5.5 minutes during the morning peak period
and at é—six-minute headways during the evening peak
period. BRT short line and full-length services would each
operate at 5.5-minute headways in both peak periods
(resulting in effective headways of about 2.8 minutes for
locations east of 25th Avenue). The 38X would operate
every 5.5 minutes inbound in the morning peak and
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outbound every é-six minutes in the evening peak. Local
sService would operate 24 hours per day.

e Stations and step—Stop leeatiensLocations: The Hybrid
Alternative/LPA would have a combination of stops located on bus
bulbs adjacent to the sidewalk where there are side-running bus-only
lanes and stops located in the median where there are center-
running bus-only lanes. Please—refer—+te—tTables 2-2 through 2-4
include fe+-details aboutes proposed station types and locations.

Ahrerratee 2

2.2.7.22.2.7.4 | HYBRID ALTERNATIVE/LPA ROADWAY AND MULTI-
MODAL IMPROVEMENTS

¢ Mixed-fFlow ¢Travel !Lanes and eOn-sStreet pParking
Changes: The street design would generally provide, in each
direction, two mixed-flow travel lanes, a new bus-only lane, and a
parking lane. Details by segment resemble other build alternatives,
as described below:

o Market Street to Gough Street—InnerGeary): Same as
proposed for all build alternatives — minor bus and mixed-
flow travel lane shifts and signal operations at Geary and
Stockton_streets, Geary and Powell_streets, O’Farrell and
Powell_streets, and O’Farrell and Stockton_streets, to move
the buses out of right-turning auto traffic at these high-

turning-demand locations.

o Gough Street to Palm Avenue, including Fillmore
Street and Masonic Avenue underpasses and sSide
sService £Roads: Generally the Ssame as proposed for
Alternative 2 — in each direction, Geary—the Hybrid
Alternative/LPA would provide a side-running bus-only
lane, two mixed-flow travel lanes, and a parking lane. At the
Fillmore Street and Masonic uwnderpassesAvenue, the side

service roads would be re-configured to carry one bus-only

lane and one mixed-flow travel lane where feasible.

o Palm Avenue to 27th_and 28th Avenues: Same—as

proposed—for—Alternative—3-Conselidated———iln  each
direction, Geasy-the Hybrid Alternative/LLPA would provide

a center-running bus-only lane_(between Palm and 27th

avenues for the eastbound lane, and Palm and 28th avenues
for the westbound lane), two mixed-flow travel lanes, and a
parking lane.
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o 27th_and 28th Avenues to 34th Avenue: Same—as
proposed—for—all—build—alternatives;—Geary—The Hybrid
Alternative/TL.PA would provide a side-running bus-only
lane_(between 27th and 34th avenues for the eastbound lane,
and 28th and 34th avenues for the westbound lane), two
mixed-flow travel lanes, and a parking lane.

o 34th Avenue to 48th Avenue: Same—aAs for all build
alternatives, no changes to mixed-flow travel lanes are

proposed.

o On-Street Parking: Between 34th Avenue and Market
Street, proposed streetscape modifications included as part
of the Hybrid Alternative/LPA would require conversion of
existing on-street parking spaces to non-parking uses. Of an
existing approximately 457881,680 on-street parking spaces
between 34th Avenue and Geugh-Market Street, the Hybrid
Alternative/LPA would result in the removal of about 378
410 on-street parking spaces.

Left turns and traffic signal modifications: As shewn—in-Figure
2-452-20 shows, some existing left turns for mixed-flow traffic
would be eliminated to improve safe and efficient operations by
reducing conflicts with left-turning vehicles.

Where—newteft-turnlanes—are—ereated;—tLraffic signals would be

programmed-so-that-these—turas—would-haveinclude protected signal
phases_where new left-turn lanes are created fresdeft-turnarrews)-to
improve motorist and pedestrian safety—for—motorists—as—wel—as
pedestrians—erossing-side—streets. All left turns in the portion of the
corridor with center-running bus-only lanes would be converted to
protected left-_turn-asrews.

Pedestrian eressing—Crossing ilmprovements at Webster,
Steiner, and Buchanan Streets: In association with the reduced
Geary corridor travel lanes and the removal of the pedestrian bridge
at Steiner Street, the Hybrid Alternative/L.PA would implement at-
grade pedestrian crossings at those streets, with new pedestrian
refuges and pedestrian crossing bulbs to facilitate the crossing. The

Hvbrid Alternative/ILPA would adjust signal timing to provide
sufficient time to cross Geary corridor at Webster and Steiner

streets. It would also include a new signalized pedestrian crossing at
Buchanan Street.Same-as-proposedforAlternative 2

Pedestrian eressing—Crossing ilmprovements at Broderick

Street: The Hybrid Alternative/L.PA would install a new signalized
pedestrian crossing and bulbs at Broderick Street, a high-demand

location associated with the Kaiser Permanente medical facilities

there Same-asproposedforAlternative 2-
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Note: This figure has been revised to| reflect changes to permitted/protected left-turn conditions at 3rd and 7th avenues since publication of the Draft EIS/EIR
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Avenue-avenu
Avenue-

Avenueavenues

Median remevalRemoval; tree-Tree replacementReplacement:

Same as proposed for Alternative 3 and 3-Consolidated, where there
are center-running bus-only lanes (Palm Avenue to 27th Avenue),
the Hybrid Alternative/LPA would remove the existing medians and
plantings to construct the bus-only lane and its side platforms.
Landscaping with tree plantings would be placed in the new dual
medians, including planting of a number of new trees equal to or
greater than those that would be removed during construction.

e Major aUnderground uUtility wWork:

o Sewer Reconstruction or Relocation: Coordination with

the SFPUC has identified two areas where existing sewer

lines would need to be reconstructed or relocated as a result

of the construction of BRT facilities:

Geary Boulevard median area between Fourth

and 14th avenues: This sewer would be
reconstructed in place with the same depth and
capacity as the existing facility. Fxcavation for this
work would reach depths of about 16 feet.

Geary Boulevard between Funston and 12th
avenues: The sewer along the side of the street

aligns with an area designated for a proposed bus

stop. Locating a station atop a sewer would limit the

ability to access and maintain the sewer without

disrupting the proposed bus stop. To address this
conflict, the sewer mav need to be relocated to the
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eastbound leftmost lane of Geary corridor.
Construction would occur between 11th and 14th
avenues— across all of Park Presidio Boulevard.

2.2.7.5 | SUMMARY OF CHANGES TO THE HYBRID ALTERNATIVE SINCE
THE DRAFT EIS/EIR

As discussed in Section 2.1.1, a total of six minor modifications have been

made to the Hybrid Alternative, including design changes that enhance

safety and address community concerns.

2.2.7.5.1 | RETENTION OF THE WEBSTER STREET PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE

In the Draft EIS/EIR, the Hybrid Alternative included demolition of the
pedestrian bridge at Webster Street to allow for uninterrupted side-running

bus-only lanes through this intersection with the Geary corridor. The Draft

EIS/EIR noted that the existing pedestrian bridge did not conform to ADA

requirements because of the steep grade of its access ramps. The Draft
EIS/EIR proposed new ground-level crosswalks on the west and east sides

of the intersection.

Comments on the Draft EIS/EIR from agencies, organizations, and
individuals expressed substantial concern about removing this bridge. Many

commenters questioned the safety of the proposed ground-level crossings,
particularly for groups of children attending nearby schools. Appendix I

(Responses to Comments) includes more information.

