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APPENDIX A ERRATA SUMMARY 

A.1 Introduction 
Chapters 2, 3, and 4 of this Final EIR provide updated information to Chapters 2, 3, and 4 of the 
Draft EIS/EIR. This errata summary catalogs minor text changes needed to Chapters 1-11 of the 
Draft EIS/EIR and Draft EIS/EIR appendices. 

Text Changes to Chapter 1, Project Need and Purpose 

No changes were made to Chapter 1, Project Need and Purpose, as a result of the staff-initiated 
modifications or in response to a comment received on the Draft EIS/EIR. 

Text Changes to Chapter 5, Cumulative Impacts 

Page 5-5, staff-initiated modifications 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Transportation 

The pedestrian and bicycle conditions cumulative analysis area encompasses the entire Geary 
Transportation study area (study area).  

Several portions of the Geary corridor see relatively high volumes of pedestrian activity, 
particularly in proximity to commercial areas and other activity centers. Many intersections within 
the Geary corridor have relatively long pedestrian crossing distances or include signals that do not 
have pedestrian countdown signals. Two existing pedestrian bridges (over Geary at Webster and 
Steiner Streets) do not comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and are otherwise 
considered substandard. The Geary corridor does not have separated bicycle lanes; bicyclists must 
share mixed-use lanes with general traffic.  

All of Tthe build alternatives would improve multimodal travel by providing pedestrians with 
more reliable facilities, such as new crossings/new pedestrian crossing bulbs, countdown signals, 
sidewalks, and removal of the non-compliant Steiner Street pedestrian bridgeovercrossings 
(bridges). Alternatives 2, 3, and 3-Consolidated would also remove the Webster Street pedestrian 
bridge, whereas the Hybrid Alternative would leave the bridge in place. Additionally, the build 
alternatives would include plans to construct a Class II bikeway connection across one block of 
Geary Boulevard (between Masonic and Presidio Avenues). Collectively, these build alternative 
improvements would enhance pedestrian conditions along the Geary corridor, as well as bicycle 
conditions between Masonic and Presidio Avenues and are thus projected to increase pedestrian 
use and modestly increase bicycle use relative to levels without the proposed improvements. Such 
improvements would help offset projected increases in average walking distances to bus stops 
associated with the consolidation of bus service contemplated by the build alternatives. As any of 
the build alternatives would require implementation of a project construction plan (PCP) that 
minimizes overlapping construction schedules between the project and other foreseeable planned 
projects within the Geary corridor, any adverse impacts associated with pedestrian and bicycle 
traffic would not be elevated to a cumulatively considerable level.   
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Page 5-6, text edit 

Neither NEPA, the State CEQA Guidelines nor the guidance of the Environmental Planning 
Major Environmental Analysis Division of the San Francisco Planning Department expressly or 
explicitly require that an environmental document disclose whether a project would merely result 
in the loss of any number of parking spaces. 

Text Changes to Chapter 6, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation 

No changes were made to Chapter 6, Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) Evaluation, as a result of the 
staff-initiated modifications or in response to a comment received on the Draft EIS/EIR. 

Text Changes to Chapter 7, CEQA Evaluation 

Page 7-9, text edits 

All of the build alternatives were developed to help better meet existing and projected future 
growth in travel demand. As discussed in Section 3.3.4.1 and illustrated in Figure 3.3-10, with or 
without the addition of BRT improvements (i.e. No Build Alternative), daily transit ridership in 
the Geary corridor is expected to increase from about 50,000 riders per day (as of 2012) to about 
64,000 70,000 in 2020 and about 77,000 84,000 by 2035. In 2020, the build alternatives would 
result in up to 82,000 daily transit boardings (28 percent higher than in the No Build Alternative). 
In 2035, the build alternatives would serve between 92,000 and 99,000 daily transit riders (20 
percent to 28 percent higher than in the No Build Alternative). Each build alternative is intended 
to help meet this projected increase in transit demand while at the same time reduce transit travel 
times (see discussion at Section 3.3.4.4) and improving transit time reliability (see section 3.3.4.5). 
Therefore, the build alternatives would each result in a less-than-significant effect; no mitigation 
would be required. 

