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V. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
B. Air Quality

B. AIR QUALITY

This section provides an overview of the existing air quality within the City of San Francisco
and surrounding region, the associated regulatory setting, and an analysis of potential impacts
on air quality that would result from implementation of the San Francisco Bicycle Plan.
Bicycling has no associated emissions and the promotion of bicycling can reasonably be
expected to reduce emissions citywide by shifting a portion of motor vehicle trips to bicycle
trips. While these are reasonably foreseeable benefits of implementing the Proposed Project,
this EIR conservatively considers the potential air quality impacts that may be associated with
motor vehicle operations. In particular, proposed bikeways that reduce roadway capacity could
cause localized motor vehicle congestion that could result in localized air quality impacts. These
issues are addressed in the discussion of potential impacts associated with operations, and
cumulative effects.

The Initial Study (see Appendix A) concluded that air quality could potentially be affected by
the Proposed Project, and deferred to the EIR for additional air quality analysis to be completed,
after information was available on the Proposed Project’s anticipated impact on vehicle travel.
The Proposed Project’s potential vehicle-related operational and cumulative air quality impacts
are discussed in this Section of the EIR as they relate to established air quality plans and
standards. These impacts were found to have a less than significant impact on the physical
environment. The Initial Study also concluded that air quality could potentially be affected
during construction of the Proposed Project. A mitigation measure was included to reduce
project-specific construction-related air quality effects of the Proposed Project, as well as the
Proposed Project’s potential air quality effects when considered cumulatively with other
anticipated future projects in the project area. Construction-related air quality impacts are
discussed in the cumulative impact subsection, below. The construction air quality mitigation
measure, included in the mitigation measures subsection, would reduce both the Potential
Project’s individual air quality impacts and the Proposed Project’s potential cumulatively
considerable air quality impacts to a less than significant level.

SETTING A
AIR QUALITY BACKGROUND

The City and County of San Francisco is within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, so named
because the surrounding mountains tend to confine the movement of air and the pollutants it
contains. This area includes all of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, Napa, San Francisco, San
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Mateo, Santa Clara, the western half of Solano and the southern half of Sonoma counties. The
regional climate within the Bay Area is considered semi-arid and is characterized by warm
summers, mild winters, infrequent seasonal rainfall, moderate daytime onshore breezes, and
moderate humidity. A wide range of emissions sources — such as dense population centers,
heavy vehicular traffic, and industry — and meteorology primarily influence the air quality
within the Bay Area.

Air pollutant emissions within the Bay Area are generated by stationary, area-wide, and mobile
sources. Stationary sources can be divided into two major subcategories: point and area
sources. Point source emissions occur at identified locations and are usually associated with
manufacturing and industry. Examples of air emission point sources are boilers and
combustion equipment that produce electricity or generate heat. Area-wide sources consist of
many smaller point sources that are widely distributed. Examples of area-wide sources include
residential and commercial water heaters, painting operations, lawn mowers, agricultural
fields, landfills, and consumer products such as barbeque lighter fluid and hair spray. Mobile
sources refer to emissions from motor vehicles, including tailpipe and evaporative emissions,
and are classified as either on-road or off-road. Off-road sources include aircraft, ships, trains,
and self-propelled construction equipment. Air pollutants can also be generated naturally such
as when fine dust particles are pulled off the ground and suspended in the air during high
winds.

Both the federal and state governments have established ambient air quality standards for
outdoor concentrations of various pollutants in order to protect public health. The national and
state ambient air quality standards have been set at levels where concentrations could be
generally harmful to human health and welfare, and to protect the most sensitive persons from
illness or discomfort with a margin of safety.

The air pollutants for which national and state standards have been promulgated and which are
most relevant to air quality planning and regulation in the Bay Area include ozone, carbon
monoxide (CO), respirable particulate matter (PMuw), fine particulate matter (PMzs), sulfur
dioxide (SO2), and lead. In addition, toxic air contaminants (TACs) and greenhouse gases
(GHGsS) are of concern in the Bay Area. All of these pollutants are briefly described below.

Ozone

Ozone is a gas that is formed when reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) —

both byproducts of internal combustion engine exhaust — undergo slow photochemical

reactions in the presence of sunlight. Ozone concentrations are generally highest during the
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summer months when direct sunlight, light wind, and warm temperature conditions are
conducive to its formation.

Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Carbon Monoxide (CO) is a colorless, odorless gas produced by the incomplete combustion of
fuels. CO concentrations tend to be the highest in the winter morning when surface-based
inversions trap the pollutant at ground levels. Because CO is emitted directly from internal
combustion engines — unlike ozone — and motor vehicles operating at slow speeds are the
primary source of CO in the Bay Area, the highest ambient CO concentrations are generally
found near congested transportation corridors and intersections.

Respirable Particulate Matter (PM,o) and Fine Particulate Matter (PM,5)

Respirable Particulate Matter (PM1) and Fine Particulate Matter (PMzs) consist of extremely
small, suspended particles or droplets 10 microns and 2.5 microns or smaller in diameter. Most
particulate matter in urban areas is produced by fuel combustion, motor vehicle travel, and
construction activities.

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,)

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2) is a reactive, oxidizing gas capable of damaging cells lining the
respiratory tract and is an essential ingredient in the formation of ozone. It is emitted as a by-
product of fuel combustion.

Sulfur Dioxide (SO,)

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) is a colorless, extremely irritating gas or liquid. It enters the atmosphere as
a pollutant mainly as a result of burning high sulfur-content fuel oils and coal, and from
chemical processes occurring at chemical plants and refineries.

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs)

Toxic Air Contaminants (TACS) is a general term for a diverse group of air pollutants that can
adversely affect human health, but have not had ambient air quality standards established for
them. They are not fundamentally different from the pollutants discussed above, but lack
ambient air quality standards for a variety of reasons (e.g., insufficient data on toxicity,
association with particular workplace exposures rather than general environmental exposure,
etc.). The health effects of TACs can result from either acute or chronic exposure; many types of
cancer are associated with chronic TAC exposures.
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Greenhouse Gases (GHGS)

Greenhouse Gases (GHGs) are gases that trap heat in the atmosphere because they capture heat
radiated from the sun as it is reflected back into the atmosphere, much like a greenhouse does.
The accumulation of GHG’s has been implicated as a driving force for global climate change.
Definitions of climate change vary between and across regulatory authorities and the scientific
community, but in general can be described as the changing of the earth’s climate caused by
natural fluctuations and anthropogenic activities which alter the composition of the global
atmosphere.

Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by emitting GHGs
during demolition, construction and operational phases. The principal GHGs are carbon
dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, ozone, and water vapor. (Ozone — not directly emitted, but
formed from other gases — in the troposphere, the lowest level of the earth’s atmosphere, also
contributes to the retention of heat.) While the presence of the primary GHGs in the atmosphere
are naturally occurring, carbon dioxide (COz), methane (CHa4), and nitrous oxide (N:0) are
largely emitted from human activities, accelerating the rate at which these compounds occur
within earth’s atmosphere. Carbon dioxide is the “reference gas” for climate change, meaning
that emissions of GHGs are typically reported in “carbon dioxide-equivalent” measures.
Emissions of carbon dioxide are largely by-products of fossil fuel combustion, whereas methane
results from off-gassing associated with agricultural practices and landfills. Other GHGs, with
much greater heat-absorption potential than carbon dioxide, include hydrofluorocarbons,
perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride, and are generated in certain industrial processes.

REGIONAL AIR QUALITY

Climate

The San Francisco Bay Area’s regional meteorological conditions are cool and dry in the
summers and mild and moderately wet in the winters. A daytime sea breeze provides fresh air
to the Bay Area, but also tends to cause temperature inversions by positioning cool surface air
underneath warmer upper-air. The inversions limit vertical motion of pollution and cause
pollution potential to be the highest in the sheltered valleys throughout the region and in the
subregions that are not directly affected by the marine air entering through the Golden Gate.!

1 BAAQMD, BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines, Assessing the Air Quality Impacts of Projects and Plans,
April 1996, Revised December 1999, Appendix D.
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Regional Air Quality

The nine-county San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin has a history of recorded violations of federal
and state ambient air quality standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, and inhalable particulate
matter. Since the early 1970s, the Bay Area has made progress toward controlling these
pollutants. The area is now in attainment with all state and federal standards except those for
ozone and PMw. The Bay Area is an ozone nonattainment area for state and federal purposes.
Although the Bay Area does not meet the state standard for PMuo, it does meet the federal
standard. The criteria air pollutants for which national and state standards have been
promulgated (and that are most relevant to air quality planning and regulation in the Bay Area)
are ozone, fine suspended particulate matter, and carbon monoxide.

The emissions inventory for the entire Bay Area and San Francisco County is summarized in
Table V.B-1, p. V.B-5. In the Bay Area, motor vehicles generate the majority of ROG, NOx, and
CO; stationary sources generate the most SOx; and area-wide sources generate the most
airborne particulates.

TABLE V.B-1
2006 ESTIMATED AVERAGE DAILY EMISSIONS
IN SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY AND THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA

Emissions in Tons per Day

Emissions Source ROG NO, CcoO SO, PMyp PMys
San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin 369 492 1,929 55 213 82
San Francisco County 34 52 171 7 17 7

Source:  California Air Resources Board, Almanac Emission Projection Data, 2007.

Additionally, there is international scientific consensus that human-caused increases in GHGs
have and would continue to contribute to global warming, although there is uncertainty
concerning the magnitude and rate of the warming. Potential global warming impacts in
California may include, but are not limited to, loss in snow pack, sea level rise, more extreme
heat days per year, more high ozone days, more large forest fires, and more drought years.?
Secondary effects are likely to include a global rise in sea level, impacts to agriculture, changes
in disease vectors, and changes in habitat and biodiversity.

2 California Air Resources Board (ARB), 2006a. Climate Change website. Available at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/120106workshop/intropres12106.pdf, accessed December 4, 2007.
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The California Energy Commission (CEC) estimated that in 2004 California produced 500
million gross metric tons (about 550 million US tons) of carbon dioxide-equivalent GHG
emissions.? The CEC found that transportation is the source of 38 percent of the State’s GHG
emissions, followed by electricity generation (both in-state and out-of-state) at 23 percent and
industrial sources at 13 percent.* In the Bay Area, fossil fuel consumption in the transportation
sector (on-road motor vehicles, off-highway mobile sources, and aircraft) is the single largest
source of the Bay Area’s GHG emissions, accounting for just over half of the Bay Area’s 85
million tons of GHG emissions in 2002. Industrial and commercial sources were the second
largest contributors of GHG emissions with about one-fourth of total emissions. Domestic
sources (e.g., home water heaters, furnaces, etc.) account for about 11 percent of the Bay Area’s
GHG emissions, followed by power plants at 7 percent. Oil refining currently accounts for
approximately 6 percent of the total Bay Area GHG emissions.®

Local Air Quality

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) operates air quality monitoring
stations in San Francisco at 10 Arkansas Street (at the foot of Potrero Hill) and at 939 Ellis Street
(near the Civic Center). Both locations would be representative of conditions in the City;
however, the Ellis Street station monitors only carbon monoxide. Peak carbon monoxide
concentrations observed at the Ellis Street station tend to be higher than those observed at
Arkansas Street. Table V.B-2, p. V.B-7 presents a three-year summary (2005-2007) of ozone,
carbon monoxide, and particulate matter data at the Arkansas Street monitoring station. Data
compiled from this monitoring station for the past three years (2005 through 2007) are used by
the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to estimate annual air emission averages and
number of days a region is above State or federal standards. During the period of 2005 through
2007 for this station, both the State 1 hour ozone standard and the federal 8 hour standards were
not exceeded at this station. During the period of 2005 through 2007 at the Arkansas Street
station, the measured State 24 hour PMio standard was exceeded five times while the federal 24
hour standard was not exceeded. The federal 24 hour standard for PM:s standard was not
exceeded between 2005 and 2007.

3 Because of the differential heat absorption potential of various GHGs, GHG emissions are frequently
measured in “carbon dioxide-equivalents,” which present a weighted average based on each gas’s
heat absorption (or “global warming”) potential.

4 California Energy Commission, Inventory of California Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990 to
2004 - Final Staff Report, publication # CEC-600-2006-013-SF, December 22, 2006; and January 23, 2007
update to that report. Available at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/ccei/emsinv/emsinv.htm.

5 BAAQMD, Source Inventory of Bay Area Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Base Year 2002, November 2006.
Available on the internet at: http://www.baagmd.gov/pln/ghg_emission_inventory.pdf.
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TABLE V.B-2
SUMMARY OF LOCAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY IN THE PROJECT VICINITY
Year
Air Pollutants® 2005 2006 2007
Ozone
Maximum 1-hour concentration measured® 0.06 ppm  0.05 ppm 0.06 ppm
Days exceeding State 0.09 ppm 1-hour standard 0 0 0
Maximum 8-hour concentration measurede 0.05 ppm  0.05 ppm 0.05 ppm
Days exceeding national 0.08 ppm 8-hour standard 0 0 0
Respirable Particulate Matter (PMuio)
Maximum 24-hour concentration measuredd 46.4 pg/m3 61.4 ug/m3  69.8 pg/m?
Days exceeding national 150 pug/m3 24-hour standard 0 0 0
Days exceeding State 50 pg/m? 24-hour standard 0 3 2
Fine Particulate Matter (PM2s)
Maximum 24-hour concentration measured 43.6 pg/m3 543 pg/m3  45.2 pg/m?
No. of days exceeding national 35 pg/m? 24-hour 0 0 0
standarde
Carbon Monoxide (CO)
Maximum 8-hour concentration measured 2.1 ppm 2.1 ppm 1.6 ppm
Number of days exceeding national and State 9.0 ppm 0 0 0
8-hour standard
Nitrogen Dioxide (NOz2)
Maximum 1-hour concentration measured 0.06 ppm  0.07 ppm 0.06 ppm
Days exceeding State 0.25 ppm 1-hour standard 0 0 0

Source:
Notes:

2 o o p

California Air Resources Board, Ambient Air Quality Data Summaries, Air Pollution Summary, 2005 through 2007.

Data is taken from the San Francisco Arkansas Street monitoring station.
ppm = parts by volume per million of air.
The California 8-hour ozone standard was implemented on May 17, 2005.

pg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter.

On December 17, 2006, the US EPA implemented a more stringent national 24-hour PM:s standard - revising it from 65 pg/m? to
35 pg/ms3. PM2s exceedance days for 2005 to 2007 reflect the new 35 pg/m3 standard.

The regional and local air quality data show that the region has made considerable progress

toward meeting the state and federal standards. At this time, the region does not meet ozone

and PMuw standards, and violations of the state and federal standards for ozone and PMuo

continue to persist.

Pollutants tend to be carried away from San Francisco into the more sheltered areas of the

region and cause violations of the standards there, resulting in non-attainment of pollutants,
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including ozone. Therefore, regional benefits would occur with efforts to control San
Francisco’s emissions.

REGULATORY SETTING

Air quality within the Bay Area is addressed through the efforts of various federal, State,
regional, and local government agencies. These agencies work jointly, as well as individually,
to improve air quality through legislation, regulations, planning, policy-making, education, and
a variety of programs. The agencies responsible for improving the air quality within the Bay
Area are discussed below.

FEDERAL REGULATIONS
National Ambient Air Quality Standards

The US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is responsible for setting and enforcing the
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for atmospheric pollutants. It regulates emission
sources that are under the exclusive authority of the federal government, such as aircraft, ships,
and certain locomotives.