After publishing the Draft EIS/EIR, SFCTA and SEMTA met with
stakeholder groups who submitted comments on this particular issue. In
studying the issue more closely, SFCTA and SFMTA found that retaining
the Webster Street bridge would impact bus service by just one second. This
would have a negligible effect on transit and auto travel times throughout
the corridor.

Therefore, the Hvbrid Alternative/I.PA would retain the Webster Street

pedestrian bridge, and it also includes the following two pedestrian surface
crossings on either side of the intersection:

o A straight crossing on the west side of the intersection incorporating

pedestrian refuge areas; and

e A staggered crossing on the east side that would improve pedestrian
sight distance at the westbound frontage road, where pedestrians
would cross in front of existing bridge piers so they would not be
obscured when crossing. Signal timing design would allow
pedestrians to cross in one cycle, with multiple wide medians
providing pedestrian refuge areas across the Geary corridor. A
pedestrian barrier would be installed on the center median of the
staggered crossing to guide pedestrians to the second crossing.
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In the westbound direction, the Webster Street approach would not have a
dedicated bus lane. Buses could either share the outside lane with right-

turning vehicles, or share the through lane with frontage road traffic. A
westbound side-running bus-only lane would begin after crossing the Geary

Boulevard/Webster Street intersection.

2.2.7.5.2 | REMOVAL OF PROPOSED BRT STOPS BETWEEN SPRUCE AND COOK
STREETS

The Hybrid Alternative in the Draft EIS/EIR proposed to add BRT stops
on the north and south sides of the block of Geary Boulevard between
Spruce and Cook streets (see Tables 2-3 and 2-4). Several commenters
opposed the proposed BRT stops, citing concerns over the loss of the on-

street parking spaces on this block. Numerous commenters cited such
parking loss as detrimental to businesses.

After publishing the Draft EIS/EIR., SFCTA and SFMTA consulted

extensively with stakeholders in this area about potential project changes.

The local agencies ultimately proposed to modify the Hybrid Alternative to
drop the two BRT stops proposed for this area. Instead, the Hybrid

Alternative would incorporate the existing bus stops (westbound, on the
near side of Spruce Street; eastbound, also on the near side of Spruce Street)
as local and express stops. These two stops would retain their existing
physical configurations under the Hybrid Alternative/IL.LPA and retain
existing local and express services.

2.2.7.5.3 | ADDITION OF MORE PEDESTRIAN CROSSING AND SAFETY
IMPROVEMENTS

In the Draft EIS/FIR, the Hybrid Alternative proposed a total of 65 new
pedestrian crossing bulbs along the Geary corridor. This total included 14
that were associated with the No Build Alternative, plus 51 more associated
with the Hybrid Alternative, as well as all other build alternatives. These
features addressed a key aspect of the established need for the project,

namely improving unfavorable pedestrian conditions in the Geary corridor.

As noted in Section 2.1.1, a combination of an agency initiative focused on

improving pedestrian safety (Vision Zero) along with responses to
comments on the Draft EIS/EIR about pedestrian safety, led SFCTA and

SFMTA to add the following several enhancements to the Hybrid
Alternative: 26 additional pedestrian crossing bulbs (for a total of 91), a

painted safety zone at Taylor and O’Farrell streets, and implementation of
“daylighting” at strategic intersection locations along the Geary corridor.!”

The additional pedestrian crossing bulbs were added for safer travel to
transit stops and to address areas where pedestrian injury rates are high.

17 “Daylighting” is achieved by removing parking spaces adjacent to curbs around an
intersection, increasing visibility for pedestrians and drivers and minimizing conflicts.
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The complete list of additional pedestrian improvements added to the
Hybrid Alternative is as follows.

e Pedestrian Crossing Bulbs: Twenty-six additional pedestrian
crossing bulbs as described below.

» Mason Street/Geary Intersection: A pedestrian crossing bulb
along Mason Street at the southeast corner.

» Taylor Street/Geary Intersection: A pedestrian crossing bulb
along Tavlor Street at the southwest corner.

» Jones Street/Geary Intersection: Pedestrian crossing bulbs
along Jones Street at the southwest and southeast cornets.

» Jones Street/O’Farrell Intersection: Pedestrian crossing bulbs
along Jones Street at the northeast and southwest corners.

» Leavenworth Street/Geary Intersection: Pedestrian crossing

bulbs along I.eavenworth Street at the northeast and southwest
corners.

» Leavenworth Street/O’Farrell Street Intersection: A pedestrian

crossing bulb along Leavenworth Street at the northwest corner.

» Hyde Street/Geary Intersection: Pedestrian crossing bulbs

along Hvde Street and Geary at the northwest corner, and a
pedestrian crossing bulb along Hyde Street at the southeast corner.
» Hyde Street/O’Farrell Street Intersection: Pedestrian crossing

bulbs along Hvde Street at the northeast and southwest corners.

» Larkin Street/Geary Intersection: A pedestrian crossing bulb
along arkin Street at the southwest corner.

» Larkin Street/O’Farrell Street Intersection: Pedestrian crossing

bulbs along Larkin Street at the northwest and southeast corners.

» Laguna Street/Geary Intersection: A pedestrian crossing bulb
along Laguna Street at the northwest cotner.

» Buchanan Street/Geary Intersection: A midblock pedestrian
crossing bulb along the south side.

» Fillmore Street/Geary Intersection: A pedestrian crossing bulb
along Fillmore Street at the southeast cornet.

» Steiner Street/Geary Intersection: Pedestrian crossing bulbs

along Steiner Street at the northwest and southwest corners.

» Scott Street/Geary Intersection: Pedestrian crossing bulbs along

Scott Street at the northeast and southeast corners.

» Baker Street/Geary Intersection: A pedestrian crossing bulb
along Baker Street at the northwest corner.

» Cook Street/Geary Intersection: A pedestrian crossing bulb
along Geary at the southwest corner.

¢ Painted Safety Zone

» Taylor Street/O’Farrell Street Intersection: A painted safety
zone along Taylor Street at the northwest corner.
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o Daylighting
» All approaches on the Geary corridor would have advanced limit
lines painted and between 10 feet to 30 feet of daylighting to
increase visibility of pedestrians by drivers.
» All side streets intersecting with the Geary corridor within the
project site would have advanced limit lines painted and 5 feet to

20 feet of daylighting to increase visibility of pedestrians by

drivers.

2.2.7.5.4 | ADDITION OF BRT STOPS AT LAGUNA STREET

The Hvbrid Alternative in the Draft EIS/EIR proposed to designate the
existing curbside bus stops at Laguna Street as being served only by local
buses. The change at this location would instead designate L.aguna Street as
a stop on the BRT line in the form of combined local/BRT stops in each
direction located on new transit islands, as shown in Figure 2-21.18 In the
revised design, passengers would board from transit islands that would

separate right-turning vehicles from the bus lane to minimize transit delay
and improve traffic safety. SFCTA and SEFMTA proposed this change in

response to numerous comments on the Draft EIS/EIR from area residents
(see Appendix I., Master Response 1b).

ned Local/BRT Bus Stop Design at Laguna Street

Source: SFMTA and SFCTA, 2016

........... | %

.......... .-:::-l LE] | 1 0 I
-— | -
- =
— o
- ——

= == | == pooooooooOOOuOl 1110
k*

W
] B o T e

3

2.2.7.5.5 | RETENTION OF EXISTING LOCAL AND EXPRESS STOPS AT COLLINS
STREET

The Hybrid Alternative in the Draft EIS/EIR had proposed to remove the
existing local and express bus stops at Collins Street. Modifications to the
Hybrid Alternative/LPA would retain the existing bus stops in their

curbside configurations. This change was made in response to comments
from the community (see Appendix I, Master Response 1b).

