
   

 

   

 

  

 
  

  
      

 

 
 

     
       
     

 
    

    
  

   
   

   
 

  
  

 
   

   
  

     
 

  

M e m o r a n d u m  

To: CHAIR AND COMMISSIONERS CTC Meeting: October 18-19, 2023 

From: TANISHA TAYLOR, Executive Director 

Reference Number: 2.2c.(5), Action 

Prepared By: Cherry Zamora 
Assistant Deputy Director 

Published Date: October 6, 2023 

Subject: Approval of Project for Future Funding Consideration – Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report and Addendum for the Transbay Program Phase 2 
Downtown Rail Extension, Resolution #E-23-140 

Recommendation: 
Staff recommends the California Transportation Commission (Commission), as a Responsible 
Agency, accept the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report and Addendum 
analyzing the Transbay Program Phase 2 Downtown Rail Extension (Project) in the City of San 
Francisco in San Francisco County and approve the Project for future funding consideration. 
Issue: 
The Transbay Joint Powers Authority is the California Environmental Quality Act Lead Agency 
for the Project. The Transbay Program contains two phases. The first phase, now complete, 
included construction of the above-ground portion of the new Salesforce Transit Center, the 
below-ground train box, and the bus ramp connecting the transit center to the San Francisco-
Oakland Bay Bridge. The second phase Project will extend Caltrain commuter rails and 
accommodate future high-speed rail to Downtown San Francisco. The Project includes design 
and construction of the 2.2-mile Downtown Rail Extension, also called The Portal, build-out of 
the below-grade train station facilities at the Salesforce Transit Center at First and Mission 
streets, and construction of an underground rail station along the Downtown Rail Extension 
alignment at Fourth and Townsend Streets in the City of San Francisco in San Francisco 
County. 
For all projects that are anticipated to be funded through a program under the purview of the 
Commission, full compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act is required. The 
Commission will not allocate funds to projects for design, right-of-way, or construction until the 
environmental document is complete, and the Commission has approved the environmentally 
cleared project for future funding consideration. 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
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Background: 
On August 11, 2010, the Commission approved Resolution E-10-67 accepting the Final 
Environmental Impact Report for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown 
Extension/Replacement Project, which originally analyzed the Transbay Program. 
On December 13, 2018, the Transbay Joint Powers Authority approved the Final Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Report. The Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report analyzed 
the following refinements to the Project: refinements to the track curvature entering the transit 
center, extension of the below-grade rail levels of the transit center to enable high-speed rail, 
refined designs and siting for the ventilation structures and emergency exits in response to 
updated safety standards, and other transportation improvements. 
The Transbay Joint Powers Authority found that the Project would have significant and 
unavoidable adverse environmental impacts from noise and from sea level rise and flooding 
resulting from climate change. 
The Transbay Joint Powers Authority found there were several benefits that outweigh the 
unavoidable adverse impacts of the project. These overriding benefits include economic, legal, 
social, and technological considerations that outweigh the identified significant effects on the 
environment. The Transbay Joint Powers Authority determined the Project would accomplish 
the following benefits (the full text discussing benefits is available in Attachment B): 

• Upgrade intermodal connection and services; 
• Support high-speed rail service; 
• Serve growing transportation needs in the project area; 
• Advance regional needs to improve transportation and environmental quality; and 
• Respond to further system safety planning 

On January 12, 2023, the Transbay Joint Powers Authority adopted the Addendum to the Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report. The Addendum addressed refinements to the 
throat structure of the train box, construction of a tunnel stub box at the west end of the 
Caltrain yard, and other transportation improvements. 
On September 22, 2023, the Transbay Joint Powers Authority confirmed that the Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report and Addendum remain valid and that there are no 
new identified impacts requiring mitigation. The Transbay Joint Powers Authority also 
confirmed that the Project set forth in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
and Addendum are consistent with the Project scope of work programmed by the Commission. 
The Project is estimated to cost $7,526,267,000. The table below summarizes the fund 
sources. 
Summary of Fund Sources 
Regional Improvement Program-Public 
Transportation Account 

State $17,847,000 

Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program State $560,000,000 
Land Based Community Facilities District 
Bonds, Net Tax Increment, Sales 

Local $983,463,000 

San Francisco County Sales Tax Local $321,589,000 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
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Regional Measure 3 Local $325,000,000 
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board 
Revenue 

Local $3,000,000 

High Speed Rail Local $553,000,000 
Consolidated Rail Infrastructure and Safety 
Improvements 

Federal $29,880,000 

Federal State Partnership Federal $97,389,000 
Mega Program Federal $113,800,000 
Bipartisan Infrastructure Law Federal $443,435,000 
Federal Transit Administration Funds-Capital 
Investment Grants Program 

Federal $4,077,864,000 

Construction is scheduled to begin in Fiscal Year 2025-2026. 

Attachments: 
• Attachment A: Resolution E-23-140 
• Attachment B: Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations 
• Attachment C: Notice of Determination 
• Attachment D: Project Location Map 
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October 18-19, 2023 

Reference 2.2c.(5) 

CALIFORNIA TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
Resolution for Future Funding Consideration 

4 – San Francisco County
Resolution E-23-140 

1.1 WHEREAS, the Transbay Joint Powers Authority has completed a Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report and Addendum for the Transbay 
Program Phase 2 Downtown Rail Extension (Project); and 

1.2 WHEREAS, the Transbay Joint Powers Authority has certified the Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report and approved the Addendum 
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the CEQA 
Guidelines; and 

1.3 WHEREAS, the Project is located in the City of San Francisco in San Francisco 
County; and 

1.4 WHEREAS, the Project will extend Caltrain commuter rails and accommodate 
future high-speed rail to Downtown San Francisco. The Project includes design 
and construction of the 2.2-mile Downtown Rail Extension, also called The 
Portal, build-out of the below-grade train station facilities at the Salesforce Transit 
Center at First and Mission streets, and construction of an underground rail 
station along the Downtown Rail Extension alignment at Fourth and Townsend 
streets in the City of San Francisco in San Francisco County; and 

1.5 WHEREAS, on August 11, 2010, the California Transportation Commission 
(Commission) approved Resolution E-10-67 accepting the Final Environmental 
Impact Report for the Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown 
Extension/Replacement Project, which originally analyzed the Transbay 
Program; and 

1.6 WHEREAS, on December 13, 2018, the Transbay Joint Powers Authority 
approved the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report. The Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report analyzed the following refinements 
to the Project: refinements to the track curvature entering the transit center, 
extension of the below-grade rail levels of the transit center to enable high-speed 
rail, refined designs and siting for the ventilation structures and emergency exits 
in response to updated safety standards, and other transportation improvements; 
and 

1.7 WHEREAS, on January 12, 2023, the Transbay Joint Powers Authority adopted 
the Addendum to the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report. The 
Addendum addressed refinements to the throat structure of the train box, 
construction of a tunnel stub box at the west end of the Caltrain yard, and other 
transportation improvements; and 
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1.8 WHEREAS, the Transbay Joint Powers Authority found that the Project’s impacts 
on water quality (sea level rise and flooding) and noise would be significant and 
unavoidable adverse environmental impacts; and 

1.9 WHEREAS, the above-referenced significant effects are acceptable when 
balanced against the facts set forth in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations; and 

1.10 WHEREAS, on September 22, 2023, the Transbay Joint Powers Authority 
confirmed that the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report and 
Addendum remain valid and that there are no new identified impacts requiring 
mitigation and that the Project set forth in the Final Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Report and Addendum are consistent with the Project scope of work 
programmed by the Commission; and 

1.11 WHEREAS, the Commission, as a Responsible Agency, has considered the 
information contained in the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report 
and Addendum; and 

2.1 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission does hereby 
accept the Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report and Addendum and 
approves the above-referenced Project for future funding consideration. 



 

 

 

 

  

 
 

 

 

 

   

  

   

EXHIBIT A 

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT FINDINGS AND STATEMENT OF 
OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

FOR 
 REFINEMENTS TO THE DOWNTOWN RAIL EXTENSION COMPONENT OF THE 

TRANSBAY PROGRAM, OTHER TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS ASSOCIATED 
WITH THE TRANSBAY PROGRAM, AND FUTURE SURPLUS LAND DEVELOPMENT 

I. INTRODUCTION 

The Transbay Joint Powers Authority (“TJPA”), as lead agency under the California 
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”), Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq., has prepared the 
Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (“Final SEIS/EIR”) 
for the refinements to the Downtown Rail Extension (“DTX”) component and other improvements of the 
Transbay Terminal/Caltrain Downtown Extension/Redevelopment Project Transbay Program (“Transbay 
Program”), other transportation improvements associated with the Transbay Program, and future surplus 
land development (together, the “Project”). The Final SEIS/EIR is a project-level SEIS/EIR pursuant to 
sections 15162 and 15163 of the State Guidelines for implementation of CEQA (“CEQA Guidelines”),1 

except with regard to the future surplus land development component, which is reviewed at a program 
level. The Final SEIS/EIR consists of the December 28, 2015 Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (“Draft SEIS/EIR”) and the November 2018 Transbay Transit 
Center Program Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
(“Final SEIS/EIR”), containing responses to comments on the Draft SEIS/EIR and revisions to the Draft 
SEIS/EIR.2 

In determining to approve the Project, which is described in more detail in Section II, below, the 
TJPA makes and adopts the following findings of fact and statement of overriding considerations, and 
adopts and incorporates into the Project all of the mitigation and improvement measures identified in the 
Final SEIS/EIR, all based on substantial evidence in the whole record of this proceeding (“administrative 
record”). Pursuant to section 15090(a) of the CEQA Guidelines, the Final SEIS/EIR was presented to the 
TJPA, and the TJPA reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final SEIS/EIR prior to 
making the findings in Section IV through XVI, below. The conclusions presented in these findings are 
based on the Final SEIS/EIR and other evidence in the administrative record. 

II. TRANSBAY PROGRAM BACKGROUND 

The 2004 Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report for the Transbay 
Program (“2004 EIS/EIR”) was certified by the predecessor agencies to the TJPA and the project was 
approved in April 2004. A Record of Decision (“ROD”) for the project was signed in 2005 by the Federal 
Transit Administration (“FTA”). The Transbay Program includes the DTX, the establishment of a 
redevelopment area plan, and the construction of the Transit Center on the site of the then-existing 
Transbay Terminal at First and Mission Streets. The purpose of the Transbay Program is to improve 
public access to bus and rail services, modernize the Transbay Terminal and improve service, reduce non-
transit vehicle usage, alleviate blight, and revitalize the Transbay Terminal area. 

1 The CEQA Guidelines are found at California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et seq. 
2 An environmental impact statement (“EIS”) is an environmental document prepared under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), 42 U.S.C. section 4321 et seq. The Federal Transit Administration and TJPA 
prepared the SEIS/EIR as a joint environmental impact statement/environmental impact report to satisfy the 
requirements of both NEPA and CEQA. 
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The Transbay Program is divided into two construction phases. Phase 1, consists of the above-
ground portion of the new Transit Center and the train box, which is the subterranean portion of the 
Transit Center that would house the Caltrain and high-speed rail (“HSR”) station and all train-related 
systems and components of the Transit Center building. Construction of Phase 1 began in 2008 with the 
Temporary Terminal. Phase 1 of the Transit Center opened for operation in August 2018. Phase 2 
includes the DTX and completion of the Transit Center below-grade levels for rail operations.3 Since 
2004, the TJPA has adopted six addenda to the 2004 EIR/EIR and approved refinements and changes to 
the project. 

In 2010, the Federal Railroad Administration (“FRA”) prepared a reevaluation of the 2004 
EIS/EIR to consider modifications to the train box design under Phase 1 and to update environmental 
information contained in the 2004 EIS/EIR pursuant to FRA’s procedures for considering environmental 
impacts.4 The Reevaluation consisted of four main components: 

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

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

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

• updating the financial analysis in the 2004 EIS/EIR. 

The 2010 Reevaluation acknowledged that the construction of the DTX component under Phase 2 
of the Transbay Program would require modifications to the track curvature in the throat structure, a 
widened throat structure, and an increase in the tangent length of the HSR rail platforms in accordance 
with the CHSRA design criteria and to provide sufficient capacity for HSR service. The FRA issued a 
ROD on August 4, 2010 adopting the portions of the 2004 EIS/EIR relating to Phase 1 of the Transbay 
Program for the purpose of FRA funding of the train box under the High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail 
Program that would serve both Caltrain and HSR. 

In 2012, the City and County of San Francisco (“City”) approved the Transit Center District Plan 
(“TCDP”) to provide a land use, transportation and public realm vision for the 145 acres that surround the 
Transit Center. The TCDP provides the planning context for how the development pattern, visual 
landscape, and transportation network will evolve. The TCDP area overlaps most of the Redevelopment 
Plan component of the 2004 approved Transbay Program. 

3 The Caltrain line is a vital regional commuter rail service connecting San Francisco to the Peninsula, Silicon 
Valley, and San Jose, but its current northern terminus in San Francisco is approximately 1.3 miles from downtown 
and the heart of the San Francisco financial and office core. The DTX would provide this “missing link” by 
constructing a tunnel between the existing terminus and the new Transit Center that can accommodate Caltrain and 
future high-speed rail service and connect to other rail and bus lines at the Transit Center. 
4 Transbay Program Final EIS Reevaluation (FRA, May 2010). 
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III. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Phase 2 of the Transbay Program will bring both commuter and future HSR to downtown San 
Francisco. The Phase 2 scope includes the design and construction of the DTX tunnel and the build-out of 
the below-grade train station facilities at the Transit Center. Phase 2 will also build a new underground 
train station along the DTX alignment at Fourth and Townsend Streets, an intercity bus facility, and a 
pedestrian tunnel between the Transit Center and the Embarcadero BART/ Muni Metro station. 
Preliminary engineering (30% design level) for many components of the DTX was completed in July 
2010. Subsequently, new requirements by CHSRA and the City, as well as other factors, have added or 
modified elements of Phase 2. The new elements that constitute the Project, as described below, have not 
been designed to the same level as the approved DTX components. 

The Project consists of the following refinements to the previously approved Phase 2 project and 
other transportation improvements, which are discussed below and set forth in Chapter 2 of the Final 
SEIS/EIR: refinements to the track curvature entering the Transit Center, including widening the throat 
structure; extension of the below-grade rail levels of the Transit Center to enable HSR; using rock dowels 
to construct the mined tunnel along 2nd Street; and refined designs and siting for the ventilation structures 
and emergency exits in response to safety standards. In addition, as clarified in the Final SEIS/EIR, based 
on the results of a November 2017 Tunnel Options Study and addenda to that study, construction of the 
DTX alignment would be performed using a combination of the cut-and-cover technique and the 
Sequential Excavation Method, which involves excavation and construction from below the street level. 
Implementing the Sequential Excavation Method in combination with tunnel boring machines and other 
tunneling methods would continue to be investigated in order to reduce surface level impacts to the extent 
feasible. Two segments evaluated for cut-and-cover construction in the Draft SEIS/EIR (i.e., along 
Townsend Street and around the Howard and Second Street intersection) could be constructed using these 
other methods. The selection of the preferred construction method will depend on further evaluation using 
risk assessment criteria and consideration of the tradeoffs in cost and schedule after completion of the 
next phase of design, 30 percent Preliminary Engineering, for the Project. The Project also includes other 
transportation improvements necessary for implementing the Transbay Program and enhancing 
connectivity to the regional rail and bus services that will be available at the Transit Center.5 The Final 
SEIS/EIR fully describes the environmental impacts of the Project and incorporates measures to mitigate 
those impacts into the Project. The Project represents the combination of components and features that 
most closely meets the Project objectives and purpose and need, as discussed below and set forth in 
Chapter 1 of the Draft SEIS/EIR.  

The Project includes additional acquisitions and easements to accommodate Project components 
that were not sited as part of the approved Transbay Program. To the extent that TJPA would not require 
use of the entire site for the transportation facilities, these sites could also offer additional development 
potential at the ventilation structure sites and above the intercity bus facility, however, the assumptions 
regarding the future potential development are highly conceptual and only suggest possible land uses and 
development intensities consistent with applicable City plans and zoning. The project refinements do not 
include plans for future development of the adjacent sites, and no development applications for these sites 
have been filed. Thus, this component of the Project is analyzed in the Final SEIS/EIR at a program level.  

