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Overall, implementing the No Muni Realignment Alternative would reduce one Project impact 
to less-than-significant levels but would create one new significant impact, such that the total 
number of intersections experiencing significant impacts would be the same as the Proposed 
Project under existing plus Project conditions.  Under cumulative conditions, a similar situation 
would occur, as the No Muni Realignment Alternative would have one additional significant 
impact compared to the cumulative conditions with the Proposed Project, but the No Muni 
Realignment Alternative would also reduce the impact at 19th Avenue/Crespi Drive to less-than-
significant levels.  Overall, impacts to intersection operations would remain significant and 
unavoidable.  

Implementation of the No Muni Realignment Variant would result in the same significant impacts 
as the No Muni Realignment Alternative under existing plus Project conditions and one fewer 
significant cumulative impact (the intersection of 19th Avenue/Junipero Serra Boulevard would no 
longer experience a significant cumulative impact).  Regardless, implementation of the No Muni 
Realignment Variant would result in significant and unavoidable intersection impacts under 
existing plus Project and cumulative conditions. 

Implementation of the sub-variant, either in combination with the No Muni Realignment 
Alternative or the No Muni Realignment Variant, would result in the same number of intersection 
impacts as without implementation of the sub-variant. 

Freeway Conditions 

With the No Muni Realignment Alternative (either with or without the Variant and/or sub-
variant), operations on the freeway mainline sections and weaving sections, and the ramp junction 
conditions would be similar to those described for the Proposed Project, with significant and 
unavoidable impacts.   

Transit Impacts 

Impacts on transit capacity utilization associated with the No Muni Realignment Alternative 
would be similar to the Proposed Project.  The No Muni Realignment Alternative would have a 
significant and unavoidable impact on the study area screenlines under existing plus Project and 
cumulative conditions.  The No Muni Realignment Alternative’s impact on Downtown 
Screenlines and Regional Screenlines would be less than significant under existing plus Project 
and cumulative conditions, for the Proposed Project. 

Similar to the Proposed Project, the No Muni Realignment Alternative would cause impacts on 
transit travel times due to traffic congestion.  The most substantial changes to the transit system, 
when comparing the No Muni Realignment Alternative to the Proposed Project, are the M Ocean 
View station configurations.  Under the No Muni Alternative, the M Ocean View line would 
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consist of the current station locations along the SFSU and Parkmerced frontages: the SFSU 
station at the 19th Avenue/Holloway Avenue intersection and the station at the 19th 
Avenue/Junipero Serra Boulevard intersection.  This is compared to the Proposed Project, which 
would bring the SFSU station into the Parkmerced site and add two more stations before the 19th 
Avenue/Junipero Serra Boulevard station.  

The Proposed Project would cause significant impacts on six transit lines in one or more peak 
hours.  The No Muni Realignment Alternative would result in two fewer significant impacts than 
the Proposed Project.  Proposed Project impacts on the M Ocean View and 28 19th Avenue/28L 
19th Avenue Limited would be eliminated.   

• In the AM peak hour, the No Muni Realignment Alternative would result in the need for 
one additional transit vehicle for the 18 46th Avenue bus line and one for SamTrans 122 
bus route. (As noted before, the 18 46th Avenue route may be changed as part of the TEP, 
and could not be affected if it were no longer to traverse the Project area.  If the 17 
Parkmerced takes over part of the 18 46th Avenue route, the 17 Parkmerced route would 
be impacted.)  The No Muni Realignment Alternative would not result in the need for an 
additional vehicle on the M Ocean View light rail line. 

• In the PM peak hour, the No Muni Realignment Alternative would result in the need for 
two additional transit vehicles for the 18 46th Avenue bus line and one additional transit 
vehicle each for the 17 Parkmerced, 29 Sunset, and Samtrans 122 routes.  The No 
Realignment Muni Alternative would not result in the need for additional vehicles on the 
M Ocean View light rail line or the 28 19th Avenue/28L 19th Avenue Limited bus line. 