18 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency and San Francisco County
Transportation Authority. Analysis of Geary Corridor Stop Options at Iaguna Street.
September 14, 2016. This memorandum is available for review at the San Francisco

County Transportation Authority, 1455 Market St., 22nd Floor, San Francisco, CA
94103.
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2.2.7.5.6

| RELOCATION OF THE WESTBOUND CENTER- TO SIDE-RUNNING BUS

LANE TRANSITION

After publication of the Draft EIS/EIR, certification of the Final EIR, and

selection of the LPA, SFCTA and SEMTA proposed a sixth minor change
to the Hybrid Alternative regarding the transition from center- to side-
running bus-only lanes in the western portion of the Geary corridor in the

Outer Richmond. SFCTA approved this change in June 2017.

Figure 2-22 shows the Hybrid Alternative analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR

and Final EIR. The transition from center- to side-running bus-only lanes
was placed between 26th and 27th avenues for both the eastbound and

westbound bus lanes.

This transition area is on the block including Holy Virein Cathedral (6210

Gearyv Boulevard), a religious and community facility.

Figure 2-22

Hybrid Alternative Bus Lane Configuration between

26th and 28th Avenues Proposed in the Draft EIS/EIR

and Final EIR
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In response to concerns from representatives of Holy Virgin Cathedral that

the transition area would result in access concerns alon:

lanes of Geary Boulevard, including on-street parking and loading areas,
SFCTA and SEFMTA modified the transition as follows: The westbound
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the westbound

transition would shift one block to the west, to the block between 27th and
28th avenues; the eastbound transition would remain between 26th and 27th
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avenues on the south side of Gear

Boulevard, o

osite Holy Virgin

Cathedral. Figure 2-23 depicts this change.
Hybrid Alternative/LPA Bus Lane Configuration Change between 26th and
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| HYBRID ALTERNATIVE/LPA PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION PHASING

Since publication of the Draft EIS/EIR, certification of the Final EIR, and

SFCTA’s selection of the Hvbrid Alternative as the ILPA, SFCTA and

SEMTA have advanced their plans for project implementation and divided

the project into two primary construction phases. SFCTA addressed this

refinement in a June 2017 CEQA addendum that included the following:

e Phase I would generally entail work east of Stanyan Street where

BRT would operate in side-running bus-only lanes.

e Phase IT would include work west of Stanvan Street, where BRT

lanes.

operations would be in predominantly center-running bus-only

Phase I would extend the existing side-running bus-only lanes from

Downtown west to Stanyan Street. Bus stops on this segment of the Geary

corridor (Stanyan Street to Market Street) would also change, in accordance

with project plans.”” Other improvements included in Phase I would entail

Y All work south of Market Street will be constructed separately, as part of the Transbay

Transit Center District Plan; see Section 2.8.1.2 for further details.
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traffic signal work, pedestrian improvements, and new bus bulbs between
Stanyan and Market streets. Signal work would include installation of new
signals, queue-jump signals, new pedestrian countdown signals, and other
general modifications. Traffic signal retiming and installation of fiber TSP

would be included. New pedestrian crossing bulbs and/or medians, as well
as bus bulbs, would be added at various intersections. Upon completion, all
intersections between Stanvan and Market streets would have continental
crosswalks, advanced limit lines, and tred zone intetsection daylighting for

improved pedestrian visibility.

The Steiner Street pedestrian overcrossing would also be removed in Phase I
and replaced with at-grade, high-visibility crosswalks and pedestrian refuges.
Fiber optic conduit would be installed between Stanyan and Gough streets

to make the existing corridot’s TSP more reliable. Utility modifications by
SFPUC and SFPW coordinated with the project are likely to include water

main replacements from Stanyan Street to Market Street, and sewer

replacements between Van Ness and Masonic avenues.

The bicycle facility improvements on the Geary corridor between Masonic

and Presidio avenues would be one exception to the geographic limits that

separate Phase I and Phase II. These improvements include reconfiguring
the center median island to accommodate a new dedicated bicycle facility.
Due to the longer design schedule for these improvements, they would be

implemented through the contracting mechanism used to deliver the Phase
II improvements west of Stanyan Street. All transit improvements in this
area, including bus-only lanes, bus stop consolidation, and a queue-jump
traffic signal, would still be part of Phase L.

In the planned Phase II, center-running bus-only lanes would be created
from 28th Avenue to Palm Avenue in the eastbound direction and between
Palm to 27th avenues in the westbound direction. In center-running areas,
existing medians and plantings would be removed and replaced with bus-
only lanes with new dual medians and new landscaping. Phase II would also
include the installation of side-running bus-only lanes from 27th and 28th

avenues to 34th Avenue.

Traffic signal modifications, pedestrian improvements, bus stop changes,

and construction of bus bulbs, similar to Phase I, would occur in Phase 11
on the segment of the Geaty cottidor between 34th Avenue and Stanvan
Street. Fiber optic conduit would be installed between 25th Avenue and
Stanvan Street to accommodate fiber TSP. Project-related sewer relocation
would occur in the area between Funston and 12th avenues. In addition,

coordinated sewer replacement work would likely occur between Fourth and

14th avenues.

Construction for planned Phase I improvements construction would begin
after appropriate federal project approvals are received and the project
design is finalized. The preliminary and detailed design for the
improvements planned in Phase II would take longer to complete. No

temporal or geographic overlap (except for the bicycle facility improvements
described above) is anticipated in construction between Phases I and II.
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Chapter 9 (Financial Analysis) includes additional details about proposed
funding by phase.

2.3 Evaluation of Alternatives

Although the Draft EIS/EIR identified the Hybrid Alternative as the
SEFCTA’s and SEMTA’s staff-recommended alternative, and the Hybrid
Alternative was subsequently adopted as the LPA, the Draft EIS/EIR did
not identify the lead agency’s preferred alternative under NEPA.

This section documents the lead agency’s evaluation of alternatives and
identification of both an environmentally preferable alternative and a
preferred alternative.

In the Council on Environmental Quality’s guidance document, 40 Questions,
the response to Question 4a provides the following guidance on the nature
of the preferred alternative:

The “agency’s preferred alternative” is the alternative which the agency believes
would fulfill its_statutory mission and_responsibilities, giving consideration to
economic, environmental, technical and other factors. The concept of the “agency’s
preferred _alternative” _is _ different from the “environmentally preferable
alternative,” althongh in some cases one alternative may be both.

In considering a preferred alternative, the lead agency considered many
factors including:

e The ability of project alternatives to meet the purpose and need
established for the project (defined in Section 1.5).

e The economic feasibility of the project alternatives.

o EBnvironmental effects of the project alternatives.

e local agency decision-making subsequent to publication of the
Draft EIS/EIR.

Consistent with all of the above factors, as well as input received during
public outreach, SFCTA and SEFMTA developed a set of evaluation criteria

to identify an I.PA. These criteria also serve as a basis for the lead agency to

identify a preferred alternative. These criteria are listed and further discussed
below.

e Transit Performance

o Vehicle travel time — Bus p.m. peak travel time, local and
BRT service.

o Reliability — Difference between average and 95% percentile
bus travel time.

o Ridership — Daily boardings for all Geary corridor services.
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e System Performance

o Person-delay (auto and transit) — Delay per person per
intersection during p.m. peak along the Geary corridor.

o Diversions — Increase in p.m. peak hour traffic on nearby

parallel streets.
e  Environmental Effects

o Parking opportunities — Change in number of all types of
curb spaces.

o Trees and landscaping provided — Percent of existing trees
retained, and the median area available for landscaping

opportunities.
e Pedestrian Access and Safety

o FEase of access to bus stops — Average maximum walk to
closest local bus stop, and average maximum walk to closest
BRT stop.

o0 DPedestrian safety improvements — Opportunity for
pedestrian crossing bulbs in optimal locations, and the
elimination of permissive-phase left-turn signals or
conversion to protected-phase signals.

e Rail-Readiness

o FEase of conversion to rail — Extent of future construction to

accommodate rail service.

o Cost

o Construction cost — Total construction cost.

o Operations and maintenance costs — Annual operating cost,

and annual maintenance cost.

e Construction Impacts

o Access to businesses during construction — Length of

construction duration.