5 In November 1999, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition H, which requires the prompt extension of 
Caltrain from its present terminus at Fourth and Townsend Streets to the site of the Transit Center. Proposition H 
also calls for no conflicting use or development of the Caltrain extension right-of-way. 
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A. DTX Refinements 

The Project includes the following refinements to the DTX: 

1. Additional Trackwork South of the Caltrain Railyard 

The Project would include additional trackwork in the existing Caltrain right-of-way, south of the 
Caltrain railyard and along Seventh Street. The first improvement would be a turnback track, which 
would be required for Caltrain to move trains between the Caltrain railyard and the Transbay Transit 
Center when not in use or when maintenance is required. The need for this refinement was identified by 
Caltrain in 2014 based on information regarding the need for trains to move between the Caltrain railyard 
and the Transit Center without interfering with rail service on the mainline. Caltrain has committed to 
storing trains overnight and during off-peak hours at the Transit Center, which will reduce movements on 
this track and avoid blocking vehicular traffic, bicycles and pedestrians during the AM/PM peak hours. 
The turnback track would be constructed at-grade on the east side of the existing mainline tracks from 
Hubbell Street on the north, extending southward for approximately 1,400 feet under the elevated 
Interstate 280 freeway across 16th Street, and terminating at Mariposa Street. The turnback track would 
cross 16th Street at grade, but it would not cross Mission Bay Drive to the north or Mariposa Street to the 
south. According to Caltrain, trains would use the turnback track for an estimated 24 crossings a day, 
starting about 4:00 am and ending about 11:00 pm. There would be no at-grade crossings during the 
critical AM/PM peak hours (7:30 - 8:30 a.m., and 4:30 - 5:30 p.m.) of 16th Street, which is a primary 
route in and out of the Mission Bay South area and the University of California San Francisco Medical 
Center. There may be up to two crossings per day during the PM peak period just before the PM peak 
hour (4:00 - 4:30 pm.). 

The second track improvement is a maintenance of way (MOW) storage track. This track would 
be constructed on the west side of the main tracks between Hooper Street on the north and Daggett Street 
to the south, for approximately 850 feet. The MOW storage track would be used for storage of equipment 
needed for railway maintenance. The MOW track would not cross any through streets. 

2. Tunnel Stub 

A “tunnel stub,” located in the Caltrain yard at Fourth and King Streets, is proposed to be added 
to the Phase 2 scope to facilitate construction of a future southward underground extension for Caltrain 
and HSR service, if an underground alignment were determined to be preferable to the current at-grade 
Caltrain alignment. Construction of the tunnel stub would allow a possible future underground connection 
with minimal disruption to train operations. The future underground extension of the DTX southward, by 
others, would allow the train tracks to be grade separated from the current at-grade crossings with 
Mission Bay Drive and 16th Street.  

3. Fourth and Townsend Street Station 

The City requested that the Fourth and Townsend Street Station be relocated entirely into the 
public right-of-way under Townsend Street, to allow for potential future development of the Caltrain 
Fourth and King Railyard; the previously approved station was aligned at an angle to Townsend Street 
and extended partially into the Caltrain railyard. During reviews of this potential relocation, Caltrain 
requested that the two side platforms be consolidated into one center platform. The new underground 
station at Fourth and Townsend streets will serve Caltrain commuters. A concourse level will 
accommodate passenger amenities such as ticketing machines, a staffed station agent booth, maps and 
schedule information, restrooms, and a bicycle shop and storage. This level will also house mechanical 
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and electrical rooms and Caltrain staff areas. The relatively shallow depth of the station will provide 
efficient passenger walk times and high flow volumes between entrances and the platform. 

4. Ventilation and Emergency Egress Structures 

Construction of the DTX would require installation of six emergency ventilation/smoke 
evacuation structures that are co-located with emergency tunnel exits or stations (collectively referred to 
as vent structures). Under the Project, changes to the previous vent structure design have been made to 
comply with revisions to National Fire Protection Association Standard 130 which governs life safety 
features for fixed guideway systems, and to update the specific locations of these emergency structures. 
As identified in the Final SEIS/EIR, these structures would be located at the west end and the east end of 
the Fourth and Townsend Street Station; Third and Townsend Streets; Second and Harrison Streets; the 
west end of the Transit Center train box; and the east end of the Transit Center near Natoma and Main 
Streets. An alternative location for the Third and Townsend Street vent structure was analyzed in the 
Draft SEIS/EIR, but the original preferred site at 701 Third Street is now unavailable because 
redevelopment of the site has been approved by the City and construction is underway with completion 
expected in late 2018; therefore, the preferred location for this vent structure is at 699 Third Street and 
180 Townsend Street. 

Each of the vent structures would contain a shaft, electrical room, fan room, emergency 
generator, and stairway, which would tie into the DTX tunnel/stations. The vent structures would serve to 
exchange air, moving fresh air underground and removing stale air. In the event of an emergency such as 
a fire, the reversible fans would enable smoke to be removed from underground facilities; passengers 
would be evacuated from the tunnel via the emergency structure stairways. According to the DTX Design 
Criteria, above-grade vent structure exteriors may require specific design features such as contextual 
materials to be compatible with new development or existing adjacent buildings. The TJPA has 
committed to designing the ventilation and emergency egress structures in keeping with the architectural 
heritage of the historic districts in the project area. The street-level design and appearance of ventilation 
structures would be coordinated with the City. 

5. Widened Throat Structure 

The Project would widen the throat structure on the northeast side of the DTX alignment entering 
the west side of the Transit Center. The previously approved throat structure at the southwest corner of 
the Transit Center occupies 64,610 square feet. The Project would widen the throat structure eastward and 
increase the footprint of the throat structure by 14,059 square feet, for a total area of 78,669 square feet. 
This increased area is to comply with updated design specifications that were released by the CHSRA in 
2010 regarding track curvature and platform design. The widened throat structure is needed to 
accommodate changes to the track curvature that is desired to reduce track and wheel maintenance and 
noise from wheel squeal that can occur as trains travel over tight curves. The Project would enable a 
minimum 650-foot curve radius, an increase from the previously approved DTX track curve radii of 498 
to 545 feet. The widened throat structure has new right-of-way impacts affecting two structures at 589 
Howard Street and 235 Second Street, which will not need to be acquired, yet also allows the TJPA to 
save a historic structure that was previously identified for demolition. 

6. Transit Center Trainbox Extension 

The trainbox was designed prior to new requirements by the CHSRA that necessitate fully 
tangent platforms for 400 meter-long trains. Thereafter, CHSRA issued a technical memorandum to 
designers which shortened this requirement to 200 meters, however, CHSRA has confirmed to TJPA that 
this reduction does not apply to the Transit Center. Therefore, the trainbox must be extended east of Beale 
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Street one block to Main Street to achieve the CHRSA design specifications for five of the six platforms 
at the Transit Center. The northernmost platform is not proposed to be extended due to right-of-way 
concerns. 

7. Rock Dowels 

Construction of the mined tunnel segment from the Townsend Street curve onto and along 
Second Street that was adopted and included as part of the approved Transbay Program in the FTA 2005 
ROD would require installation of rock dowels to temporarily support the tunnel during construction. The 
use of rock dowels were not previously described as part of the approved Transbay Program. Providing 
such support elements would reduce ground movements around the tunnel and protect adjacent properties 
affected by creation of the tunnel opening. 

B. Other Transportation Improvements 

The Project also includes the following transportation improvements associated with the 
Transbay Program: 

1. Intercity Bus Facility 

The Intercity Bus Facility (“IBF”) is proposed at grade above the trainbox extension between 
Beale and Main streets, across the street from the bus plaza of the Transit Center, and will be dedicated to 
intercity bus services such as Greyhound and Amtrak. These bus services will initially operate from the 
Transit Center bus deck during Transbay Program Phase 1, but will need to be relocated to the IBF in 
Phase 2 to accommodate the operational needs and anticipated increase in ridership of AC Transit, which 
is the Transit Center’s primary bus operator on the bus deck. The IBF’s main public entrances will be 
located along Beale and Natoma streets, and the building will include a bus canopy on its north side 
where a bus parking and passenger-loading zone are planned. The facility will house a passenger waiting 
area, ticketing counters, retail space, transit agency operations space, and mechanical space. An escalator 
and elevator located in the lobby will lead to the Lower Concourse of the Transit Center, giving 
passengers direct access to rail ticketing and waiting areas. An exterior escalator and elevator on Beale 
Street will descend directly to the Transit Center’s Lower Concourse. 

2. BART/Muni Pedestrian Connector  

The BART/Muni Pedestrian Connector will connect the east end of the Transit Center’s Lower 
Concourse with the Embarcadero BART/Muni Metro station, providing passengers with a direct, below-
ground connection between the two stations. The block-long pedestrian tunnel will run down the center of 
the Beale Street right-of-way, entering the Embarcadero Station at the mezzanine level outside paid fare 
zones. Several alignments for the BART/Muni Pedestrian Connector were included in the 2004 EIS/EIR, 
and the Final SEIS/EIR selects the Beale Street alignment as the preferred alignment.  

3. Bicycle/Controlled Vehicle Ramp and Below-Grade Bicycle Facilities 

A bicycle ramp from Howard Street on the south side of the Transit Center to the Lower 
Concourse of the Transit Center would provide access to a proposed 500-bicycle storage facility, with 
room to potentially expand storage to 1,000 bicycles. Bicycle storage is intended for all users of the 
Transit Center, and would have sufficient capacity to accommodate demand from future HSR passengers. 
The bike ramp would reduce conflicts between bicycles, pedestrians, and vehicles. A separate controlled 
vehicle ramp for service and maintenance vehicles also would run parallel to the bike ramp to access the 

A‐6 



 
 

 

  

  

  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

  

Lower Concourse level. The vehicle ramp would be limited to a maximum speed of 15 miles per hour and 
would include speed control measures.  

4. AC Transit Bus Storage Facility Parking 

The AC Transit bus storage facility is bounded by Perry, Stillman, Second and Third Streets, with 
bus access from Perry Street. This facility accommodates up to approximately 73 buses. The AC Transit 
bus storage would be publicly used for off hours/nighttime or event parking (e.g., nighttime sporting or 
special events) when not in use by AC Transit for regular operations. No additional construction activities 
would be necessary to use this facility for public parking during off hours. 

5. Taxi Staging Area 

Taxi pick-up/staging would occur at the Ground level of the Transit Center at the following 
locations: 

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

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

C. Adjacent Land Development 

Additional acquisitions and easements are included in the Project to accommodate components 
that were not sited as part of the approved Transbay Program. To the extent that TJPA would not require 
use of the entire site for the transportation facilities, these sites could offer additional development 
potential at the ventilation structure sites and above the Intercity Bus Facility; however, the assumptions 
regarding the future potential development are highly conceptual and only suggest possible land uses and 
development intensities consistent with applicable City plans and zoning. The Project refinements do not 
include plans for future development of the adjacent sites, and no development applications for these sites 
have been filed. Thus, this component of the Project is analyzed in the Final SEIS/EIR at a program level.  

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

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

The Transbay Program was developed to address the following objectives and needs set forth in 
the 2004 EIS/EIR: 

• Provide a multi-modal transit facility that meets future transit needs; 

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

• Alleviate conditions of blight in the Transbay Terminal area; 

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

• Facilitate transit use by developing housing next to a major transit hub; 

• Improve Caltrain service by providing direct access to downtown San Francisco; 

• Enhance connectivity between Caltrain and other major transit systems; 

• Enable direct access to downtown San Francisco for future intercity and/or high-speed-rail 
service; 

• Accommodate projected growth in travel demand in the San Jose–San Francisco corridor; 

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

• Reduce vehicle hours of delay on major freeways in the Peninsula corridor; 

• Improve regional air quality by reducing auto emissions; 

• Support local economic development goals; and 

• Enhance accessibility to employment, retail, and entertainment opportunities. 

As set forth in Chapter 2 of the Draft SEIS/EIR, the Project includes the following additional 
objectives: 

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

• Modify the train box and advance construction of other rail-related infrastructure to respond 
to design specifications issued by the CHSRA to enable HSR service and Caltrain; 

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

• Locate sites for and construct ventilation and emergency egress structures in compliance with 
safety standards for underground facilities and to meet emergency response needs of system 
operations. 
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IV. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

The TJPA and the FTA have prepared the Final SEIS/EIR to satisfy the requirements of both 
CEQA and the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”). The TJPA is the lead agency for purposes 
of compliance with CEQA, while the FTA is the lead federal agency for purposes of compliance with 
NEPA. The FRA is a NEPA cooperating agency pursuant to 40 C.F.R. section 1501.6.6 The Final 
SEIS/EIR is supplemental to the 2004 Transbay Program Final EIS/EIR (State Clearinghouse No. 
95063004).  

Pursuant to Sections 15162 and 15163 of the CEQA Guidelines, a Supplemental EIS/EIR is 
required to provide environmental analysis of the Project components and to supplement the 2004 
EIS/EIR because the proposed refinements may have a new or substantially increased significant effect on 
the environment that was not analyzed in the 2004 EIS/EIR. The Final SEIS/EIR incorporates by 
reference information contained in the 2004 EIS/EIR and the addenda to the 2004 EIS/EIR, and evaluates: 

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

 The potential impacts of other transportation improvements proposed for consideration by the 
TJPA; 

 The potential impact of conceptual land development adjacent to Transbay Program 
components, made possible by additional acquisitions and easements necessary to 
accommodate Project components that were not sited as part of the approved Transbay 
Program; 

 Changes in circumstances and existing conditions under which the Project would be 
implemented since the original documentation was prepared; and 

 New information as required by federal and state environmental legislation. 

On April 30, 2013, TJPA issued a Notice of Preparation (“NOP”) of the Draft SEIS/EIR. The 
NOP was filed with the State Clearinghouse and circulated to government agencies and the public for 
review and comment. A scoping meeting was held in May 2013 to solicit input on the scope and content 
of the SEIS/EIR from public agencies, individuals, and organizations. The Draft SEIS/EIR was published 
on December 28, 2015, for a 60-day public comment period that ended on February 29, 2016. During that 
time, the Draft SEIS/EIR was reviewed by various public agencies, individuals, and organizations, and 
TJPA held a public meeting during the comment period on February 10, 2016. Nineteen comment 
submittals (2 submittals from federal agencies, 4 from state agencies, 3 from local agencies, and 10 from 
individuals and organizations) were received during the public comment period. Two members of the 
public spoke during the public meeting. Three comments were received after the close of the comment 

6 The following agencies are NEPA participating agencies pursuant to 23 U.S.C. section 139: Federal 
Railroad Administration; U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and 
Compliance; U.S. EPA Region 9; Caltrans District 4; San Mateo County Transit District/SamTrans; AC 
Transit; California High-Speed Rail Authority; Caltrain; Golden Gate Transit; San Francisco Office of 
Community Investment and Infrastructure; and San Francisco Planning Department. 
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period. On June 9, 2016, staff gave an update on the Project to the TJPA Board of Directors and described 
the components of the SEIS/EIR. On March 9, 2017, staff gave a presentation to update the Board on the 
SEIS/EIR, identifying the number and nature of the comments received on the Draft SEIS/EIR. 

The Final SEIS/EIR document, posted to the TJPA website on November 26, 2018, includes 
comments on the Draft SEIS/EIR, responses to those comments, and revisions to the Draft SEIS/EIR. 
Responses to agency comments were sent to agencies that commented on the Draft SEIS/EIR on 
November 26, 2018. As a courtesy, TJPA also sent notices to other commenters and interested agencies, 
organizations, and individuals about the availability of the Final SEIS/EIR on November 26, 2018. 

On December 13, 2018, the Final SEIS/EIR was presented to the Board for review. The analysis 
and conclusions contained in the Final SEIS/EIR reflect the independent judgment of TJPA. The Board 
considered the comments on the Draft SEIS/EIR and the responses to comments, as well as the whole of 
the administrative record, and determined that the Final SEIS/EIR should be certified as adequate under 
CEQA. 

V. FINDINGS 

These findings summarize the environmental determinations of the Final SEIS/EIR about project 
impacts before and after mitigation, and do not attempt to repeat the full analysis of each significant 
impact contained in the Final SEIS/EIR. Instead, these findings provide a summary description of and 
basis for each impact conclusion identified in the Final SEIS/EIR, describe the applicable mitigation or 
improvement measures identified in the Final SEIS/EIR, and state the TJPA’s findings and rationale 
about the significance of each significant impact following the adoption and incorporation of mitigation 
measures into the Project. A full explanation of these environmental findings and conclusions can be 
found in the Final SEIS/EIR, and these findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and 
analysis in the Final SEIS/EIR supporting the Final SEIS/EIR’s determinations regarding mitigation 
measures and the Project’s impacts. 

VI. SIGNIFICANT OR POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CANNOT BE 
AVOIDED OR MITIGATED TO A LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL 

The SEIS/EIR identifies the following significant and unavoidable adverse impact associated 
with approval of the Project, and it identifies related mitigation measures. It is hereby determined that the 
following significant and unavoidable adverse impact is acceptable for the reasons specified in Section 
XII, below. 

A. Impact CU-WQ-9. Sea-level rise due to climate change would inundate portions of 
the project area by 2100. 

Sea level rise is evaluated in the SEIS/EIR as a cumulative effect because it is the result of global 
contributions to greenhouse gas emissions. The Final SEIS/EIR finds that there is a potential for 
components of the Project and previously approved Transbay Program, as well as other nearby areas, to 
be significantly affected by sea-level rise and associated flooding in the year 2100. Portions of the 
extended train box, ventilation structures, portions of the MOW storage track, the IBF, and the taxi 
staging areas could be subject to 0 to 2 feet of flooding. In addition, Project components, including the 
realigned Fourth and Townsend Street Station and related facilities (e.g., the ventilation structures) and 
the tunnel stub box, could be inundated to depths of up to 6 feet. This climate change impact is considered 
significant. 
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Implementation of New Mitigation Measure WQ-4.1 and New Mitigation Measure CU-WQ-9.1, 
which are hereby adopted and incorporated into the Project, would reduce this impact, but not to a less-
than-significant level. At this time, the feasibility of implementing all resiliency measures necessary to 
avoid future inundation associated with sea-level rise is not known because assessment of such solutions 
will be an ongoing, long-term, and multi-agency process. In addition, regional sea-level rise protection 
measures are under discussion presently but no firm commitment exists to strategies to implement flood 
protection. Therefore, even with implementation of New-MM-WQ-4.1 and New-MM-CU-WQ-9.1, the 
Project would result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to this cumulative impact and the impact 
would be significant and unavoidable. 