Although the No Muni Realignment Alternative would have significant impacts on two fewer 
transit routes than the Proposed Project, it would still cause significant impacts, and those impacts 
would be significant and unavoidable.  

With implementation of the No Muni Realignment Variant, bus transit running times along the 
Parkmerced frontage would be improved compared to conditions with the No Muni Realignment 
Alternative.  However, although implementation of the HOT lane along southbound 19th Avenue 
would slightly improve transit travel times, impacts on transit associated with the No Muni 
Realignment Variant would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Implementation of the sub-variant may introduce a new point of conflict, such that private autos 
turning into the new access point from 19th Avenue may reduce the effectiveness of the HOT lane 
(or the fourth southbound travel lane).  However, the effects would be small and the No Muni 
Realignment Alternative and the No Muni Realignment Variant would have the same significant 
impacts on transit regardless of implementation of the sub-variant. 

Overall, the No Muni Realignment Alternative would not provide as direct a connection the M 
Ocean View light rail line compared to conditions with the Proposed Project, because it would not 
be routed into the Project site. This may de-emphasize the overall transit-oriented feel of the 
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Project site.  Further, it would not offer the convenience to SFSU students offered by the 
Proposed Project who would continue to have to cross 19th Avenue to access the M Ocean View 
platform.  However, although the No Muni Realignment Alternative may not offer as many transit 
improvements as the Proposed Project, it would still offer reasonably good transit accessibility, 
and the lack of these improvements would not cause additional significant impacts. 

Bicycle Impacts 

The No Muni Realignment Alternative (either with or without the Variant and/or sub-variant) 
bicycle trips would be accommodated within the proposed street and bicycle network, and similar 
to the Proposed Project, bicycle impacts would be less than significant, and no mitigation 
measures are required. 

Pedestrian Impacts 

The pedestrian network and improvements would not change materially between the Proposed 
Project and the No Muni Realignment Alternative (either with or without the Variant and/or sub-
variant).  Generally, similar to the Proposed Project, the pedestrian environment would be 
improved compared to existing conditions.  However, under the No Muni Realignment 
Alternative, the SFSU light rail station would remain on 19th Avenue and would not be relocated 
to within the Project site.   

As described in Section V.E, Transportation and Circulation (Setting), the SFSU station already 
experiences substantial crowding during peak hours, particularly following the end of classes.  
Both the Proposed Project and the No Muni Realignment Alternative would add passengers to the 
SFSU station; however, under the Proposed Project, the SFSU station would be reconstructed and 
relocated within the Project site, with a large “transit plaza” area, which would accommodate 
existing and future pedestrian volumes.  Under the No Muni Realignment Alternative, this plaza 
would not be constructed, and the existing SFSU station would be required to accommodate 
existing congestion, plus pedestrians associated with the Project alternative.  Table VII.1 
illustrates the pedestrian crowding LOS at the transit platform, consistent with the methodology 
described in the “Impact Evaluation,” portion of Section V.E, Transportation and Circulation. 

Based on the assumption of a relatively uniform arrival of passengers, levels of service at the 19th 
Avenue/Holloway Avenue platform are expected to operate at acceptable LOS D, or near the LOS 
C/D threshold, in the AM and PM peak hours.  However, due to unique flows near this station 
associated with class schedules at SFSU, there are certain times during the AM and PM peak 
hours when overcrowding is more severe than reported above and the Proposed Project’s 
contribution would be substantial, which would be a significant impact of the No Muni 
Realignment Alternative.  To accommodate anticipated pedestrian volumes, the platform could be 
widened or the station platform (and tracks) could be relocated to the west side of 19th Avenue,  
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Table VII.1:  Pedestrian Crowding at 19th/Holloway LRV Platform –  
No Muni Realignment Alternative Conditions 