As part of its enforcement responsibilities, the EPA requires each state with federal
nonattainment areas to prepare and submit a State Implementation Plan (SIP) that demonstrates
the means to attain the national standards. The SIP must integrate federal, state, and local plan
components and regulations to identify specific measures to reduce pollution, using a
combination of performance standards and market-based programs within the timeframe
identified in the SIP.

STATE REGULATIONS

California Ambient Air Quality Standards

The CARB, a part of the California EPA, is responsible for the coordination and administration
of both federal and State air pollution control programs within California. In this capacity,
CARB conducts research, sets California Ambient Air Quality Standards, compiles emission
inventories, develops suggested control measures, provides oversight of local programs, and
prepares the SIP. CARB establishes emissions standards for motor vehicles sold in California,
consumer products (e.g., hairspray, aerosol paints, and barbecue lighter fluid), and various
types of commercial equipment. It also sets fuel specifications to further reduce vehicular
emissions.
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TAC Emission Controls

Motor vehicles have been identified as the major source of TACs in urban areas, particularly
diesel-powered vehicles, which include most buses and heavy-duty trucks. In 1998, the CARB
identified particulate matter from diesel-powered engines (DPM) as a TACS. The CARB
estimates that DPM is responsible for about 70 percent of the State’s health risk due to TAC
exposure. The CARB adopted the Risk Reduction Plan to Reduce Particulate Matter Emissions from
Diesel-fueled Engines and Vehicles (September 2000). The Plan's goals are a 75 percent reduction in
DPM by 2010 and an 85 percent reduction by 2020 from the 2000 baseline.

Executive Order S-3-05

In 2005, in recognition of California’s vulnerability to the effects of climate change, the Governor
issued Executive Order S-3-05, which sets forth a series of target dates by which Statewide
emissions of GHG would be progressively reduced. These target dates include reduction of
GHG emissions to 2000 levels by 2010, reduction of GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, and
reduction of GHG emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.

In 2006, California passed the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (Assembly Bill
No. 32; California Health and Safety Code Division 25.5, Sections 38500, et seq., or AB 32),
which requires the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to design and implement emission
limits, regulations, and other measures, such that feasible and cost-effective statewide GHG
emissions are reduced to 1990 levels by 2020 (representing a 25 percent reduction in emissions).

AB 32 establishes a timetable for the CARB to adopt emission limits, rules, and regulations
designed to achieve the intent of the Act. CARB staff is preparing a scoping plan to meet the
2020 greenhouse gas reduction limits outlined in AB 32. In order to meet these goals, California
must reduce its greenhouse gases by 30 percent below projected 2020 business as usual
emissions levels, or about 10 percent from today’s levels (2008). In June 2008, CARB released its
Draft Scoping Plan, which estimates a reduction of 169 million metric tons of CO2-eq (MMTCO:--
eq). Approximately one-third of the emissions reductions strategies fall within the
transportation sector and include the following: California Light-Duty Vehicle GHG standards,
the Low Carbon Fuel Standard, Heavy-Duty Vehicle GHG emission reductions and energy
efficiency, and medium and heavy-duty vehicle hybridization, high speed rail, and efficiency
improvements in goods movement. These measures are expected to reduce GHG emissions by
60.2 MMTCO:z2-eq. Emissions from the electricity sector are expected to reduce another 49.7

6 Note that DPM is a particular form of PMuw produced in diesel engines, and that the major fraction of
this PM1o would be the smaller diameter PM:s
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MMTCO:z-eq. Reductions from the electricity sector include building and appliance energy
efficiency and conservation, increased combined heat and power, solar water heating (AB 1470),
the renewable energy portfolio standard (33 percent renewable energy by 2020), and the
existing million solar roofs program. Other reductions are expected from industrial sources,
agriculture, forestry, recycling and waste, water, and emissions reductions from cap-and-trade
programs. Local government actions and regional GHG targets are also expected to yield a
reduction of 2 MMTCO:z-eq.” Measures that could become effective during implementation
pertain to construction-related equipment and building and appliance energy efficiency. Some
proposed measures would require new legislation to implement, some would require subsidies,
some have already been developed, and some would require additional effort to evaluate and
quantify. Additionally, some emissions reductions strategies may require their own
environmental review under CEQA or the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
Applicable measures that are ultimately adopted would become effective during
implementation of proposed project and the proposed project could be subject to these
requirements, depending on the proposed project’s timeline.

LOCAL REGULATIONS
Bay Area Air Quality Management District Clean Air Plans and Guidelines

The BAAQMD is the primary agency responsible for comprehensive air pollution control in the
San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin, including Santa Clara County. To that end, the BAAQMD, a
regional agency, works directly with the Association of Bay Area Governments, the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, and local governments and cooperates actively with
all federal and State government agencies. The BAAQMD develops rules and regulations,
establishes permitting requirements for stationary sources, inspects emissions sources, and
enforces such measures through educational programs or fines, when necessary.

The BAAQMD is directly responsible for reducing emissions from stationary (area and point)
sources and for assuring that State controls on mobile sources are effectively implemented. It
has responded to this requirement by preparing a sequence of ozone plans to demonstrate
compliance with the federal Clean Air Act and the California Clean Air Act. These plans
accommodate future growth while assuring that the pollutant levels in the Bay Area will be
reduced to meet federal and State ambient air quality standards (AAQS), with minimal adverse
fiscal impact on the local economy. The most recent federal attainment plan, the 2001 Ozone
Attainment Plan demonstrates attainment of the federal ozone standard in the Bay Area by 2006.

7 lbid.
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The most recent State attainment plan, the 2005 Bay Area Ozone Strategy, demonstrates how the
Bay Area would comply with the State one-hour air quality standard for ozone as expeditiously
as practicable. These planning efforts have substantially decreased the population’s exposure to
unhealthful levels of pollutants, even while substantial population growth has occurred within
the Bay Area.

In 2003, the California Legislature enacted Senate Bill 656 (SB 656) to reduce public exposure to
PMiwo and PM2s. SB 656 requires CARB, in consultation with local air districts, to develop and
adopt, by January 1, 2005, a list of the most readily available, feasible, and cost-effective control
measures that could be used by CARB and the air districts to reduce PMwo and PMzs. In
November 2005, the BAAQMD adopted a Particulate Matter Implementation Strategy focusing on
those measures most applicable and cost effective for the Bay Area.

Although the BAAQMD is responsible for regional air quality planning efforts, it does not have
the authority to directly regulate the air quality issues associated with plans and new
development projects within the Bay Area. Instead, the BAAQMD has used its expertise and
prepared the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines (dated 1999) to indirectly address these issues in
accordance with the projections and programs of the Ozone Attainment Plan and Clean Air
Plan. The purpose of the BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines is to assist Lead Agencies, as well as
consultants, project proponents, and other interested parties, in evaluating potential air quality
impacts of projects and plans proposed in the Bay Area. Specifically, the BAAQMD CEQA
Guidelines explain the procedures that the BAAQMD recommends be followed during
environmental review processes required by CEQA. The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines provide
direction on how to evaluate potential air quality impacts, how to determine whether these
impacts are significant, and how to mitigate these impacts. The BAAQMD intends that by
providing this guidance, the air quality impacts of plans and development proposals would be
analyzed accurately and consistently throughout the Bay Area, and adverse impacts would be
minimized.

City of San Francisco

San Francisco General Plan

The San Francisco General Plan (General Plan) includes the 1997 Air Quality Element® The
objectives specified by the City include the following:

8  City and County of San Francisco, Planning Department, Air Quality - An Element of the General
Plan of the City and County of San Francisco, July 1997, updated in 2000.
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Objective 1: Adhere to State and federal air quality standards and regional programs.

Objective 2: Reduce mobile sources of air pollution through implementation of the
Transportation Element of the General Plan.

Objective 3: Decrease the air quality impacts of development by coordination of land use and
transportation decisions.

Objective 5:  Minimize particulate matter emissions from road and construction sites.

Objective 6: Link the positive effects of energy conservation and waste management to
emission reductions.

Transit First Policy

In 1973 San Francisco instituted the Transit First Policy which added Section 16.102 to the City
Charter with the goal of reducing the City’s reliance on freeways and meeting transportation
needs by emphasizing mass transportation. The Transit First Policy gives priority to public
transit investments; adopts street capacity and parking policies to discourage increased
automobile traffic; and encourages the use of transit, bicycling and walking rather than use of
single-occupant vehicles.

San Francisco Sustainability Plan

In July 1997 the Board of Supervisors approved the Sustainability Plan for the City of San
Francisco establishing sustainable development as a fundamental goal of municipal public

policy.

The Electricity Resource Plan (Revised December 2002)

San Francisco adopted the Electricity Resource Plan to help address growing environmental
health concerns in San Francisco’s southeast community, home of two power plants. The plan
presents a framework for assuring a reliable, affordable, and renewable source of energy for the
future of San Francisco.

The Climate Action Plan for San Francisco

In February 2002, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors passed the Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Reduction Resolution (Number 158-02) committing the City and County of San Francisco to a
GHG emissions reduction goal of 20 percent below 1990 levels by the year 2012. In September
2004, the San Francisco Department of the Environment and the Public Utilities Commission
published the Climate Action Plan for San Francisco: Local Actions to Reduce Greenhouse Gas
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Emissions.’ The Climate Action Plan provides the context of climate change in San Francisco and
examines strategies to meet the 20 percent greenhouse gas reduction target. Although the Board
of Supervisors has not formally committed the City to perform the actions addressed in the
Plan, and many of the actions require further development and commitment of resources, the
Plan serves as a blueprint for GHG emission reductions, and several actions have been
implemented or are now in progress.

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s Zero Emissions 2020 Plan

The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s (SFMTA) Zero Emissions 2020 plan
focuses on the purchase of cleaner transit buses including hybrid diesel-electric buses. Under
this plan hybrid buses would replace the oldest diesel buses, some dating back to 1988. The
hybrid buses emit 95 percent less particle matter (PM, or soot) than the buses they replace, the
produce 40 percent less oxides of nitrogen (NOx), and they reduce greenhouse gases by 30
percent.

Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance

In 2006 the City of San Francisco adopted Ordinance No. 27-06, requiring all construction and
demolition debris to be transported to a registered facility that can divert a minimum of 65
percent of the material from landfills. This ordinance applies to all construction, demolition and
remodeling projects within the City.

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Ordinance

In May 2008, the City of San Francisco adopted an ordinance amending the San Francisco
Environment Code to establish City greenhouse gas emission targets and departmental action
plans, to authorize the Department of the Environment to coordinate efforts to meet these
targets, and to make environmental findings. The ordinance establishes the following
greenhouse gas emission reduction limits for San Francisco and the target dates to achieve
them:

Determine 1990 City greenhouse gas emissions by 2008, the baseline level with reference
to which target reductions are set;

Reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels by 2017;

°  San Francisco Department of the Environment and San Francisco Public Utilities Commission,

Climate Action Plan for San Francisco, Local Actions to Reduce Greenhouse Emissions, September 2004.
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Reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2025; and

Reduce greenhouse gas emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050.

The ordinance also specifies requirements for City departments to prepare departmental
Climate Action Plans that assess, and report to the Department of the Environment, GHG
emissions associated with their department’s activities and activities regulated by them, and
prepare recommendations to reduce emissions. As part of this, the San Francisco Planning
Department (Planning Department) is required to: (1) update and amend the City’s applicable
General Plan elements to include the emissions reduction limits set forth in this ordinance and
policies to achieve those targets; (2) consider a project’s impact on the City’s GHG reduction
limits specified in this ordinance as part of its review under CEQA; and (3) work with other
City departments to enhance the “transit first” policy to encourage a shift to sustainable modes
of transportation thereby reducing emissions and helping to achieve the targets set forth by this
ordinance.

IMPACTS
SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

The BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines identifies significance criteria to assist lead agencies in
evaluating potential air quality impacts of projects. The City of San Francisco utilizes these
criteria when evaluating proposed development projects and plans. As such, the Project may
result in significant air quality impacts if it would:

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan.

Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air
guality violation.

Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the
project region is in non-attainment under an applicable federal, state, or regional
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors).

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.

The Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) encourages public agencies to adopt
thresholds of significance, but notes that public agencies are not required to do so. Until a
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statewide threshold has been adopted, the Planning Department analyzes a proposed project’s
contribution to climate change against the following significance criteria:

1. Does the project conflict with the state goal of reducing GHG emissions in California to
1990 levels by 2020, as set forth by the timetable established in AB 32 (California Global
Warming Solutions Act of 2006), such that the project’s GHG emissions would result in a
substantial contribution to global climate change.

2. Does the proposed project conflict with San Francisco’s Climate Action Plan such that it
would impede implementation of the local greenhouse gas reduction goals established
by San Francisco’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Ordinance.

METHODOLOGY

Project-specific CO concentrations and mobile source air toxics (MSAT) emissions were
estimated near selected intersections in the San Francisco Bicycle Plan Area.

The following intersections were selected from the traffic analysis Cluster areas for MSAT
modeling:

Cluster #1 —-Van Ness Avenue at Broadway

Cluster #2 — 4th Street at Harrison Street

Cluster #3 — Masonic Avenue at Fell Street

Cluster #4 — lllinois Street at Mariposa Street

Cluster #5 — Mission Street at Cesar Chavez Street

Cluster #6 — Woodside Avenue/O’Shaughnessy Boulevard at Portola Drive

Cluster #7 — 7th Avenue at Kirkham Street

Cluster #8 — None (no intersections from this Cluster were modeled in the project

transportation study)

This selection was intended to provide an indication of project effects on MSAT emissions from
roadways in each of the Cluster areas (with the exception of Cluster #8, where no traffic data is
available). The intersections were selected because MSAT emission rates are known to be
highest where traffic flow speeds are relatively low (as they are near congested intersections),
because existing land uses in their vicinities are pollutant-sensitive (i.e., adjacent uses include
residences, schools, hospitals, churches, etc., rather than mostly commercial or industrial), and
because physical modifications to roads/intersections under the Plan could worsen congestion
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and increase MSAT local emissions. The chosen intersections were selected specifically to
represent worst-case air quality conditions for their Cluster areas, so that conclusions derived
from model results at these intersections would reliably forecast the maximum adverse air
guality impacts in the appropriate Cluster area.

CO levels were estimated using the CALINE4 dispersion model. An MSAT spreadsheet
methodology, developed by UC Davis under Caltrans contract, was used with San Francisco-
specific MSAT emission rates generated by the California Air Resources Board’s EMFAC2007
on-road emissions model, and with intersection-specific traffic activity data developed by the
project transportation consultant. The MSAT analysis was focused on the six MSAT pollutants
identified by the EPA as being the highest priority for motor vehicle sources (i.e., diesel
particulate matter (DPM), acrolein, acetaldehyde, formaldehyde, benzene, and 1,3-butadiene).

Many of the on-street bikeway improvements would only require additional signage and
pavements marking and would not affect motor vehicle operations. These improvements
would not result in significant adverse air quality impacts. Some of the proposed bikeway
improvements would reduce the number of vehicle travel lanes or reduce or reconfigure turn
lanes. The removal and reconfiguration of such lanes could result in localized traffic congestion
that could result in localized, elevated levels of CO. A localized increase in TAC emissions
could also result from modifications to roadway travel lanes and configurations. These potential
impacts are discussed below.

IMPACTS FROM PLAN-INDUCED TRAFFIC FLOW MODIFICATIONS

Carbon Monoxide Emissions

Motor vehicles generate CO, which is not an ozone precursor, but is a pollutant responsible for
adverse effects in areas close to where it is emitted. CO levels are highest at intersections where
there is congestion and traffic speed is slow. The Proposed Project would make modifications
to roadways and intersections to accommodate bicycle facilities. To the extent that the
Proposed Project reduces the levels-of-service at busy intersections, those intersections could
experience higher concentrations of CO with the Proposed Project than they would without it.