New-MM-WQ-4.1. Modify DTX Design Criteria to Avoid Flood Hazards. 

The TJPA shall modify the DTX Design Criteria to protect project elements from flood hazards. 
Specifically, the TJPA shall design and construct Transbay Program Phase 2 within the area delineated 
as being within a 100-year floodplain, to prevent inundation of the project rail alignment and associated 
infrastructure and to remain operational for the predicted flood level. Changes to the current DTX 
Design Criteria will include designing station entrances and other points of access to below-ground 
portions of the DTX system to maintain sufficient freeboard above the 100-year base flood elevation to 
protect the rail facilities and the public from 100-year storm water entering the stations and the tunnel. 
Changes to the design criteria will be completed prior to the next phase of design so that these new 
standards can be incorporated into the 30 percent Preliminary Engineering design for DTX. In updating 
project designs to meet the modified DTX Design Criteria, the TJPA shall consider the cost-benefit of 
flood-proofing measures and designs which do not preclude other measures that may be more practicable 
and effective when the future flood risks become more evident. Because implementation of the proposed 
project would occur at a future date, the TJPA shall amend and update the DTX Design Criteria to 
incorporate new information related to San Francisco’s FEMA FIRM or climate-informed science 
predictions and mapping of sea-level rise. 

New-MM-CU-WQ-9.1: Prepare a Sea-Level Rise Adaptation Plan. 

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

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

The TJPA shall complete the first Sea-Level Rise Adaptation Plan as part of DTX final design. 
The Plan shall include the following: 
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a. Review of available scientific information on sea-level rise data and projections for the 
subsequent 50 years. Where data and projections indicate different rates of sea-level rise 
than previously applied, the TJPA will adjust the proposed project’s vulnerability 
assessment and flood design criteria to reflect a median-point of then-current 
projections. 

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

c. The plan may also rely on flood improvements implemented separately by agencies other 
than the TJPA, but that will also provide flood risk reduction benefits for Transbay 
Program Phase 2 facilities. 

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

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

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

B. Impact C-NO-3. The Project would result in construction noise impacts, if a waiver 
is issued by the City that would permit nighttime construction to occur. 

Construction of the Project would require the use of noise-generating equipment and result in 
temporary increases in ambient noise levels in the Project area on an intermittent basis. Noise levels 
would fluctuate depending on the construction phase, equipment type and duration of use, distance 
between the noise source and receptor, and presence or absence of noise attenuation barriers. 

The construction activity locations and processes, and the type of construction equipment used, 
would not change significantly from the assumptions used in the 2004 EIS/EIR as a result of the Project 
components. Similar to the analysis presented in the 2004 EIS/EIR, construction activity near the Transit 
Center potentially would impact adjacent land uses. 

New areas of construction activity would include those related to ventilation structures at the 
Fourth and Townsend Street Station, at Third and Townsend Streets, and at Second and Harrison Streets. 
The adjacent land development at the intercity bus facility and at the ventilation structures at Third and 
Townsend Streets and at Second and Harrison Streets also would result in additional construction noise 
and vibration. Certain construction activities (e.g., demolition) would be likely to generate noise levels 
that would exceed the City standard of 80 dBA at 100 feet without mitigation. Mitigation Measures NoiC 
1 through NoiC 6, which were previously adopted and incorporated into the Transbay Program, would 
continue to apply, and would be implemented as part of the Project revisions.  

Consistent with the San Francisco noise ordinance, Mitigation Measure NoiC 1 prohibits 
construction activity between 8 p.m. and 7 a.m. if it causes noise that exceeds the ambient noise plus 5 
dBA. Occasions may occur when nighttime construction is desirable (e.g., lane restriping in commercial 
districts where nighttime construction would be less disruptive to businesses in the area) or necessary to 
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avoid unacceptable traffic disruptions. Nighttime construction is not prohibited, and such activity would 
include equipment and associated back-up alarms. Nighttime construction that could occur in the urban 
environment, such as the Project area that includes residential land uses, potentially would increase 
ambient noise levels by 5 dBA or more and would be considered a significant and unavoidable impact. 

VII. SIGNIFICANT OR POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS THAT CAN BE 
REDUCED TO A LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT LEVEL BY MITIGATION MEASURES 
ADOPTED AND INCORPORATED INTO THE PROJECT 

The Final SEIS/EIR identifies the following significant impacts associated with approval of the 
Project. These impacts are reduced to a less-than-significant level by mitigation measures identified in the 
SEIS/EIR. It is hereby determined that the impacts addressed by these mitigation measures will be 
mitigated to a less-than-significant level or avoided by adoption and incorporation of these mitigation 
measures into the Project. 

A. Impact TR-1. The Project, after implementation of mitigation, would not result in 
levels of service that would exceed the City’s threshold for acceptable operations or 
result in localized circulation and access effects. 

Since publication of the Draft SEIS/EIR, Caltrain has confirmed that planned operations on the 
proposed turnback track would not involve using the turnback track during the AM and PM peak hours 
(7:30 - 8:30 a.m., and 4:30 - 5:30 p.m.). Accordingly, use of the turnback track by Caltrain would 
avoid potential traffic impacts at the at-grade crossing with 16th Street during peak hours. This 
commitment not to use the turnback track during the AM/PM peak hours by Caltrain is based on current 
best operating and service assumptions. It is conservatively assumed that there may be up to two 
crossings per day during the PM peak period just before the PM peak hour (4:00 - 4:30 pm.), and 
that the delay would be up to 70 seconds for each crossing; however, this would not be a significant 
impacts. Should future service requirements and operational plans result in the need to use the turnback 
tracks and cross 16th Street during these critical travel periods, the following mitigation measure would 
be implemented to address potential traffic effects.  

New Mitigation Measure TR-1.1, which is hereby adopted and incorporated into the Project, 
would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level by requiring that a traffic/train operation analysis 
be conducted prior to Caltrain use of the turnback track during the AM/PM peak hours. The purpose of 
the analysis would be to identify traffic impacts along 16th Street due to Caltrain operations along the 
turnback track and feasible mitigation measures. If needed, the mitigation measures would include traffic 
and crossing signal modifications to achieve the performance standard specified in New Mitigation 
Measure TR-1.1 of no greater than a 10 percent increase in additional traffic delays at the 16th and 
Seventh/Mississippi Street intersection and the 16th and Owens Street intersection due to the proposed 
change in Caltrain operations. 

New-MM-TR-1.1. Modify Signal Operations at the 16th Street Intersection with Seventh 
Street/Mississippi Street, the Caltrain tracks, and Owens Street.  

If Caltrain’s service and operations plan requires the use of the turnback track during the 
AM/PM peak hours in the future, prior to Caltrain making any such changes, the TJPA, in conjunction 
with Caltrain, shall conduct further traffic and train operation analysis of the turnback and maintenance 
of way tracks to evaluate traffic operations along 16th Street at Seventh/Mississippi Street, the Caltrain 
turnback track, and Owens Street. Changes to the PCEP OCS and specialty trackwork, such as control 
points, switches, and train signals, will be undertaken by the TJPA to allow Caltrain to continue its 
operations at the level of service defined in the PCEP EIR. In addition, if the traffic/train operation 
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analysis shows that the traffic delays attributable to the gate downtime during the AM/PM peak hours 
would increase at Seventh/Mississippi Street or at Owens Street (already operating at LOS E and F) such 
that the overall intersection v/c ratio would worsen by more than 10 percent (i.e., a v/c ratio increase of 
more than 0.10), then improvements shall be implemented so the resulting v/c ratio is no greater than 10 
percent above the v/c ratio without use of the turnback track during the AM/PM peak hours. Actions or 
improvements that could achieve the performance standard, either individually or in combination, 
include but are not limited to: 

• Signal timing adjustments; 

• Signal phasing modifications; 

• Lane reconfiguration/re-striping in conjunction with phasing modification; 

• Left-turn pocket lengthening; 

• Pre-empt, pre-signal or queue cutters provision or modification as necessary to manage 
queues; and/or 

• Other improvements identified in the future due to technology advancement. 

The TJPA and Caltrain shall coordinate with the City and shall be responsible for reasonable 
costs of design, permitting, and construction of the necessary improvements at these crossings to attain 
the v/c performance standard. These changes to the crossing will also satisfy the performance standard 
for safe pedestrian and bicycle circulation identified in New-MM-TR-3. 

Although the potential impacts to levels of service for acceptable operations and localized 
circulation and access effects would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of 
New Mitigation Measure TR-1.1, New Improvement Measure TR-1.1, which is hereby adopted and 
incorporated into the Project, would further reduce this less-than-significant impact through development 
of a traffic mitigation and adaptive management plan, including monitoring, for the intersections of 7th 
Street/Mission Bay Drive and 16th Street/7th Street. 

New-I-TR-1.1. Traffic Mitigation and Adaptive Management Plan 

A traffic improvement plan and adaptive management plan will be developed for the two at-grade 
intersections along the turn-back track length (7th Street/Mission Bay Drive and 16th Street/Mississippi 
Street/7th Street) which will outline all aspects of avoiding, minimizing, and compensating for all 
temporary and permanent impacts associated with the project. The traffic improvement plan will be 
reviewed and approved by the City and County of San Francisco prior to implementation. 

Final monitoring requirements for the area will be determined through coordination with 
regulatory agencies (including San Francisco, Caltrain and California High Speed Rail Authority 
(CHSRA)) and details will be included in the improvement plan approved by the City and County of San 
Francisco. A minimum of two monitoring events of the compensatory mitigation will take place after 
implementation for the first six years after implementation (or until CHSRA serves San Francisco 
whichever comes first), and one monitoring event for three additional years is required. Additional 
monitoring after this time period may be necessary based on impacts and any adaptive management 
applied. After each monitoring event, a report will be submitted to the City and County of San Francisco 
which will include, but not be limited to, a narrative of the site conditions, representative analysis 
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including traffic counts, gate down time, and delays, and the performance metrics included in the City 
and County of San Francisco-approved mitigation plan. 

B. Impact TR-3. The Project, after implementation of mitigation, would not result in 
substantial overcrowding on public sidewalks, create hazardous conditions for 
pedestrians, or interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjoining areas. 

The addition of a turnback track would result in a three-track at-grade crossing at 16th Street east 
of Seventh Street, increasing the distance of this crossing by up to 50 feet. This change at the east/west 
crossing along 16th Street would increase crossing time for pedestrians by up to 15 seconds. 

New Mitigation Measure TR-3.1, which is hereby adopted and incorporated into the Project, 
would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. The mitigation measure would change the signal 
timing and make other modifications at this intersection for the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project 
(PCEP), and further design review of this segment along 16th Street by TJPA in collaboration with 
Peninsula Corridor Joint Powers Board and the City would reduce potential effects on pedestrians by 
providing sufficient time for pedestrians to completely cross the widened crossing and by avoiding the 
creation of potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians and bicyclists. 

New-MM-TR-3.1. Modify 16th Street Intersection with the Caltrain and turnback track to provide 
a safe crossing for pedestrians and bicyclists. 

At the time of the construction and operation of the proposed turnback track, the Caltrain 
electrification project (including mitigation measures adopted by Caltrain for this intersection), SFMTA’s 
22 Fillmore Transit Priority Project, and the Warriors Arena project may have been implemented. The 
combination of these projects will modify the intersection configuration and operation at the time of the 
proposed project. As a result, the TJPA is using a safety-based performance standard, explained below, 
to guide future improvements for pedestrian and bicyclist safety. 

At the time of final design, the TJPA shall determine the then-current overall time required by 
pedestrians and bicyclists traveling along 16th Street to cross the Seventh Street/Mississippi Street 
intersection, the Caltrain mainline tracks, and the turnback track, and the TJPA shall coordinate and 
consult with Caltrain, the California Public Utilities Commission, and the City to identify the changes to 
the intersection and grade crossing warning devices, including signal timing, that are needed to provide 
adequate time for pedestrians and bicyclists to safely cross the widened intersection that results from the 
construction of the turnback track as determined by the Institute of Transportation Engineers, Caltrans, 
and the City.  

The TJPA shall commit to implementing these changes, which will also include measures to 
protect pedestrians and bicyclists from potential safety issues, prior to operation of the new turnback 
track. Specific changes are expected to be determined during final design, which will be after the location 
of the crossing gates for the turnback track along 16th Street has been determined and based on the then-
current signal timing at that time and which is expected to account for other major development and 
transit projects in the vicinity. The changes to the intersection due to the turnback track will be included 
in the design specifications for the project. Possible improvements that may attain the above performance 
standard include: 

• Adjust signal timing for the warning devices and adjacent traffic signals. The warning 
phase before the gates start to come down shall be extended to take into account the 
additional time needed for pedestrians and bicyclists to clear the track zone based on 
industry standards (such as the Federal Highway Administration’s Manual on Uniform 
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Traffic Control Devices for Streets and Highways or the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers’ Design and Safety of Pedestrian Facilities) or City guidelines that define the 
walking speed of a pedestrian. 

• Provide sufficient refuge areas for pedestrians and bicyclists to wait while the crossing 
gates are down. The refuge, or waiting, area shall be sufficient to accommodate the 
projected pedestrians and bicyclists and be ADA compliant. 

• Install a smooth surface in the areas next to and between the rails to reduce tripping 
hazards and unintended forces on bicycle tires. 

C. Impact TR-4. The Project, after implementation of mitigation, would not be 
expected to substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility to the site and adjoining 
areas. 

The addition of the turnback track would result in a three-track at-grade crossing at 16th Street 
east of Seventh Street, increasing the distance of this crossing by up to 50 feet. This change at the 
east/west crossing along 16th Street would increase crossing time for bicyclists by up to 10 seconds. 

New Mitigation Measure TR-3.1, set forth in the discussion of Impact TR-3 and adopted and 
incorporated into the Project above, would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level by changing 
the signal timing and making other modifications at this intersection for the PCEP. Improvement 
measures will be identified and implemented by TJPA in consultation with Caltrain, the CPUC, and the 
City, which would reduce potential effects on bicyclists by providing sufficient time for bicyclists to 
completely cross the widened crossing and by avoiding the creation of potentially hazardous conditions 
for bicyclists. 

D. Impact C-TR-7. The Project, with continued implementation of previously adopted 
mitigation, and compliance with City regulations and DTX Design Criteria, would 
not result in temporary impacts on the surrounding transportation network as a 
result of construction activity. 

New Project components that were not identified in the 2004 FEIS/EIR that involve considerable 
excavation, hauling, and materials delivery include the extended train box and the tunnel stub box, which 
would result in additional construction-period transportation disruption. Because of the extent of 
excavation associated with both of these proposed project components, the number of truck trips and the 
duration of construction activities would be substantial compared to the other refinements and 
improvements. The throat structure, ventilation structures, and underground Fourth and Townsend Street 
Station were all addressed in the 2004 FEIS/EIR, but the Project updates the designs or locations for these 
facilities. Therefore, these Project components would not substantially alter the construction traffic 
impacts identified in the 2004 FEIS/EIR, but would result in greater disturbance around the widened 
throat structure, more site-specific impacts for the ventilation structures along the mined tunnel segment, 
and additional street closures along Townsend Street for the realigned underground station. Mitigation 
Measures PC 2 (implementation of traffic control and detour plans), PC 4 through PC 7 (requiring 
development of traffic management plans), and GC 1 through GC 4, specifically relating to pre-
construction and general construction measures, which were previously adopted and incorporated into the 
Transbay Program, would continue to apply and would be implemented and monitored as part of the 
Project revisions, thereby reducing this impact to a less-than-significant level.  
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The DTX Design Criteria would also apply to the Project. The DTX Design Criteria, developed 
by the TJPA for use in the design and construction of DTX-related facilities, includes a section 
specifically devoted to the maintenance and protection of traffic. 

E. Impact SE-1. The Project, with continued implementation of previously adopted 
mitigation, would not displace homes, and displaced businesses would have 
adequate replacement resources in the Project area. 

The Project would not displace any homes or people necessitating construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere. Acquisition of private properties required for the Project would represent a loss of 
approximately 86,306 square feet of building space, most of which is office space. Mitigation Measure 
Prop 1 (requiring provision of relocation assistance to all businesses in accordance with state and federal 
laws), which was previously adopted and incorporated into the Transbay Program, would continue to 
apply and would be implemented and monitored as part of the Project revisions, thereby reducing this 
non-CEQA impact to a less-than-significant level. 

F. Impact C-SE-6. The Project, with continued implementation of previously adopted 
mitigation, would not result in significant temporary socioeconomic impacts 
associated with construction of the Project. 