Scenario 

Volumes Space 

AM PM AM PM 
Peak  
Hour 

Ridership1 

Peak 
Pedestrian 

Use2 

Peak  
Hour 

Ridership

Peak 
Pedestrian 

Use 
Space
(ft2/p)3 LOS 

Space 
(ft2/p) LOS 

Existing 439 110 646 162 9 C 6 C/D 

Existing Plus  
No Muni  
Realignment 
Alternative 

608 152 970 243 6 C/D 4 D 

Notes: 
1. The total amount of people using the platform during the peak hour, including passengers of both north 

and southbound trains. 
2. Peak hour volumes divided by the number of trains per hour (assumed to be 6 trains) multiplied by a 

factor of 1.5 to account for pedestrian crowding due to delayed trains or rushes (such as classes exiting 
at SFSU). 

3. Space calculated using the following measurements to calculate the area of the train platform: 
• Width = 7 feet to account for warning strips at edge of the platform and the unusable pedestrian 

space in the center 
• Length = 140, 75% of the total platform length to account for crowding at one end of the platform 

where the train boards 
Source: Fehr & Peers, May 2010 

adjacent to the SFSU campus and the roadway could be shifted to the east.  However, this would 
require substantially more analysis, coordination, and public outreach, and is not likely feasible 
within the context of the Proposed Project.  Thus, the no Muni Realignment Alternative-related 
impacts on pedestrian crowding at this Muni platform would be significant and unavoidable. 

The No Muni Realignment Alternative (either with or without the Variant and/or sub-variant) 
would have the same land use program and on-site parking plans as the Proposal Project.  
Implementation of the Variant, construction of a fourth southbound travel lane to be operated as a 
HOT Lane, would require removal of some on-street parking along 19th Avenue, although this 
would be small compared to the overall parking supply provided within the project site.  Overall, 
the No Muni Realignment Alternative would have the same parking effects as the Proposed 
Project and implementation of the Variant would result in similar parking conditions, although 
with a slightly reduced supply.  However, parking shortfalls are not considered to be physical 
environmental impacts under CEQA and no mitigation measures are required.  
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The No Muni Realignment Alternative would have no impacts on other transportation conditions 
(loading, air traffic, and emergency access).    

Noise  

The No Muni Realignment Alternative would retain the existing Muni Metro network on the edge 
of the Project Site within the 19th Avenue median, which would reduce noise and vibration 
impacts associated with the Proposed Project.  Other aspects of the No Muni Realignment 
Alternative would be generally similar to or the same as those of the Proposed Project, and noise 
project-level and cumulative impacts would be due to construction activities, project-related 
traffic, placing sensitive uses in potentially incompatible noise environments, and operating 
stationary noise sources (e.g., district energy system, wind turbines, etc.), as with the Proposed 
Project.  Under this Alternative, the M Ocean View line would continue to operate on the edge of 
the Project Site within the 19th Avenue median, which would avoid the potentially significant 
impact of transit vehicle noise and vibration within the Project Site.  Noise and vibration impacts 
related to light rail vehicles operating within the Project Site would not occur, and Mitigation 
Measure M-NO-5 would not be applicable. 

Air Quality  

The No Muni Realignment Alternative is similar to the Proposed Project, but the existing Muni 
Metro network would remain within the 19th Avenue median.  The project-level and cumulative 
emissions under this alternative would affect regional and localized air quality conditions and 
cause impacts substantially similar in character to those described for the Proposed Project.  Like 
the Proposed Project, the construction activities and operation related to the No Muni 
Realignment Alternative would cause emissions exceeding the existing and proposed BAAQMD 
thresholds of significance, and emissions under this alternative would cause significant and 
unavoidable impacts to regional air quality and localized impacts related to particulate matter.  
Because the No Muni Realignment Alternative would not reroute the light rail system into the 
Project Site, the Proposed Project would provide a higher level of consistency with regional air 
quality plans than this alternative.  However, since this alternative would include many traffic and 
infrastructure improvements planned for the Proposed Project, this alternative would not conflict 
with regional air quality management plans. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

This alternative would cause greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in a similar manner and quantity 
as the Proposed Project, except the light rail system would remain unchanged.  This would not 
change the conclusion made for the Proposed Project, that development would be consistent with 
local GHG reduction goals.  This alternative would include other traffic and infrastructure 
improvements planned for the Proposed Project, which would minimize motor vehicle emissions 
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and ensure that the impacts to global climate change and the Climate Action Plan would be less 
than significant.   