2.3.1 | Transit Performance

Vehicle travel time. As described in Section 3.3.4.5. throughout the
corridor, all build alternatives would reduce BRT bus travel times by about
15 to 35 percent in 2035 compared with Rapid bus travel time in the No

Build Alternative. The Hybrid Alternative/ILPA would be slightly faster than

Alternative 2, although slightly slower than Alternatives 3 and 3-
Consolidated.

Reliability. Transit reliability is measured using the difference between the
average bus travel time in each alternative and the 95th percentile travel
time, which for a weekday round-trip commuter would correspond roughly
to the worst travel time experienced on any one commute journey over a
two-week period.
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As described in Section 3.3.4.8, by 2035, the build alternatives would reduce
95th percentile additional travel time for the Rapid service (associated with
the No Build Alternative) by approximately 2-3 minutes. (In other words,
the BRT service associated with the build alternatives would outperform the
Rapid service associated with the No Build Alternative). This represents a
20-percent or better reliability improvement. Differences among build

alternatives would be relatively small.

Ridership. As described in Section 3.3.4.2, in scenarios evaluated for
opening and buildout vears, the No Build Alternative would attract the
lowest ridership — 77,000 daily trips in 2035. Of the build alternatives,
Alternative 2 would attract the lowest ridership (92,000 daily trips in 2035).
Alternative 3-Consolidated would attract the highest ridership (99,000 daily
trips in 2035). Alternative 3 and the Hybrid Alternative/TL.PA would attract
ridership levels of about 95,000 daily trips in 2035.

2.3.2 | System Performance

Person-delay. The build alternatives would reduce person-delay hours

during the p.m. peak hour by 12 to 16 percent relative to the No Build

Alternative. Alternative 2 would reduce person-delay by 16 percent;
Alternative 3 by 12 to 16 percent; and the Hybrid Alternative/T.PA by 12
percent (see Sections 3.3.4.6 and 3.3.4.7).

Diversions. All of the build alternatives would convert one mixed-flow
travel lane in each direction to bus-only lanes. The environmental analysis
considered the potential for each alternative to divert traffic that would
otherwise have used the Geary corridor to nearby parallel streets as a result
of implementing a build alternative. Tables 3.4-7 and 3.4-8 show how
Alternatives 3 and 3-Consolidated would result in the most diverted traffic
during the p.m. peak hour. The Hyvbrid Alternative/I.LPA would divert
somewhat fewer vehicles than Alternatives 3 and 3-Consolidated, but mote

than Alternative 2. The No Build Alternative would result in negligible
diversions because no lane changes are anticipated.

2.3.3 | Environmental Effects

Parking opportunities. The No Build Alternative would result in minimal
changes to parking in the Geary corridor. The build alternatives would result
in elimination of on-street parking spaces in at least some portions of the
corridor. Alternative 2 would remove about 460 on-street parking spaces (27

percent) on the Geary corridor, or about 4 percent of the total public
parking supply within one to two blocks of the corridor.

In comparison, the Hybrid Alternative/LPA would remove 24 percent of
spaces (about 410 of the 1,680 on-street spaces), or about 3 percent of the

total nearby public parking supply.
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While Alternative 2 would result in parking losses distributed throughout the
corridor, the Hybrid Alternative/L.PA would minimize the number of spaces

lost _in the Richmond District between Arguello Boulevard and 25th
Avenue, the core of a retail district with very limited off-street parking.

Alternative 3-Consolidated would have the lowest removal of parking spaces

—about 210 spaces, or 13 percent, of the 1,680 on-street spaces, or 2 percent

of the total nearby public parking supply owing to the proposed center-lane

(with no bus passing lane) operations west of Gough Street.

Alternative 3 would result in the loss of about 430 on-street spaces (26

percent of on-street parking spaces in the corridor or about 4 percent of the
total nearby public parking supply), somewhat worse than the Hybrid
Alternative/I.PA (about 3 percent of the total nearby public parking supply).
Alternative 3 would require removal of more parking spaces on account of
its inclusion of bus passing lanes at various points along the Geary corridor
west of Gough Street.

Trees and landscaping provided. The No Build Alternative would result
in minimal changes to trees in the Geary corridor. The build alternatives
would retain most of the existing trees corridor-wide, but some would need
to be removed and replaced to accommodate street reconfigurations.

Alternative 2 would result in the removal and replacement of up to 156
trees, while the Hybrid Alternative/TL.PA would remove and replace up to
182 existing trees.

These stand in contrast to Alternatives 3 and 3-Consolidated, each of which
would remove and replace more trees (253 and 268, respectively) owing to
the longer length of center-lane construction (and related removal of planted

medians).

The Hybrid Alternative/T.PA would increase the amount of landscaped
median area in the corridor from 3.1 acres to 3.5 acres, a 13 percent

increase, by replacing the existing single median with two new medians

between approximately Palm and 27th /28th avenues.

Alternative 2 would provide about the same amount of median area as the
No Build Alternative (3.1 acres).

Alternatives 3 and 3-Consolidated would provide the greatest amount of
median landscaping area (3.6 acres) due to the greatest extent of new dual

median construction to accommodate center-running bus-only lanes, but
would also require the most tree removal.

2.3.4 | Pedestrian Access and Safety

Ease of access to stops. The build alternatives include fewer bus stops
than currently exist and would remain with the No Build Alternative. Most
notably, the Hybrid Alternative/T.PA would consolidate local and BRT
stops between Arguello Boulevard and 34th Avenue. As a result, it would
increase the average spacing between local stops from 720 feet to 1,090 feet,
while the average spacing between Rapid/BRT) stops would increase from
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1,540 feet to 1,740 feet. Alternatives 2 and 3 would have the greatest average
spacing between BRT stops — 2,180 feet — while spacing between local stops
would be 840 feet for Alternative 2, and 960 feet for Alternative 3.
Alternative 3-Consolidated would have an average of 1,310 feet between

BRT stops.

Pedestrian safety improvements. The build alternatives would include

additional pedestrian safety improvements beyond those included in the No
Build Alternative. Alternatives 2, 3, and 3-Consolidated would include
construction of 51 additional crossing bulbs. A total of 65 new pedestrian

crossing bulbs would exist in the Geary corridor, including the 51 from
these build alternatives plus the 14 crossing bulbs included in the No Build

Alternative. The Hvbrid Alternative/LPA would include construction of 77

additional crossing bulbs, which is 26 more than the other build alternatives.
With the implementation of the Hybrid Alternative/LPA (77 crossing bulbs)

and the No Build (14 crossing bulbs), a total of 91 new pedestrian crossing

bulbs would be located along the Geary corridor.

2.3.5 | Rail-Readiness

Rail-readiness. None of the build alternatives would preclude the
possibility of future conversion to rail, nor would the No Build Alternative
preclude future rail construction.