Construction of the Project would result in temporary physical changes to the Project area, such 
as aesthetic, noise and vibration, and air emissions related changes, that could detract from community 
cohesion and use of social institutions and community facilities. In addition, access to businesses, 
community facilities, and recreational facilities in the Project area would be more difficult and 
inconvenient. Mitigation Measures PC 2 and PC 7 (implementation of traffic control and detour plans, 
and development of traffic management  plans), Mitigation Measure GC 2 (general construction 
mitigation), and Mitigation Measures PC 4, PC 5, PC 6, and GC 1 (public outreach efforts, complaint 
hotlines, and early dissemination of notifications regarding construction activities), which were 
previously adopted and incorporated into the Transbay Program, would continue to apply and would be 
implemented and monitored as part of the Project revisions, thereby reducing this impact to a less-than-
significant level. 

G. Impact CR-1. The Project, with continued implementation of previously adopted 
mitigation, would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
archaeological resources. 

Project components with a potential to disturb sediments to considerable depths could pose 
adverse effects on unknown archaeological resources and are similar to previous design components 
evaluated in the 2004 EIS/EIR. No new or substantially more severe impacts have been identified or are 
anticipated to be identified, nor would these elements substantially change the severity or significance of 
the environmental impacts disclosed in the 2004 EIS/EIR. There are no known archaeological resources 
or documented human remains within the Project footprint. 

The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
archaeological resources, because this potential effect would be avoided in accordance with stipulations in 
the 2004 Memorandum of Agreement that include previously adopted mitigation measures for the 
Transbay Program. Mitigation Measures CH 15 through CH 20, which were previously adopted and 
incorporated into the Transbay Program, would continue to apply and would be implemented and 
monitored as part of the Project revisions, thereby reducing this impact to a less-than-significant level.  
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H. Impact CR-2. The Project, with continued implementation of previously adopted 
mitigation and after implementation of revised mitigation, would not cause direct 
adverse impacts on historic architectural resources. 

As explained above in Section III, the Draft SEIS/EIR evaluated two possible locations for the 
3rd and Townsend ventilation structure: one at 701 3rd Street, and an alternate location across Townsend 
Street at the corner of 689-699 3rd Street and 180 Townsend Street. Since publication of the Draft 
SEIS/EIR, the location at 701 3rd Street is no longer a feasible site for a ventilation structure because 
redevelopment of the site has been approved and construction is underway with completion expected in 
late 2018. Therefore, the alternative site, 180 Townsend/689-699 3rd Street, is proposed for this Project 
component. This location would require the demolition of buildings located within the South End Historic 
District and Rincon Point/South Beach Historic Industrial Warehouse District. Of the two buildings that 
would be demolished, the 1903–1905 California Wine Association Building at 180 Townsend was 
identified as a contributor to the South End Historic District and the Rincon Point/South Beach Historic 
Industrial Warehouse District. The building located at 687–699 Third Street was identified as a non-
contributor to these historic districts. 

The demolition of one contributor and one non-contributor would not result in a significant 
impact on the South End Historic District or the Rincon Point/South Beach Historic Industrial Warehouse 
District, because the historical integrity of the district would remain strong as a whole, with 66 remaining 
contributors and with the retention of a strong row of contributing buildings to the east of 180 Townsend 
to Second Street. However, the introduction of the ventilation structure at this corner location at the edge 
of the historic district could result in a significant impact unless the new design follows accepted 
preservation standards for context-sensitive infill development in historic districts, such as the Secretary 
of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. TJPA will therefore require that the 
new design follows guidelines protective of the historic character of the area, such as the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. 

The widened throat structure, extended train box, and the BART/Muni underground pedestrian 
connector could affect the San Francisco Fire Department Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS) pipes. 
The pipes would be taken out of service temporarily and replaced during Project construction. Less than 
one mile of AWSS pipes, out of a total of 135 miles, could be affected, which would not impair the 
historic water supply system’s ability to convey its historical significance or alter its eligibility status. 

The proposed project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of 
historical resources, because this potential effect would be avoided in accordance with stipulations in the 
2004 Memorandum of Agreement that include previously adopted mitigation measures for the Transbay 
Program. Mitigation Measure CH 11 and Mitigation Measure CH 12, which were previously adopted and 
incorporated into the Transbay Program, continue to apply and are hereby amended as follows to reflect 
that 165-173 2nd Street would no longer be demolished but would be preserved and that construction of 
the widened throat structure would require an easement at this property and at 589 Howard Street.  These 
changes would be recorded. 

MM CH-11 (amended). In consultation with property owners, develop and implement measures to 
protect contributing elements of historic properties. 

Develop and implement measures, in consultation with the owners of historic properties 
immediately adjoining the construction sites, to protect the contributing elements of the Second and 
Howard Streets Historic District and the Rincon Point/South Beach Historic Warehouse Industrial 
District from damage by any aspect of the Project. Such measures will include, but are not necessarily 
limited to those identified in the MOA. 
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The protective measures herein stipulated will be developed and implemented by TJPA prior to 
the commencement of any aspect of the Project that could have an adverse effect on historic properties 
immediately adjoining the construction sites herein identified. In addition, TJPA will monitor the 
effectiveness of the protective measures herein stipulated and will supplement or modify these measures 
as and where necessary in order to ensure that they are effective. The historic properties covered by the 
terms of this paragraph are shown in the following table. 

Affected Historic Properties During Construction 

Address/ 
Assessors Parcel 
Number 

NRHP 
Status 

Contributing 
Element of 

Const. 
Date Type of Impact 

589‐591 Howard Street/3736‐098 1D Second & Howard 
District & New 

Montgomery/Second 
Street 

1906 Cut‐and‐cover construction nearby; 
need easement 

163 Second Street/3721‐048 1D 1907 Cut‐and‐cover construction nearby 

165‐173 Second Street/3721‐025 1D 1906 Cut‐and‐cover construction; need 
easement 

166‐78 Townsend Street/3788‐012 3D 
Rincon Point/South 
Beach District & 
South End District 

1910 [1] 
1988 [2] 

Cut‐and‐cover construction nearby. 
Need construction easement 

640 Second Street/3788‐002 252 

Rincon Point/South 
Beach District & 
South End District 

1926 

Tunnel under or near property 

650 Second Street/3788‐049 through 3788‐073 252 1922 

670‐680 Second Street/3788‐043, 3788‐044 252 (670), 
3D (680) 1913 

301‐321 Brannan Street/3788‐037 3D 1909 

130 Townsend Street/3788‐008 3D 
1910 [1] 
1895‐6 [2] 

136 Townsend Street/3788‐009 3D 
1902 [1] 
1913 [2] 

144‐46 Townsend Street/3788‐009A 3D 1922 
148‐54 Townsend Street/3788‐010 3D 1922 
162‐164 Townsend Street/3788‐081 3D 1919 
Notes: National Register Status Codes are as follows: 
1 Listed on the NRHP 
2S1 Determined eligible for listing by the Keeper of the Register 
2S2 Determined eligible for listing by the consensus of the SHPO and federal agency 
1D Listed on the National Register as a contributor to a district or multi‐resource property 
2D2 Determined eligible as a contributor by consensus determination 
3D Appears eligible as a contributor to a fully documented district 
[1] Caltrans, 1983, [2] Corbett and Bradley, 1996 
Source: JRP Historical Consulting, Parsons Transportation Group, 2001 

MM CH-12 (amended). Updated recordation of affected properties upon consultation with State 
Historic Preservation Office (“SHPO”). 

TJPA will take the effect of the Project on the three historic properties listed below into account 
by recording these properties in accordance with the terms herein set forth. These buildings are: 

 191 2nd Street (APN: 3721-022), and 

 580-586 Howard Street (APN: 3721-092 through 3721-106), and 

 165-173 2nd Street (APN: 3721-025). 

Prior to taking any action that could adversely affect these properties, consult SHPO and SHPO 
will determine the type and level of recordation that is necessary for these properties. Upon a written 
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determination by SHPO that all documentation prescribed hereunder is complete and satisfactory, submit 
a copy of this documentation to SHPO, with xerographic copies to the History Center at the San 
Francisco Public Library, San Francisco Architectural Heritage, and the Oakland History Room of the 
Oakland Public Library. Thereafter, proceed with that aspect of the Project that will adversely affect the 
historic properties documented hereunder. 

If SHPO does not respond within 45 days of receipt of each submittal of documentation 
prescribed herein, assume that SHPO has determined that said documentation is adequate and may 
proceed with that aspect of the Project that will adversely affect the historic properties documented 
hereunder. 

Mitigation Measure CH 13, which was previously adopted and incorporated into the Transbay 
Program, would continue to apply and would be implemented and monitored as part of the Project 
revisions, thereby reducing this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

I. Impact C-CR-4. The Project, after implementation of mitigation, would not result in 
damage or destruction of previously unknown unique paleontological resources 
during construction-related activities. 

Fossilized remains of a mammoth were unearthed in the project area in September 2012, leading 
to a determination that the project area possesses a high potential to contain similar, additional fossils. 
Therefore, construction activities involving ground disturbance could damage or destroy previously 
unknown, unique paleontological resources. These proposed project components include the widened 
throat structure, extended train box, the ventilation and emergency egress structures, the BART/Muni 
underground pedestrian connector, bicycle/controlled vehicle ramp, and the tunnel box stub. 

New Mitigation Measure C-CR-4.1, which is hereby adopted and incorporated into the Project, 
would reduce this potentially significant impact to a less-than-significant level. 

New-MM-C-CR-4.1. Minimize Potential Impacts to Paleontological Resources. 

To minimize potential adverse impacts on previously unknown, potentially unique, scientifically 
important paleontological resources, the TJPA shall do the following: 

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

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

• The TJPA shall retain a qualified paleontologist to evaluate the resource and prepare a 
recovery plan, in accordance with Society of Vertebrate Paleontology guidelines (SVP 
1996). The recovery plan may include a field survey, construction monitoring, sampling 
and data recovery procedures, museum storage coordination for any specimen 
recovered, and a report of findings. Necessary and feasible recommendations in the 
recovery plan shall be implemented before construction activities are resumed at the site 
where the paleontological resource was discovered. 
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J. Impact CU-CR-7. The Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable development, would not result in significant cumulative impacts on 
paleontological resources after implementation of mitigation. 

Foreseeable development throughout the City, and particularly along the former waterfront, has 
the potential for ground disturbance. Such projects have the potential to encounter paleontological 
resources. Fossil discoveries resulting from excavation and earthmoving activities are occurring more 
frequently throughout California. Because the proposed project could result in discovery of fossilized 
remains, and because other similar construction activities throughout the Bay Area in areas with rock 
units that are of a sedimentary nature could also affect paleontological resources, there is potential for 
cumulatively adverse effects. 

Implementation of New Mitigation Measure C-CR-4.1, set forth in the discussion of Impact 
C-CR-4 and adopted and incorporated into the Project above, would reduce the project-related impacts on 
paleontological resources by requiring TJPA to retain a qualified paleontologist to train all construction 
personnel before starting earth-moving activities; requiring construction crews to immediately cease 
ground-disturbing work in the vicinity of any find and notify the TJPA; and requiring TJPA to retain a 
qualified paleontologist to evaluate the resource and prepare a recovery plan. Therefore, the Project would 
not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to this cumulative impact and the impact would be 
less than significant. 

K. Impact C-BR-1: The Project, after implementation of mitigation, would not disturb 
nesting birds when buildings/structures with potential nesting habitat would be 
disturbed as part of an individual Project component and/or during removal of trees 
and shrubs during Project construction. 

The Project construction activities have the potential to affect migratory and nesting birds at 
several locations within the Project area, including the ventilation structure at the realigned Fourth and 
Townsend Street Station, the IBF, AC Transit bus storage facility parking, and BART/Muni underground 
pedestrian connector. These areas are generally at Main and Howard Streets, along Townsend Street, in 
the vicinity of Second and Stillman Streets, and along Beale Street, respectively. These areas contain a 
number of mature trees that could serve as nesting habitat during the nesting and migratory bird seasons. 
In addition, temporary or permanent buildings and structures associated with the Project may be attractive 
as nesting habitat to certain migratory bird species. 

Disruption of nesting birds is not permitted under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(“MBTA”) or the California Fish and Game Code. The loss of any active nest (i.e., removing a tree or 
shrub or demolishing a building containing a nest) must be avoided under federal and state laws. The loss 
of an active nest would be considered a significant impact if that nest were occupied by a special‐status 
bird species. 

New Mitigation Measure C-BR-1.1, which is hereby adopted and incorporated into the Project, 
would reduce this potential impact to a less-than-significant level. 

New-MM-C-BR-1.1. Require preconstruction bird surveys. 

Pre-construction bird surveys shall be required when trees or buildings and/or structures with 
potential nesting habitat would be disturbed as part of an individual project component. Pre-construction 
bird surveys shall be conducted on affected potential nesting habitat by a qualified biologist during the 
nesting season (February 1 through August 15) if construction activities are scheduled to take place 
during that period. Surveys shall be performed not more than 2 weeks prior to construction in an affected 

A‐21 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

area. If special-status bird or migratory bird species are not found, work may proceed and no further 
mitigation action is required. 

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

L. Impact CU-BR-2. The Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable development, would not result in significant cumulative impacts on 
biological resources after implementation of mitigation. 

The Project would require the removal of mature trees at several of the Project component sites. 
Cumulative effects could occur if construction associated with the Project were in proximity to that of 
other foreseeable development (within 250 feet) and construction schedules overlapped during the peak 
migration periods (mid‐March to early June and late August through late October). Those specific 
development projects within 250 feet of the Project, as well as development that is anticipated to occur in 
accordance with the Transbay Program and the TCDP, in combination with the Project, could have a 
significant cumulative effect on nesting birds or their eggs. 

Implementation of New-MM-C-BR-1.1, set forth in the discussion of Impact C-BR-1 and adopted 
and incorporated into the Project above, would reduce the project-related impacts on migratory and 
nesting birds to a less-than-significant level by requiring preconstruction bird surveys and prohibiting 
activities in no-work buffer zones that could harass birds or disrupt bird nesting. Cumulative projects that 
involve the removal of mature trees would be required to comply with local laws, the California Fish and 
Game Code, and the MBTA, as well as all applicable permitting requirements of the regulatory and 
oversight agencies regarding migratory birds, and Project-specific mitigation measures. Therefore, the 
Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to this cumulative impact and the 
impact would be less than significant. 

M. Impact WQ-4. The Project, after implementation of mitigation, would not expose 
life or structures to substantial flood hazards or flooding. 

The extended train box, ventilation and emergency egress structure at the Transit Center, IBF, 
and taxi staging area would be within the 500-year floodplain. These Project components, in addition to 
the Fourth and Townsend Street Station, could also be inundated by up to 6 feet of water by 2100, when 
taking into account worst-case, conservative sea-level rise assumptions and using a Mean Higher High 
Water (“MHHW”) tidal datum. 

New Mitigation Measure WQ-4.1, set forth in the discussion of Impact CU-WQ-9 and adopted 
and incorporated into the Project above, would provide protection from the flood depths defined as 100 
year base flood elevations plus 2 feet by requiring modification of DTX Design Criteria to avoid flood 
hazards. As a result, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant impact level. 
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N. Impact C-WQ-6. The Project, with continued implementation of previously adopted 
mitigation, would not violate water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements during construction. 

The Project would not involve substantial excavations that affect groundwater resources. With the 
exception of the additional trackwork south of the Caltrain railyard (i.e., the turnback track and MOW 
storage track), IBF, the taxi staging area, and the AC Transit bus storage facility parking, all of the Project 
components would be situated below or near the groundwater table. Therefore, construction for most of 
the Project components may require dewatering. The IBF, taxi staging area, and ACT transit bus storage 
parking, however, would be constructed at-grade and would involve minimal grading, so that 
groundwater dewatering is not expected to be needed during construction of those components. 
Mitigation Measures HMC 2 through HMC 7, which were previously adopted and incorporated into the 
Transbay Program, require appropriate handling of contaminated soil and groundwater, treatment of 
effluent produced during dewatering to reduce the sediment load and contaminants, designing dewatering 
to minimize downward migration of contaminants, and covering soils removed during excavation and 
grading. These measures would continue to apply and would be implemented and monitored as part of the 
Project revisions, thereby reducing this impact to a less-than-significant level.   

O. Impact CU-WQ-8. The Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable development, would not result in significant cumulative flood hazard 
impacts, after implementation of mitigation. 

The Project, in combination with other cumulative projects, would be subject to flood hazards. 
This exposure to flood risks would indicate a cumulatively significant impact for development in this 
portion of the City. 

The Project, in combination with other reasonably foreseeable projects, would result in a new 
potentially significant flooding impact not identified in the 2004 EIS/EIR. Implementation of New-MM-
WQ-4.1, set forth in the discussion of Impact CU-WQ-9 and adopted and incorporated into the Project 
above, would reduce this project-related impact by requiring modification of DTX Design Criteria to 
avoid flood hazards; therefore, the Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to 
this cumulative impact and the impact would be less than significant. 

P. Impact GE-1. The Project, with continued implementation of previously adopted 
mitigation, would not expose people or structures to strong seismic groundshaking 
during a major earthquake. 