Wind 

Under the No Muni Realignment Alternative, the proposed development would be identical to the 
Proposed Project, except that the Muni light rail line would not be routed through the Project Site, 
and no new Muni stops would be constructed.  The project-level and cumulative wind impacts 
under this alternative would be the same as the wind impacts of the Proposed Project.  
Implementation of Mitigation Measures M-WS-1a, which requires additional wind impact 
analysis for proposed buildings that exceed 100 feet in height, and M-WS-1b, which requires 
additional wind impact analysis for proposed buildings that exceed 50 feet in height and are 
within 200 feet of any of the existing 13-story tower buildings on the Project Site, would be 
applicable under this alternative.  As with the Proposed Project, there would be no significant 
wind impacts at full buildout.  However, as with the Proposed Project, during the phased 
construction of this alternative, there could be temporary wind impacts that are potentially 
significant and unavoidable, even with the implementation of Mitigation Measures M-WS-1a and 
M-WS-1b. 

Shadow  

Under the No Muni Realignment Alternative, the proposed development would be identical to the 
Proposed Project, except that the Muni light rail line would not be routed through the Project Site 
as under the proposed project, and no new Muni stops would be constructed.  The project-level 
and cumulative shadow impacts under this alternative would be the same as the shadow impacts 
of the Proposed Project.  As with the Proposed Project, there would be no significant shadow 
impacts, and mitigation measures are not required. 

Recreation 

Under the No Muni Realignment Alternative, development would be identical to the Proposed 
Project, except that the Muni light rail line would not be routed through the Project Site as under 
the proposed project.  Recreation and open space project-level and cumulative impacts identified 
with the Proposed Project would be the same under this alternative.  Therefore, the No Muni 
Realignment Alternative would have a less-than-significant impact on recreation, and no 
mitigation measures are required. 

Utilities and Services Systems and Hydrology  

Under the No Muni Realignment Alternative, development would be identical to the Proposed 
Project with the exception of the configuration of the Muni light rail line.  All water, wastewater, 
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stormwater / hydrology, and solid waste project-level and cumulative impacts identified for the 
Proposed Project would be the same under this alternative.  Therefore, the No Muni Realignment 
Alternative would have a less-than-significant impact on utilities and services systems and 
hydrology, and no mitigation measures are required.  

Public Services  

Police 

Under the No Muni Realignment Alternative, development would be identical to the Proposed 
Project with the exception of the configuration of the Muni light rail line as under the proposed 
project.  Project-level and cumulative impacts on police services identified for the Proposed 
Project would be the same under this alternative, and a police substation would be provided.  
Therefore, the No Muni Realignment Alternative would have a less-than-significant impact on 
police services, and no mitigation measures are required. 

Fire 

Under the No Muni Realignment Alternative, development would be identical to the Proposed 
Project with the exception of the configuration of the Muni light rail line as under the proposed 
project.  Project-level and cumulative impacts on fire services identified for the Proposed Project 
would be the same under this alternative, and a fire substation, and likely a fire station, would be 
provided.  Therefore, the No Muni Realignment Alternative would have a less-than-significant 
impact on police services, and no mitigation measures are required. 

Schools 

Under the No Muni Realignment Alternative, development would be identical to the Proposed 
Project with the exception of the configuration of the Muni light rail line as under the proposed 
project.  Project-level and cumulative impacts on schools identified for the Proposed Project 
would be the same under this alternative.  Therefore, the No Muni Realignment Alternative would 
have a less-than-significant impact on schools, and no mitigation measures are required. 