Page 7-49, staff-initiated modifications 

Construction: Construction of the build alternatives would result in temporary increases in 
ambient noise levels on an intermittent basis, including potentially during overnight hours.  

As shown in Table 4.11-4, all build alternatives may result in noise levels in excess of 80 dBA at 
100 feet due to removal of pedestrian bridges at Webster and/or Steiner Streets (Alternatives 2, 3, 
and 3-Consolidated would remove the Webster and Steiner Street pedestrian bridges, whereas the 
Hybrid Alternative would only remove the Steiner Street Bridge). However, with adherence to the 
San Francisco Noise Ordinance, as well as mitigation measures listed below, these temporary 
construction noise impacts would be less than significant. 

Page 7-52, changes in response to comment A-1.3 

Build Alternatives: Less-than-significant with mitigation (construction); Less-than-significant 
impact (operation) 

As described in Section 4.11.4.2, construction of the any of the build alternatives would result in 
temporary increases in ambient noise levels 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. As shown on 
Table 4.11-4 above, the expected noise levels from construction equipment may would not exceed 
80 dBA at 100 feet. With adherence to the San Francisco Noise Ordinance and mitigation 
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measures Noise-1 through Noise-4, these temporary construction noise impacts would be less 
than significant. 

Text Changes to Chapter 8, Public Participation 

Chapter 5 of this Final EIR updates and supplements Chapter 8 of the Draft EIS/EIR.  

Text Changes to Chapter 9, Financial Analysis 

Chapter 6 of this Final EIR updates and supplements Chapter 9 of the Draft EIS/EIR.  

Text Changes to Chapter 10, Alternatives Analysis 

Page 10-15, staff-initiated modification 

This would result in delays to the Geary BRT project, which is currently scheduled for completion 
of the environmental process in 2015 and opening of BRT service in 2020. 

Page 10-20, staff-initiated modifications 

Table 10-2 Alternatives and Combinations Performance Summary 

PERFORMANCE INDICATOR NO BUILD ALT. 2 (SIDE-LANE 
BRT) 

ALT 3.2 (CENTER/ 
SIDE, NOT 

CONSOLIDATED) 

ALT 3.2C (HYBRID; 
CENTER/ SIDE, 

PARTIALLY 
CONSOLIDATED) 

TRANSIT PERFORMANCE 

Vehicle travel time [min] 
Limited/BRT service 
Local service 

 
53:50 

1:02:30 

 
45:00 
54:00 

 
42:45 
51:55 

 
44:45 
51:55 

Reliability, BRT [travel time diff. bet. 
average and 95th % trip, min] 
Limited/BRT service 
Local service 

 
 

4:45 
5:40 

 
 

3:15 
4:05 

 
 

2:55-3:15 
4:05-4:20 

 
 

3:35 
4:10 

Ridership [total daily boardings] 69,50064,000 75,700 75,700-
77,600 77,600 

CIRCULATION SYSTEM PERFORMANCE 

Person-delay [auto+transit, total delay 
hours during peak hour] 4,890 

4,130 
(-16%) 

4,130-4,310 
(-12-16%) 

4,310 
(-12%) 

Diversions [increase in peak hour traffic 
on nearby parallel streets at Masonic] 0 4% 7% 7% 

ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIAL EFFECTS 

Parking opportunities [existing corridor 
on-street parking removed] 0 460 500 370 

Existing trees removed 0 156 195 195 

Median landscaping area [acres] 3.1 3.1 3.6 3.5 

PEDESTRIAN ACCESS AND SAFETY 

Average stop spacing [feet] 
Limited/BRT stops 
Local stops 

 
1540 
720 

 
2180 
840 

 
2160 
920 

 
16301740 

1190 
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PERFORMANCE INDICATOR NO BUILD ALT. 2 (SIDE-LANE 
BRT) 