The CALINE4 dispersion model is the preferred method of estimating CO concentrations at
sensitive receptors near congested roadways and intersections. CALINE4 uses roadway-
specific peak-hour traffic volumes to calculate ambient CO air concentrations. For this analysis,

o Bai, Dr. Song, et. al. Estimating Mobile Source Air Toxics Emissions: A Step-by-Step Analysis
Methodology, University of California Davis Campus, December 28, 2006.
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CO concentrations were calculated based on a simplified CALINE4 screening procedure
developed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (see Appendix C for the CALINE4
model output). This simplified procedure was used to model potential CO hotspots near
benchmark intersections selected in each Cluster area. CO background levels characteristic of
the project site’s urban location were estimated as recommended in the BAAQMD’s CEQA
Guidelines. The modeled local and monitored background values were added to obtain the
worst-case CO levels at the intersections, as shown in Table V.B-3, p. V.B-17. No violations of
CO ambient air quality standards are predicted.

Toxic Air Contaminants Emissions

The methodology for estimating project TAC emissions is focused on the six MSAT pollutants
identified by the EPA as being the highest priority (US Environmental Protection Agency, 2001).
The six pollutants are: diesel particulate matter (DPM), acrolein, acetaldehyde, formaldehyde,
benzene, and 1,3-butadiene. EMFAC 2007 provided emission factor information for DPM. Each
of the remaining five MSATS, however, is a constituent of motor vehicle organic gas (TOG)
emissions, and EMFAC 2007 provided emission factors for TOG, which together with CARB
“speciation factors” were used to calculate the MSATS as a function of TOG emissions. MSAT
emissions were calculated for seven street segments, each associated with a selected intersection
in each Cluster area, as shown in Table V.B-4, p. V.B-18 (see Appendix C for the model output).

TABLE V.B-3
MOTOR VEHICLE EIGHT-HOUR AVERAGE CARBON MONOXIDE CONCENTRATIONS
(PPM)
Cumulative +
Existing Cumulative Bicycle Plan
Intersection (2008) (2025) (2025)

Broadway/Van Ness 4.8 3.8 3.8
4th/Harrison 4.3 3.7 3.8
Masonic/Fell 4.7 3.8 3.9
Illinois/Mariposa 3.6 3.6 3.6
Mission/Chavez 4.7 3.9 3.9
Portola/O’Shaughnessy 4.9 3.9 3.9
7t/Kirkham 4.2 3.7 3.7

Source: PBS&J, 2008.

Notes:

CO concentrations were calculated near curbside using a simplified CALINE4 screening procedure developed by the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District, motor vehicle CO emissions rates calculated for San Francisco County with the CARB’s EMFAC2007
model, and the worst-case eight-hour CO background level recommended in the BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines.

The eight-hour CO standard is 9.0 ppm. No standard violations are predicted at any intersection under any scenario.

Case No. 2007.0347E Final EIR
V.B-17

SAN FRANCISCO BICYCLE PLAN AUGUST 2009




V. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures

B. Air Quality
TABLE V.B-4
MOTOR VEHICLE TRAFFIC TAC EMISSIONS ON SELECTED STREETS IN THE PLAN AREA
Diesel PM Benzene 1,3-Butadiene Acetaldehyde Acrolein Formaldehyde
Street Segment Scenario (grams/day) (grams/day) (grams/day) (grams/day) (grams/day) (grams/day)
Broadway East of Van Existing 11.4 29.1 53 5.7 1.2 19.8
Ness Avenue Cumulative 6.9 8.6 1.3 1.8 0.3 5.9
Cumulative+Project 6.9 8.6 13 18 0.3 5.9
4th Street North of Existing 98 25.1 4.6 4.9 10 17.0
Harrison Street Cumulative 6.4 8.0 1.2 1.7 0.3 55
Cumulative+Project 7.9 11.9 1.7 2.2 0.4 7.4
Masonic Avenue North Existing 14.7 37.6 6.9 7.4 16 255
of Fell Street Cumulative 8.9 11.2 17 2.3 0.4 7.7
Cumulative+Project 110 16.7 2.3 31 0.5 105
Illinois Street South of Existing L6 40 07 08 02 21
Mariposa Street Cumulative 2.8 35 0.5 0.7 0.1 2.4
Cumulative+Project 2.8 35 05 0.7 0.1 24
Cesar Chavez Street East ot 15.1 386 7.1 7.6 1.6 26.2
of Mission Street Cumulative 113 141 2.1 3.0 0.5 9.8
Cumulative+Project 14.0 21.2 3.0 4.0 0.7 13.2
Portola Avenue West of ~ =X15tNd 17.0 43.3 7.9 8.5 1.8 29.4
O'Shaugnessy Street Cumulative 10.1 126 1.9 2.6 0.4 8.7
Cumulative+Project 10.1 12.6 1.9 2.6 0.4 8.7
7th Street South of Existing 9:5 24.1 44 4.1 1.0 16.4
Kirkham Street Cumulative 7.4 9.2 1.4 1.9 0.3 6.4
Cumulative+Project 7.4 9.2 14 19 0.3 6.4
Source: Estimating Mobile Source Air Toxics Emissions: A Step-by-Step Project Analysis Methodology; Caltrans, December 28 2006.
Note: Values in bold represent an increase from cumulative conditions.
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In all cases, MSAT emissions were found to be considerably lower in the future (Year 2025) because
of the increasingly stringent control measures that the CARB is expected to impose on the motor
vehicle fleet (and other TAC sources) over the next 15 years. However, future MSAT emissions
with the Proposed Project are expected to be higher in certain cases than they would be without the
Proposed Project. Near the 4" Street/Harrison Street, Masonic Avenue/Fell Street, and Cesar
Chavez Street/Mission Street intersections, traffic volumes are expected to increase by between 10
percent and 30 percent, with added traffic congestion caused by the bicycle lanes and/or other
bicycle-related improvements related to Plan implementation. But even so, the TAC emissions
from the street segments leading to these intersections would still decrease from their existing
levels, just not as much as they would have had the additional Plan-induced congestion not
occurred. Also, the increased MSAT emissions would only occur on the portions of the streets that
are affected by the intersection’s congested operation; at other portions far from the intersection,
MSAT emissions would be much lower. Thus, bicyclists using the bicycle routes installed under
the Plan would be exposed to these higher MSAT exposures only over short segments of their
routes that pass through the few intersections with increased traffic congestion resulting from Plan
implementation.

GHG Emissions

Project operation would require electricity used to operate signs and signals with consequent
indirect GHG emissions attributed to the plants providing that power. Some additional GHG
emissions could be attributed to increased local traffic congestion resulting from Plan
implementation. While some GHG benefits from the project (i.e., by making bicycle travel easier
and safer, motor vehicle trips and their GHG emissions could be reduces) are expected, operational
GHG emissions are expected to be minimal and quantification of these emissions is extremely
difficult.

The majority of emissions would occur during construction of the Bicycle Plan. Some streets and
intersections would require excavation and repaving to install the improved bicycle facilities called
for under the Plan. But all would require some activities to re-stripe the roadways, install
improved signage, etc. The URBEMIS model was used to estimate the COz emissions associated
with the equipment used for bicycle facility improvements under the Plan based on construction
data provided by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency. COz-cquivalent €mMiSsions were
estimated from the URBEMIS model outputs to account for GHGs from N0 and CHs. GHG
emissions associated with the production of concrete required for individual projects were also
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calculated as part of the GHG analysis for the Bicycle Plan. Annual emissions of GHG are expected
to be about 1,536 tons of COzequivaient/year over the five-year construction period.* Production of the
cement to be used for this project would also result in approximately 4,449 tons of CO2-equivalent
GHG emissions.®?

Construction Dust Abatement

Project-related demolition, excavation, grading and other construction activities may cause wind-
blown dust that could contribute particulate matter into the local atmosphere. Although there are
federal standards for air pollutants and implementation of state and regional air quality control
plans, air pollutants continue to have impacts on human health throughout the country. California
has found that particulate matter exposure can cause health effects at lower levels than national
standards. The current health burden of particulate matter demands that, where possible, public
agencies take feasible available actions to reduce sources of particulate matter exposure. According
to the California Air Resources Board, reducing ambient particulate matter from 1998-2000 levels to
natural background concentrations in San Francisco would prevent over 200 premature deaths.

Dust can be an irritant causing watering eyes or irritation to the lungs, nose and throat. Excavation,
grading and other construction activities can cause wind-blown dust to add to particulate matter in
the local atmosphere. Depending on exposure, adverse health effects can occur due to this
particulate matter in general and also due to specific contaminants such as lead or asbestos that
may be constituents of soil.

In response, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to the San
Francisco Building and Health Codes generally referred hereto as the Construction Dust Control
Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008) with the intent of reducing the quantity of
dust generated during site preparation, demolition and construction work in order to protect the
health of the general public and of onsite workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and to
avoid orders to stop work by the Department of Building Inspection (DBI). The Initial Study for the
Bicycle Plan Update was published on March 15, 2008 and included a Construction Air Quality
mitigation measure (Mitigation Measure 2). However, this mitigation measure is no longer

11 Emissions were estimated from the URBEMIS model outputs to account for GHGs from N20O and CHA4.
GHG emissions associated with the production of concrete required for individual projects were
calculated as part of the GHG analysis for the Bicycle Plan.

12 Memorandum from PBS&J to Environmental Review Officer, MEA, November 12, 2008. This
memorandum is available for review, by appointment, at the San Francisco Planning Department, at 1650
Mission Street, 4t Floor, San Francisco, California, 94103, under Case File No. 2007-0347E.

Case No. 2007.0347E Final EIR
V.B-20

SAN FRANCISCO BICYCLE PLAN AUGUST 2009




V. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
B. Air Quality

necessary as compliance with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08, July
2008) would reduce any potential construction air quality impacts to less-than-significant.

The Ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or other construction activities
within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to expose or disturb more than 10
cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust control measures whether or not
the activity requires a permit from DBI. The Director of DBl may waive this requirement for
activities on sites less than one half-acre that are unlikely to result in any visible wind-blown dust.

SFMTA and the contractor(s) responsible for construction activities at the project sites shall use the
following practices to control construction dust on the site or other practices that result in
equivalent dust control that are acceptable to the Director. Dust suppression activities may include
watering all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne;
increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per hour.
Reclaimed water must be used if required by Article 21, Section 1100 et seq. of the San Francisco
Public Works Code. If not required, reclaimed water should be used whenever possible.
Contractors shall provide as much water as necessary to control dust (without creating run-off in
any area of land clearing, and/or earth movement. During excavation and dirt-moving activities,
contractors shall wet sweep or vacuum the streets, sidewalks, paths and intersections where work
is in progress at the end of the workday. Inactive stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for more
than seven days) greater than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of excavated materials, backfill
material, import material, gravel, sand, road base, and soil shall be covered with a 10 millimeter
(0.01 inch) polyethylene plastic (or equivalent) tarp, braced down, or use other equivalent soil
stabilization techniques.

For projects over one half-acre, the Ordinance requires that the project sponsor submit a Dust
Control Plan for approval by the San Francisco Health Department. DBI will not issue a building
permit without written notification form the Director of Public Health that the applicant has a site-
specific Dust Control Plan, unless the Director waives the requirement. Interior-only tenant
improvement projects that are over one-half acre in size that will not produce exterior visible dust
are exempt from the site-specific Dust Control Plan requirement.

Site-specific Dust Control Plans shall require SFMTA to: submit of a map to the Director of Health
showing all sensitive receptors within 1000 feet of the site; wet down areas of soil at least three
times per day; provide an analysis of wind direction and install upwind and downwind particulate
dust monitors; record particulate monitoring results; hire an independent, third-party to conduct
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inspections and keep a record of those inspections; establish shut-down conditions based on wind,
soil migration, etc.; establish a hotline for surrounding community members who may be
potentially affected by project-related dust; limit the area subject to construction activities at any
one time; install dust curtains and windbreaks on the property lines, as necessary; limit the amount
of soil in hauling trucks to the size of the truck bed and securing with a tarpaulin; enforce a 15 mph
speed limit for vehicles entering and exiting construction areas; sweep affected streets with water
sweepers at the end of the day; install and utilize wheel washers to clean truck tires; terminate
construction activities when winds exceed 25 miles per hour; apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas;
and to sweep off adjacent streets to reduce particulate emissions. The project sponsor would be
required to designate an individual to monitor compliance with dust control requirements.

These regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco Building Code would ensure that
potential dust-related air quality impacts would be reduced to a level of insignificance.

CONCLUSION

Bicycle travel is an environmentally friendly means of transportation because there are no tailpipe
emissions, no evaporative emissions, no emissions from gasoline pumping or oil refining, and zero
carbon dioxide or other greenhouse gases that contribute to global warming. Implementation of the
Proposed Project would promote bicycling as a viable alternative to the private automobiles. In
particular, the use of bicycles for short trips reduces the number of short trips made by automobile.
Short trips are high-polluting trips because of the car’s cold start and the associated inefficient
operation of the engine’s catalytic converter immediately following a cold start. Eliminating motor
vehicle trips has a beneficial impact on air quality.

Implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in any new traffic volumes being added to
the roadway network; therefore, there would be no change in the intersection volume under project
conditions. Hence, the intersection volumes stay constant between Existing and Existing plus
Project Conditions. Similarly, there is no change in intersection volumes between 2025 Cumulative
and 2025 Cumulative plus Project Conditions. However, the reduction of travel lanes at major
intersections would increase traffic congestion at some intersections. As presented above, under
Cumulative Plus Project conditions, CO levels would not exceed the ambient air quality standard
and TAC emissions would be less than existing at all intersections. Therefore, implementation and
operation of the Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse air quality impacts.

The Proposed Project would emit GHG during its construction phases and could contribute to a
cumulative impact on climate change as described below.
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The BAAQMD neither recommends quantified analyses of cumulative construction emissions nor
provides thresholds of significance that could be used to assess cumulative construction impacts.
As discussed previously, the construction industry, in general, is an existing source of emissions
within the Bay Area. Construction equipment operates at one site on a short-term basis and, when
finished, moves on to a new construction site. Likewise, construction employees would continue to
drive from site to site over time. Because (1) construction activities would be temporary, (2) the
contribution to the cumulative context is so small as to be virtually immeasurable, and (3) all of the
appropriate and feasible construction-related measures recommended by the BAAQMD would be
implemented under San Francisco Construction Dust Control Ordinance 176-08, effective July 2008.
Therefore, the contribution of construction emissions associated with the Proposed Project would
not be cumulatively considerable, the contribution of construction emissions associated with the
Project would not be cumulatively considerable.

Bicycling has no associated emissions and the Proposed Project can reasonably be expected to
reduce emissions citywide by shifting a portion of motor vehicle trips to bicycle trips. The
Proposed Project could result in a net reduction in emissions and thus would have no impact and
would not contribute to a cumulative impact. As discussed above, implementation of the Proposed
Project does not result in any new auto mobile trips being added to the roadway network. Under
cumulative conditions, with the Proposed Project included, CO and TAC emissions are predicted to
decrease.

Implementation of the Proposed Project would likely result in a net decrease in GHG emissions
because the Proposed Project is expected to reduce emissions citywide by shifting a portion of
motor vehicle trips to bicycle trips. However, the mode shift from cars to bicycles is not
guantifiable, and therefore, the GHG analysis does not account for this potential decrease in GHG
emissions.