2.3.6 | Cost

Construction cost. In terms of capital construction costs, the No Build
Alternative and Alternative 2 would be the least expensive options. The No
Build Alternative would add no BRT features and would add only previously

planned or programmed improvements to the Geary corridor.

Alternative 2 would utilize much of the existing pavement and reuse or

repurpose most of the existing median.
The Hybrid Alternative/I.LPA would require replacement of the existing

single median in the Geary corridor from Palm Avenue to 27th/28th
Avenues with new bus lanes and dual medians.

Alternatives 3 and 3-Consolidated would have by far the highest costs of the

alternatives considered because of extensive construction of center lanes,

including through the Fillmore Street underpass area and the Masonic

Avenue tunnel.

Operations and maintenance costs. The annual cost to operate bus
service on the Geary corridor is expected to increase over time due to

anticipated increases in traffic congestion and anticipated higher ridership.

Under 2020 No Build Alternative conditions, operations/maintenance are
expected to cost $36.7 million annually.

The build alternatives would improve bus travel time and reliability,
attracting additional riders and necessitating further increases in service
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frequency to accommodate them. Annual operating and maintenance costs
for Alternative 2 and the Hybrid Alternative/I.PA are expected to be about
$50 million, and costs for Alternatives 3 and 3-Consolidated atre estimated to

be about $46 million and $44 million, respectively.

2.3.7 | Construction Impacts

Access to businesses during construction. All build alternatives would
involve significantly more construction than the No Build Alternative. The

recommended construction approach would involve construction on

multiple work zones of several blocks each to minimize the length of

disruption on any one block. Thus, construction in any individual work zone

would be shorter than the length of time required to construct the entire

project. Moreover, all build alternatives would incorporate measures to

ensure access to businesses during construction.

Of the build alternatives, Alternative 2 would require the least amount of
time for construction because it would have the fewest changes to the

existing roadway configuration.

In contrast, Alternatives 3 and 3-Consolidated would require the longest
construction time due to proposed activities such as filling the Fillmore
Street underpass and constructing bus lanes and a passenger platform in the
Masonic Avenue tunnel.

The Hybrid Alternative/TL.PA would be in the middle of the build
alternatives in terms of construction duration. Proposed construction
phasing for the Hybrid Alternative/LLPA is detailed above in Section
2.2.7.6.7.

2.3.8 | Summary

In considering all the alternatives against the above selection criteria and
project purpose and need, the No Build Alternative is notable for

performing worst on several key indicators.

With regard to transit performance (including vehicle travel time, reliability
and ridership), the No Build Alternative would be at least nine minutes
slower than any build alternative and would be at least 20 percent less
reliable than any build alternative. Travel time and reliability measures for

the No Build Alternative are worse than those of the build alternatives
because the No Build Alternative does not include infrastructutre
improvements like dedicated bus-only lanes. Consequently, the No Build
Alternative would result in the highest amount of person-delay of all
alternatives considered; ridership associated with the No Build Alternative
would also be the lowest of all alternatives considered.

In addition, the No Build Alternative would provide the least degree of
improvement to pedestrian safety in the Geary corridor. It would result in

only 14 new pedestrian crossing bulbs, while the build alternatives would
result in construction of an additional 51 to 77 new bulbs. The No Build
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Alternative also would not include signal upgrades and protected left-turn
signals between Palm Avenue and 27th Avenue.

While the No Build Alternative would require substantially less construction

than any of the build alternatives and would result in the removal of fewer
existing parking spaces in the Geary corridor, the No Build Alternative

would result in the lowest transit ridership over the long term, which
translates to the least ability among alternatives to reduce long-term

greenhouse gas and air pollutant emissions.

The project purpose, as defined in Chapter 1, includes improving transit

performance and improving pedestrian safety and access to transit. As
summarized above and noted throughout this Final EIS, the No Build

Alternative would perform worst of all alternatives considered in achieving
these provisions of the project purpose.

Among build alternatives, as demonstrated above, between the Hvbrid
Alternative/LPA and Alternatives 2, 3 and 3-Consolidated, the Hyvbrid
Alternative/TL.PA would meet the purpose and need by improving transit

performance and pedestrian safety in the corridor while also reducing
impacts in key areas of community concern. These key areas are highlighted

below.

e 'The Hybrid Alternative/IL.PA would result in more adverse

intersection impacts in 2035 (eight) than Alternative 2 (five), but it

would result in fewer affected intersections than Alternatives 3 and

3-Consolidated (nine), and far fewer affected intersections than with
the No Build Alternative (21).

o  While Alternative 3-Consolidated would remove the least amount of

existing parking spaces (12.5 percent on-street or 2 percent areawide
relative to the No Build Alternative), the Hybrid Alternative/T.PA
would remove less parking (24 percent on-street or 3 percent
areawide relative to the No Build) than Alternative 2 (27 percent on-
street or 4 percent areawide relative to the No Build) and Alternative
3 (26 percent of on-street or 4 percent areawide relative to the No
Build Alternative), particularly in the neighborhoods along the
corridor where merchants have expressed concerns about on-street
parking loss.

e  While the Hybrid Alternative/LLPA would result in more loss of

existing trees (182) than Alternative 2 (156), it would provide more
area and opportunities for new median landscaping than Alternative

2. Alternatives 3 and 3-Consolidated would result in greater losses of

existing trees — 253 and 268, respectively. The No Build Alternative

would not remove any trees.

e In terms of rail readiness, none of the project alternatives would
preclude the possibility of future conversion to rail.
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2.3.8.1 | ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERABLE ALTERNATIVE

As demonstrated in Chapter 3 (Transportation) and Chapter 4 (Affected

Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization
and/or Mitigation Measures), the alternatives have notably different

construction and/or operational effects in the key areas of traffic, air quality,

and noise.

Air Quality and Noise: The Hybrid Alternative/LPA (with or without the
six _modifications) would result in the greatest reduction in operational

oreenhouse gas emissions relative to the No Build Alternative.

Air pollutant emissions and noise/vibration effects, while not adverse for

any of the build alternatives, would generally be less perceptible to sensitive
receptors for the Hybrid Alternative/T.PA (cither with or without the six
modifications) relative to Alternative 2. This is because the Hybrid
Alternative/ILLPA would include a substantial center-running bus-onl

segment; pollutant and noise/vibration associated with bus operations

would be located further away from sensitive receptors than in a side-
running bus-only lane configuration. Alternatives 3 and 3-Consolidated

would perform similarly to the center-running portions of the Hybrid
Alternative/LLPA. However, both Alternatives 3 and 3-Consolidated would

require intensive construction activities required to fill the Fillmore Street
underpass and reconfigure the roadway through the Masonic Avenue tunnel.
These activities would generate substantially more air pollutants, noise, and

other disruptive impacts during construction than any of the other

alternatives.

Trafficc The Hybrid Alternative/T.PA would result in fewer (eight)
intersections with adverse effects in 2035 compared with the No Build
Alternative (21). Alternatives 3 and 3-Consolidated would each result in nine
adversely affected intersections in 2035, and Alternative 2 would result in

five.

While the Hybrid Alternative/IL.PA would have more adversely affected
intersections than Alternative 2, the Hybrid Alternative/I.PA would
introduce substantially more long-term benefits not anticipated with
Alternative 2. The Hybrid Alternative/I.PA would also balance longer term
impact reduction with less intensive short-term construction relative to
Alternatives 3 and 3-Consolidated.

Conclusion: Based on all of these factors, pursuant to 40 CFR 1505.2, the
Hybrid Alternative/T.PA is the environmentally preferable alternative.