ALT 3.2 (CENTER/ 
SIDE, NOT 

CONSOLIDATED) 

ALT 3.2C (HYBRID; 
CENTER/ SIDE, 

PARTIALLY 
CONSOLIDATED) 

Pedestrian safety improvements - + + ++ 

RAIL-READINESS 

Ease of future conversion to rail • • + ++ 

COST 

Construction cost [2013$] $0 $170M $300M $300M 

Operations and maintenance costs 
[2013$/year and $/weekday passenger]  $36.7m $49.5m  $49.2-49.5m  $49.2m  

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

Total duration of construction [weeks] 0 90 100 100 

All performance results are for the year 2020. 

Symbol key: 

+ or ++ indicates performance advantage or strong advantage relative to No Build condition. 

- or -- indicates performance disadvantage or strong disadvantage relative to No Build condition. 

• indicates minimal or no performance change relative to No Build condition. 
Source: SFCA, 2014 

Page 10-21, text edits 

Ridership. All of the build Alternatives are expected to increase Geary transit ridership compared 
to the No Build alternative. In 2020 Alternative 2 is projected to increase ridership in the corridor 
by approximately 9 18 percent relative to the No Build Alternative. Alternative 3.2 and 3.2C are 
expected to have higher ridership than Alternative 2. 

Page 10-22, text edits 

Pedestrian safety improvements. All of the build alternatives would include pedestrian safety 
improvements along the Geary corridor, including installation of new corner bulbs to reduce 
crossing distances, new pedestrian crossing signals, and traffic signal upgrades. These elements 
would improve pedestrian safety corridor-wide relative to the No Build. Alternatives 3.2 and 3.2C 
would provide additional benefits in the Palm to 27th Avenue section of the corridor due to 
proposed signal upgrades. While the same number of new pedestrian bulbs would be included in 
all build alternatives, tThe Alternative 2 and Alternative 3.2 street configurations would not allow 
bulbs to be placed at many corners with local bus stops. Alternative 3.2C would allow bulbs to be 
placed at more corners with transit stops, better meeting the project’s transit access and pedestrian 
safety objectives. Under Alternative 3-Consolidated, pedestrian bulbs could be placed in more 
optimal locations for transit access and safety objectives than with the other build alternatives. 

Text Changes to Chapter 11, References 

No changes were made to Chapter 11, References, as a result of the staff-initiated modifications 
or in response to a comment received on the Draft EIS/EIR. However, the below additional 
references were used in this Final EIR. 
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Text Changes to Appendices 

Appendix D, page 99, text edits 

 

SAN FRANC ISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTAT ION AUTHORITY  |  Page A-5  



GEARY CORR IDOR BUS RAP ID TRANSIT  PROJECT  F INAL  E IR |  NOVEMBER  2016  

 
 

SAN FRANC ISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTAT ION AUTHORITY  |  Page A-6  



GEARY CORR IDOR BUS RAP ID TRANSIT  PROJECT  F INAL  E IR |  NOVEMBER  2016  

 

SAN FRANC ISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTAT ION AUTHORITY  |  Page A-7  


	Cover
	Appendix A: Errata Summary
	Appendix B: Response to Comments
	B.1 List of Persons Commenting
	B.1.1 Organization
	B.1.2 List of Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals Commenting on the Draft EIS/EIR

	B.2 Master Comments and Responses
	B.2.2 Master Responses
	B.2.2.1 Master Response 1a: Type and Range of Alternatives
	B.2.2.2 Master Response 1b: Modifications to the Hybrid Alternative/SRA since Publication of the Draft EIS/EIR
	B.2.2.3 Master Response 2a: Traffic/Auto Travel on Geary and Traffic Diversion to Surrounding Roadways
	B.2.2.4 Master Response 2b: Construction-Period Effects
	B.2.2.5 Master Response 2c: Parking and Loading Supply
	B.2.2.6 Master Response 2d: Pedestrian Safety/Access
	B.2.2.7 Master Response 2e: Bicycle Safety/Access
	B.2.2.8 Master Response 3a: Local Business Impacts
	B.2.2.9 Master Response 4a: Tree Removal
	B.2.2.10 Master Response 5a: Length of Comment Period
	B.2.2.11 Master Response 5b: Nature of Outreach Conducted
	B.2.2.12 Master Response 6a: Project Cost