The Proposed Project would temporarily emit GHGs during construction of individual projects and
from the amount of concrete required for specific projects. However, these construction emissions
will quickly dissipate at the completion of the temporary construction period and could be offset
should the Bicycle Plan and its individual projects shift some modes of transportation from vehicles
to bicycles. The Proposed Project would not impede actions to meet either the state GHG reduction
goals or San Francisco’s GHG reduction goals. In fact, the Proposed Project would be compatible
with state and local GHG reduction goals by promoting zero emissions alternatives to vehicle
travel.
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Additionally, San Francisco has implemented programs to reduce greenhouse gas emissions
specific to new construction and renovations of residential and commercial developments and San
Francisco’s sustainable policies have resulted in the measured success of reduced greenhouse gas
emissions levels. Further, current and probable future state and local greenhouse gas reduction
measures would continue to reduce GHGs on a statewide level. The Proposed Project would
further the goals of reducing GHG by shifting transportation modes away from motor vehicles and,
therefore, the Proposed Project would not be significant individually or contribute considerably to
the cumulative effects of global climate change.
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C. NOISE

The Initial Study (see Appendix A) concluded that noise generated from construction and
operational activities of the Proposed Project would not exceed established noise standards. It
also concluded that the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant impacts with regards
to temporary noise and vibration resulting from construction of the Proposed Project. The
increase in noise during construction of the Proposed Project, and its various elements, would
not be considered a significant impact under the City’s Noise Ordinance,! because the
construction noise would be temporary, intermittent, and restricted in occurrence and level.
The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, within two miles of a public
airport, or in the vicinity of a private airstrip and would not result in any airport-related noise
impacts. The Proposed Project consists of transportation-related improvements which are not
affected by existing noise levels. Therefore, there would be no significant adverse impacts on
the Proposed Project related to existing noise levels. Because these topics have been discussed,
and their potential impacts found insignificant or less-than-significant in the Initial Study, these
topics are not discussed in this section.

The Initial Study concluded that any increase in ambient noise levels, associated with the
Proposed Project, would result from an increase in operational noise directly related to changes
in traffic volumes. It was estimated that an approximate doubling of traffic volumes in the area
would be necessary to produce an increase in ambient noise levels noticeable to most people.
Because traffic volumes and impacts were not studied in the Initial Study, the Initial Study
deferred to the EIR traffic study to form the basis for analysis and conclusions on potential
changes in traffic-related ambient noise levels. Traffic-related noise impacts are, therefore,
discussed in this section.

The Initial Study also deferred the analysis of cumulative noise impacts to this EIR. Without the
data and a determination of ambient noise impacts, the Initial Study could not present a full
analysis of all cumulative noise impacts. The analysis of these cumulative noise impacts are all
discussed in this section.

SETTING

Sound is created when vibrating objects produce pressure variations that move rapidly outward
into the surrounding air. The main characteristics of these air pressure waves are (a) amplitude,

1 Article 29, San Francisco Police Code.
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which we experience as a sound’s “loudness,” and (b) frequency, which we experience as a
sound’s “pitch.” The standard unit of sound amplitude is the decibel (dB); it is a measure of the
physical magnitude of the pressure variations relative to the human threshold of perception.
The human ear’s sensitivity to sound amplitude is frequency-dependent; it is more sensitive to
sound with a frequency at or near 1,000 cycles per second than to sound with much lower or
higher frequencies.

Most “real world” sounds (e.g., a dog barking, a car passing) are complex mixtures of many
different frequency components. When the average amplitude of such sounds is measured with
a sound level meter, it is common for the instrument to apply different adjustment factors to
each of the measured sound’s frequency components. These factors account for the differences
in perceived loudness of each of the sound’s frequency components relative to those that the
human ear is most sensitive to (i.e., those at or near 1000 cycles per second). This adjustment is
called “A-weighting.” The unit of A-weighted sound amplitude is also the decibel; however, in
reporting measurements to which A-weighting has been applied, an “A” is appended to dB
(i.e., dBA) to make this clear.?

Noise is the term generally given to the “unwanted” aspects of intrusive sound. Many factors
influence how a sound is perceived and whether it is considered annoying to a listener. These
factors include not only the physical characteristics of a sound (e.g., amplitude, frequency,
duration), but also non-acoustic factors (e.g., the acuity of a listener’s hearing ability, the activity
of the listener during exposure) that can influence the degree of “unwantedness” for a listener,
or receptor. Excessive noise can negatively affect the physiological or psychological well-being
of individuals or communities.

All quantitative descriptors, used to measure environmental noise exposure, recognize the
strong correlation between the high acoustical energy content of a sound (i.e., its loudness and
duration) and the disruptive effect it is likely to have as noise. Because environmental noise
fluctuates over time, most such descriptors average the sound level over the time of exposure,

2 A decibel (dB) is the unit of measurement used to express the intensity of loudness of sound. A
decibel is one-tenth of a unit called a bel. Sound is composed of various frequencies. The human ear
does not hear all sound frequencies. Normal hearing is within the range of 20 to 20,000 vibrations per
second. As a result, an adjustment of weighting of sound frequencies is made to approximate the
way that the average person hears sounds. This weighting system assigns a weight that is related to
how sensitive the human ear is to each sound frequency. Frequencies that are less sensitive to the
human ear are weighted less than those for which the ear is more sensitive. The adjusted sounds are
called A-weighted levels (dBA).
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and some add “penalties” for sounds produced at times of day when intrusive sounds would be
more disruptive to listeners. The most commonly used descriptors are:

Equivalent Energy Noise Level (Leq) is the constant noise level that would deliver the
same acoustic energy to the ear of a listener as the actual time-varying noise would
deliver over the same exposure time. No “penalties,” or adjustments, are added to any
noise levels during the exposure time; thus, there is nho change in this noise metric if the
noise were to occur during late night hours. The Leq would be the same regardless of the
time of day during which the noise occurs.

Day-Night Average Noise Level (Lan) is a 24-hour average Leq with a 10 dBA “penalty”
added to noise levels registered during the hours of 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. to account for
the increased sensitivity that people tend to have to nighttime noise. Because of this
penalty, the Lan is always higher than its corresponding 24-hour Leq (e.9., @ constant 60
dBA noise over 24 hours would have a 60 dBA Leq, but a 66.4 dBA Lan).

Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) is an Lan with an additional 5 dBA
“penalty” for noise levels registered during the evening hours between 7:00 p.m. and
10:00 p.m. In most cases of environmental noise exposure, Lan and CNEL levels are
essentially equivalent.

VIBRATION

Vibrating objects in contact with the ground radiate energy through that medium. If a vibrating
object is massive enough and/or close enough to the observer, its vibrations are perceptible. The
ground motion caused by vibration is measured in vibration decibels (VdB). The vibration
threshold of perception for humans is approximately 65 VdB. Vibrations become distinctly
perceptible to many people at 75 VdB, and minor damage can occur in fragile buildings at 100
VdB.

Existing Ambient Noise Levels

The major noise sources affecting the project area are traffic noise. Noise measurements were
taken near noise-sensitive residential uses adjacent to seven roadways that would be impacted
by the Proposed Project, and were modeled in accord with the Existing Lan descriptor. The noise
model calculates average noise level at specific locations based on traffic volumes, average
speeds, roadway geometry, and site environmental conditions. The noise modeling used for the
Proposed Project is discussed in greater detail below under methodology. The existing traffic
volumes used for the noise modeling were obtained from Wilbur Smith Associates. Current
exposure levels of selected local noise-sensitive land uses, to estimated existing Lan noise levels,
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are presented in Table V.C-1 on p. V.C-4. The San Francisco General Plan’s (General Plan)
maximum exterior nose level, considered satisfactory for residential use, is 60 dBA. However,
noise levels for all but one of the locations, namely, lllinois Street south of Mariposa Street, are
currently above 60 dBA. Therefore, in general, the existing ambient noise in the project area is
above the satisfactory threshold for residential uses. These noise levels represent only the
traffic-related noise component and do not include noise from other sources.

TABLE V.C-1
TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS AT SELECTED RESIDENTIAL RECEPTORS
Cumulative
with Bicycle Cumulative
Receptors Existing Cumulative Plan Change

Residential on Broadway E of Van Ness 68.5 68.8 68.6 -0.2
Residential on 4t ST N of Harrison 66.9 67.5 67.5 0
Residential on Masonic N of Fell 69.9 70.3 70.1 -0.2
Residential on Illinois S of Mariposa 56.9 61.8 61.7 -0.1
Residential on Cesar Chavez E of Mission 714 72.7 725 -0.2
Residential on Portola W of O’Shaughnessy 70.1 70.4 70.0 -0.4
Residential on 7th Ave S of Kirkham 68.6 70.1 69.9 -0.2

Source: PBS&J, 2008.

The General Plan includes Land Use Compatibility Guidelines that suggest satisfactory noise
levels for various land uses, and are based on compatibility guidelines from the California
Department of Health, Office of Noise Control. The General Plan indicates that the maximum
exterior noise level considered satisfactory for residential use is 60 dBA CNEL; 65 dBA CNEL
for schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, day care centers, and nursing homes; and 70 dBA for
office and commercial uses, and parks.

The San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Noise Ordinance) regulates both construction noise and fixed
source noise within the City. While unnecessary, excessive, or offensive noise limits are
imposed to protect all people in an area, nuisance noise is generally limited by the Noise
Ordinance to within 5 dBA of ambient noise levels. Article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code
(Police Code) regulates fixed and mobile noise sources; Sections 2907 and 2908 of the Police Code
regulate noise from construction equipment to 80 dBA Leq at a distance of 100 feet from such
equipment during the hours from 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. Construction activities during the
nighttime period from 8:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m. may not exceed the ambient level by 5 dBA at the
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nearest property line, unless a special permit is granted prior to such work. Section 2909, Fixed
Source Levels, regulates mechanical equipment noise.

IMPACTS
Significance Criteria

For the purposes of this EIR, a noise impact would be considered significant if traffic-related
noise resulting from operation of the Proposed Project would:

Expose persons to, or generate, noise levels in excess of standards established in any
applicable plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies;

Expose persons to, or generate, excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise
levels;

Substantially and permanently increase ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above
levels existing without the project;

Substantially and temporarily, or periodically, increase ambient noise levels in the
project above levels existing without the project.

METHODOLOGY

The analysis of the existing and future traffic noise levels is based on noise level monitoring,
noise prediction computer modeling, and empirical observations of receptor noise exposure
characteristics. Existing noise levels were monitored at selected residential uses near seven
intersections using a Larson-Davis Model 820 sound level meter, which satisfies the American
National Standards Institute (ANSI) for general environmental noise measurement
instrumentation related to traffic congestion.

The following intersections were selected from the project transportation study Cluster areas for
traffic noise monitoring and modeling:

Cluster #1 — Van Ness Avenue at Broadway
Cluster #2 — 4th Street at Harrison Street
Cluster #3 — Masonic Avenue at Fell Street
Cluster #4 — lllinois Street at Mariposa Street

Cluster #5 — Mission Street at Cesar Chavez Street
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Cluster #6 — Woodside Avenue/O’Shaughnessy Boulevard at Portola Drive
Cluster #7 — 7th Avenue at Kirkham Street

Cluster #8 — None (no intersections from this Cluster were modeled in the project
transportation study)

This selection was intended to provide an indication of project noise effects related to
congestion in each of the Cluster areas (with the exception of Cluster #8, where no significant
impacts were identified). The intersections were selected because existing traffic noise levels in
their vicinity are relatively high, existing land uses there are noise-sensitive (i.e., adjacent uses
include residences, schools, hospitals, churches, etc., rather than mostly commercial or
industrial), and project-related physical improvements to the intersection/local streets could
move traffic flows closer to/further from adjacent noise-sensitive land uses, thereby
worsening/improving their noise exposure. Traffic noise modeling procedures involved the
calculation of existing and future vehicular noise levels using the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA) Traffic Noise Model (TNM). The model calculates the noise level at
specific locations based on traffic volumes, average speeds, roadway geometry, and site
environmental conditions. The average vehicle noise rates (energy rates) utilized in TNM were
based on the latest measurements of average vehicle noise rates for all vehicle classes. Traffic
volumes used as data inputs, in the noise prediction model, were taken from the traffic analysis
prepared for this EIR.

Construction Noise and Vibration

The Initial Study determined that this project would not result in any significant construction
noise or vibration impacts because the construction would comply with the Noise Ordinance (see
Appendix A). In addition, the Proposed Project would only consist of street improvements
within the public right-of-way; no buildings would be constructed. Construction activities for
the Proposed Project would be temporary and intermittent and, therefore, the Proposed Project
would make a less-than-significant contribution to construction noise and vibration.

Project-Induced Traffic Noise

Table V.C-1 on p. V.C-4 identifies changes in future noise levels along project area roadways,
resulting from the Proposed Project. As shown, the Proposed Project would cause a very slight
reduction in local noise levels, ranging from a reduction of 0.1 dBA to 0.4 dBA. This reduction
would occur when new bicycle lanes are introduced to a street, and traffic flows are thereby

Case No. 2007.0347E Final EIR
V.C-6

SAN FRANCISCO BICYCLE PLAN AUGUST 2009




V. Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures
C. Noise

relocated to portions of the street farther from the facing homes and other noise-sensitive
receptors.

As discussed in Section V.A, Transportation, the implementation of the Proposed Project would
not result in any new traffic volumes being added to the roadway network, so there would be
no change in the intersection traffic volume under project conditions. Hence, the intersection
traffic volumes would not change from Existing to Existing-plus-Project conditions. Because the
Proposed Project would not alter existing traffic volumes, it would not lead to an increase in
traffic-related noise. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant noise
impact.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

The construction periods of other development projects may overlap with construction
activities of the Proposed Project. This EIR conservatively assumes that construction of the
Proposed Project and other foreseeable development would occur simultaneously.

Assuming concurrent construction, noise from nearby construction of other approved and
foreseeable projects would be added to noise from construction of the Proposed Project.
However, because construction activities for the Proposed Project would be temporary and
intermittent, the contribution to the cumulative context would therefore not be significant.
Furthermore, all construction projects would be required to comply with the City’s Noise
Ordinance. In addition, construction activities from projects are expected to occur during the
hours permitted under the San Francisco Municipal Code. Consequently, concurrent construction
activity of the Proposed Project would not have a cumulatively considerable noise impact.

Groundborne vibration associated with construction of the Proposed Project, alone, would not
be significant, due to the type of construction involved. Due to the localized nature of vibration
impacts, cumulative groundborne vibration impacts would arise, and be contributed to, from
only those projects within the immediate vicinity of the project area. Groundborne vibration
would be further isolated to close proximity of the individual pieces of vibration-producing
construction equipment at each construction site within the vicinity of the Proposed Project.
Because the Proposed Project would not contribute to the localized groundborne vibrations
associated with construction of other projects within the Proposed Project area, the vibration
impact of the Proposed Project would not be cumulatively considerable.

Noise from operation of the Proposed Project would also have the potential to add to
cumulative noise conditions, in combination with other foreseeable developments in the City.
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The implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in any new traffic volumes being
added to the roadway network, so all City intersection traffic volumes stay constant between
Existing and Existing-plus-Project conditions, and, therefore, noise levels resulting from
intersection traffic would remain unchanged between Existing and Existing-plus-Project
conditions. Similarly, there is no change in intersection volumes between 2025 Cumulative and
2025 Cumulative plus Project Conditions. Therefore, the Proposed Project would lead to no
near-term or long-term increase in traffic-related noise, and the Proposed Project would not
have a cumulatively considerable noise impact.
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VI. OTHER STATUTORY SECTIONS

This s ection summarizes findings with respect to si gnificant and unavoidable environmental

impacts, growth-inducing impacts, and cumulative impacts of the San Francisco Bicycle Plan.

A. SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE, AND CUMULATIVE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

In ac cordance with Section 21083 o f the C alifornia E nvironmental Q uality A ct (CEQA), and
with Sections 15064 and 15065 o f the State CEQA Guidelines, the purpose of this section is to
identify i mpacts t hat could n ot b e eliminated, o r r educed t o a n i nsignificant 1 evel, by t he
mitigation m easures i ncluded i n C hapter V, E nvironmental S etting Im pacts an d Mi tigation

Measures.

Subsection V .A.3, p . V.A.3-1, discussesn ear-termi mprovement p rojects,a ndi dentifies
significant and unavoidable impacts, namely, a potential reduction of traffic levels-of-service on
some roadway segments and at some intersections, a p otential slowing of transit movement in
specific locations, and a potential reduction of truck loading spaces in certain locations within
the project area. Subsection V.A 4, p. V.A 4-1, studies the impacts of implementation of minor
improvement projects associated with the Bicycle Plan. No significant and unavoidable impacts
would arise from any of these minor improvements. Subsection V.A.5, p. V.A.5-1, studies the
impacts of implementation of long-term improvements under the Bicycle Plan. The following
impacts and cumulative impacts were identified as being significant and unavoidable, namely,
(a) a potential to increase tr affic d elays in some areas of the City; (b) a p otential to cause a
significant adverse impact to intersection levels-of-service; (c) a potential to slow transit vehicle
movement in some locations; and (d) a potential to eliminate some curb space, currently used
for passenger loading/unloading or commercial loading/unloading Fi nally, Subsection V.A.2,
p. V.A.2-1, analyzes the potential impacts of policy actions taken to support the Bicycle Plan
Project, now and into the future. None of the policy goals, objectives, and actions would, in
themselves, have a si gnificant effect on the p hysical environment. H owever, th e p redictable
indirect i mpact o f implementing the p olicy g oals, o bjectives, a nd ac tions would b e the
implementation o f th e proposed i mprovements w hich ar e p resented i n th e B icycle Plan.
Therefore, the implementation of policy goals, objectives, and actions could indirectly lead to

the sam e impacts as i dentified for the actual improvement projects discussed in Subsections
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V.A3,V.A4, and V.A5 p.V.A3-1,p. V.A4-1,and p. V.A.5-1, respectively. T hese p otential
significant and unavoidable impacts include all of the impacts identified in the transportation
impact study and summarized in Section V of this EIR, for the near-term improvements, the
minor i mprovements, and the long-term improvements. There would be no significant and

unavoidable impacts for either Air Quality or Noise.
2025 CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT IMPACTS

CEQA defines cumulative impacts as two or more individual impacts which, when considered
together, ar e substantial or w hich compound or increase other environmental impacts. The
cumulative analysis is intended to describe the “incremental impact of the project when added
to other, closely related past, present or reasonably foreseeable future projects” that can result
from “individually minor but collectively significant projects taking place over a period of time”
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15355). The analysis of cumulative impacts is a tw o-phase process
that f irst involves the d etermination of whether the project, together with reasonably
foreseeable p rojects, w ould r esultin a si gnificanti mpact. If th ere wouldbeasi gnificant
cumulative i mpact from t he c ombined effects of all su ch p rojects, th e EIR m ust d etermine
whether the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable, in which case, the project

itself is deemed to have a significant cumulative effect (CEQA Guidelines Section 15130).

2025 Cumulative plus Project impacts that could occur as a result of the Proposed Project are

discussed in the appropriate sections of Chapter V of this report.

In c ombination, the p roposed i mprovements and ac tions i ncluded w ithin t he Bi cycle Plan
Project would g enerate t he f ollowing s ignificant an d u navoidable i mpacts o n th e p hysical
environment: In some cases, the project would have a significant cumulative impact, to which

the projects” contribution would be cumulatively considerable and those are also noted.!

Traffic?

The long-term potential and cumulative potential to increase traffic delay in some areas
of the City, through the reduction of roadway capacity and specifically the reduction in

the number of lanes available for automotive vehicle use.

1 Please refer to the project-level analysis in Section V.A.3 (p. V.A.3-1) for additional im pact d etails
such as the existing LOS, the cumulative LOS, and LOS levels after project implementation.

2 Unless otherwise noted, the significant and unavoidable traffic and transit impacts are for PM peak
hour conditions.
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The long-term potential and the cumulative potential (which considers impacts of both
the Bicycle Plan Project and other development anticipated to occur around the project

area) to cause a significant adverse impact to some intersection levels of service.

The near-term potential, and the cumulative potential (which considers impacts of both
the Bicycle Plan and other development anticipated to occur around the project area), to

cause a significant adverse impact to intersection levels-of-service at:

Cluster 2

- 2nd Street/Bryant S treet, Project2 -1 Option 1, Existing p lus P rojectan d 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- 2nd Street/Harrison Street, Project 2-1 Options 1 and 2, Existing plus Project and 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- 2nd Street/Folsom Street, Project 2-1 Options 1 and 2, 2025 Cumulative plus Project

conditions

- 2nd Street/Howard Street, Project 2-1 Options 1 and 2, 2025 Cumulative plus Project

conditions

- 2nd Street/Townsend Street, Combined Projects 2-1 and 2-16 Options 1 and 2, 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- 2nd Street/Townsend S treet, Project2-16 Options 1 and 2, 2025 C umulative p lus

Project conditions

- 5t Street/Bryant S treet, Project2 -2 Option 2, E xisting p lus Projectan d 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- 5% Street/Howard S treet, Project2 -2 Option 2, 2025 C umulative p lus Project

conditions

- 5% Street/Brannan S treet, Project2 -2 Option 2, 2025 Cumulative p lus Project

conditions

- Church Street/Market S treet/14" Street, Combined P rojects 2-3 and 2-11 Option 1,

2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Church Street/Market Street/14™ Street, Project 2-11 Option 1, Existing plus Project

and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions
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- 10" Street/Brannan S treet/Potrero Avenue/Division S treet, Combined P rojects 2-4

and 2-6 Option 1, Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- 10* Street/Brannan Street/Potrero Avenue/Division Street, Project 2-6 Option 1, 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Potrero Av enue/16% Street, Project 2 -4 Option 2, Existing p lus Project an d 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- 11% Street/Bryant S treet/Division S treet, Project 2-6 Option 1, Existing p lus Project

and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Fremont Street/Howard Street, Projects 2-7 and 2-9, Existing plus Project and 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- FremontS treet/Howard S treet, Project2 -9, Existingp lusP rojectan d 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- 7% Street/Townsend S treet, Project2-16 Options 1and 2, 2025 C umulative p lus

Project conditions

Cluster 3

- Masonic A venue/Fell S treet, Combined Projects3 -1an d3 -2 Option 1,2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Masonic A venue/Fell Street, Project 3 -2 Option 1, E xisting p lus P roject an d 202 5

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Masonic A venue/Fell S treet, Project 3 -2 O ption 2, 2025 C umulative p lus P roject

conditions

- Masonic Avenue/Turk Street, Project 3-2 Options 1 and 2, in the AM peak hour, 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Masonic Avenue/Turk S treet, Project 3-2 Option 1, in the PM peak hour, 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Masonic A venue/Fulton Street, Project 3-2 Options 1 and 2, inthe AM peak hour,

2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Masonic A venue/Geary B oulevard, Project 3 -2 Opt ion 1, 2025 C umulative p lus

Project conditions
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Cluster 5

- Bayshore Boulevard/Jerrold Avenue/U.S. 101 Off-ramp, Project 5-4 Options 1, in the
AM and PM peak h our, Existing plus P roject an d 2025 C umulative p lus P roject

conditions

- Evans Avenue/Cesar Chavez Street, Project 5-5 Option 1, Existing plus Project and

2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Mission Street/Cesar Chavez Street, Project 5-6 Options 1 and 2, in the AM and PM

peak hour, Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Guerrero S treet/Cesar C havez Street, Project5-6 Options 1 and 2, Existing p lus

Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- South Van Ness Avenue/Cesar Chavez Street, Project 5-6 Options 1 and 2, Existing

plus Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Bryant Street/Cesar Chavez Street, Project 5-6 Options 1 and 2, Existing plus Project

and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

Cluster 6

Burnett Avenue/Clipper Street/Portola Drive, Combined Projects 6-2 and 6-5 Option

1, Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Burnett Avenue/Clipper Street/Portola Drive, Project 6-5 Option 1, 2025 Cumulative

plus Project conditions

- Woodside Avenue/O’Shaughnessy Boulevard/Portola Drive, Combined Projects 6-5
and 6-6 Option 1, inthe AM and PM peak h our, E xisting p lus P roject and 2025

Cumulative plus Project plus Project conditions

- Woodside Avenue/O’Shaughnessy Boulevard/Portola Drive, Project 6-5 Option 1, in
the AM and PM peak hour, Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project

plus Project conditions

- Woodside Avenue/O’Shaughnessy Boulevard/Portola Drive, Project 6-6 Option 1, in
the AM and PM peak hour, Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project

plus Project conditions
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- Fowler Street/Portola A venue, Project 6-6 Option 1, 2025 Cumulative plus P roject
conditions
Transit
The long-term potential to slow some transit movement in some locations.
The ne ar-term p otential and c umulative p otential to slow so me tr ansit m ovement in
some locations:
Cluster 2

- Muni busline 10, Combined Projects 2-1and 2-16 Options 1 and 2, Existing plus

Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Muni bus line 10, Project2 -1 Options 1 and 2, Existing plus Project and 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Munibusline9, Combined P rojects 2-4 and 2-6 Option 2, 2025 C umulative p lus

Project conditions
- Muni bus line 9, Project 2-4 Option 2, 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Munibusline 30, Project2-16 O ptions 1an d 2, Existing p lus P roject an d 2025
Cumulative p lus Pr oject p lus Project conditions, near thei ntersectiono f4 t*

Street/Townsend Streets

- Munibusline 45, Project2-16 O ptions 1and 2, Existing p lus P rojectan d 2025
Cumulative p lus Pr oject p lus Project conditions, n ear thei ntersectiono f 4t

Street/Townsend Street

- SamTrans bus line 292, Combined Projects 2-4 and 2-6 Option 2, 2025 Cumulative

plus Project conditions

- SamTrans bus line 292, Project 2-4 Option 2, 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

Cluster 3

- Muni bus line 43, Combined Projects 3-1 and 3-2 Option 1, Existing plus Project and

2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Muni bus line 43, Project 3-2 Option 1, Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative

plus Project conditions
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Cluster 5

- Muni busline 12, Project 5-6 Option 1, Existing plus Project and 2025 C umulative

plus Project conditions

- Muni bus line 27, Project 5-6 Option 1, Existing plus Project and 2025 C umulative

plus Project conditions

Cluster 6

- Muni busline 48, Projects 6-2, 6-5, and 6-6 Option 1, 2025 Cumulative plus Project

conditions

- Muni bus line 52, Projects 6-2, 6-5, and 6-6 Option 1, 2025 Cumulative plus Project

conditions

Loading

The long-term p otential to eliminate s ome c urb space currently u sed f or p assenger
loading/unloading o r c ommercial freight loading/unloading in as ye t u ndetermined

locations.

The near-term potential and cumulative potential to eliminate some curb space currently

used for passenger loading/unloading or commercial freight loading/unloading.

Cluster 1

- Along North Point Street east of Columbus Avenue, Project 1-3, Existing plus Project
and 2025 Cumulative plus

Cluster 2

- Along 2 Street b etween Market and Bryant Streets, Project 2-1 Options 1 and 2,
Existing p lus P roject an d 2025 C umulative p lus P roject conditions for p assenger

loading/unloading

- Along 2nd Street between Market and Bryant Streets, Project 2-1 Options 1 and 2,
Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative p lus Project conditions for commercial

freight loading/unloading

- Along north side o f Market Street near N oe Street, Project 2-11 O ption 1, Existing

plus Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

Case No. 2007.0347E Final EIR
VI-7

SAN FRANCISCO BICYCLE PLAN AUGUST 2009




VI. Other Statutory Sections
B. Growth-Inducing Impacts

Cluster 5

- Along Bayshore Boulevard between Cesar Chavez and Industrial Street, Project 5-4

Option 2, Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Along the west side of San Bruno Avenue between Paul Avenue and Silver Avenue,
Project 5-13 Options 1 and 2, Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project

conditions

B. GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS

Implementation o f the proposed p roject would n ot i nduce growth in San Fr ancisco, nearby
cities, or the San Francisco Bay Area region. In general, a project would be considered growth-
inducing i fits implementation w ould r esult in substantial population i ncreases and/or new
development. The Proposed Project consists of the ad option and implementation of p olicies
and improvements to the existing bicycle route network located within the public right-of-way
and o nso me p ark land. T hesei mprovements would notsu bstantially a lter existing
development patterns in S an F rancisco, or necessitate or induce the extension of municipal

infrastructure.

The San Francisco Bicycle Plan is intended to make bicycling a part of daily life in San Francisco.
It is possible that the existence of bicycle facilities may encourage cyclists from outside the area
to come to San Francisco. It is not expected that the type or extent of facilities developed within
the Proposed Project would introduce growth beyond what has been analyzed and planned for

by the City of San Francisco.
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VII. ALTERNATIVES

As stated in Section 15126.6 (a) of the CEQA Guidelines, “an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project,
which would f easibly a ttain m ost o f the b asic objectives o f the project, but would avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative

merits of the alternatives.”

This section identifies potentially feasible alternatives to the San Francisco Bicycle Plan Project
(Proposed Pr oject), and d iscusses p otential environmental impacts as sociated with th ese
alternatives. Project decision makers could approve an al ternative instead of the Proposed
Project, i f that alternative w ould substantially reduce or eliminate significant i mpacts of the
project and is determined feasible. The determination of feasibility would be made by project
decision makers on the basis of substantial evidence in the record, which shall include, but not

be limited to, information presented in the EIR and in comments received on the Draft EIR.

Unlike most EIRs, this EIR does not contain the traditional chapter analyzing alternatives to the
“Proposed Project”. This is because this EIR does not analyze a p referred project. Instead, for
many of the near-term improvements, this EIR evaluates two options as well as a f uture No
Project scenario (i.e., year 2025 conditions, assuming that none of the bicycle facility options is
adopted), at an equal level of detail as EIR alternatives. These options, and the analysis of their

potential environmental impacts, are presented throughout this document.

Because the Bicycle Plan Pr oject includes b oth p roject-level and p rogram-level elements, this
discussion of Alternatives focuses on a comparison of two project-level alternatives, as well as a
comparison of two program-level alternatives, with a closing discussion on the program-level
policy actions and their role in the selection of project al ternatives. Information used in this
analysis was taken from the discussion in the preceding Chapter V of this document. While this
Alternatives Section reviews tw o Alternative s cenarios, the Bicycle Plan Project and this EIR
analysis allow for a multitude of Alternatives. The project-level and program-level alternatives
can be paired up with each other in a variety of combinations. In addition, other alternatives
would r esult b y ¢ ombining di fferent n ear-term i mprovements o ptions as well a s d ifferent
optional d esigns within t he n ear-term i mprovements t hat o ffer m ultiple s egment o ptions. A
variety of project options is associated with the Project-Level Impacts Alternatives as described

below.
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All of these al ternatives ar e contrasted with a No Project alternative, which assumes that the
Bicycle Plan would not be approved at t his time and none o f t he ne ar-term i mprovements,
minor i mprovements o r I ong-term i mprovements w ould b e i mplemented. The N o Project
alternative was d eveloped using d ata on existing conditions on the City’s roadways, and on
dataf roma model o f c umulative Y ear 202 5 c onditions w ithout t he B icycle P lan. T his

informationi s al so p rovidedi nt he analysisi n C hapter V o ft his EIR. The an alysiso f

alternatives is provided to compare the effects of the Proposed Project against o ther p ossible
development scenarios. The alternatives analysis does not include an in depth discussion of the
beneficial effects o f the p roject o r al ternative sc enarios th at m ightb e used t o c ompareth e
effectiveness of these scenarios. S uch factors will be considered as part of the City d ecision-
makers action on the Proposed Project.