Further, since the six modifications applied to the Hybrid Alternative/L.PA

did not result in any new or more severe environmental impacts from those
described in the Draft EIS/EIR, the Hybrid Alternative/L.PA would still
have been identified as the environmentally preferable alternative if the six
modifications had not been added.

Similarly, had the six modifications been added to any of the other build
alternatives, the Hvbrid Alternative/I.PA would have remained the

environmentally preferable alternative, as the modifications are minor in

nature and would neither substantially alter any of the key differentiating
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impacts or benefits of the other build alternatives from what was described
in the Draft EIS/EIR.

See Chapters 3 and 4 of this document for detailed analyses of impacts of
the build alternatives, including the Hybrid Alternative/TL.PA with the six
modifications.

2.3.8.2 | PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Consistent with 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, this Final EIS
identifies the preferred alternative.

In considering all the alternatives against the above selection criteria and
project purpose and need, the Hybrid Alternative/I.LPA is notable for

performing well in many key factors (without including the six minor
modifications added after publication of the Draft EIS/EIR).

With regard to transit performance (including vehicle travel time, reliability,

and ridership), the Hybrid Alternative/T.PA would substantially improve
vehicle travel time and reliability over existing conditions in comparison
with the No Build Alternative. In terms of ridership, the three build

alternatives that incorporate center-running bus lanes each would result in
markedly stronger ridership over Alternative 2 (which would feature just
side-running bus-only lanes) and stronger still over the No Build Alternative.

For each of these transit performance factors, the six minor modifications
do not substantially alter the performance of the Hvbrid Alternative/LPA

(see analyses presented in Chapters 3 through 6). Therefore, the minor
modifications do not affect these considerations of identifying the preferred
alternative.

While Alternatives 3 and 3-Consolidated would be stronger than the Hybrid
Alternative/L.PA in terms of reducing transit vehicle travel time, improving

reliability, and increasing ridership, these alternatives would have capital
costs about 43 to 45 percent greater than the Hybrid Alternative/LPA.

These higher costs are associated primarily with implementing center
running bus lanes through the Fillmore Street underpass (and raising the

entire Geary corridor from the existing depressed section) and the Masonic
Avenue tunnel. Because of the extensive construction associated with
creating at-grade travel lanes (for buses and all vehicles) through the
Fillmore Street area, Alternatives 3 and 3-Consolidated would have the

greatest degree of construction-period impacts, particularly in terms of air
pollutant emissions and noise/vibration. These construction-period effects

would be offset in part by the longer-term increases in ridership that
Alternatives 3 and 3-Consolidated could achieve over all other alternatives,

but the cost inctement associated with these two alternatives is substantial
relative to the long-term benefits. As discussed in Chapters 3 and 4, the six
minor modifications do not substantially change construction related effects
of the Hybrid Alternative/T.PA; Alternatives 3 and 3-Consolidated would
still have much more extensive construction period effects. Therefore, the

six _minor modifications do not affect considerations of construction

impacts. Further, as noted in Chapter 9, the six minor modifications do not
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change the cost estimate for the Hybrid Alternative/LPA. Therefore, the six

minor modifications do not_affect cost considerations in selecting a
preferred alternative.

Overall, the analyses in Chapters 3 through 6 demonstrate that the Hybrid
Alternative/T.PA, inclusive of all six minor modifications, would not result
in anv new advetse effects ot increase the severity of any such effects that
were described for the Hybrid Alternative in the Draft EIS/EIR. Moreover,
these modifications still enable the Hybrid Alternative/I.PA to meet the

project purpose and need to enhance the performance, viability, and
comfort level of transit and pedestrian travel along the Geary corridor.
Moreover, all modifications were developed at least in part in response to
input from the public to enhance the overall experience for passengers and
pedestrians along the corridor. One modification, the additional pedestrian

improvements, was in part a response to another agency initiative (Vision
Zero) as well as in response to public comments on the Draft EIS/EIR

related to concerns regarding the level of pedestrian facilities on the Geary

corridor. Finally, the lead agency recognizes also that local agency SFCTA,
in cooperation with SFMTA, identified the Hybrid Alternative as the IL.LPA

after unanimous selections by both the SEFCTA and SEMTA Boards.

Based on all of the above facts, the lead agencv identifies the Hybrid
Alternative/LPA as the preferred alternative.

232.4 Construction Plan

Each of the build alternatives would require substantial construction
activities to install bus-only lanes, construct bus and pedestrian crossing
bulbs, complete necessary demolitions, install station facilities, and where
applicable, protect or relocate utilities.

The Geary corridor is a major thoroughfare that cannot realistically be fully
closed for any extended period. fa-erder+To generally allow through travel
during the-construction-pested, the overall construction method is proposed
to follow what is known as a “Staggered Multiple Block Segment
Approach.” In this approach, there—would-there would be multiple active
work zones, each about 5 blocks in length, each separated by about 5 blocks.

The duration of construction would differ by build alternative. Construction
activities are projected to be completed in 90 to 130 weeks (aboutreughly 21
to 30 months) if completed all at once for the entire corridor. The build

alternatives involving the most extensive construction of center-running,
bus-only lanes (Alternatives 3 and 3-Consolidated) generally have a longer
duration than those with no or limited center-running bus only lanes
(Alternatives 2 and the Hybrid_Alternative/LLPA). Section 2.2.7.5.7_includes
more details about anticipated construction phasing of the Hybrid
Alternative/L.PA. The analytical sections of this Final EIS also include
analysis of construction period effects for each alternative. Section 4.15 of

the Final EIS provides further detail on construction and summarizes

construction-related effects.
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242.5 Capital Costs of Project

Alternatives

As refleeted—in—greater—detailin—Chapter 9 eof—this—deeument—(Financial
Analysis)_discusses in greater detail, eapital-cost-estimates—were—developed

for—all build alternatives_have associated capital cost estimates —Fhese
estimates—are-based on conceptual, ten-10 percent level engineering design

plans, and they are expected to be refined as the detail of design progresses
toward 100-percent engineering design. The estimates, shown in Table 2-9,
provide a preliminary tool to understand the relative cost of each alternative.

These costs include all-ef the scope elements described in this chapter and
analyzed in this document. Some of these scope elements are not strictly
needed #-erdes-to provide and operate a BRT facility, but they otherwise
benefit the community in other ways or are needed to facilitate the
continued management and stewardship of the eity>s—City’s street,
streetscape, and utility systems as changes are made to the Geary corridor to
accommodate BRT. These related improvements are therefore important to
coordinate closely with the BRT components for construction. Examples of
each type of scope element are as follows:
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e BRT elementsElements: Includes new road surface and base for
bus lanes where no surface eurrently—exists, fsuch as for center-
running alternativesy; new road surface for bus lanes where
pavement condition is poor; new landscaped medians to
accommodate bus lanes for center-running alternatives and
segments; new bus bulbs; station platforms where none currently
exist (such as for center-running bus-only lanes); station and stop
passenger amenities; bus vehicles for increased service; right-turn
pockets to improve bus flows; traffic signal modifications to
improve bus flows and accommodate center-running bus-only lanes;
and removal of the pedestrian bridges at Steiner Street (all build
alternatives) and Webster Streets (Alternatives 2, 3, and

3-Consolidated only) to provide bus lanes and accommodate

improved street-level crossings and smoother traffic flows. In
addition, elements such as underground sewer and water line
relocations and replacements are needed to accommodate bus lanes,
stations, and bus bulbs but represent opportunities for cost-sharing.