Potential impacts from groundshaking would be considered less than significant because all 
structural components would be designed and built in compliance with the prevailing building codes and 
standards (such as the CBC and American Society of Civil Engineers [ASCE] 7, the latter being a set of 
technical manuals for design loads for buildings and other structures). In addition, Mitigation Measures 
SG 2 (applying geotechnical and structural engineering principles and conventional construction 
techniques similar to the design and construction of high-rise buildings and tunnels) and SG 3 (design and 
construct structural components to resist strong ground motions approximating the defined maximum 
anticipated earthquake), which were previously adopted and incorporated into the Transbay Program, 
would continue to apply and would be implemented and monitored as part of the Project revisions, 
thereby reducing this impact to a less-than-significant level. Also, designers and builders would comply 
with the TJPA DTX Design Criteria, which includes specific chapters on seismic design and structural 
design. 
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Q. Impact GE-2. The Project would not expose people or structures to seismic-related 
ground failure, including liquefaction. 

Ground failure associated with liquefaction, lateral spreading, and earthquake-induced spreading 
are possible results of earthquake-induced settlement. Based on the soil profile, approximately 6 to 12 
inches of settlement and liquefaction throughout the project area may occur during a major earthquake. 
Potential impacts from seismic and non-seismic ground failure are considered less than significant 
because all structural components would be designed and built in conformance with applicable building 
codes and standards. Mitigation Measures SG 2, SG 3, and SG 5, previously identified in the 2004 
EIS/EIR and adopted and incorporated into the Transbay Program, which address the potential for 
seismically induced and non-seismic ground failure impacts, and would continue to apply and would be 
implemented as part of the Project. In addition, designers and builders would be required through 
contractual obligations to comply with the TJPA DTX Design Criteria, which includes specific 
requirements related to geotechnical, seismic, and structural design, and protection of existing buildings. 

Although impacts related to ground failure would be less than significant, New Improvement 
Measure GE-2.1, which is hereby adopted and incorporated into the Project, would further reduce this 
less-than-significant impact with techniques to augment the DTX Design Criteria. 

New-I-GE-2.1. Augment DTX Design Criteria at the Extended Train Box, Transit Center 
Ventilation Structures, and any Above-Ground Structure or Facility. 

The TJPA shall require the consideration of the following additional measures to reduce the risk 
of ground failure. The inclusion of these techniques shall be evaluated by the TJPA on a case-by-case 
basis, considering soil and ground conditions, overhead clearances, subsurface impediments, schedule 
effects, cost efficiencies, and other factors that the TJPA may deem important. 

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

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

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

Although the DTX Design Criteria and compliance with applicable codes are expected to reduce 
potential ground failure impacts from liquefaction to less than significant, these techniques would be 
adopted to augment the DTX Design Criteria to further reduce this less-than-significant impact. 

R. Impact C-GE-4. During excavation, the Project, after implementation of mitigation, 
would not cause significant settlement for adjacent properties or create significant 
hazards for construction workers and the public. 

The Project would require difficult excavation in areas with shallow bedrock and shallow 
groundwater, and could result in a potentially significant geological impact from settlement due to soil 
consolidation and lowering of water levels from construction dewatering For excavations deeper than 25 
to 30 feet below ground surface into Young Bay Mud, some heaving and base instability could occur at 
the extended train box and Transit Center ventilation structure sites. 
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Mitigation Measures SG 1 (monitor adjacent buildings for movement, and, if movement is 
detected, take immediate actions to control the movement), SG 2, SG 4 (underpin existing buildings to 
protect the structures from potential damage that could result from excessive ground movements during 
construction), and SG 5 (design and construct pile-supported foundations to minimize non-seismic 
settlement in areas susceptible to potential settlement), which were previously adopted and incorporated 
into the Transbay Program, would continue to apply, and would be implemented and monitored as part of 
the Project revisions, and in combination with New Mitigation Measure C-GE-4.1, which is hereby 
adopted and incorporated into the Project, would reduce this potentially significant impact to a less-than-
significant level. All structural components would be designed and built in agreement with the prevailing 
building codes and standards (such as CBC or ASCE 7). Also, designers and builders would comply with 
the TJPA DTX Design Criteria, which includes specific chapters on geotechnical, seismic design, 
structural, and protection of existing buildings. 

New MM-C-GE-4.1. Groundwater Control during Construction. 

Groundwater control shall be implemented to reduce ground instability in the construction area, 
where excavations encroach into the prevailing groundwater table. 

 For excavations with the cut-and-cover technique, the groundwater level within the 
footprint of the excavation shall be maintained a minimum of 2 feet or more beneath the 
bottom of the excavation throughout construction to minimize the potential for failure of 
the base of the excavation due to high groundwater seepage at construction sites. The 
groundwater level outside of the excavation footprint shall remain unchanged. 

 For excavations with the SEM construction method in rock, groundwater intrusion into 
the tunnel excavation is expected to be minimal and localized at joints in the rock. 
Groundwater seeping into the excavation shall be controlled locally by panning and 
piping channel inflows to sump pumps located in the portal area. 

 For excavations with the SEM construction method in soft ground conditions (i.e., sands 
and clays), the groundwater level shall be locally drawn down to below the bottom of the 
excavation in order to increase the strength of the ground and reduce potential ground 
instability. 

S. Impact HZ-1. The Project, with continued implementation of previously adopted 
mitigation, would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials or wastes, or 
through the accidental release of such materials. 

The use of backup emergency generators at the ventilation structures would involve the use of 
diesel fuel, stored in above-ground storage tanks. Similarly, the possible fueling of Greyhound, Amtrak, 
and other intercity buses at the IBF would involve underground storage tanks to store the fuels, and 
regular refilling of these tanks. The periodic delivery of diesel fuel to fill the storage tanks at these Project 
components may create accidental fuel releases on the road or on-site. Transportation of hazardous 
materials such as diesel fuel is regulated by the California Highway Patrol and the California Department 
of Transportation and would apply to the Project. Even though these safeguards are in place, accidental 
releases during the unloading of diesel fuel or due to other equipment or maintenance failure at the 
proposed sites could result in an inadvertent spill or release. Depending on the amount released, this 
accidental release could adversely affect the public and/or the environment, including schools within a 
0.25-mile radius of Project components. 
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Mitigation Measures HWO 1 through HWO 7, which were previously adopted and incorporated 
into the Transbay Program to reduce potential operational impacts from the routine transport, use, 
disposal, or accidental release of hazardous materials or wastes, would continue to apply and would be 
implemented and monitored as part of the Project revisions, thereby reducing this impact to a less-than-
significant level. 

T. Impact HZ-2. The Project, with continued implementation of previously adopted 
mitigation, would not create a significant long-term operational hazard to the public 
or the environment through exposure to existing hazardous materials 
contamination. 

Although there is known contamination in the soils and groundwater at and near certain Project 
components, compliance with the requirements and regulations to clean the site for construction worker 
and public safety prior to Project operations means that there would be no long-term operational exposure 
to environmentally contaminated sites post-construction that could pose a risk to the public or the 
environment. In addition, Mitigation Measures HMC 2, HMC 5, HMC 6, HMC 7, and HMC 8, which 
were previously adopted and incorporated into the Transbay Program, would continue to apply and would 
be implemented and monitored as part of the Project revisions, thereby reducing this impact to a less-
than-significant level. These measures require developing a sampling plan, chemical testing of 
groundwater samples to evaluate requirements for pretreatment prior to discharge, developing a 
mitigation plan for handling contaminated soil and groundwater prior to construction, designing 
dewatering systems to minimize downward migration of contaminants, and developing a Worker Health 
and Safety Plan. 

U. Impact C-HZ-4. Ground-disturbing and excavation activities associated with 
construction of the Project could enable contaminated materials from nearby 
hazardous sites to migrate to the Project construction areas; however, with 
continued implementation of previously adopted mitigation, Project construction 
would not expose construction workers, the public, or the environment to hazardous 
materials. 

Nearby upgradient sites with contaminated groundwater could affect Project components where 
excavation is involved. Many of the Project components overlie shallow groundwater and would require 
dewatering, which could lead to discovery of contaminated materials. During Project construction, 
workers could be exposed to soil and/or groundwater containing hazardous substances. The public and 
environment could be exposed to contaminants that are transported off-site during construction. 

Mitigation Measures HMC 1 through HMC 8, which were previously adopted and incorporated 
into the Transbay Program, would continue to apply and would be implemented and monitored as part of 
the Project revisions, thereby reducing this impact to a less-than-significant level. These measures require 
following Cal/OSHA and local standards, developing a sampling plan, chemical testing of groundwater 
samples to evaluate requirements for pretreatment prior to discharge, developing a mitigation plan for 
handling contaminated soil and groundwater prior to construction, designing dewatering systems to 
minimize downward migration of contaminants, and developing a Worker Health and Safety Plan. 

V. Impact C-HZ-5. Demolition or construction activities associated with the Project 
could release hazardous building materials; however, with continued 
implementation of previously adopted mitigation and compliance with existing 
regulations, Project construction would not expose construction workers, the public 
or the environment to these types of hazardous materials, including possible 
asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paints. 
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The Project would involve both demolition of existing facilities and construction of new 
structures. Structures constructed prior to 1981 may contain asbestos, and structures painted prior to 1978 
may have lead-based or lead-containing paint. These buildings may also contain electrical components 
that contain PCBs and mercury. Improper handling could expose construction workers, the public, and the 
environment to these hazardous materials. 

Cal/OSHA and BAAQMD regulate handling and disposal of asbestos, and contractors are 
required to comply with these regulations. In addition, Mitigation Measures HMC 9 and HMC 10, which 
were previously adopted and incorporated into the Transbay Program, would continue to apply and would 
be implemented and monitored as part of the Project revisions, thereby reducing potential construction 
impacts related to ACM and lead-based paint to a less-than-significant level. These measures require 
performing asbestos and lead-based-paint surveys of buildings to be demolished, followed by abatement 
prior to demolition. 

W. Impact C-HZ-6. The Project, in combination with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable development, would not result in significant cumulative hazardous 
materials impacts, after continued implementation of previously adopted mitigation. 

Construction and demolition activities would include use of a variety of diesel-powered 
equipment, including cranes and excavators. Hazardous materials such as diesel fuel, lubricants, paint, 
hydraulic fluids, cleaning solvents, and other construction-related materials would be transported and 
used on-site during construction. These materials could accidently be released from construction trucks 
and equipment. Accidental releases or spills of hazardous material at the Project component sites and at 
staging areas could create a health risk for construction workers and the public, and could degrade the 
environment. 

Mitigation Measures HMC 1 through HMC 8, which were previously adopted and incorporated 
into the Transbay Program, would continue to apply and would be implemented and monitored as part of 
the Project revisions, thereby reducing the potential cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative 
construction impacts, related to the use of hazardous materials during construction, to a less-than-
significant level. 

X. Impact EF-1. The Project, after implementation of mitigation, would not result in 
EMF health risks or EMI impacts. 

Construction of the additional trackwork south of the Caltrain railyard would require moving the 
overhead catenary system (“OCS”) further east, in closer proximity to existing medical facilities (i.e., the 
University of California San Francisco campus at Mission Bay adjacent to Interstate 280 and 16th Street). 
Moving the OCS could result in electromagnetic interference (“EMI”) that could interfere with sensitive 
medical and/or research electronic equipment, even though magnetic fields outside the Caltrain right-of-
way would be minor in comparison with background concentrations and these fields decrease rapidly with 
distance. Although impacts related to electromagnetic field (“EMF”) generation and exposure would not 
be adverse and would be less than significant, impacts related to EMI could be potentially significant if 
there are nearby sensitive receptors where sensitive equipment may be located. 

New Mitigation Measure EF-1.1, which is hereby adopted and incorporated into the Project, 
would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level.  
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New MM-EF-1.1. Evaluate EMI Effects on Nearby Medical Facilities during Final Design of the 
Additional Trackwork South of the Caltrain Railyard. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 design modifications to place EMF from the OCS further away or higher up. 
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Y. Impact NO-1. The Project would not generate operational noise impacts after 
implementation of mitigation to reduce noise from ventilation structures near 
residential uses. 

Based on FTA screening criteria, the ventilation structures may substantially increase ambient 
noise levels at adjacent residential uses. Potential noise associated with ventilation systems would include 
pass-by noise from trains transmitted through ventilation shafts to the street, normal fan operation, and 
testing of the emergency ventilation fans, which would include emergency generators associated with 
them. The emergency generators would typically be located on the roof and only used for a short duration 
during testing. Air/intake shaft mechanical equipment would be limited to a damper that opens whenever 
the tunnel ventilation fans operate and closes upon fan shutdown. 

Without acoustic treatment or design, ventilation shaft noise levels would range from 
approximately 60 to 70 dBA at a distance of approximately 30 feet from the shaft gratings. At properties 
adjacent to the ventilation structures, noise levels would exceed the APTA recommended noise levels of 
60 dBA for high-density residential areas.  

New Mitigation Measure NO-1.1, which is hereby adopted and incorporated into the Project, 
would ensure that ventilation shaft noise levels do not exceed the APTA recommended noise level of 60 
dBA for ancillary facilities in high-density residential areas, thereby reducing this impact to a less-than-
significant level. 

New MM-NO-1.1. Design Ventilation Shaft to Avoid Noise Effects on Nearby Uses. 

Ventilation shafts shall be designed in accordance with the APTA guidance for controlling noise, 
which includes a 60 dBA noise level at 50 feet from the facility, at the setback line of the nearest building, 
or at the nearest occupied area, whichever is nearest to the source. Treatments may include applying 
acoustical absorption materials to shaft surfaces or attaching silencers to fans. 

Z. Impact C-NO-4. The Project would not result in construction vibration impacts, 
because this potential effect would be avoided in accordance with the 2004 MOA 
with SHPO that includes previously approved preconstruction measures that will be 
implemented for the Transbay Program. 

The historic building on the property located at 589 Howard Street is a five-story structure with a 
one-story basement, and the historic building at 171 Second Street is a six-story structure. Already 
approved measures in the 2004 MOA with the SHPO would require preconstruction and construction 
measures to protect these two buildings. As a result, the proposed project would not have an adverse 
effect/significant impact. The widened throat structure would pass under both buildings, and the 
construction process would include installing two large-diameter piles under the buildings and an 
underpinning beam spanning the piles. The piles and the beam would support the buildings while cut-and-
cover construction occurs below. It is anticipated that construction activities have the potential to generate 
vibration levels that exceed the FTA impact criteria based on the proximity of the buildings to 
construction equipment and the type of heavy-duty equipment anticipated to be necessary to complete the 
underpinning. In addition, the Project would involve construction activities that would result in noise and 
vibration effects that would be managed and limited through Mitigation Measures VibC 1 through 6, 
which were previously adopted and incorporated into the Transbay Program, and would continue to apply 
and would be implemented as part of the Project revisions.  

Mitigation Measures VibC 1 through 6 would reduce these project-related impacts; therefore, this 
impact would be less than significant. 
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AA. Impact CU-NO-5. The Project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable development, would not result in significant cumulative noise or 
vibration impacts after implementation of mitigation. 

The Transbay Program, TCDP, and Central SoMa Plan areas are experiencing ongoing 
construction activities that contribute to noise and vibration impacts in the vicinity of the Project. 
Therefore, it is likely that multiple projects would be under construction at the same time in the Project 
area, but construction would typically occur during daytime hours or with the addition of previously 
adopted noise-control measures to stay within required noise limits, and would be temporary. The Project 
would involve construction activities that would result in noise and vibration effects that would be 
managed and limited through Mitigation Measures NoiO 1 through 3, VibO 1, NoiC 1 through 6, and 
VibC 1 through 6, which were previously adopted and incorporated into the Transbay Program, would 
continue to apply and would be implemented as part of the Project revisions. 

Mitigation Measures NoiO 1 through 3, VibO 1, NoiC 1 through 6, and VibC 1 through 6 would 
reduce these project-related impacts; therefore, the Project would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable contribution to this cumulative impact and the impact would be less than significant. 

BB. Impact AQ-3. The Project would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations after implementation of mitigation to reduce operational 
emissions of diesel particulate matter and other toxic air contaminants near 
residential uses. 

An emergency diesel generator would be installed at one end of the Temporary Terminal to 
operate critical terminal functions. Emergency generators are regulated by the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (“BAAQMD”) through its New Source Review permitting process. Although 
emergency generators are intended to be used only during periods of power outages, monthly testing of 
the generators would be required. The BAAQMD limits testing to no more than 50 hours per year. 
Additionally, as part of the permitting process, the BAAQMD limits the excess cancer risk from any 
facility to no more than 10 excess cancer cases per 1 million population, and requires any source that 
would result in an excess cancer risk greater than 10 per 1 million population to install Best Available 
Control Technology for Toxics. Because the permitting process has not been initiated and the site-specific 
risk has not been estimated, this analysis assumes that the emergency back-up generators have the 
potential to expose sensitive receptors to concentrations of diesel emissions. 