A. METHOD OF ALTERNATIVES SELECTION

Additional alternatives were considered and rejected during development of the updated
Bicycle Plan. T he p revious d raft o f th e Bicycle Plan w as d ivided i nto t hree do cuments, a
“Policy Framework,” a “Network Im provement D ocument,” and implementation phasing for
the proposed n ear-termb icycle routen etworki mprovements. These documentsw ere
completed in 2005. The previous draft policy d ocument was ad opted, but w as subsequently
invalidated by the San Francisco Superior Court on November 7, 2006. These three 2005
documents have been replaced by the current draft Bicycle Plan (2008).! Some ideas proposed
in the 2005 previous draft Bicycle Plan and Network Improvement Document were ultimately
rejected, and are not a part of the current Bicycle Plan Project. The 2005 Network Improvement
Document (NID) no longer exists. Instead, the Bicycle Plan (2008) includes elements of the 2005
NID which have been further refined and are included as near-term and minor improvements
in this current Bicycle Plan Project. Other proposals from the 2005 NID were retained as long-
term improvements and also have been incorporated into the Bicycle Plan; part of the scope of
the current Bicycle Plan Project includes the further definition and development of these long-

term improvements.

1 These documents will remain in draft until this environmental review has been completed and the
documents are approved by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors.
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NO PROJECT

Should this Bicycle Plan Project not be implemented, transportation network conditions would
remain as they currently are throughout the City. In this scenario, bicycle pathways would not
be b uilt, interconnected, o r m aintained b eyond c urrent 1 evels; new bicycle s afety p rograms
would not be implemented above current levels; and o ther changes proposed in this Bicycle
Plan would not be approved or implemented without further action on the part of the City.
Lane striping, transit service levels, and parking would remain as is; lane striping would remain
as-is unless changes are proposed as part of a separate project. Intersection delays and levels of

service would also be unaffected. Furthermore, the City would not benefit from any potential
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air quality benefits that could result from the Bicycle Plan’s overall goal of m aking bicycling
safer and an integral part of d aily lifein San Francisco by potentially al lowing residents to
commute and complete other travel by bicycle alone, or bicycle and other alternative modes of
transportation, rather than by personal vehicle. In addition, the City would not benefit from a
potential d ecrease in congestion-related air p ollution as p eople shift to al ternative m odes o f

transportation from personal vehicles.

It is important to note that this N o Project scenario w ould n ot guarantee the maintenance of
roadway capacities and transit service at t heir current levels. Under this No Project scenario,
vehicle use is expected to continue to develop in accord with the rate and patterns established
in recenty ears. Wi th S an F rancisco’s ¢ ontinued g rowth asan employment c enter, a nd
population g rowth o ver ti me, new v ehicles would b e ad ded tothe City’s roadways. If
alternative commute modes are not enhanced to help serve the City’s transportation needs, or a
plan for such alternative mode is not undertaken (bicycling, or other new transit service), these
future t rips would c ontinue t o b e d istributed am ong p ersonal ve hicles, b icycles, p edestrian
travel, and transit in much the same proportions as is currently the case. This No Project
discussion is based on the assumption that the Bicycle Plan would not be adopted, and no other
new modes of transportation would be introduced to change the mode split between personal
vehicle d rivers a nd o ther t ravelers. B y theyear2025 for the No P roject A lternative, city
intersection levels-of-service (LOS) would worsen at 45 o f the 61 intersections studied for this
Bicycle Plan Project analysis, and only 27 of the total 61 intersections studied would remain at
LOS D or better.

The program-level impacts would be eliminated under this No Project Alternative, except for
the general impacts discussed above. If the Bicycle Plan Project were not implemented, there
would be none of the significant and unavoidable i mpacts to loading, transit o perations, or
traffic intersection L OS associated with the Plan, aside from the indirect impact o f increased

traffic on San Francisco roadways, as discussed above.
PROJECT-LEVEL IMPACTS AND ALTERNATIVES

As noted above, the two project-level alternatives, A and B, are equivalent to the Option 2 and
Option 1 p roject scenarios, respectively. However, for some of the near-term i mprovements
there is only one option which would be utilized in both alternatives. In some cases, one of the
two options may improve bicycle network functioning and safety to a greater extent than the
other option. Notwithstanding this fact, the Bicycle Plan Project goals would be accomplished

under either of the project-level alternatives presented below. A combination of some Option 1
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projects and some Option 2 projects (with different options selected for different clusters) could
alsobe adopted by the decision-makers and w ould al so a ccomplish the Bicycle Plan Project

goals.

As described in Chapter V of this EIR, the two project options would have similar impacts, and
would generally vary only by degree. Both Chapter V, Environmental S etting, Im pacts and
Mitigation Measures, and C hapter VI.A, Significantan d Unavoidable Impacts, identify
significant adverse impacts f or the project options asw ell as those f or w hich n o f easible
mitigation has been determined. The individual near-term projects would have both significant
and unavoidable impacts, as well as significant impacts that could be mitigated to a less-than-
significant level through the imposition of mitigation measures. The areas in which the greatest
impacts w ould o ccur, under b oth al ternatives, ar e th e S outh o f Ma rket ar ea ( including the
intersections o f Bryant Street, H oward S treet, an d T ownsend S treet w ith b oth 24 Street and
5% Street) and the Mission/Glen Park/Excelsior Area (including the intersection of Cesar Chavez
Street with Evans Street, Mission Street, Guerrero Street, and South Van Ness Avenue). Some
impacts would also occur in the Civic Center/Western Addition Area and the Twin Peaks Area.

These are discussed below, for the two alternatives considered.

The Bicycle Plan Project’s program-level impacts w ould be the same, whichever project-level
options are se lected. These p rogram-level i mpacts a re, th erefore, discussed s eparately,
immediately following the presentation of the Project-Level Impacts Alternative A and Project-
Level Impacts Alternative B, below. T hese program-level impacts would apply to whichever

Alternative the City may decide to select.
Project-Level Impacts Alternative A

The Project-Level Impacts Alternative A would include adoption of the Bicycle Plan, but would
assume that the Bicycle Plan options, considered within the text of this d ocument, would be
selected on the basis of the number of p otential impacts the given option could have on the
physical environmentin the area of the improvements (identified as “C luster Areas” in this
document). In reviewing this alternative, the reader should note that the Bicycle Plan could be
successfully adopted andi mplemented in accord with th is alternative. Then umber of
environmental impactsis not necessarily indicative of the project alternative’s full effect. A
project al ternative could, potentially, h ave fewer identified i mpacts than an other al ternative,
but these impacts could have a greater negative effect on City residents, or could contradict City

programs and goals to a greater extent, than a scenario with apparently more impacts.
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This alternative looks at near-term improvement projects Option 2 (or Option 1 if there is only
one option) as these produce fewer identified significant environmental impacts. However, this
alternative does not attempt to define the value or importance of each impact, or to rank the
impacts in order of absolute importance to local residents or the City of San Francisco. Under
this Pr oject-Level Im pact A Iternative A, significant a nd u navoidable p roject i mpacts would

occur in the following areas:

Traffic?

The near-term potential and the cumulative potential (which considers impacts of both
the Bicycle Plan and other development anticipated to occur around the project area), to

cause a significant adverse impact to intersection levels of service at:

Cluster 2

- 2nd Street/Harrison S treet, Project2 -1 Option 2, Existing p lus P rojectan d 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- 2nd Street/Folsom Street, Project 2-1 Option 2, 2025 Cumulative plus Project

conditions

- 2nd Street/Howard S treet, Project2 -1 Option 2, 2025 C umulative plus P roject

conditions

- 2nd Street/Townsend S treet, Combined P rojects 2-1an d2 -16 Opt ion 2, 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- 2nd Street/Townsend Street, Project2 -16 Option 2, 2025 C umulative p lus P roject

conditions

- 5 Street/Bryant S treet, Project2 -2 Option 2, E xisting p lus Projectan d 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- 5 Street/Howard S treet, Project2 -2 Option 2, 2025 Cumulative p lus Project

conditions

- 5% Street/Brannan S treet, Project2 -2 Option 2, 2025 C umulative plus P roject

conditions

- Potrero Av enue/16% Street, Project2 -4 Option 2, Existing p lus Projectan d 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

2 Unless otherwise noted, the significant and unavoidable traffic and transit impacts are for PM peak
hour conditions.
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- Fremont Street/Howard Street, Projects 2-7 and 2-9, Existing plus Project and 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- FremontS treet/Howard S treet, Project2 -9, Existingp lusP rojectan d 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- 7% Street/Townsend S treet, Project2 -16 Option 2, 2025 C umulative p lus P roject

conditions
Cluster 3

- Masonic A venue/Fell S treet, Project 3 -2 O ption 2, 2025 C umulative p lus P roject

conditions

- Masonic A venue/Turk S treet, Project3 -2 Option 2, inthe A M p eak h our, 2 025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Masonic A venue/Fulton S treet, Project 3-2 Option 2,in the AM peak hour, 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions
Cluster 5

- Mission Street/Cesar Chavez Street, Project 5-6 Option 2, inthe AM and PM peak

hour, Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Guerrero Street/Cesar Chavez Street, Project 5-6 Option 2, Existing plus Project and

2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- South Van Ness Avenue/Cesar Chavez S treet, Project 5-6 Option 2, Existing p lus

Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions
- Bryant Street/Cesar Chavez Street, Project 5-6 Option 2, Existing p lus P roject and
2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions
Transit

The ne ar-term p otential and c umulative p otential to slow so me tr ansit m ovement in

some locations:
Cluster 2

- Muni bus line 10, Combined Projects 2-1 and 2-16 Option 2, Existing plus Project and

2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Muni busline 10, Project 2-1 Option 2, Existing plus Project and 2025 C umulative

plus Project conditions
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- Munibusline9, Combined P rojects2-4 and 2-6 Option 2, 2025 C umulative p lus

Project conditions
- Muni bus line 9, Project 2-4 Option 2, 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Muni bus line 30, Project 2-16 Option 2, Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative
plus Pr oject p lus Project conditions, near th e intersection o f 4 ™ Street/Townsend

Streets

- Muni bus line 45, Project 2-16 Option 2, Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative
plus Pr oject p lus Pr oject conditions, n ear the i ntersection of 4™ Street/Townsend

Street

- SamTrans bus line 292, Combined Projects 2-4 and 2-6 Option 2, 2025 Cumulative

plus Project conditions

- SamTrans bus line 292, Project 2-4 Option 2, 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

Loading

The near-term potential and cumulative potential to eliminate some curb space currently

used for passenger loading/unloading or commercial freight loading/unloading.
Cluster 1

- Along North Point Street east of Columbus Avenue, Project 1-3, Existing plus Project
and 2025 Cumulative plus

Cluster 2

- Along 27 Street between Market and Bryant Streets, Project 2-1 Option 2, Existing
plus P rojectan d 2025 C umulative p lus Project conditions for p assenger

loading/unloading

- Along 27 Street between Market and Bryant Streets, Project 2-1 Option 2, Existing
plus Pr oject and 2025 C umulative plus P roject conditions for commercial freight

loading/unloading
Cluster 5

- Along Bayshore Boulevard between Cesar Chavez and Industrial Street, Project 5-4

Option 2, Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Along the west side of San Bruno Avenue between Paul Avenue and Silver Avenue,
Project5 -13 Option 2, Existing p lus P roject a nd 2025 C umulative p lus P roject

conditions
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Project-Level Impacts Alternative B

In choosing the near-term improvements in Alternative B, the Bicycle Plan could be adopted in
such a way as to support improvements that may result in more transportation-related impacts
on t he p hysical environment than A lternative A. A s noted ab ove, t he additional i mpacts
related to ap rojectd on ot necessarily m ean thatt he impacts w ould resultin a greater
magnitude of effect on the quality of life or overall transportation network functioning in the
City of San Francisco. The Alternative B would produce significant and unavoidable project-

level impacts in the areas listed below:

Traffic®

The near-term potential and the cumulative potential (which considers impacts of both
the Bicycle Plan and other development anticipated to occur around the project area), to

cause a significant adverse impact to intersection levels of service at:

Cluster 2

- 2nd Street/Bryant S treet, Project2 -1 Option 1, Existing p lus P rojectan d 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- 2nd Street/Harrison S treet, Project2 -1 Option 1, Existing p lus P rojectan d 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- 2nd Street/Folsom Street, Project 2-1 Option 1, 2025 Cumulative plus Project

conditions

- 2nd Street/Howard S treet, Project2 -1 Option 1, 2025 C umulative plus P roject

conditions

- 2nd Street/Townsend S treet, Combined P rojects 2-1an d2 -16 Opt ion 1, 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- 2nd Street/Townsend S treet, Project2 -16 Option 1, 2025 C umulative p lus P roject

conditions

- Church Street/Market S treet/14™ Street, Combined P rojects 2-3 and 2-11 Option 1,

2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Church Street/Market Street/14" Street, Project 2-11 Option 1, Existing plus Project

and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

3 Unless otherwise noted, the significant and unavoidable traffic and transit impacts are for PM peak
' hour conditions.
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- 10" Street/Brannan S treet/Potrero Avenue/Division S treet, Combined P rojects 2-4

and 2-6 Option 1, Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- 10* Street/Brannan Street/Potrero Avenue/Division Street, Project 2-6 Option 1, 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- 11 Street/Bryant S treet/Division S treet, Project 2-6 Option 1, Existing p lus Project

and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Fremont Street/Howard Street, Projects 2-7 and 2-9, Existing plus Project and 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- FremontS treet/Howard S treet, Project2 -9, Existingp lusP rojectan d 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- 7% Street/Townsend S treet, Project2 -16 Option 1, 2025 C umulative p lus P roject

conditions

Cluster 3

Masonic A venue/Fell S treet, Combined P rojects3 -1an d 3 -2 Option 1, 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Masonic A venue/Fell Street, Project 3 -2 Option 1, Existing p lus P roject an d 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Masonic A venue/Turk S treet, Project3 -2 Option 1, inthe A M p eak h our, 2 025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Masonic Avenue/Turk S treet, Project 3-2 Option 1, in the PM peak hour, 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Masonic A venue/Fulton S treet, Project3-2 Option 1, inthe AM peak hour, 2025

Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Masonic A venue/Geary B oulevard, Project3 -2 Option 1, 2025 C umulative p lus

Project conditions
Cluster 5

- Bayshore Boulevard/Jerrold Avenue/U.S. 101 Off-ramp, Project 5-4 Option 1, in the
AM and PM peak h our, Existing plus P roject and 2025 C umulative p lus P roject

conditions

- Evans Avenue/Cesar Chavez Street, Project 5-5 Option 1, Existing plus Project and
2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions
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- Mission Street/Cesar Chavez Street, Project 5-6 Option 1, inthe AM and PM peak

hour, Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Guerrero Street/Cesar Chavez Street, Project 5-6 Option 1, Existing plus Project and

2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- South Van Ness Avenue/Cesar Chavez S treet, Project 5-6 Option 1, Existing p lus

Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Bryant Street/Cesar Chavez Street, Project 5-6 Option 1, Existing plus P roject and