Biology 

Under the No Muni Realignment Alternative, biological impacts would be identical to those 
identified under the Proposed Project.  Mitigation Measures M-BI-1a, M-BI-1b, M-BI-1c, 
M-BI-2a, M-BI-2b, M-BI-2c, M-BI-3a, M-BI-3b, M-BI-4, M-BI-6b, M-BI-7a, M-BI-7b, 
M-BI-8a, M-BI-8b, M-BI-8c, M-BI-8d, M-BI-8e, M-BI-9, and M-BI-10 would also apply to 
this alternative. 
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Minerals and Energy Resources 

Like with the Proposed Project, the No Muni Realignment Alternative would incorporate a 
sustainability plan along with energy-efficiency measures.  Energy usages would be identical to 
those identified in the Proposed Project, and like the project there would be a less-than-significant 
impact under this alternative.  No mitigation measures are required.  As with the Proposed 
Project, there are no designated mineral resources or recovery sites on the Project Site, and no 
impacts to mineral resources would occur. 

Other Topics 

For the topics of Geology and Soils, Hazards, and Agricultural Resources, impacts identified with 
the Proposed Project would be identical to those that could occur under the No Muni Realignment 
Alternative.  There would be no significant impacts.  Any mitigation measure and/or 
improvement measure identified in these topics would applicable under this alternative. 

G. DETAILS OF ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED  
AND REJECTED 

This section discusses two historic district preservation alternatives that were considered by the 
Project Sponsor, but are not analyzed further in this chapter because they did not meet project 
objectives, would not reduce project impacts, or would result in greater impacts than the Proposed 
Project.  These considered and rejected alternatives are the Infill Development within the Historic 
District Alternative, and the West Side – Partial Historic District Alternative. 

Infill Development within the Historic District:  An infill development within the historic 
district would retain the majority of the existing buildings and landscape features at Parkmerced, 
and include new construction of a series of 3- to 14-story infill buildings on the sites of the 
existing carports and adjacent to the existing towers.  (See Figure VII.7:  Infill Development 
Within The Historic District Alternative.)  In total, the new infill buildings would consist of 
20 three-story buildings; 2 four-story buildings; 1 eight-story building; 2 eleven-story buildings; 
and 6 fourteen-story towers.  Under this scenario, all of the existing 3,221 residential units would 
remain, and about 1,400 new units would be constructed (a total of 4,621 residential units on 
site).  There would be no transit or infrastructure improvements made under this scenario, nor 
would there be any combination of renewable energy sources, such as wind turbines and 
photovoltaic cells, to offset any portion of energy demand.  As under existing conditions, 
stormwater runoff from buildings and streets would flow into the combined sewer and stormwater 
lines that lead into the Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant; therefore, the amount and 
frequency of combined sewer overflows would be essentially the same as that under 
existing conditions.  
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This potential EIR alternative was considered but not selected for analysis in this EIR because it 
would not achieve most of the Project Sponsor’s objectives including those related to maximizing 
the opportunity to create high-density housing near a commercial core, transportation and 
infrastructure improvements, and sustainability.  Additionally, although this potential EIR 
alternative would reduce impacts on the Parkmerced historic district resource by retaining most of 
its existing physical features, this potential EIR alternative would not retain this resource’s 
essential integrity as it would require demolition of the carports within the garden apartment 
courtyards and construction of new residential structures within the courtyards.12  As such, this 
potential alternative would result in a significant adverse impact on the Parkmerced historic 
district resource. 