* Related improevementsImprovements: Includes new street lights;

roadway base and surface repair for mixed-flow travel lanes; traffic
signal modifications for pedestrian crossing enhancements; traffic
signal underground communications; pedestrian crossing bulb-outs;
new landscaping on existing medians; sidewalk and streetscape
improvements; a street re-design between Masonic and Presidio
Avenues-avenues to accommodate bike lanes; and a street re-design
between Gough and Scott Streets to accommodate a road diet to
remove mixed-flow travel lanes.

Table 2-9 presents capital costs for the core and related improvements
included in the four build alternatives, in Year of Expenditure (YOE)
dollars. The total cost range of the alternatives is $170_million to $435
million. As deseribed—further—+n—Chapter 9_(Financial Analysis) describes
further, the costs shown include hard construction costs, other costs such as
soft costs for design engineering services, and contingencies to account for
existing uncertainties that may impact project cost.

For federal funding purposes, the project cost estimate has been developed
with separate costs for each scope element, and for some alternatives,
including Alternative 2 and the Hybrid Alternative/LPA, the cost of the
BRT scope elements is less than $256-300 million, making those alternatives
eligible to compete for funds within—from the Federal Transit
Administration’s Small Starts program.

For BRT elements and the related improvements, there are also
opportunities for cost-sharing with other city efforts, such as for re-
surfacing and utility replacements, which the project will pursue.

Any potential cost-sharing would not change the capital costs shown in
Table 2-9; it would only affect which agencv (SEMTA or other local

agencies) would provide funding.
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Table 2-9 Capital Cost Estimates for Build Alternatives

CAPITAL COST OF BRT ELEMENTS AND
BUILD ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTION RELATED IMPROVEMENTS
(YOE IN MILLION $)

Alternative 2 Side-Lane BRT $170

Center-Lane BRT with Dual Median

Alternative 3 and Passing Lanes $430
Alternative 3- Center-Lane BRT with Dual
- Medians and Consolidated Bus $435
Consolidated .
Service
34th-27th/28th Avenue to Palm
brid Avenue - Center-Lane BRT with $300
Hybrid Consolidated Service Phase I: $65
Alternative/LPA .
I East of Palm Avenue - Side-Lane Phase II: $235

BRT

Note: Phase | cost estimates include utility upgrades coordinated with the project (separate environmental clearance).
Source: SFCTA & SFMTA, 20452017

2-52.6 Operating and Maintenance
Costs of Project Alternatives

Table 2-10 illustrates the annual costs for SFMTA to run vehicles and
provide revenue service for the No Build and the build alternatives. These
estimates include the annualized vehicle operating costs in addition to the
roadway maintenance costs. The operation cost of Alternative 2 and the
Hybrid Alternative/LPA are the highest, and appreximately—about 30
percent higher than the No Build Alternative. Alternatives 3 and 3-
Consolidated have slightly lower operation costs; — at-27 percent and 20
percent higher than the No Build Alternative, respectively.

The build alternatives represent increases in transit service in anticipation of
higher demand resulting from improved transit performance, and the service
increases are intended to address crowding issues and accommodate more
passengers. If service levels were to remain the same for every alternative,
then, because of their improved bus travel times (see Section 334:43.3.4.5),
the build alternatives would reflect lower vehicle operating costs than the
No Build Alternative, with operating costs decreasing from No-Build to
Alternative 2, further lower for the Hybrid Alternative/LPA, and lowest for
Alternatives 3 and 3-Consolidated.

Note that these service plans and resulting operating costs are intended for
analysis and comparison purposes only; ultimately, SFMTA will make
service decisions based on the analysis of empirical ridership data and
available resources, so actual service plans may vary.
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Table 2-10 Annual Operating and Maintenance Costs for Proposed
Service

HYBRID
ALTERNATIVE
/LPA

NO BUILD
ALTERNATIVE

ALTERNATIVE 3-

COST TYPE CONSOLIDATED

ALTERNATIVE 2 ALTERNATIVE 3

Annualized

Revenue

Hour Vehicle  $36,471,000 $48,409,000 $45,586,000 $43,322,000 $48,340,000
Operating

Cost*

Other

Incremental

Annualized

Operating $251,000 $1,091,000 $596,000 $596,000 $858,000
and

Maintenance

Costs**

Total Cost $36,722,000  $49,500,000  $46,182,000  $43,918,000  $49,198,000

Note: Operating and vehicle maintenance costs based on National Transit Database (NTD); other roadway maintenance
accounts for paving, pothole, red lane, and landscape costs.

* Vehicle cost type includes costs for operating the service and maintaining the vehicles.

** Other cost type includes busway surface maintenance and landscaping maintenance.

Source: SFMTA, 20472014

Table 2-10 also shows the total annual operating and maintenance costs for
each alternative of the street infrastructure improvements. The build
alternatives represent an increase in maintenance cost above the No Build

Alternative. Increased maintenance costs include repairs to potholes and
patches to the busway for the center-running alternatives; maintenance to
the red-dane’s—colorization treatment in the side-running bus-only segments;
and additional landscaping and tree maintenance costs for the medians. The
Hybrid Alternative/LPA maintenance costs would be higher than those of
Alternatives 3 and 3-Consolidated due to the additional cost to maintain the
colorization red-anes-in the side-running bus-only segments. Furthermore,
although not a major component of the busway maintenance costs, paving
and pothole treatments cost less for the Hybrid Alternative/LPA than
Alternatives 3 and 3-Consolidated due to its shorter center-running bus-only
segment, which extends from 27th Avenue to Palm Avenue.

In summary, the estimated annual operations cost for the No Build
Alternative is appreximately—about $36.7 million. As shown in Table
2-H42-10 above, annualized operations and maintenance costs_for the build
alternatives range from $43.9 million for Alternative 3-Consolidated (20
percent higher relativetecompared with the No Build Alternative), to $49.5
million for Alternative 2 (35 percent higher—relative—te_compared with the
No Build Alternative). For the Hybrid Alternative/LPA, annualized
operations and maintenance would cost $49.2 million, appreximately-about
34 percent higher relativetocompared with the No Build Alternative.
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2:62.7 Alternatives Development and

Screening Process
SFCTA-eondueted-the-’s Geary Corridor BRT Feasibility Study te-evaluated

the feasibility of five conceptual design alternatives for the Geary corridor
between 33rd Avenue and Van Ness Avenue. Completed in 2007, the
Feasibility Stady—study found that BRT would be feasible in the Geary
corridor and recommended environmental review and further design work
to identify a preferred alternative.

In November 2008, the lead agencyFFA and SFCTA jointly issued federal
and state required notices — s—Notice of Intent (NOI) and Notice of
Preparation NG — yannouncing the agencies’ intention to prepare a joint
NEPA/CEQA environmental document (EIS/EIR).

SFCTA wundertook a comprehensive outreach effort to inform the
environmental scope and alternatives development, including three public
scoping meetings and meetings with the-a project-specific Citizens Advisory
Committee (CAC), Technical Advisory Committee (T'AC), and numerous
stakeholder groups.

After that scoping process, SFCTA conducted two additional screening
steps in response to community feedback, then conducted a full evaluation
of the remaining, refined set of build alternatives. Chapter 8 of this
document (Public Participation) describes these public engagement and
participation efforts.