	B.3 Individual Responses to Comments
	B.3.1 Agencies
	Responses to Comment A-1: Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
	Responses to Comment A-2: California Department of Transportation
	Responses to Comment A-3: BART
	Responses to Comment A-4: Golden Gate Bridge Highway and Transportation District
	Response to Comments A-5: San Francisco Unified School District – Rosa Parks Elementary School
	Responses to Comment A-6: SF Department of the Environment

	B.3.2 Organizations
	Responses to Comment O-1 Rosa Parks Elementary SF PTA
	Responses to Comment O-2: Community Council of the Japanese Bilingual Bicultural Program, Jacobson, Paul (principal at RPE)
	Responses to Comment O-3: San Francisco Housing Action Coalition (Tim Colen, Executive)
	Responses to Comment O-4: Japantown Task Force
	Responses to Comment O-5: Friends of the Urban Forest
	Responses to Comment O-6: Nihonmachi Little Friends Preschool (Shiozaki-Woo, Adrienne; Vargo Nelson, Jade; Inamasu, Cathy; Nakashima, Mindy)
	Responses to Comment O-7: Tree Talk
	Responses to Comment O-8: San Francisco Transit Riders
	Responses to Comment O-9: Sierra Club
	Responses to Comment O-10: Urban Forestry Council
	Responses to Comment O-11: National Japanese American Historical Society
	Responses to Comment O-12: Walk SF
	Responses to Comment O-13: San Francisco Tomorrow