2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

Cluster 6

Burnett Avenue/Clipper Street/Portola Drive, Combined Projects 6-2 and 6-5 Option

1, Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Burnett Avenue/Clipper Street/Portola Drive, Project 6-5 Option 1, 2025 Cumulative

plus Project conditions

- Woodside A venue/O’Shaughnessy Boulevard/Portola Drive, Combined Projects 6-5
and 6-6 Option 1, inthe AM and PM peak h our, E xisting p lus P roject and 2025

Cumulative plus Project plus Project conditions

- Woodside Avenue/O’Shaughnessy Boulevard/Portola Drive, Project 6-5 Option 1, in
the AM and PM peak hour, Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project

plus Project conditions

- Woodside Avenue/O’Shaughnessy Boulevard/Portola Drive, Project 6-6 Option 1, in
the AM and PM peak hour, Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project

plus Project conditions

- Fowler Street/Portola A venue, Project 6-6 Option 1, 2025 Cumulative plus P roject

conditions
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Transit

The ne ar-term p otential and c umulative p otential to slow so me tr ansit m ovement in

some locations:
Cluster 2

- Muni bus line 10, Combined Projects 2-1 and 2-16 Option 1, Existing plus Project and

2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Munibusline 10, Project 2-1 Option 1, Existing plus Project and 2025 C umulative

plus Project conditions

- Muni bus line 30, Project 2-16 Option 1, Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative
plus Pr oject p lus Project conditions, near th e intersection o f 4 ™ Street/Townsend

Streets

- Muni bus line 45, Project 2-16 Option 1, Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative
plus Pr oject p lus Pr oject conditions, n ear the intersection of 4™ Street/Townsend

Street
Cluster 3

- Muni bus line 43, Combined Projects 3-1 and 3-2 Option 1, Existing plus Project and

2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions

- Muni bus line 43, Project 3-2 Option 1, Existing plus Project and 2025 Cumulative

plus Project conditions
Cluster 5

- Munibusline 12, Project 5-6 Option 1, Existing plus Project and 2025 C umulative

plus Project conditions

- Muni busline 27, Project 5-6 Option 1, Existing plus Project and 2025 C umulative

plus Project conditions
Cluster 6

- Muni busline 48, Projects 6-2, 6-5, and 6-6 Option 1, 2025 Cumulative plus Project

conditions

- Muni bus line 52, Projects 6-2, 6-5, and 6-6 Option 1, 2025 Cumulative plus Project

conditions
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Loading

The near-term potential and cumulative potential to eliminate some curb space currently

used for passenger loading/unloading or commercial freight loading/unloading.
Cluster 1

- Along North Point Street east of Columbus Avenue, Project 1-3, Existing plus Project
and 2025 Cumulative plus

Cluster 2

- Along 27 Street between Market and Bryant Streets, Project 2-1 Option 1, Existing
plus P rojectan d 2025 C umulative p lus Project conditions for p assenger

loading/unloading

- Along 2 Street between Market and Bryant Streets, Project 2-1 Option 1, Existing
plus Pr oject and 2025 C umulative plus P roject conditions for commercial freight

loading/unloading

- Along north side o f Market Street near N oe Street, Project 2-11 O ption 1, Existing

plus Project and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions
Cluster 5

- Along the west side of San Bruno Avenue between Paul Avenue and Silver Avenue,
Project 5 -13 O ption 1, Existing p lus P roject a nd 2025 C umulative p lus P roject

conditions.

PROGRAM-LEVEL IMPACTS AND ALTERNATIVES

Program-Level Improvements Alternative A

The Bicycle Plan Project would be accomplished by adoption of Program-Level Improvement
Alternative A, which represents the adoption of the full set of program-level actions, namely all
minor improvement projects and all long-term improvement projects. The Bicycle Plan Project
would b eo nly p artially ac complishedb ya doptiono ft he Program-Level A Iternative
Improvement B (Sharrows), which would be limited to the installation of sh arrows on s treet
segments i dentified for I ong-term i mprovement, instead o f o ther bicycle f acilities. Und er
Program-Level Alternative B (Sharrows), some of the City’s goals for improving bicycling safety
and facilities, and supporting and improving bicycle circulation around the City would not be

met.
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The program-level impacts, for implementation of the complete minor improvements and long-
term improvements of the Bicycle Plan, would include significant and unavoidable impacts to
intersection LOS produced by the implementation of long-term improvements. Reduction in the
number of travel lanes could subject vehicles, including transit using the affected roadways, to
increased congestion and delays. Increased delays could resultin drivers diverting to other
potentially less convenient routes to access their destinations. The actual impact of a long-term
improvement on roadway capacity and traffic o perations would depend on the length of the
affected roadway s egment, the number of travel lanes that would be av ailable f or v ehicular
flow, whether intersections are signalized or STOP-sign controlled, and the available green time
for each movement at signalized intersections. At some locations, implementation of
improvements would r esulti n si gnificant ¢ umulative impacts (i.e,, cause LOS operating
conditions to change from LOS D or better to LOS E or LOS F, or from LOS E to LOS F), while at
other1 ocations t hat would o perateatL. OS Eo rF w ithoutt he improvements. T he
improvements m ay b e determined t o representa significant c ontribution to th e c umulative
impacts. Implementation of mitigation measures could reduce the cumulative impacts of the
long-term improvements to a less-than-significantlevel. However, in so me instances w here
intersections remain at LOS E or F conditions even with mitigation, mitigation is incompatible
with t he p roposed i mprovement, orr oadway g eometry p recludesi mplementationo f
mitigation, impacts may notbe reduced to al ess-than-significantlevel. T herefore, the l ong-
term improvements would result in significant cumulative impacts, and traffic impacts may be

considered potentially significant and unavoidable.

Transit operations would also be substantially affected by the intersection operating conditions,
under cumulative project conditions (i.e., those conditions that include this project as well as
other p rojectsina g ivenarea). D ueto b ackground t raffic vo lume i ncreases, numerous
intersections w ithin S an Fr ancisco are p rojected t o o perate p oorly u nder f uture y ear 2025
cumulative conditions. If the implementation of long-term improvements results in an increase
in transit delay equal to or greater than six minutes, in both directions, this would constitute a
significant o perational i mpact o n t ransit r outes for w hich th e h eadway i s g reater th an si x
minutes. For transit routes where the headway is less than six minutes, a si gnificant impact
would o ccuri ft het ransitd elay wouldb eg reaterth ano r equalto t he headway.
Implementation of mitigation measures could reduce the long-term improvement’s impacts to a
less-than-significant level. H owever, in some cases implementation of an effective mitigation
measure would be incompatible with the roadway geometry in a given location; in other cases,
the proposed mitigation would be incompatible with the proposed improvement that produced

the impacts in the first place. In both these cases, transit delays may not be reduced to a less-
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than-significant level through mitigation. Therefore, the long-term improvements would result
in significant cumulative impacts on transit operations, and transit impacts would be

considered potentially significant and unavoidable.

Finally, there could be significant and unavoidable impacts to loading. In light of the projected
cumulative g rowth i n c ommercial ac tivities w ithin S an F rancisco, there could b e increased
commercial vehicle loading/unloading activities between now and 2025. Implementation of the
long-term improvements to accommodate bicycle lanes could result in the elimination of curb
space currently d edicated t o yellow commercial v ehicle f reight 1 oading zones, or ac tive
passenger loading/unloading zones. The impactofa loss of available 1 oading zones would
depend on the number of spaces that would be eliminated, the location of the spaces, and the
availability of alternate accommodations for loading/unloading activities. ~However, in
situations w here available | oading zo nes a re removed an d t he 1 oading de mand cannotb e
reasonably accommodated within e xisting ad jacent locations, and r oadway r ight-of-way i s
constrained, th erem ayb esi gnificant cumulativei mpactsto 1 oading. A Ithough,
implementation of mitigation measures could reduce the long-term improvement’s impacts to a
less-than-significant level, impacts may not be reduced to al ess-than-significant level in some
locations, including t hose with a high v olume o f 1 oading d emand, and at 1 ocations where
mitigation i s i ncompatible w ith t he p roposed i mprovement o r where roadway g eometry
precludes implementation of mitigation. Therefore, the long-term improvements would result
in significant cumulative impacts, and loading impacts would be considered to be significant

and unavoidable.
Program-Level Improvements Alternative B (Sharrows)

An al ternative to t he Full P rogram-Level Im provements A lternative A would ] imit t he
program-level actions to activities involved in locating, placing, and maintaining sharrows to
the st reets o r a reas identified f or long-term i mprovements t o c omplete t he b icycle route

network. This Alternative would have no significant and unavoidable impacts.
B. SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES

This EIR identifies several significant and unavoidable project-level and program-level impacts
relative to reductionsin t raffic i ntersection L OS, tr ansit d elays, a nd 1 oading zo ne i mpacts.
Specific program-level impacts have not been identified for the No Project Alternative, although
substantial loading zone, transit, and L OS impacts would be expected to occur under the No
Project Alternative, as a result of the anticipated increase in cars on City streets by the year 2025.
In the No Project Alternative, these impacts would not be offset by any of the potential benefits
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of the Bicycle Plan and a related replacement of personal vehicle use by bicycle and combined
bicycle-transit travel modes. Implementation of Project-Level Impacts Alternative B would lead
to all of the program-level impacts identified above, namely, loading, traffic LOS, and transit
delay impacts, and would also result in delays to eight bus lines, interference with al oading
zone in four areas, and a deterioration in intersection LOS at 23 intersections across the City. By
comparison, implementation of the P roject-Level I mpacts Alternative A w ould lead to t he
aforementioned program-level impacts as well as causing delays to five bus lines, interference

with loading zones in four areas, and a deterioration in intersection LOS at 17 intersections.
ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE

As required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c)(2), the “Project-Level Impacts Alternative A”

is i dentified as th e Environmentally Superior Alternative, as f ar as p roject-level i mpacts are

7

concerned. T he “P rogram-Level Im provements A lternative B ”i si dentified ast he

Environmentally Superior Alternative, as far as program-level impacts are concerned.
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VIlIl. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

A. INTRODUCTION
PURPOSE OF THE COMMENTS AND RESPONSES DOCUMENT

This document contains the public comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (Draft EIR) prepared for the proposed San Francisco Bicycle Plan Project (Proposed
Project), and the City’s responses to those comments. This document was prepared in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, Public Resources Code Section
21091 et. seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines. It presents all comments received during the public
review period for the Proposed Project, the City’s responses to the comments, copies of the
letters received, and a transcript of the public hearing. The Draft EIR, together with this
document, will be considered by the Planning Commission in an advertised public meeting and
will be certified as a Final EIR, if deemed adequate.

Generally, the purpose of this document is to give interested parties an opportunity to comment
on the adequacy of the Draft EIR. Comments pertaining to the merits of the Proposed Project
are summarized but not addressed. These comments may be considered by the San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) Board of Directors when determining whether or
not to approve the Proposed Project.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

A public scoping meeting for the Proposed Project was held on June 26, 2007. This meeting was
properly noticed on June 5, 2007. The Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR, published June 5,
2007, included a description of the Project features, including a list of specific near-term
improvement projects for the bicycle route network. In addition, the Initial Study for the
Proposed Project was published on March 15, 2008 with a public comment period extending
through April 14, 2008. A Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Initial Study was mailed to more
than 1,400 individuals and organizations. Notice of the Initial Study publication was also
provided on the Planning Department website on March 15, 2008.

A NOA for the Draft EIR was distributed and the full text of the Draft EIR was made available
for review on the Planning Department’s website on November 26, 2008. Written comments on
the EIR were accepted until January 13, 2009. During the public comment period, the document
was reviewed by various state, regional, and local agencies, as well as by interested
organizations and individuals. Forty-eight comment letters were received from six agencies,
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three commissions, twenty-one organizations, and eighteen individuals. A public hearing
before the City’s Planning Commission was held on January 8, 2009 to obtain oral comments on
the Draft EIR. During the public hearing, oral comments were offered by one individual and six
Planning Commissioners. This Comments and Responses document, along with the Draft EIR,
will be presented before the Planning Commission for Final EIR certification on June 25, 2009.

DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

Following this introduction, Section B presents a list of all persons and organizations that
provided written comments, and the date of their communications, or oral testimony at the
public hearing on the Draft EIR before the San Francisco Planning Commission held on January
8, 2009.

Section C contains summaries of substantive comments on the Draft EIR made orally during the
public hearing and received in writing during the public comment period, from November 26,
2008 through January 13, 2009. Comments are grouped by environmental topic and generally
correspond to the table of contents of the Draft EIR; where no comments addressed a particular
topic, however, that topic appears under the General Comments section of this document.
Therefore, the comments contained in individual comment letters have been sorted into the
appropriate topic area. The name of the commentor is indicated following each comment
summary. The original comment letters are included as an appendix and marked to indicate
where each discrete comment is addressed in Section C.

Section D contains text changes to the Draft EIR made by the EIR preparers subsequent to
publication of the Draft EIR to correct or clarify information presented in the Draft EIR,
including changes to the Draft EIR text made in Response to Comments, and staff-initiated text
changes. Staff-initiated text changes include minor revisions to the near-term improvements
and a discussion of the environmental impacts of these revisions, whenever necessary.

Some of the responses to comments on the Draft EIR provide clarification regarding the Draft
EIR; where applicable, changes have been made to the text of the Draft EIR, and are shown in
double underline for additions and strikethrough for deletions.

The comment letters received and the transcript of the public hearing on the Draft EIR before
the San Francisco Planning Commission are reproduced in Appendices D and E, respectively.!

1 Appendix A of the EIR is the Initial Study. Appendix B of the EIR consists of the project drawings.
Appendix C of the EIR is the MSAT Model Output.
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These comments and responses will be incorporated into the Final EIR as a new chapter. Text
changes resulting from comments and responses will also be incorporated in the Final EIR, as
indicated in the responses. In addition, the staff-initiated text changes presented in Section D
also will be incorporated into the Final EIR. Project drawings for the near-term improvements
that have been revised since the publication of the Draft EIR are presented in Appendix F.
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B. LIST OF PERSONS COMMENTING

FEDERAL, STATE, REGIONAL, AND LOCAL AGENCIES

Association of Bay Area Governments - San Francisco Bay Trail Project (Maureen Gaffney, Bay
Trail Planner, written comments, January 5, 2009, Letter 18)

California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) (Lisa Carboni, District Branch Chief, written
comments, January 8, 2009, Letter 17)

San Francisco Recreation and Park Department (Daniel LaForte, Park Planner, written
comments, January 13, 2009, Letter 31)

SamTrans (G. Ted Yurek, Senior Planner, written comments, January 13, 2009, Letter 34)

San Francisco County Transportation Authority, Ben Stupka, Senior Transportation Planner,
written comments, January 13, 2009, Letter 26)

U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Golden Gate National Recreation Area
(Brian O’Neill, General Superintendent, written comments, January 13, 2009, Letter 29)

BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS
California Public Utilities Commission (Daniel Kevin, Regulatory Analyst, written comments,
December 9, 2008, Letter 4)
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) (Tim Doherty, Coastal
Program Analyst, written comments, January 13, 2009, Letter 23)
San Francisco Planning Commission:
Ron Miguel, President, public hearing comments, January 8, 2009; see Appendix E.
Christina R. Olague, Vice President, public hearing comments, January 8, 2009; see Appendix
E.
Michael J. Antonini, Commissioner, public hearing comments, January 8, 2009; see Appendix
E.
Gwyneth Borden, Commissioner, public hearing comments, January 8, 2009; see Appendix E.
William L. Lee, Commissioner, public hearing comments, January 8, 2009; see Appendix E.
Kathrin Moore, Commissioner, public hearing comments, January 8, 2009; see Appendix E.
Hisashi Sugaya, Commissioner, public hearing comments, January 8, 2009; see Appendix E.