Chapter 10 (Initial Development and Screening of Alternatives) describes

the-several alternatives_and configurations initially considered but withdrawn
from further analysm Chapter 10 also deseﬁ-bes—aﬁ—eva}&&&eﬂ—e%the

summarizes the

2-6-142.7.1 | Other Alternatives Considered-and

Withdrawn

Many alternatives were considered during project development that
occurred from 2009 to 2013, and they were documented in the prejeet’s
SFCTA’s 2007 Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Study (“Feasibility
Study”), its 2009 Alternatives Screening Report_andSHEFA;2009)-and the

2013 Design Options Screening ReportSHEFA; 26433,

Given the corridor’s two distinct street configurations_(i.e. two narrower
one-way streets east of Gough, and one much wider two-wayv street west of

Gough) alternatives—numerous design options were examined for “typical

cross-sections” of the Geary corridor-fes-west-of-Gough-Streetas—well-as
e—9 wer-pa S —area CALY 3 Arre S
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Chapter 10 (Initial Development and Screening of Alternatives) contains a
complete description of the Alternatives—Analysis—eondueted—for
thealternatives development and screening process for the Geary BRT

project as well as further discussion of alternatives considered and
withdrawn._These include numerous design options, service options, and
roadway configuration options that were considered but rejected from

further consideration as part of the alternatives development and screening
process. Chapter7-inecludes-thealternatives-analysisrequiredfor CEQA-

Additional options for Geary bus service were proposed by commenters on
the Draft EIS/EIR. These commenters asserted that the build alternatives
(all of which feature some configuration of bus-only lanes) were too costly

to construct and that many project objectives could be achieved through a
more “minimal” concept, without adding any new bus-only lanes beyond

those alreadv existing east of Gough Street. The commenters stated that

increasing bus service frequency within stricter bus schedules, greater

synchronization of traffic signals, roadway repaving, and minor upgrades to
existing bus stops would provide similar if not greater benefits than the
build alternatives, particularly in the area west of Masonic Avenue.

With a few exceptions, the concept described above has similarities to the
No Build Alternative that was analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR and the Final

EIS. One key exception is that the No Build Alternative would not
substantially increase bus setvice/frequency, but would instead reflect more

modest changes in bus service/frequency consistent with the TEP/Muni

Forward Program. In contrast, all build alternatives feature substantially
higher bus service frequency than the No Build Alternative. The No Build
Alternative does not feature substantially increased bus service/frequency
because the No Build Alternative would not include the infrastructutre
necessary to support higher service frequencies and extended service hours.
Without dedicated bus-only lanes in place to ensure competitive transit
travel time and reliability, over time, simply adding more buses to an

increasingly congested corridor would face increasingly longer run times,

which would not support the project purpose of improving transit
performance and reliability. In other words, adding more buses without
infrastructure improvements (dedicated bus-only lanes) would not
effectively address the travel time and reliability concerns, but would instead
result in increased operating costs (more labor and fuel costs needed to

operate more buses) with diminishing returns in service improvement.

Moreover, this concept would not substantially address another key aspect

of the project purpose — improving pedestrian conditions and pedestrian
access to transit in the Geary corridor. As this “more buses” concept would
not_improve reliability, pedestrian conditions, or the transit passenger
experience, it would not meet many of the project purposes and thus was

not considered further.
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2-72.8 Related and Planned Projects

In addition to the projects integrated in the No Build Alternative, several
stgatfieant-projects are planned within or near the Geary corridor that could
overlap with the proposed project’s construction schedule. A discussion of
these other planned projects follows.?

2.7:-42.8.1 | Local Projects

2.7.4.12.8.1.1 | LOCAL TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS

Several local transportation projects are planned that traverse or overlap the
proposed project or are-eeated—nare in the project vicinity. Projects
expected to be implemented by the time construction begins for the Geary
Corridor BRT project are described below.

Van Ness Avenue BRT. SFCTA and SEFMTA propose to implement BRT
improvements along Van Ness Avenue from Lombard Street in the north to
Mission Street in the south. SFCTA completed a feasibility study for BRT
for Van Ness Avenue in 2006 and concluded environmental studies in 2012.
SFMTA and SFCTA Boards certified the EIR in September 2013, and the
lead agencyFFA issued a Record of Decision (ROD) for the EIS ea-in
December 2013. Final design activities are-antieipated-te-bewere completed
in 20452016 and construction began in November 2016. ;—with—SEMTA
slated—to—undertake—construetion—in2045;—+Revenue service is projected to
begin in 26482020.

Central Subway Project. The Central Subway Project is the second phase
of San Francisco’s Third Street Light Rail Project. The project consists of a
+7—milel.7-mile extension of the Muni Metro T line from the Caltrain
Station (Fourth and King Streetsstreets) to Chinatown. The portion of the
alighment between Bryant Street and Chinatown would be in a new subway.
Project construction began in 2010 and is expected to be completed in
20198.

Masonic Avenue Streetscape Improvements Project. This SFMTA
project proposes a series of improvements on Masonic Avenue between
Geary Boulevard and Fell Street to more safely and efficiently accommodate
the needs of all users-ef-thisthereughfare. Major improvements include the
addition of a landscaped median, raised cycle tracks, feeal bus bulbs, and
creation of a public plaza at the southwest corner of the Geary

Boulevard/Masonic Avenue intersection. Construction is—antieipated—to

20 These locally planned projects are also used in the cumulative impact analysis (Chapter
5) and are considered reasonably foreseeable.
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beginbegan in summer2045July 2016 and is anticipated to end in January
2018.

Octavia Boulevard Enhancement Project. Guided by the Market-Octavia
Area Plan, the Octavia Boulevard Enhancement Project is a series of capital
projects to make the boulevard and surrounding streets safer, more
pedestrian-friendly, and better at balancing competing demands. These
include pedestrian crossing bulbs on Hayes Street at its intersections with
Laguna and Buchanan streets (construction phase, estimated completion
spring 2018); a pedestrian crossing bulb, extended center medians, and

landscaping at the Oak Street/Octavia Boulevard intersection (construction

phase; estimated completion spring 2018); traffic safety and streetscape
upgrades from Webster Street to Market Street (concept design phase,
estimated construction start in 2019); Market Street/Octavia Boulevard
intersection improvements and potential circulation changes (concept design
phase, estimation construction start in 2019); and sustainable streetscape

upgrades along the northbound local lane of Octavia Boulevard from Page

Street to Patricia’s Green (concept design phase, estimated construction start

in 2019). Areawide crosswalk upgrades and other spot improvements were
completed in 2015 and 2016.

Polk Street Improvement Project. As identified in the San Francisco
Bicycle Plan, the Polk Street Bicycle Lane project would involve improving
the existing bicycle facilities on Polk Street between McAllister and Union
Streets—streets and implementing aesthetic and safety improvements—fer—al
users—ofPolk—Street. Proposed changes near Geary Street—and O’Farrell
Street—streets include the installation of a green-painted, raised—road-level
eyeletraek-Dbicycle lane with plastic safe-hit posts and a painted buffer zone
to separate it from the travel lanes in the northbound direction, and a green
green-painted bicycle lane in the southbound direction. The project
underwent alternatives development and public outreach #-from 2012-2014.
SFMTA Board approved the project in 2015, and detailed design was

completed from 2015-2016. Sheuld—detaled—design—be—completed—and

approvalsbe-ebtained4n2044-2015,<Construction began in 2016, and it is
anticipated to begin-end in winter2045-20462018.

TFransit EffectivenessProjeet (TEP)/Muni Forward. Initiated in 2005,

the TEP is—was SFMTA’s comprehensive operations analysis of its transit
system. SEMFA’s-The TEP’s central goal eftheTEP-is+to-implementwas to
identify transit service improvements to improve efficiency and meet
emerging travel demand patterns. The proposed improvements identified
included route restructuring, frequency improvements, vehicle type changes,

and bus stop and roadway changes. In 2009, SEFMTA’sBeard adepted-this
projeetfinalized its recommended improvements, which included