The Project could also expose new and existing sensitive land uses to increased pollutant 
concentrations. The Project would potentially include the development of residential units above the IBF, 
and residential units could be combined with ventilation structures at two other locations at Second and 
Harrison Streets and at Third and Townsend Streets. These future development sites would be located in 
an urban environment that contains high roadway volumes with existing sources of PM2.5, DPM, and 
carcinogenic compounds from Interstate 80, Interstate 280, and waterfront activities. 

Implementation of New Mitigation Measure AQ-3.1 and New Mitigation Measure AQ-3.2, which 
are hereby adopted and incorporated into the Project, would reduce the potentially significant air quality 
impacts relating to exposure of receptors to substantial emissions from emergency generators, the IBF, 
and ventilation structures to a less-than-significant level. 
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New-MM-AQ-3.1. Equip Diesel Generators with Applicable Tiered Emissions Standards. 

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

New-MM-AQ-3.2. Require and Implement Ventilation Plans for Proposed Residential Land 
Development. 

For residential development on the intercity bus facility or ventilation structure sites, the project 
sponsor shall comply with the following measures: 

a. Air Filtration and Ventilation Requirements. Prior to receipt of any residential building 
permit, the project sponsor shall submit a ventilation plan for the proposed building(s). 
The ventilation plan shall show that the building ventilation system removes at least 80 
percent of the outdoor PM2.5 concentrations from habitable areas and be designed by an 
engineer certified by the ASHRAE. The engineer shall provide a written report 
documenting that the system meets the 80 percent performance standard identified in this 
measure and offers the best available technology to minimize outdoor-to-indoor 
transmission of air pollution. 

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

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

CC. Impact C-AQ-5. Construction activity, after implementation of mitigation, would 
generate regional emissions of criteria pollutants and ozone precursors which would 
be less than the applicable standards for each pollutant. 

Construction activities would generate air emissions from various sources, including heavy-duty 
equipment engines, truck engines, and worker commute vehicles. Unmitigated emissions could exceed 
the significance thresholds established by the BAAQMD for NOx. The majority of NOx emissions would 
be attributed to activities of heavy-duty construction equipment such as cranes and excavators. The high 
level of NOx emissions would be due to construction activities that could occur concurrently at the 
various proposed Project component sites.  

New Mitigation Measure C-AQ-5.1, which is hereby adopted and incorporated into the Project, 
would require preparation and implementation of an emissions control plan. 

Both EPA and the State of California set emissions standards for new off-road equipment 
engines, ranging from Tier 1 to Tier 4. To meet the Tier 4 emissions standards, engine manufacturers are 
required to produce new engines with advanced emissions-control technologies similar to those already 
expected for highway trucks and buses. Exhaust emissions from these engines will decrease by more than 
90 percent. The use of engines that meet or exceed either EPA or CARB Tier 2 off‐road emissions 
standards, and engines that are retrofitted with a CARB Level 3 Verified Diesel Emissions Control 
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Strategy (“VDECS”), in combination with Tier 4 diesel construction equipment to meet the BAAQMD 
construction emissions standards, would reduce exposure construction emissions to a less-than-significant 
level. In addition, construction emissions could be lowered if newer, less-powerful, or smaller diesel 
equipment is used than assumed in this analysis. With implementation of New Mitigation Measure C-AQ-
5.1 in addition to the use of Tier 4 equipment that further reduce PM10, hydrocarbons, and NOx 
emissions, impacts would be reduced to a less‐than-significant level. 

New-MM-C-AQ-5.1. Prepare and Implement an Emissions Plan. 

The TJPA shall comply with the following measures to reduce construction emissions: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

c. Exceptions: 

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

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

iii. If an exception is made pursuant to (A)(1)(c)(ii), the TJPA shall provide the 
next cleanest piece of off-road equipment, as provided by the step-down 
schedule below. 
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Off-Road Equipment Compliance Step-Down Schedule 

Compliance Alternative 
Engine Emissions 
Standard Emissions Control 

1 Tier 2 CARB Level 2 VDECS 

2 Tier 2 CARB Level 1 VDECS 

3 Tier 2 Alternative Fuel (Not a VDEC) 
Notes: 
CARB = California Air Resources Board; VDECS = Verified Diesel Emissions Control 

Strategy
Source: data compiled by AECOM in 2014 

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

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

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

4. The Emissions Plan shall include estimates of the construction timeline by phase, 
with a description of each piece of off-road equipment required for every 
construction phase. Off-road equipment descriptions and information shall include 
equipment type, equipment manufacturer, equipment identification number, engine 
model year, engine certification (Tier rating), horsepower, engine serial number, 
expected fuel usage, and hours of operation. For VDECS-installed equipment, 
reporting shall indicate technology type, serial number, make, model, manufacturer, 
CARB verification number level, installation date, and hour meter reading on 
installation date. For off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall 
indicate the type of alternative fuel being used. 

5. The Emissions Plan shall be kept on-site and be available for review by any persons 
requesting it. A legible sign shall be posted at the perimeter of the construction site 
indicating to the public the basic requirements of the Emissions Plan and a way to 
request a copy of the plan. The TJPA shall provide copies of the Emissions Plan to 
members of the public as requested. 

B. Reporting. Monthly reports shall be prepared to indicate the construction phase and off-
road equipment information used during each phase, including the information required 
in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using alternative fuels, reporting shall 
include the actual amount of alternative fuel used. 
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Within 6 months of completion of construction activities, the TJPA shall prepare a final 
report summarizing construction activities. The final report shall indicate the start and 
end dates and duration of each construction phase. For each phase, the report shall 
include detailed information required in A(4). In addition, for off-road equipment using 
alternative fuels, reporting shall include the actual amount of alternative fuel used.  

C. Certification Statement and On-Site Requirements. Prior to the commencement of 
construction activities, the TJPA shall certify (1) compliance with the Emissions Plan and 
(2) all that applicable requirements of the Emissions Plan have been incorporated into 
contract specifications. 

DD. Impact C-AQ-6. Construction activities, after implementation of mitigation, would 
not generate toxic air contaminants, including diesel particulate matter, which 
would expose sensitive receptors to increased pollutant concentrations. 

Construction activity would generate exhaust emissions that could increase TAC concentrations 
at sensitive land uses. The majority of construction activities would be located in areas that have been 
identified by the City as air pollution hotspots. Within air pollution hotspots, construction activities may 
adversely affect populations that are already at a higher risk for adverse long-term health risks, such as 
residences, from existing sources of air pollution. The City has established a standard mitigation measure 
to reduce exposure to the greatest extent feasible.  

Implementation of New Mitigation Measure C-AQ-5.1, set forth in the discussion of Impact C-
AQ-5 and adopted and incorporated into the Project above, would result in the maximum feasible 
reduction of diesel particulate matter (“DPM”) emissions. Furthermore, the use of Tier 4 diesel 
construction equipment or Tier 2/Tier 3 equipment with Level 3 VDECS would reduce exposure to a 
level that would not exceed any of the significance thresholds identified by the BAAQMD. Also, 
construction emissions could be lower if newer equipment is employed or less-powerful or smaller diesel 
equipment is used than assumed in this analysis. With implementation of the mitigation, there would not 
be a significant long-term health impact or short-term acute or chronic health risk. This impact would be 
less than significant with mitigation. 

EE. Impact CU-AQ-8. Construction of the Project, in combination with past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable development, would not result in significant cumulative 
air quality impacts after implementation of mitigation. 

On a local level, receptors in the TCDP, Transbay Redevelopment Plan, Central SoMa, and 
Mission Bay North areas already experience ongoing construction activities that contribute to air quality 
impacts in the vicinity of the Project. Cumulatively, construction of these projects emits ROG, NOx, 
particulate matter, and TACs (notably DPM). It is reasonable to expect that construction emissions from 
related development would overlap and generate cumulate emissions combined with those from the 
proposed project and the DTX. 

Compliance with City regulations, particularly the San Francisco Construction Dust Control 
Ordinance and San Francisco Health Code Clean Construction Ordinance, would mitigate these emissions 
and allow the region to attain air quality standards. In addition, New Mitigation Measure C-AQ-5.1 (equip 
diesel generators with applicable tiered emissions standards), New Mitigation Measure AQ-3.1 (prepare 
and implement an emissions plan), and New Mitigation Measure AQ-3.2 (require and implement 
ventilation plans for proposed residential land development), set forth in the discussion of Impact AQ-3 
and Impact C-AQ-5 and adopted and incorporated into the Project above, would apply to the Project as 

A‐34 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

well as other construction projects in the City that exceed the BAAQMD construction thresholds of 
significance. 

Implementation of New-MM-AQ-3.1, New-MM-AQ-3.2, and New-MM-C-AQ-5.1 would reduce 
this project-related impact; therefore, the Project would not result in a cumulatively considerable 
contribution to this cumulative impact and the impact would be less than significant.  

FF. Impact PS-1. The Project, with continued implementation of previously adopted 
mitigation, would not result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with 
the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, or the need for 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for fire protection, 
police protection, and emergency services. 

The Project would involve changes to the Transit Center access locations because of the IBF, the 
bicycle/controlled vehicle ramp, and the underground pedestrian connector. These facilities would 
enhance intraregional and interregional transit connections that would attract additional passengers to the 
Transit Center. The incremental amount of passenger traffic due to the Project revisions would be 
expected to increase demand for police, fire, and emergency services in the proposed project area; 
however, compared to the overall anticipated traffic associated with the entire approved Transbay 
Program, the new demand associated with these proposed project components would be minor. Mitigation 
Measure Saf 3, which was previously adopted and incorporated into the Transbay Program, would 
continue to apply and would be implemented and monitored as part of the Project revisions, thereby 
reducing this impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The potential land development that could be co-located with the IBF and with the ventilation 
structures at Third and Townsend Streets and at Second and Harrison Streets would result in an increased 
call for police, fire, or emergency services. Residential uses could be developed at all three locations, 
potentially resulting in up to 292 dwelling units with an associated demand for public services. This 
Project component would be served by the same services and from the same facilities that already exist in 
the area, meaning the potential increase in demand for police, fire and emergency medical services as a 
result of the Project revisions will not require new or physically altered police, fire or emergency medical 
facilities. Mitigation Measures Saf 1, Saf 2, and Saf 3, which were previously adopted and incorporated 
into the Transbay Program, would continue to apply and would be implemented and monitored as part of 
the Project revisions, thereby reducing this impact to a less-than-significant level. As required by 
Mitigation Measure Saf 1, the TJPA will provide project plans to the SFFD to ensure that adequate life 
safety measures and emergency access are incorporated into the design and construction of the Project. 

GG. Impact C-PS-3. Construction of the Project, with continued implementation of 
previously adopted mitigation and DTX Design Criteria, would not result in 
temporary effects on emergency response and would not interfere with access to 
parks and community facilities. 

Phase 1 of the Transbay Program, recently completed, involved traffic diversions and alterations 
to street access. Accordingly, much of the public is familiar with the existing conditions in the 
construction area, and local agencies providing police, fire, and emergency services are already in 
communication with the TJPA to coordinate necessary traffic and safety measures. Mitigation Measure 
PC 7, which was previously adopted and incorporated into the Transbay Program, would continue to 
apply and would be implemented and monitored as part of the Project revisions, thereby reducing this 
impact to a less-than-significant level. The DTX Design Criteria, which include preparation and 
implementation of a construction management plan consistent with the City’s regulations, would also 

A‐35 



 
 

  

 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

  

apply. The DTX Design Criteria, developed by the TJPA for use in the design and construction of DTX-
related facilities, includes a section specifically devoted to the maintenance and protection of traffic. The 
traffic plan would set forth guidelines and standards for road closures, pedestrian and bicyclist detours, 
access to businesses and residences and for emergency response vehicles, temporary traffic controls, and 
signage. 

Access to other businesses and community facilities would be maintained throughout 
construction to the extent feasible. Mitigation Measures NoiC 1 (compliance with the City noise 
ordinance), NoiC 4, PC 5, PC 6 (implementation of an active community liaison program to inform 
residents of construction plans), NoiC 5 (requiring contractors to employ best management practices that 
include performing construction in a manner to maintain noise levels at noise sensitive land uses below 
specific limits), PC 2 (requiring contact with local businesses to understand how they carry out their work 
to minimize effects on business usage), PC 7, and AC 2 through AC 13 (requiring implementation of 
construction best management practices to reduce air emissions, and imposing restrictions on construction 
equipment that reduce air emissions and odors), which were previously adopted and incorporated into the 
Transbay Program, would continue to apply and would be implemented and monitored as part of the 
Project revisions, thereby reducing potential disruption to community facilities to a less-than-significant 
level. 

HH. Impact CU-PS-5. Construction of the Project, in combination with reasonably 
foreseeable development, would not result in significant cumulative impacts related 
to public services, community services, and recreational facilities, after continued 
implementation of previously adopted mitigation. 

Construction of the Project would occur over approximately 4-1/2 years and would be concurrent 
with other construction activities in the Project area. The cumulative effect of street closures, detours, 
truck movements, and air and noise emissions from construction equipment, without mitigation, would 
substantially alter emergency response in and through the area, and disrupt activities and programs 
offered by the varied community facilities. Although the Project, in conjunction with construction of other 
reasonably foreseeable projects, would disrupt traffic during construction, the SFPD, SFFD, and other 
emergency services are expected to be able to continue operating at their current capacity in the Project 
area without substantially altering response times or performance measures, with implementation of 
Mitigation Measure PC 7, which was previously adopted and incorporated into the Transbay Program. 
Mitigation Measure PC-7 would continue to apply and would be implemented and monitored as part of 
the Project revisions, thereby reducing the potential cumulatively considerable contribution to this 
cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 

The construction activity locations and processes, and the type of construction equipment used for 
the Project, would not change significantly from the assumptions used in the 2004 FEIS/EIR. Although 
these construction effects may occur near public facilities such as parks, schools, or other community and 
recreation facilities, these effects would be minor and temporary. Mitigation Measures NoiC 1, NoiC 4, 
NoiC 5, PC 2, PC 5, PC 6, PC 7, and AC2 through AC 13, which were previously adopted and 
incorporated into the Transbay Program, would continue to apply and would be implemented and 
monitored as part of the Project revisions, thereby reducing the potential cumulatively considerable 
contribution to this cumulative impact to a less-than-significant level. 
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II. Impact C-UT-7. The Project, with continued implementation of previously adopted 
mitigation, would not adversely impact underground utilities during construction 
that could result in possible disruption of service to customers. 

Project components that involve underground construction activities could affect existing 
underground utilities. These Project components include the widened throat structure, the extended train 
box, the ventilation structures, the BART/Muni underground pedestrian connector, the realigned Fourth 
and Townsend Street Station, and possibly the tunnel stub box. By contrast, the trackwork south of the 
Caltrain railyard, IBF, the taxi staging area around the Transit Center, and the AC Transit bus storage 
parking area would involve principally at-grade construction or pavement modifications. Construction of 
these Project components would not have the potential to interfere with below-grade utilities. Project 
components that involve below-ground construction could require utility relocations, both temporary and 
permanent, that could result in a potentially significant impact if service for customers were interrupted. 
Mitigation Measure Util 1 (requiring coordination with utility providers to minimize disruption to 
customers and avoid adverse construction-related utility effects), which was previously adopted and 
incorporated into the Transbay Program, would continue to apply and would be implemented and 
monitored as part of the Project revisions, thereby reducing this impact to a less-than-significant level.  

VIII. LESS-THAN-SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS FOR WHICH MITIGATION OR 
IMPROVEMENT MEASURES, ALTHOUGH NOT REQUIRED, WILL BE 
INCORPORATED AS PART OF THE PROJECT 

The SEIS/EIR identifies less-than-significant impacts of the Project, including those described 
below. Mitigation to further reduce less-than-significant impacts is not required by CEQA; however, the 
SEIS/EIR also identifies “improvement measures” to further reduce the following less-than-significant 
impacts. 

A. Impact GE-3. The Project would be located on expansive soils; however, compliance 
with design standards and performance specifications would reduce risks to life or 
property. 

Soils that shrink and swell with changes in moisture content have the potential to damage 
structures and pavements that are constructed on them. Such soils might exist beneath parts of the 
ventilation structure at Second and Harrison Streets and the AC Transit bus storage facility parking and 
have the potential for causing differential settlement and pavement cracking. 

The TJPA has completed a number of geotechnical studies in response to the complexity and 
variability of the terrain conditions that would be traversed by the DTX and in the vicinity of the Project 
components. These analyses contain recommendations for geotechnical parameters for the design of 
permanent structures, including lateral earth and water pressure criteria, resistance to uplift pressures, 
foundation support, and estimates of potential settlements. Compliance with building codes (the CBC 
specifically addresses expansive soils and other soils that pose constructability issues) and the DTX 
Design Criteria would mitigate potential impacts from expansive soils to acceptable engineering 
standards, and impacts would be considered less than significant. 

Although the potential impact related to expansive soils would be less than significant, New 
Improvement Measure GE-3.1, which is hereby adopted and incorporated into the Project, would further 
reduce this less-than-significant impact and augment the DTX Design Criteria. 
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New-I-GE-3.1. Address Expansive Soils at the Ventilation Structure at Second and Harrison Streets 
and the AC Transit Bus Storage Facility Parking Sites. 