	B.3.3 Individuals
	Responses to Comment I-1: Abercrombie, David
	Responses to Comment I-2: Adams, Catherine
	Responses to Comment I-3: Amul, Kalia
	Responses to Comment I-4: Anderson, Alissa
	Responses to Comment I-5: Anonymous
	Responses to Comment I-6: Arebalo, Minerva
	Responses to Comment I-7: Bachmanov, Eugene
	Responses to Comment I-8: Bagattin, Cheryl
	Responses to Comment I-9: Bailey-Knobler, Amie
	Responses to Comment I-10: Barber, Troy
	Responses to Comment I-11.1: Barish, Jean
	Responses to Comment I-11.2: Barish, Jean
	Responses to Comment I-11.3: Barish, Jean
	Responses to Comment I-11.4: Barish, Jean
	Responses to Comment I-12: Bazeley, Roger (verbal comment)
	Responses to Comment I-13: Beetle, Melvin (verbal comment)
	Responses to Comment I-14: Bekefi, Ted
	Responses to Comment I-15: Bigelow, Justin
	Responses to Comment I-16: Blerkman, Joseph
	Responses to Comment I-17: Blood, Scott
	Responses to Comment I-18: Bolander, Christopher
	Responses to Comment I-19.1: Bonilla, Nelson
	Responses to Comment I-19.2: Bonilla, Nelson
	Responses to Comment I-20: Branscomb, Andy
	Responses to Comment I-21: Burg, Larry
	Responses to Comment I-22: Butnik, Asher
	Responses to Comment I-23: Camp, Daniel
	Responses to Comment I-24: Carlson, Eric
	Responses to Comment I-25: Cassidy, Sean
	Responses to Comment I-26: Castro, Christina
	Responses to Comment I-27: Cauthen, Jerry
	Responses to Comment I-28: Champagne, Gary (verbal comment)
	Responses to Comment I-29: Chan, Jeremy
	Responses to Comment I-30: Chan, Sam
	Responses to Comment I-31: Chan, Siu Lam
	Responses to Comment I-32: Cheatham, Kathie
	Responses to Comment I-33: Chien, Chau Chun
	Responses to Comment I-34.1: Choden, Bernard
	Responses to Comment I-34.2: Choden, Bernard (verbal comment)
	Responses to Comment I-34.3: Choden, Bernard
	Responses to Comment I-35: Chudnovskaya, Raisa
	Responses to Comment I-36: Chung, Eric
	Responses to Comment I-37: Chung, Yvonne
	Responses to Comment I-38: Clatterbuck, Andrea
	Responses to Comment I-39: Cline, William
	Responses to Comment I-40: Cochran, Sean
	Responses to Comment I-41.1: Corriea, Richard (verbal comment)
	Responses to Comment I-41.2: Corriea, Richard
	Responses to Comment I-42: Dairner, Jack
	Responses to Comment I-43: Darling, David
	Responses to Comment I-44: Davies, Gregory
	Responses to Comment I-45.1: De Alva, Maria (verbal comment)
	Responses to Comment I-45.2: De Alva, Maria
	Responses to Comment I-46: Dechi, Danny
	Responses to Comment I-47: Denevei, Chris
	Responses to Comment I-48.1: Dippel, David
	Responses to Comment I-48.2: Dippel, David
	Responses to Comment I-48.3: Dippel, David
	Responses to Comment I-49: Dittler, Robert
	Responses to Comment I-50: Dixon, Myles (verbal comment)
	Responses to Comment I-51: Dole, Kevin (verbal comment)
	Responses to Comment I-52: Dombeck, Steve
	Responses to Comment I-53: Dowd, Steve (verbal comment)
	Responses to Comment I-54: Eaton, Madelaine
	Responses to Comment I-55.1: Elfego, Felix
	Responses to Comment I-55.2: Elfego, Felix
	Responses to Comment I-56: Ferrerro, Virginia
	Responses to Comment I-57: Filippo, Rose
	Responses to Comment I-58: Flick, Chris
	Responses to Comment I-59: Fong, Jon and Linda
	Responses to Comment I-60: Fong, John (verbal comment)
	Responses to Comment I-61: Fong, L
	Responses to Comment I-62: Fraser, Jean
	Responses to Comment I-63: Fregosi, Ian
	Responses to Comment I-64: Freitag, David
	Responses to Comment I-65.1: Geiler, Pete
	Responses to Comment I-65.2: Geiler, Pete
	Responses to Comment I-66: Gendreau, Edouard
	Responses to Comment I-67: Glikshtern, Anastasia
	Responses to Comment I-68: Goldin, Evan
	Responses to Comment I-69.1: Gonzalez, Luis
	Responses to Comment I-69.2: Gonzalez, Luis (verbal comment)
	Responses to Comment I-70: Goodman, Aaron
	Responses to Comment I-71: Goodson, Janet
	Responses to Comment I-72: Goodson, William
	Responses to Comment I-73: Gordon, Bob
	Responses to Comment I-74: Greenfield, Adam
	Responses to Comment I-75: Grimm, Maria
	Responses to Comment I-76: Groth, Kelly
	Responses to Comment I-77: Gwynn