ORGANIZATIONS

CC Puede, Fran Taylor, Co-Chair, written comments enclosed with M. Zilversmit email,
January 2, 2009, Letter 48

CC Puede, Fran Taylor, Co-Chair, written comments, January 12, 2009, Letter 33

Coalition for Adequate Review, Mary Miles, written comments, November 13, 2008, Letter 43

Coalition for Adequate Review, Mary Miles, written comments, January 7, 2009, Letter 16
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Coalition for Adequate Review, Mary Miles, written comments, January 13, 2009, Letter 22

Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods (CSFN), Gary Noguera, President, January 5, 2009,
Letter 7

Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods (CSFN), Gary Noguera, President, written
comments, January 7, 2009, Letter 36

Environmental Defense Fund, Kathryn Phillips and Ashley Rood, written comments, January
12, 2009, Letter 14

Fontana West Board of Directors, Claudio Micor, Treasurer, written comments, January 8, 2009,
Letter 9

Fontana West Board of Directors, Claudio Micor, Treasurer, written comments, October 22,
2008, Letter 10

Lakeshore Acres Improvement Club, Bruce H. Selby, Co-President, written comments, January
13, 2009, Letter 30

Miraloma Park Improvement Club, Dan Liberthson, written comments, January 19, 2009,
Letter 45

Planning Association for the Richmond (PAR), Eugene A. Brodsky, written comments, January
13, 2009, Letter 32

Richmond Community Association, Hiroshi Fukuda, written comments, January 13, 2009,
Letter 37

Red Rock One Home Owners Association, Scott Hrudicka, President, written comments,
January 11, 2009, Letter 21

Red Rock One Home Owners Association, Scott Hrudicka, President, written comments,
January 13, 2009, Letter 20

San Francisco Bicycle Coalition, Leah Shahum, et al., oral comments January 8, 2009 at the
Planning Commission Draft EIR hearing; see Appendix E.

San Francisco Bicycle Coalition, Livable City, Sierra Club San Francisco Group, Green Action for
Health and Environmental Justice, Urban Habitat, League of Conservation Voters, San
Francisco Tomorrow, San Jose/Guerrero Coalition to Save Our Streets, TransForm,
WalkSF, Leah Shahum, et al., written comments, January 12, 2009, Letter 25

Sunnyside Neighborhood Association, Nicole Nantista, Neysa Fligor, Richard Goldman,
Monica Ramirez, and Chris Coghlan, written comments, January 7, 2009, Letter 24

Westwood Highlands Association, David Bisho, President, written comments, December 3,
2008, Letter 40

INDIVIDUALS
Joseph J. Acosta, written comments, January 11, 2009, Letter 12
John Paul Bruno, written comments, January 13, 2009, Letter 46
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Robert Clutton, written comments, December 22, 2008, Letter 6
John Daniel, written comments, December 5, 2008, Letter 1
Carolyn Deniz, written comments, January 13, 2009, Letter 19

Sue Harless, written comments, November 26, 2008, Letter 44
Ted Loewenberg, written comments, January 13, 2009, Letter 28
J.A. Marshall, written comments, December 12, 2008, Letter 3
Josephine Mazzucco, written comments, January 7, 2009, Letter 8
Rafael Montes, written comments, January 14, 2009, Letter 35
Gary Noguera, written comments, November 30, 2008, Letter 41
Betty Parshall, written comments, December 9, 2008, Letter 2
Holly Sheffer, written comments, January 12, 2009, Letter 13

Jane Stavrapoulos, written comments, December 22, 2008, Letter 5
Joseph A. Story, written comments, January 11, 2009, Letter 11
Richard A. Worner, written comments, December 4, 2008, Letter 42
YinLan Zhang, written comments, January 8, 2009, Letter 15

Marc J. Zilversmit, written comments, November 30, 2008, Letter 38
Marc J. Zilversmit, written comments, December 3, 2008, Letter 39
Marc J. Zilversmit, written comments, January 5, 2009, Letter 47
Marc J. Zilversmit, written comments, January 13, 2009, Letter 27
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C. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
MASTER RESPONSES

This section contains Master Responses to address similar comments that were raised in more
than one letter and to provide information in a comprehensive, easily-located discussion that
clarifies and elaborates upon the analyses in the Draft EIR. The Master Responses address the
following topics:

Master Response 1:  Impacts Associated with Removal of Parking Spaces
Master Response 2:  Impacts Associated with Removal of Traffic Lanes
Master Response 3:  Withdrawal of Project 6-2 Segment Il Option 1

Master Response 1: Impacts Associated with Removal of Parking Spaces
Master Response 1 addresses Comments 1.4, 1.9, 4.18, 4.19, 5.38, 5.60, and 5.61.

A number of commentors expressed concern about the parking spaces that would be removed
to accommodate near-term Dbicycle route network improvement projects (near-term
improvements) with implementation of the Proposed Project. This Master Response explains
the methodology used in the Draft EIR for assessing the significance of parking removal and
summarizes the findings of the Draft EIR with respect to this issue. In addition, since the
publication of the Draft EIR, the project designs for the 60 near-term improvements have been
further refined by SFMTA with input from City agencies and the public. For most of the near-
term improvements SFMTA has decided upon a preferred project design. This section also
provides a discussion regarding how the development of preferred project designs affects the
issue of parking removal.

SFMTA has conducted an internal as well as a public review process to determine a preferred
project design for most of the near-term improvements. In a majority of instances, the preferred
project design is the same as one of the options presented and analyzed in the Draft EIR. In
other cases, the preferred project design is a modification of one of the options presented and
analyzed in the Draft EIR. These project modifications represent project options encompassed
by the range of project alternatives anticipated for the Proposed Project. Descriptions of these
preferred project designs and any necessary supplemental analysis of environmental impacts
are provided in the Staff-initiated Text Changes section of this document, Section D, and in
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supporting materials in the administrative record. Project drawings for the modified project
options are provided in Appendix F of this document.

As discussed on p. V.A.3-11 of the Draft EIR, the analysis of parking impacts was conducted for
certain identified parking study corridors. The selection of parking study corridors was based
on a review of the 60 proposed near-term improvements. Near-term improvements that
included design options that would remove substantial amounts of on-street parking or loading
space were selected for further review. Additionally, near-term improvements located on
streets with known frequent loading activities were selected for further review. For those near-
term improvements selected for further review, existing parking supply and occupancy in the
area were analyzed. Those near-term improvements with the greatest potential to impact
parking occupancy in the vicinity of the Proposed Project were selected as parking study
corridors. The results of the parking study corridors analyses are discussed throughout Section
V.A.3 of the Draft EIR in the parking and loading subsections.

On p. V.A.3-189 of the Draft EIR an explanation of the threshold of significance used by the City
to address parking impacts is provided:

San Francisco does not consider parking supply as part of the permanent physical
environment. Parking conditions are not static, as parking supply and demand varies
from day to day, from day to night, from month to month, etc. Hence, the availability of
parking spaces (or lack thereof) is not a permanent physical condition, but changes over
time as people change their modes and patterns of travel.

Parking deficits are considered to be social effects, rather than impacts on the physical
environment as defined by CEQA. Under CEQA, a project’s social impacts need not be
treated as significant impacts on the environment. Environmental documents should,
however, address the secondary physical impacts that would be triggered by a social
impact (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131 (a)). The social inconvenience of parking deficits,
such as having to hunt for scarce parking spaces, is not an environmental impact, but
there may be secondary physical environmental impacts, such as increased traffic
congestion at intersections, air quality impacts, safety impacts, or noise impacts caused
by congestion. In the experience of San Francisco transportation planners, however, the
absence of a ready supply of parking spaces, combined with available alternatives to
auto travel (e.g., transit service, taxis, bicycles or travel by foot) and a relatively dense
pattern of urban development, induces many drivers to seek and find alternative
parking, shift to other modes of travel, or change their overall travel habits. Any such
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resulting shifts to transit service, walking, and bicycling would be in keeping with the
City’s “Transit First” policy. The City’s Transit First Policy, established in the City’s
Charter Section 16.102 provides that “parking policies for areas well served by public
transit shall be designed to encourage travel by public transportation and alternative
transportation.”

The transportation analysis accounts for potential secondary effects, such as cars circling
and looking for a parking space in areas of limited parking supply, by assuming that all
drivers would attempt to find parking at or near the project site and then seek parking
farther away if convenient parking is unavailable. Moreover, the secondary effects of
drivers searching for parking is typically off-set by a reduction in vehicle trips due to
others who are aware of constrained parking conditions in a given area. Hence, any
secondary environmental impacts which may result from a shortfall in parking in the
vicinity of the Proposed Project would be minor and the traffic assignments used in the
transportation analysis, as well as in the associated air quality, noise, and pedestrian
safety analyses, reasonably address potential secondary effects.

Therefore, the Draft EIR does not consider removal of parking to be a significant impact except
where it would result in secondary physical impacts, such as traffic congestion, air quality
impacts, or noise impacts caused by congestion.

The near-term improvements proposed under the Proposed Project include a range of design
options. Some design options would include the removal of some number of on-street parking
spaces, and some design options would not remove any parking spaces.

Not all parking spaces that would be removed are fully occupied. For example, of the 160
parking spaces that would be removed by Option 1 of Project 4-2 on Cargo Way, very few are
currently occupied (see p. V.A.3-409 of the Draft EIR). The 161 parking spaces removed on John
F. Kennedy Drive are already unavailable to drivers on Sundays when this roadway is closed to
traffic, but these spaces have been replaced by an underground garage in Golden Gate Park (see
Project 7-4 on p. V.A.3-609 of the Draft EIR). Some of the parking removals proposed in the
projects such as Project 6-4, the Laguna Honda Boulevard Bicycle Lanes (p. V.A.3-553), are
proposed to improve bus operations in consultation with Muni staff in conjunction with the
bicycle route network proposals.

The Draft EIR did not identify any significant direct, indirect or cumulative parking impacts at
either the program level or project level of analysis for the Proposed Project. However, one
improvement measure related to parking, Improvement Measure 1-P5-7a, is suggested for

Case No. 2007.0347E Final EIR
C&R-9

SAN FRANCISCO BICYCLE PLAN AUGUST 2009




VIIl.  Comments and Responses
C. Comments and Responses

Existing plus Project conditions and 2025 Cumulative plus Project conditions for Project 5-7a.
Improvement measures are recommended techniques that would provide additional benefit or
improvement to a topical area of analysis in an EIR, but are not necessary to mitigate or reduce
an impact to a level of insignificance. Decision-makers, in their discretion, may elect to impose
one or more improvement measures as project conditions.

In addition, changes in the amount of parking removal that would result from the project
modifications included in the preferred design options are described in the Staff-initiated text
changes section of this document, Section D. Overall, the preferred projects would result in less
parking removal than the more impactful design options analyzed in the Draft EIR. Therefore,
there would be no direct, indirect or cumulative significant impact with respect to parking as a
result of the preferred project. The changes have not resulted in significant new information
with respect to the Proposed Project, including any new significant environmental impacts or
new mitigation measures with respect to parking. Therefore, recirculation of the Draft EIR
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 is not required.

Master Response 2: Impacts Associated with Removal of Traffic Lanes
Master Response 2 addresses Comments 4.18, 5.2, 5.4, 5.15, and 5.20.

A number of commentors expressed concern about the traffic lanes that would be removed to
accommodate near-term bicycle route network improvements (near-term improvements). This
Master Response explains the methodology used in the Draft EIR for assessing the significance
of traffic lane removal and summarizes the findings of the Draft EIR with respect to this issue.
In addition, since the publication of the Draft EIR, the project designs for the 60 near-term
improvements have been further refined by SFMTA with input from City agencies and the
public. For most of the near-term improvements SFMTA has decided upon a preferred project
design. This section also provides a discussion regarding how the development of preferred
project designs affects the impacts associated with the removal of traffic lanes for the Proposed
Project.

SFMTA has conducted an internal as well as a public review process to determine a preferred
project design for most of the near-term improvements. In a majority of instances, the preferred
project design is the same as one of the options presented and analyzed in the Draft EIR. In
other cases, the preferred project design is a modification of one of the options presented and
analyzed in the Draft EIR. These project modifications represent project options encompassed
by the range of project alternatives anticipated for the Proposed Project. Descriptions of these
preferred project designs and any necessary supplemental analysis of environmental impacts
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are provided in the Staff-initiated Text Changes section of this document, Section D. Project
drawings for the modified project options are provided in Appendix F of this document.

The transportation impacts of the Proposed Project were analyzed in a project-specific traffic
impact analysis, the San Francisco Bicycle Plan Update Transportation Impact Study (TIS),2 which
was summarized in the Draft EIR. The traffic, transit, and transportation-related air quality
impacts resulting from travel lane removals are indicated in the Draft EIR by intersection level
of service (LOS) operating conditions. LOS is a qualitative description of the performance of an
intersection based on the average delay per vehicle. Intersection LOS ranges from LOS A,
which indicates free flow or excellent conditions with short delays, to LOS F, which indicates
congested or overloaded conditions with extremely long delays.

Removal of traffic lanes could result a decrease in LOS at certain City intersections. Based on
the removal of traffic lanes, a combined weighted average delay and LOS is presented in the
tables throughout Section V.A.3 of the Draft EIR for each of the signalized study intersections
analyzed as part of the transportation study. A total of 61 intersections are studied in the Draft
EIR, and the analysis provided demonstrates whether or not there would be a significant LOS
impact due to the removal of traffic lanes. In addition, as part of the further refinement of the
near-term improvements to develop preferred project designs, the intersection analysis for the
near-term improvements was supplemented with LOS analysis at three additional intersections.
The results are presented in Section D of this document.

The Draft EIR identified some intersections as experiencing significant project-related traffic
impacts. The supplemental traffic analysis completed for the preferred project, including
modifications to project options analyzed in the Draft EIR, did not result in any new significant
impacts. For the significant traffic impacts that would result from the proposed project,
mitigation measures have been identified to reduce the impact. However, at some intersections,
feasible mitigation measures are not available, resulting in an unavoidable significant impact.
The intersections where there would be an unavoidable significant impact include the

following:
2nd Street/Bryant Street
2nd Street/Harrison Street

2nd Street/Folsom Street

2 Wilbur Smith Associates, October 2008. San Francisco Bicycle Plan Update Transportation Impact Study.
This document is available for review by appointment at the San Francisco Planning Department,
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, as part of Case File No. 2007.0347E.
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2nd Street/Howard Street

2nd Street/Townsend Street

5t Street/Bryant Street

5t Street/Howard Street

5t Street/Brannan Street

7t Street/Townsend Street

10t Street/Brannan Street/Potrero Avenue/Division Street
11t Street/Bryant Street/Division Street
Potrero Avenue/16% Street

Fremont Street/Howard Street

Church Street/Market Street/14t Street
Masonic Avenue/Fell Street

Masonic Avenue/Fulton Street

Masonic Avenue/Turk Street

Masonic Avenue/Geary Boulevard

Bayshore Boulevard/Jerrold Boulevard/US 101
Bryant Street/Cesar Chavez Street

Cesar Chavez Street/South Van Ness Avenue
Evans Avenue/Cesar Chavez Street

Mission Street/Cesar Chavez Street

Guerrero Street/Cesar Chavez Street

Burnett Avenue/Clipper Street/Portola Drive
Fowler Street/Portola Drive

Woodside /O’Shaughnessy Bouleva