The TJPA shall require the consideration of the following additional measures to address 
expansive soils. The inclusion of these techniques shall be evaluated by the TJPA on a case-by-case basis, 
considering soil and ground conditions, schedule effects, cost efficiencies, and other factors that the TJPA 
may deem important. 

• Replace expansive soils with non-expansive soils: Expansive soils can be excavated and 
replaced with non-expansive materials. 

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

B. Impact NO-2. The Project would not generate operational vibration impacts. 

The greatest potential for increased vibration from the Project would be associated with the 
widened throat structure and extended train box, both designed to accommodate high-speed trains. The 
widened throat structure would extend rail tracks underneath the historic structures at 589 Howard Street 
and 171 Second Street. It is anticipated that operating speeds of trains would be 22 miles per hour at a 
depth of 60 to 65 feet. Using the FTA guidelines, anticipated vibration levels were compared to the 
impact criteria in the SEIS/EIR for interference with business activities (i.e., annoyance). Operational 
ground-borne vibration and noise levels would be approximately 70 VdB and 35 dBA, respectively, at the 
basement of 589 Howard Street and building foundations for 171 Second Street. These levels would be 
less than the damage and annoyance impact criteria stablished by the FTA for historic structures and 
office/commercial uses. Rubber-tired vehicles rarely generate perceptible vibration. The IBF would have 
a number of buses using the facility, but they would not be a substantial vibration source. The other 
Project components would also not be substantial sources of vibration (e.g., ventilation structures and taxi 
staging area). 

Although not required to reduce this less-than-significant impact, Mitigation Measure VibO 1, 
which was previously adopted and incorporated into the Transbay Program, would continue to apply and 
would be implemented and monitored as part of the Project revisions, thereby further reducing the level 
of this impact.  

IX. IMPACTS IDENTIFIED IN THE SEIS/EIR FOR WHICH A DETERMINATION OF 
SIGNIFICANCE, AND MITIGATION, ARE NOT REQUIRED UNDER CEQA, BUT 
NONETHELESS WERE DETERMINED TO BE LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT AFTER 
IMPLEMENTATION OF MITIGATION. 

The SEIS/EIR analyzed Socioeconomic and Population and Housing Impacts in Section 3.4. As 
discussed on page 3.4-14 of the Draft SEIS/EIR, a “significant effect on the environment” as defined in 
CEQA is a substantial or potentially substantial adverse change in the physical conditions within the area 
affected by the project. An economic or social change, by itself, “shall not be considered a “significant 
effect on the environment;” however, a social or economic change related to a physical change may be 
considered in determining whether a physical change is significant.  CEQA Guidelines § 15182; see also 
CEQA Guidelines § 15064(e). Section XIII of CEQA Guidelines Appendix G identifies three potential 
impacts related to population and housing:  (a) inducing substantial growth, which is discussed in Section 
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X of these Findings, below; (b) displacing substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere; and (c) displacing substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Accordingly, the first two thresholds of 
significance listed on page 3.4-14 of the Draft SEIS/EIR (CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, Section XIII.b) 
and .c)) are the CEQA thresholds used in Section 3.4 of the Draft SEIS/EIR. 

Impact SE-1, discussed in Section VII.E of these Findings, above, analyzes the impacts of the 
Project pursuant to the thresholds listed in Appendix G, Section XIII (b) and (c).7 Impacts SE-2, SE-3 and 
CU-SE-7 concern socioeconomic impacts that were determined to have no effect (i.e., to be less than 
significant) under NEPA, and that do not involve physical effects on the environment; therefore, they are 
not discussed further in these Findings. Impact C-SE-6 is discussed in Section VII.F of these Findings, 
above, to the extent it would result in social or economic change related to a physical change. Although 
Impact SE-4 is not a CEQA impact, it is discussed below because the continued implementation of 
previously adopted mitigation measures would reduce its effect to a less-than-significant level. Impact 
SE-5 (The proposed project would not disproportionately affect children), which is an analysis that is 
required under federal Executive Order No. 13045, is not a physical effect on the environment as defined 
by CEQA. 

A. Impact SE-4. The Project, with continued implementation of previously adopted 
mitigation, would not result in adverse impacts on transit-dependent populations, 
including people with disabilities, children, the elderly, and households without a 
vehicle, or on low English language proficiency populations. 

The Project includes components to make transit more accessible to the transit users in the study 
area. Project components such as the bicycle parking facility, the underground pedestrian connector, taxi 
staging area, and IBF would increase the accessibility to mass transit for those populations that are transit 
dependent. All Project components would be required to comply with the American with Disabilities Act, 
which would ensure accessibility to people with disabilities. Elderly people and youth who have limited 
mobility would benefit from the Project by having a continuous connection between the Caltrain terminus 
and downtown San Francisco by way of the DTX and through improved connections to other bus and rail 
transit services. More convenient travel to other destinations in the State would also become possible with 
future HSR service that would be made possible by the proposed project. The taxi staging area and 
bicycle parking facility would benefit households without vehicles by increasing transit options and 
making it easier to travel within the City without a personal vehicle. 

The low English language proficiency (LEP) population would not be affected by the Project to a 
greater degree than populations that are more proficient in the English language. The Project would not 
change any existing conditions for the LEP population and therefore would have no long-term impacts. 
There may be temporary construction impacts to this population due to temporary detours or street 
closures; however, Mitigation Measure PC 6, which was previously adopted and incorporated into the 
Transbay Program, would require an information phone line that would be available in languages other 
than English and would continue to apply and would be implemented as part of the Project. As a result, 
the LEP population would not be affected to a greater degree than any other population. While there 
would be impacts to the LEP population during construction, it would be temporary in nature and 
therefore not an adverse impact. 

7 Impact SE-1 also discusses impacts to businesses; however, this is not a physical effect on the environment under 
CEQA. 
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B. Impact VQ-2. The Project, with continued implementation of previously adopted 
mitigation, would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality 
of the site and its surroundings. 

The Project would introduce new elements into the urban environment, which could involve 
changes to urban form and the scale of development. The impacts of the Project components would be 
less than significant, because the new Project components would be compatible with the visual quality, 
character, and scale of existing development. The potential future development associated with the vent 
structure sites and the Intercity Bus Facility site would be infill located within a transit priority area, as 
defined in Public Resources Code section 21099 (SB 743); therefore, no significance conclusion 
concerning aesthetics or visual quality is required for those Project components. In addition, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure VA 2, which was previously adopted and incorporated into the 
Transbay Program to minimize the aesthetic and visual effects of construction, would continue to apply 
and would be implemented and monitored as part of the Project revisions, and would minimize the 
aesthetic and visual effects of construction. 

C. Impact VQ-3. The Project, with continued implementation of previously adopted 
mitigation, would not create a new source of substantial light or glare. 

The Project would introduce new elements into the urban environment, which could involve 
changes to ambient light and glare. The impacts of the Project components would be less than significant, 
because the new Project components would be required to comply with Planning Commission Resolution 
No. 9212 governing prohibiting the use of mirrored or reflective glass and other applicable standards, and 
would not introduce external lighting that is out of the ordinary for urban environments. The potential 
future development associated with the vent structure sites and the Intercity Bus Facility site would be 
infill located within a transit priority area, as defined in Public Resources Code section 21099 (SB 743); 
therefore, no significance conclusion related to aesthetics or visual quality is required for those Project 
components. In addition, implementation of Mitigation Measure VA 1, which was previously adopted and 
incorporated into the Transbay Program to reduce impacts from spillover light and glare during 
construction, would continue to apply and would be implemented and monitored as part of the Project 
revisions, and would reduce spillover light and glare during construction. 

X. GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS 

CEQA requires that an EIR, including an SEIR, evaluate the growth-inducing impacts of a 
proposed project. (Pub. Resources Code § 21100[b][5].) Growth-inducing impacts are the ways in which 
a proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing, 
either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.2(d).) Growth-
inducement itself is not an environmental effect, but it may lead to environmental effects. 

The approved Transbay Program, with the proposed Project changes, is planned to serve transit 
needs, enable HSR service to the Transit Center, enhance connectivity between transit systems, and 
facilitate planned growth on underutilized properties in downtown San Francisco. Although the approved 
Transbay Program and proposed project would serve regional and corridor-wide growth and travel 
demands, it also is reasonable to expect that new development, in addition to that already planned or 
proposed, could be fostered by improved transit services and accessibility to the Caltrain and HSR 
systems. 

Implementation of the Project components are not expected to induce growth beyond the growth 
that was analyzed in the 2004 EIS/EIR and the 2012 TCDP EIR, and is analyzed in the Central SoMa 
EIR, which was certified in May 2018. The Project would include construction and operation of new 

A‐40 



 
 

 

 

 

  

 
 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 
 

Project components that are refinements to the approved Transbay Program, other transportation 
improvements that enhance local and regional connectivity, and land development co-located with several 
of the transportation facilities. As explained in Section 3.1 of the Final SEIS/EIR, the land development 
associated with the ventilation structure sites and IBF meets the definition of a mixed-use residential, 
residential, or employment center infill project in a transit priority area under SB 743. Therefore, aesthetic 
impacts of these uses are not considered impacts on the environment. 

The potential adjacent land development would be considered transit oriented, and the sites’ 
proximity to the Transit Center and the Fourth and Townsend Street Station would provide incentives for 
occupants to walk or bicycle. The Project components would facilitate and enable Caltrain and HSR to 
reach the San Francisco downtown retail, office, and financial district core, and could have a growth-
inducing effect by accelerating planned development in the area. These new transportation facilities and 
additional development potential would continue to promote the creation of a new neighborhood that is 
emerging in the South of Market area, with a focused concentration within the Central SoMa and TCDP 
areas and around the new Transit Center. 

This change in the land use pattern and population/employment density is consistent with and 
encouraged by the City’s adopted plan for the area around the Transit Center, to help shape and define the 
character and intensity of the area. The TCDP explicitly encourages and plans for growth that would 
benefit from the Transbay Program. Accordingly, the Project would not induce growth that would be 
inconsistent with or exceed the development plans or population/employment forecasts for the Project 
area. The secondary effects of the Transit Center District Plan were evaluated as part of the TCDP EIR. 
The Central SoMa Plan also encourages transit-oriented growth with goals and policies that address land 
use, building size and heights, transportation, public realm, preservation of historic buildings, and 
environmental sustainability. Rezoning of the land use in the Central SoMa Plan area is intended to 
increase the amount of allowable development and to specifically allow more job growth. 

XI. ALTERNATIVES 

For the reasons stated below and as set forth in full in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS/EIR, the 
SEIS/EIR analyzes two alternatives: the Project (proposed refinements to Phase 2 of the Transbay 
Program), and the No Action Alternative (construction of Phase 2 of the Transbay Program as previously 
approved). The SEIS/EIR examined the environmental impacts and feasibility of the alternatives, as well 
as the ability of the alternatives to meet project objectives. The project objectives and the description of 
the alternatives, including the project description, are described in detail in Chapters 1 and 2 of the 
December 2015 Draft SEIS/EIR, as revised by the Final SEIS/EIR. The potentially significant 
environmental effects of implementing the Project are analyzed in Chapter 3, including a discussion of 
significant environmental effects resulting from the Project and mitigation measures identified to 
substantially lessen or avoid these effects.   

The Transbay Program was approved in 2004 following certification of the 2004 EIS/EIR. Two 
alternatives to each of the three major Transbay Program components were analyzed in the 2004 EIS/EIR. 
These included the Transbay Terminal West Ramp alternative and Transbay Terminal Loop Ramp 
alternative, to the program’s Transbay Terminal Component; the Second-to-Main Caltrain Extension 
alternative and Second-to-Mission Caltrain Extension alternative, to the program’s DTX component; and 
the Full Build alternative and Reduced Scope alternative to the program’s Redevelopment Plan 
component. The 2004 EIS/EIR also included a No Project Alternative. Other potential alternatives were 
considered but rejected as infeasible during the scoping process. 

The No Action Alternative in the SEIS/EIR consists of the previously approved Transbay 
Program, as revised by refinements approved through 2011. Because Phase 1 of the Transbay Program is 
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completed and no changes are proposed, the description of the No Action Alternative focuses on the 
elements of the approved Transbay Program that are in Phase 2. These Phase 2 elements are what would 
be constructed by the TJPA if the Project were not approved. The other alternative is the Project, which 
involves refinements to the approved DTX component of the Transbay Program, other transportation 
improvements associated with the Transbay Program, and future surplus land development. Thus the 
SEIS/EIR analyzes two alternatives: the No Action Alternative (approved Transbay Program Phase 2), 
and the Project (proposed refinements to the approved Transbay Program Phase 2). 

A brief summary of the No Action Alternative and the Environmentally Superior Alternative are 
provided below. As explained in Section XIV, below, the findings in this Section are based on the Final 
SEIS/EIR, and the discussion and analysis are hereby incorporated in full by this reference. The TJPA 
further finds that each of the reasons given for rejecting an alternative discussed below is a separate and 
independent basis for rejecting that alternative. 

A. The No Action Alternative 

An EIR is required to evaluate a “no project” alternative, and identify an environmentally 
superior alternative. The No Action Alternative consists of the improvements that will be constructed in 
the absence of the Project. In other words, if the current Project were not approved, the previously 
approved Transbay Program Phase 2 still would be constructed. Thus, the No Action Alternative is the 
approved Transbay Program, as subsequently modified between 2005 and 2011 by the TJPA, FTA, and 
FRA. In addition, the future land use, urban design, open space, and local transportation network 
surrounding the Transit Center would be as defined in the TCDP and Redevelopment Plan.  

The No Action Alternative is hereby rejected because it would only partially achieve, or fail to 
achieve, aspects of the following project objectives: 

 The No Action Alternative would not achieve the objective of modifying the train box 
and advancing construction of other rail-related infrastructure, because it would not 
include the widened throat structure and the extended train box that are needed to enable 
HSR to access and serve the Transit Center. 

 The No Action Alternative would not fully achieve the objective of enhancing pedestrian, 
bicycle, and transit connections to further reinforce the Transbay Program’s emphasis on 
transit and alternative means of local and regional travel, because it would not add an 
intercity bus facility, bicycle ramp and storage for bicycles in the Transit Center, or a 
more direct pedestrian connection to BART/Muni transit services. 

 The No Action Alternative would not fully achieve the objective of offering additional 
opportunities for parking within convenient walking distance of the area’s existing and 
proposed restaurants and entertainment, performance, and sports venues, because it 
would not allow public parking in the AC Transit bus storage facility when it is not 
needed by AC Transit buses.  

 The No Action Alternative would not fully achieve the objective of determining site 
configurations for and constructing ventilation and emergency egress structures in 
compliance with safety standards for underground facilities and to meet emergency 
response needs of system operators, because it would not comply with National Fire 
Protection Association Standard 130, which establishes life safety standards and 
minimum distances between emergency exits to the surface. 
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 The No Action Alternative would not fully achieve the objective of enhancing transit 
connections because it would not include turnback track that allow for the efficient 
movement of trains between the Caltrain railyard and the new Transit Center. 

For the foregoing reasons, the No Action Alternative is considered infeasible and is hereby 
rejected. 

B. Environmentally Superior Alternative 

CEQA requires an EIR to identify an environmentally superior alternative. If the “No Project” 
Alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, an environmentally superior alternative must be 
identified from among the other alternatives. (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6.) The Project is the 
environmentally superior alternative because a portion of the building at 165-173 Second Street (also 
referred to as 171 Second Street) would not be demolished, thereby eliminating a significant and 
unavoidable adverse effect on an historical resource; because it enhances resiliency and seeks to minimize 
hazards from flooding and sea-level rise; because it incorporates additional measures to reduce 
construction air and greenhouse gas emissions and to avoid and protect migratory birds and 
paleontological resources; and because it enables HSR service to travel to the Transit Center and realize 
the regional and statewide air quality, greenhouse gas, and energy benefits identified for the HSR 
program.  

C. Other Alternatives Considered 

FTA and the TJPA previously considered numerous alternatives since planning for the Transbay 
Program began in 1975, including multiple DTX alignments and station locations that were considered 
and withdrawn in favor of the Transbay Program that was adopted in 2004, as documented in Appendix B 
to the Draft SEIS/EIR and in the 2004 EIS/EIR. Project component alternatives that were considered but 
withdrawn from further consideration (see Section 2.4 of the Draft SEIS/EIR, beginning on page 2-51, 
and Section 2.5 of the Final SEIS/EIR including Table 2-7.) include a smaller horizontal curve radius in 
the widened throat structure, modified construction methods at 589 Howard Street, alternative vent 
structure sites in the vicinity of Second and Harrison Streets and at Third and Townsend Streets, 
alternative loading spaces for taxi pick-up and staging, additional concepts for location of the intercity bus 
facility, and other construction methods that could potentially reduce surface-level disruption, traffic, and 
socioeconomic impacts associated with the cut-and-cover construction technique proposed for segments 
of the Project alignment. 

 The smaller horizontal curve radius was eliminated from further consideration because it 
would slow operational speed, increase maintenance requirements and costs, create 
greater wheel squeal/noise impacts, and potentially limit the length of trains at the Transit 
Center. 