	Responses to Comment I-78: Gyotoku, Sarah
	Responses to Comment I-79.1: Haddad, Tom
	Responses to Comment I-80: Hamaguchi, Bob (verbal comment)
	Responses to Comment I-81: Hashimoto, Richard (verbal comment)
	Responses to Comment I-82: Hayes, John
	Responses to Comment I-83: Herd, Jim
	Responses to Comment I-84: Hermansen, John
	Responses to Comment I-85: Hickey, Tim
	Responses to Comment I-86.1: Hillson, Rose
	Responses to Comment I-86.2: Hillson, Rose
	Response to Comment I-87: Hom, Samuel
	Responses to Comment I-88: Horne, Benjamin
	Responses to Comment I-89: Hrones, Christopher (verbal comment)
	Responses to Comment I-90: Huntington, Juliet
	Responses to Comment I-91: Ichikawa, Aileen
	Responses to Comment I-92: Iwamasa, Tai
	Responses to Comment I-93: Jane
	Responses to Comment I-94: Jesson, David and Violet Lee
	Responses to Comment I-95: Jones, Mary
	Responses to Comment I-96: Jones, Otto
	Responses to Comment I-97: Joyce, Michelle
	Responses to Comment I-98: Jungreis, Jason
	Responses to Comment I-99: Kaufman, Holly
	Responses to Comment I-100.1: Kawahatsu, Alice
	Responses to Comment I-100.2: Kawahatsu, Alice (verbal comment)
	Responses to Comment I-101: Keane, Nancy
	Responses to Comment I-102: Kelly, DF
	Responses to Comment I-103: Kelly, Hene
	Responses to Comment I-104: Kelly, Joshua
	Responses to Comment I-105: Kennedy, Brian
	Responses to Comment I-106: E., L.
	Responses to Comment I-107: Klawans, Becky
	Responses to Comment I-108: Komp, Rick
	Responses to Comment I-109: Konopaski, Ronald (verbal comment)
	Responses to Comment I-110: Kwong, Eva
	Responses to Comment I-111: Lal, Ravi
	Responses to Comment I-112: Langland, Laureen
	Responses to Comment I-113: Larkin, Brian
	Responses to Comment I-114: Leahey, Sam
	Responses to Comment I-115: Lee, David
	Responses to Comment I-116: Lee, Joan
	Responses to Comment I-117: Lee, Marissa
	Responses to Comment I-118: Lee, May
	Responses to Comment I-119: Leong, Faithy
	Responses to Comment I-120: Lieu, Hoa
	Responses to Comment I-121.1: Loeffler, Joan
	Responses to Comment I-122.1: Locke, Michael
	Responses to Comment I-122.2: Locke, Michael (verbal comment)
	Responses to Comment I-123: Lorimer, Dylan
	Responses to Comment I-124: Lou, Jeannie
	Responses to Comment I-125: Machtay, Henry
	Responses to Comment I-126: Maigatter, Mark
	Responses to Comment I-127: Marstellar, Charles
	Responses to Comment I-128: Masry, Omar
	Responses to Comment I-129: Matt
	Responses to Comment I-130: Mawhinney, Alex
	Responses to Comment I-131: McElmell, Jackson
	Responses to Comment I-132: McNeill, Brien
	Responses to Comment I-133: Mello, Austin Liu
	Responses to Comment I-134: Miller, Mary Anne
	Responses to Comment I-135: Mitchell, Blake
	Responses to Comment I-136: Moldvay, Andrew
	Responses to Comment I-137: Moldvay, Therese
	Responses to Comment I-138: Molinelli, Amy
	Responses to Comment I-139: Monroe, John
	Responses to Comment I-140: Morganson, Chuck
	Responses to Comment I-141: Morimoto, Lauren
	Responses to Comment I-142: Morris, Michael
	Responses to Comment I-143: Morse, Victor
	Responses to Comment I-144: Mueller, Mike
	Responses to Comment I-145: Munnich, Ed
	Responses to Comment I-146: Nakahara, Glynis
	Responses to Comment I-147: Nakanishi, Kyle
	Responses to Comment I-148: Natoli, Jane
	Responses to Comment I-149: Ng, Allen
	Responses to Comment I-150: Ng, Gina
	Responses to Comment I-151: Nunes, Dan
	Responses to Comment I-152.1: O’Connell, Frank
	Responses to Comment I-152.2: O’Connell, Frank
	Responses to Comment I-153: Osaki, John
	Responses to Comment I-154: Osaki, Lee
	Responses to Comment I-155: Osterweil, Bruce
	Responses to Comment I-156: Payor, Doug
	Responses to Comment I-157: Pearson, Melissa
	Responses to Comment I-158: Petro, Kaytea
	Responses to Comment I-159: Petty, Lorraine
	Responses to Comment I-160: Phillips, Augie (verbal comment)
	Responses to Comment I-161: Phillips, Marvin
	Responses to Comment I-162: Phojanakong, Paul
	Responses to Comment I-163: Pinnick, Genovefa
	Responses to Comment I-164.1: Post, Alexander (verbal comment)