West Side - Partial Historic District.  Preservation of a partial historic district (west side) would 
retain about half of the garden courtyard apartment block surrounding Juan Bautista Circle, as 
well as the blocks surrounding the Meadow and along a portion of Arballo Drive.  (See Figure 
VII.8:  West-Side Partial Historic District Alternative.)  In addition, all eleven of the tower 
buildings, the Administration Building, and some of the major landscape features, including the 
landscaping and views along Font Boulevard, would be retained.  In total, 2,365 existing units 
would be retained.  In the remaining portion of the 152-acre site, about 4,100 new residential 
units would be constructed (a total of 6,465 units on site), about 120,000 gsf of retail space, 
47,500 gsf of office space, a new 64,000-gsf community center, a 37,800-gsf leasing office, a new 
25,000-gsf school, as well as new open space uses, including athletic playing fields. 

Under this scenario, transit and transportation improvements would be similar to the Proposed 
Project.  These include rerouting of the Metro M Ocean View line from its current alignment 
along 19th Avenue, and providing modifications along 19th Avenue to accommodate the new 
route.  Like in the Proposed Project, the alignment would leave 19th Avenue at Holloway Avenue, 
continue southwest towards the intersection of Crespi and Gonzalez Drives, continue along the 
eastern edge of the neighborhood core towards the intersection of Font Boulevard and Gonzalez 
Drive.  At that point, about half of the M Ocean View streetcars would turn east on Felix Avenue 
and exit Parkmerced to the south at the intersection of 19th Avenue and Junipero Serra Boulevard 
and continue to Balboa Park.  The other half would terminate at a new station at the intersection 
of Font Boulevard and Chumasero Drive. 

Other traffic and infrastructure improvements would include realignment of and a new signalized 
left-turn lane into the site in the vicinity of Crespi Drive (accessed from northbound 19th 
Avenue); conversion of a shared lane on 19th Avenue at Junipero Serra into a third northbound 
left-turn lane; construction of a second dedicated northbound through lane on Junipero Serra at 

                                                      
12

 Page & Turnbull, Inc., Historic Resources Alternatives Study, November 13, 2009, pp. 16-18.  This 
document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 
Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2008.0021E. 
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19th Avenue; realignment of and a new signalized left turn constructed at Chumasero Drive 
(accessed from northbound Junipero Serra Boulevard); reconfiguration of the Chumasero 
Drive/Brotherhood Way intersection; reconfiguration of the Brotherhood Way intersections with 
Lake Merced Boulevard and Chumasero Drive; and construction of additional access points along 
Lake Merced Boulevard. 

Unlike the Proposed Project, there would be no renewable energy sources, such as wind turbines 
and photovoltaic cells, to offset any portion of energy demand.  As under existing conditions, 
stormwater runoff from buildings and streets would flow into the combined sewer and stormwater 
lines that lead to the Oceanside Water Pollution Control Plant. 

This potential EIR alternative was considered but not selected for analysis in this EIR because it 
would not achieve the Project Sponsor’s objectives, particularly those related to maximizing the 
opportunity to create high-density housing near a commercial center, sustainability, and financial 
feasibility.  In addition, this potential EIR alternative would not avoid a significant adverse impact 
on the significance of the Parkmerced’s historic district resource.  Although a portion of the 
existing Parkmerced historic district resource would be retained as a representative sample of the 
historic and architectural significance of the original Parkmerced historic district resource, the 
retained portion would not be sufficient to convey its historic and architectural significance to 
justify its eligibility for inclusion in the CRHR.13  The Historic District Core Alternative was 
chosen for analysis since it would retain eligibility as an historic district. 

H. ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

An EIR is required to identify the environmentally superior alternative that has the fewest 
significant environmental impacts from among the alternatives evaluated.  Besides the No Project 
Alternative, Alternative C, Retention of the Historic District Central Core Alternative, would be 
the environmentally superior alternative due to its reduced historic and cultural resource impacts. 

 

                                                      
13

 Page & Turnbull, Inc., Historic Resources Alternatives Study, November 13, 2009, pp. 24-28.  This 
document is available for public review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part 
of Case File No. 2008.0021E. 
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