 Removing a portion of the building at 589 Howard Street was eliminated from further 
consideration because loss of this building would have an adverse effect on an historical 
resource. 

 The alternative vent sites were eliminated from further consideration because they would 
not comply with National Fire Protection Association 130 governing life safety 
requirements for passenger rail systems including spacing between emergency exits, 
would require greater evacuation time, and fully developed sites would be more costly to 
acquire and would involve displacement of occupants.  
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 The alternative taxi loading spaces were rejected from further consideration because they 
conflicted with City plans for bicycle lanes and other improvements on Beale Street and 
because of uncertainty about the availability of other locations.   

XII. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS 

The Project will result in two additional significant adverse environmental impacts related to sea-
level rise and nighttime construction noise that were not previously identified in the 2004 EIS/EIR and 
that cannot be avoided following adoption and incorporation into the Project of mitigation measures 
identified in the Final SEIS/EIR. In addition, there are no feasible project alternatives that would mitigate 
or avoid all of the Project’s significant environmental effects. Pursuant to CEQA Guideline section 
15093, the TJPA has balanced the economic, legal, social, technological or other benefits of the Project, 
including region-wide or statewide environmental benefits, against its significant and unavoidable 
environmental impacts. The TJPA finds that the Project’s benefits outweigh its unavoidable adverse 
environmental effects, and that the adverse environmental effects are therefore acceptable. The reasons 
set forth below are based on the Final SEIS/EIR and other information in the record. 

The following statement identifies the reasons why, in the TJPA’s judgment, specific benefits of 
the Project outweigh the significant and unavoidable effects. The substantial evidence supporting the 
benefits of the Project can be found in the preceding sections of these Findings, in the Project itself, and 
in the record of proceedings as defined in Section XII, above. The TJPA further finds that each of the 
Project benefits discussed below is a separate and independent basis for these findings. The reasons set 
forth below are based on the Final SEIS/EIR and other information in the administrative record. 

A. Upgrade Intermodal Connection and Services 

The Transbay Program was, in part, developed because the previous Transbay Terminal, which 
was built in 1939, did not meet current seismic safety or space utilization standards. The new Transit 
Center provides an opportunity to revitalize the surrounding area and to extend Caltrain service from its 
current terminus outside the downtown area, at Fourth and King Streets, into the San Francisco 
employment core surrounding the Transit Center.  

The DTX would enable Caltrain service to better interconnect with local and regional transit 
services at the new multimodal Transit Center, and provide a transit alternative for commuters who 
currently do not have a direct Caltrain link to the core employment and financial area of San Francisco. 
The extension of Caltrain to downtown San Francisco is estimated to attract approximately 13,000 new 
riders and take thousands of vehicles off Highways 101 and 280. Additionally, extending Caltrain into 
downtown would save commuters up to 1 hour per day in travel time. These travel efficiencies translate 
into travel time savings (the value of alternative activities that a traveler could conduct instead of 
spending time in transit) upwards of $380 million, more than $120 million in avoided vehicle operation 
and maintenance costs, and more than $20 million in benefit from improved safety. 

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

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

B. Support High-Speed Rail Service 

In June 2000, the CHSRA issued its Final Business Plan for Building a High-Speed Train System 
for California. This document recommended that the State Legislature and Governor initiate a state 
program EIR and federal EIS for the HSR network. The document presented the Caltrain corridor as the 
desired route, and stated that terminating HSR trains at the Transbay Terminal in San Francisco should be 
included in environmental studies.  The CHSRA issued its most recent Business Plan in May 2018. 

Phase 1 of the Transbay Program consists of construction of the Transit Center, including the 
below-grade train box that would eventually accommodate the DTX tracks, station, and ancillary 
facilities. The lower level of the train box would serve Caltrain and HSR trains, and consist of six tracks 
and three platforms—two dedicated for Caltrain and the remaining four for HSR trains. The first level of 
the Transit Center below-grade, referred to as the Lower Concourse, would serve as a rail passenger 
ticketing and waiting area. Under Phase 2, construction of the DTX and the “throat structure” would 
occur. The throat structure would provide the connection between the tunnel that would be constructed 
along Second Street for rail service and the train box below the Transit Center, which is where the 
platforms and operating and communication systems for Caltrain and HSR trains would be housed. 

1. High-Speed Rail Design Specifications 

The CHSRA identifies a minimum 900-foot horizontal curve radius for low-speed tracks where 
speeds are less than 60 miles per hour. Strict compliance with these minimum standards would require 
significant property acquisitions at the western end of the train box where Caltrain and HSR tracks 
approach the train box from the west. The CHSRA agreed, with conditions, that a smaller 650-foot 
horizontal curve radius would be acceptable. The Project revises the design of the track alignment to 
increase the track curvature, widens the throat structure, and extends the train box one block, from Beale 
Street to Main Street, all to accommodate HSR service.   

The Project also includes other refinements to the approved Transbay Program to improve 
planned operations and safety. Planned refinements include installation of rock dowels to support 
construction of the mined tunnel segment of the DTX to increase the stability of the tunnel, and 
construction of new trackwork south of the Caltrain railyard to facilitate movement of Caltrain trains 
between the railyard and the Transit Center. In addition, the Project realigns the below-grade Fourth and 
Townsend Station to support street-level development opportunities under consideration by the City and 
County of San Francisco, and provides for a partial tunnel box—or “tunnel stub”—that will end at the 
current Caltrain yard limits to enable Caltrain and HSR trains to connect underground to points south of 
the station. The tracks will travel at-grade along Seventh Street, and as they curve eastward into the 
railyard will descend to an underground alignment via a retained cut, or U-wall, that was previously 
approved but is not yet constructed. DTX improvements will be constructed under the U-wall to conform 
to the future profile of the tracks. 
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2. Future High-Speed Rail Alignment 

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

C. Serve Growing Transportation Needs in the Project Area 

The Project contains design refinements necessary for the approved Transbay Program to help 
serve the expanding transportation needs in the region and immediate project area. In light of increased 
Caltrain ridership, service improvements, and demands related to HSR service, a need to support and 
enhance future intermodal transportation connections continues at and around the Transit Center. The 
DTX will enable Caltrain service to better interconnect with local and regional transit services at the new 
multimodal Transit Center, and provide a transit alternative for commuters who currently do not have a 
direct Caltrain link to the core employment and financial area of San Francisco. The Project contains 
design refinements necessary for Caltrain and HSR services to function and to provide better 
interconnections with other transportation services in the Project area. The intercity bus facility, which 
will accommodate bus operations and shuttle services, and the taxi staging area will enhance the 
multimodal function and connectivity of the Transit Center by providing for bus, shuttle, and taxi 
operations directly adjacent to the Transit Center.   

1. Growth in the Project Area 

The Transit Center, and in particular the DTX, will expand access to affordable transit 
opportunities to Bay Area residents, and particularly those who live in the southern neighborhoods of San 
Francisco and along the Peninsula corridor. An analysis of market trends and planning efforts predict that 
an additional 15,000 households and 30,000 residents would be in the downtown area between 2005 and 
2030—almost 50 percent more households and a 60 percent increase in population from 2005. An 
additional 61,000 jobs, a 26 percent increase, is projected for this area between 2005 and 2030. Within the 
downtown area, development in the TCDP area, which encompasses the area around the Transit Center 
and includes much of the Redevelopment Plan component of the Transbay Program, is expected to 
comprise 42 percent of the increase in downtown households, 32 percent of the increase in household 
population, and 21 percent of the increase in employment between 2005 and 2030. As part of the Central 
SoMa Plan, existing land use restrictions around the southern portion of the Central Subway transit line 
would be revised to allow a greater mix of uses while also emphasizing office uses; height limits on 
certain sites would be increased; and the system of streets and circulation would be modified to facilitate 
growth in the Central SoMa area. These changes would potentially add approximately 8,000 residential 
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units, 5,563,700 commercial square feet, and 30,000 jobs. The Project would thus relieve significant 
anticipated burden on the transportation network and serve new development envisioned in the 
Redevelopment Plan and Central SoMa Plan. 

2. Demand for Greater Parking Options in the Transit Center District Plan 
Area 

Economic and population growth in the TCDP area is expected to generate a demand for 
approximately 8,320 parking spaces during the evening peak period during special events, which will not 
be met by the current supply. Using the AC Transit bus storage facility for off-hours, nighttime and event 
parking (e.g., sporting and other special events), when not in use by AC Transit for regular operations, 
will create up to 202 additional parking spaces in the TCDP Area. 

3. Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation and Growth 

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

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

 work with transit operators and the MTC to develop intermodal bicycle access, and 

 promote bicycle parking stations at major transit hubs. 

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

In December 2010, the City adopted a Better Streets Plan, which provided a blueprint for the 
future of San Francisco’s pedestrian environment. The focus of the Better Streets Plan is on improving the 
pedestrian experience to provide a memorable, diverse, and vibrant place for commerce, human comfort, 
and healthy lifestyles. The Better Streets Plan outlines the need to “Emphasize improvements to streets 
that link to major transit nodes and transfer points.” The TCDP echoes the Better Streets Plan to support 
the need to “prioritize pedestrian amenity and safety,” and to “implement and require transportation 
demand management strategies to minimize grow thin auto trips and reduce volumes as necessary.” San 
Francisco is a pedestrian-oriented city as a result of its high density of development, low level of resident 
automobile ownership, availability of transit options, and provision of extensive pedestrian amenities. The 
increased development density and projected growth would result in a greater number of residents and 
employees, and an increase in bicycle and pedestrian travel. The Project would provide needed 
improvements to the pedestrian and bicycle systems to support the goals of the San Francisco Planning 
Department and the Transbay Program. 

The Project locates the BART/Muni underground pedestrian connector along Beale Street rather 
than the Fremont Street alignment identified in the 2004 EIS/EIR. The BART/Muni underground 
pedestrian connector will provide direct access between the Transit Center and the Embarcadero 
BART/Muni Metro Station at Market Street. The Project also will revise the Transit Center to add a 
bicycle ramp and below-grade bicycle storage facilities for 500 bicycles with room for expansion to 1,000 
bicycles to accommodate projected future demand from HSR users. The bicycle ramp will be separate 
from the Transit Center controlled vehicle ramp, which will further enhance pedestrian and bicycle access 
by reducing conflicts with service vehicles. 
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D. Advance Regional Needs to Improve Transportation and Environmental Quality 

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

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

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

The choice to use transit instead of cars has the additional benefit of reducing emissions of air 
pollutants, including greenhouse gases; an estimated reduction of 42,000 tons of carbon dioxide will 
result from construction of the DTX, and 3.8 million gallons of gasoline per year. Local residents will 
experience health benefits from improved air quality, worth $8 million in cost savings from reduced 
emissions. The DTX will reduce carbon dioxide emissions by tens of thousands of tons each year, while 
completion of the full HSR system is projected to reduce these emissions by more than 3 million tons 
each year system-side by 2030. Development of the new Transit Center will yield additional health 
benefits for area residents. 

E. Respond to Further System Safety Planning 

The Project updates the design and identifies specific locations for all ventilation/ emergency 
access structures necessary to Transbay Program system operations. The design and location of these 
emergency structures complies with National Fire Protection Association (“NFPA”) Standard 130, which 
specifies a maximum spacing of 2,500 feet between ventilation/emergency access structures. 

F. Conclusion 

Based on the entire record, including the SEIS/EIR, the specific economic, social, and 
environmental benefits of the Project, as stated above, outweigh and override any significant unavoidable 
environmental effects that would result from future Project implementation. The TJPA Board has 
determined that any significant environmental effects caused by the Project have been mitigated to the 
extent feasible through the mitigation measures identified herein and adopted and incorporated into the 
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Project, and, where mitigation is not feasible, has been outweighed and counterbalanced by the economic, 
legal, social, technological and other benefits of the Project, including region-wide or statewide 
environmental benefits. 

XIII. INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE 

These findings incorporate the text of the Final SEIS/EIR for the Project, the 2004 EIS/EIR and 
all addenda to the 2004 EIS/EIR, the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program for the Transbay 
Program and the Project; TJPA staff reports relating to the Project; and other documents relating to public 
hearings on the Project, by reference, in their entirety. Without limitation, this incorporation is intended to 
elaborate on the scope and nature of mitigation measures, Project and cumulative impacts, the basis for 
determining the significance of impacts, the comparison of the alternatives to the Project, the 
determination of the environmentally superior alternative, and the reasons for approving the Project. 

XIV. RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 

Various documents and other materials constitute the record of proceedings upon which the TJPA 
bases its findings contained herein. The record of proceedings is located in the offices of the custodian for 
these documents and materials, which is the Transbay Joint Powers Authority, 201 Mission Street, Suite 
2100, San Francisco, California 94105. 

XV. NO RECIRCULATION REQUIRED 

CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5 requires a lead agency to recirculate an EIR for further review 
and comment when “significant new information” is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the 
availability of the Draft EIR but before certification. No significant new information was added to the 
Draft SEIS/EIR as a result of the public comment process. The November 2017 Tunnel Options Study 
and subsequent addenda were undertaken to identify other construction methods that could reduce surface 
disruptions and socioeconomic impacts due to cut-and-cover construction, by increasing the extent of the 
mined portions of the DTX tunnel. Several of these other construction methods could lessen potential 
adverse effects and have been evaluated in the Final SEIS/EIR and will continue to be investigated as the 
design for the Project advances. A second study was issued in April 2018 by the San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority. This study, which was conducted by a peer review panel, reviewed DTX rail 
operations, including consideration of whether a two-track configuration, instead of a three-track 
configuration for the proposed action, would be feasible. The peer review panel agreed that the third 
track, as proposed, is necessary for operational flexibility during normal operations and allows for 
efficient recovery from delays. The two-track configuration was rejected from further consideration, 
because it would make Caltrain and future HSR service susceptible to unacceptable delays not only 
locally but throughout the system. 

The Final SEIS/EIR responds to comments, and clarifies, amplifies, and makes insignificant 
modifications to the Draft SEIS/EIR. It does not identify any new significant effects on the environment 
or a substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact requiring major revisions to the Draft 
SEIS/EIR. Therefore, recirculation of the SEIS/EIR is not required. 

XVI. SUMMARY 

A. Based on the foregoing Findings and the information contained in the record, the TJPA 
has made one or more of the following Findings with respect to each of the significant 
environmental effects of the Project: 
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1. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the Project 
which avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental effects 
identified in the Final SEIS/EIR. 

2. Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of 
another public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by that other 
agency. 

3. Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including 
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained 
workers, make infeasible the alternatives identified in the environmental impact 
report. 

B. Based on the foregoing Findings and the information contained in the record, it is 
determined that: 

1. All significant effects on the environment due to the approval of the Project have 
been eliminated or substantially lessened where feasible. 

2. Any remaining significant effects on the environment found to be unavoidable 
are acceptable due to the factors described in the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations in Section XII, above. 
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Attachment C 
October 18-19, 2023 

Reference 2.2c.(5) 
NOTICE OF DETERMINATION 

To: Office of Planning and Research From: California Transportation Commission 
1400 Tenth Street, Room 121 Attn: Cherry Zamora 
Sacramento, CA 95814 1120 N Street, MS 52 

Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 654-4245 

Subject: Filing of Notice of Determination in compliance with Section 21108 of the Public 
Resources Code. 

Project Title: Transbay Program Phase 2 Downtown Rail Extension 

1995063004 Alana Callagy (415) 343-2468 
State Clearinghouse Number Lead Agency Contact Person Area Code/Telephone 

Project Location (include county): The project is located the City of San Francisco in San Francisco 
County. 

Project Description: The Project will extend Caltrain commuter rails and accommodate future high-
speed rail to Downtown San Francisco. The Project includes design and construction of the 2.2-mile 
Downtown Rail Extension, also called The Portal, build-out of the below-grade train station facilities at the 
Salesforce Transit Center at First and Mission streets, and construction of an underground rail station 
along the Downtown Rail Extension alignment at Fourth and Townsend streets in the City of San 
Francisco in San Francisco County. 

This is to advise that the California Transportation Commission has approved the above-described 
(_ Lead Agency/ X Responsible Agency) 

project on October 18-19, 2023, and has made the following determinations regarding the above-
described project: 

1. The project (_X _will/ _ will not) have a significant effect on the environment. 
2. _ X _ A Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Report and Addendum were prepared for this 

project pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 
_ __A Mitigated Negative Declaration was prepared for this project pursuant to the provisions of 
CEQA. 

3. Mitigation measures (_X were/ _ _ were not) made a condition of the approval of the project. 
4. Mitigation reporting or monitoring plan ( X was / was not) adopted for this project. 
5. A Statement of Overriding Considerations (_X _was / __was not) adopted for this project. 
6. Findings (_X were/ were not) made pursuant to the provisions of CEQA. 

The above identified document with comments and responses and record of project approval is available 
to the General Public at: Transbay Joint Powers Authority, 425 Mission Street, Suite 250, San Francisco, 
CA 94103. 

TANISHA TAYLOR 
Signature (Public Agency) 

Date received for filing at OPR: 
Date 

Executive Director 
California Transportation Commission 

Title 
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Reference 2.2c.(5) 
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