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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
12/09/2020
FILE NO. 201317 RESOLUTION NO.

[Contract Amendment - Aon Risk Insurance Services West, Inc. - Excess Liability Insurance -
Central Subway Project - Not to Exceed $26,778,986]

Resolution approving Amendment No. 5 to Contract CS-163-1 OCIP Insurance Brokerage
Services, to provide excess liability insurance for the Central Subway Project, with Aon
Risk Insurance Services West, Inc., to increase the contract amount by $1,684,550 for
additional premium charges due to increased construction time and contract costs, for a
total contract amount not to exceed $26,778,986 and to extend the term for two years for a

total term of February 7, 2012, through July 1, 2022,

WHEREAS, The Central Subway Project extends subway service from south of Market
Street to Chinatown 1.6 miles, constructing four stations and dual trackway as Phase 2 of the
Third Street Light Rail Transit Project; and

WHEREAS, On February 7, 2012, the SFMTA Board of Directors approved Contract
No. CS-163-1 (Aon Contract), Insurance Brokerage Services for an Owner’s Controlled
Insurance Program (OCIP) to provide Excess Liability Insurance for the Central Subway
Project, between the SFMTA and Aon Risk Insurance Services West, Inc. (Aon), in an amount
not to exceed $9,808,750 and for a term of eight years, with actual insurance premium
charges to be adjusted based on Central Subway Project construction costs and
construction period of the covered contract work; and

WHEREAS, The OCIP provides excess liability insurance coverage (OCIP) to cover
catastrophic losses arising from the construction of the Central Subway Project that exceed
the Project contractors’ liability insurance policies; and

WHEREAS, Tutor Perini Corporation (Tutor) is the contractor for the construction of the

Project stations, trackway, and control system under Contract No. 1300; the OCIP provides

Municipal Transportation Agency
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$150 million in coverage over Tutor’'s own $50 million policy, for total coverage of $200 million;
and

WHEREAS, The SFMTA pays the premiums (charges) for the OCIP through Aon,
which as the OCIP insurance broker, procures the insurance policies for the OCIP from 16
underwriters; and

WHEREAS, The premiums for the OCIP are based on the value of the construction
contracts and the period of active construction; the Aon Contract previously was modified four
times, principally in 2013 when the SFMTA awarded Contract 1300 to Tutor Perini
Corporation to construct the Central Subway Project stations, trackway and systems, and as
construction costs have increased and construction time has been extended, all of which has
increased the total amount of the Aon Contract by $15,285,456.23 for a total contract amount
not to exceed $25,094,436; and

WHEREAS, Amendment No. 5 increases the contract amount by $1,684,550 for
additional premium due and arising from increases to construction contract amounts and
extension of construction time; and

WHEREAS, Amendment No. 5 to the Contract requires approval by the Board of
Supervisors under Charter, Section 9.118(b), as the original contract was subject to the Board
of Supervisors approval and the value of the amendment exceeds $500,000; and

WHEREAS, The Central Subway Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (Central Subway SEIS/SEIR) evaluated the
environmental impacts of the Central Subway project, including construction of the subway
stations; on August 7, 2008, the Planning Commission certified the Final SEIR (Case No.
1996.281E); on August 19, 2008, the SFMTA Board of Directors approved Resolution 08-150

adopting Central Subway Project Alternative 3B as the Locally Preferred Alternative, the

Municipal Transportation Agency
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CEQA Findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations, and the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Plan; and

WHEREAS, Amendment No. 5, as described above, falls within the scope of the Final
SEIS/SEIR; and

WHEREAS, The Central Subway SEIS/SEIR is on file with the SFMTA Board of
Directors, may be found in the records of the Planning Department at 49 South Van Ness
Avenue in San Francisco, and is incorporated herein by reference; and

WHEREAS, The SFMTA Board has reviewed and considered the Central Subway
SEIS/SEIR and record as a whole, and finds that the Central Subway SEIS/SEIR is adequate
for the Board’s use as the decision-making body for the actions taken herein relative to
construction of the Project, and incorporates the CEQA findings by this reference as though
set forth in this Resolution; now, therefore be it,

RESOLVED, The Board of Supervisors approve Amendment No. 5 to Contract CS-
163-1 Insurance Brokerage Services for an Owner’s Controlled Insurance Program, to provide
Excess Liability Insurance for the Central Subway Project, with Aon Risk Insurance Services
West, Inc., to increase the contract amount by $1,684,550 for payment of additional premium
due to increased construction time and contract costs, for a total amended contract amount
not to exceed $26,778,986; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That no later than February 1, 2021, the SFMTA shall prepare
a report regarding the revised budget for the Central Subway project and include the report in
the legislative file; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That within 30 days of Amendment No. 5 to Contract CS-163-
1 being fully executed by all parties, the final documents shall be provided to the Clerk of the

Board for inclusion in the official file.

Municipal Transportation Agency
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BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING DecemMBER 9, 2020

Item 15 Department:
File 20-1317 Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA)

Legislative Objectives
e The proposed resolution would (1) approve the fifth amendment to the Aon Risk Insurance
Services West, Inc. (Aon) contract for excess liability insurance for the Central Subway
Project to increase the contract amount by $1,684,550 from $25,094,436 for an amount
not to exceed $26,778,986; and (2) extend the term by approximately two years from June
24,2020 to July 1, 2022.

Key Points

e SFMTA established an Owner Controlled Insurance Program (OCIP) to provide excess
coverage above the coverage required to be provided by construction contractors. In
January 2012, the SFMTA Board of Directors approved a contract with Aon Risk Insurance
Services West, Inc. (Aon). Under the contract, Aon served as an insurance broker for the
Central Subway project. The contract pays for insurance premiums, broker’s fees, brokers’
commissions, and other related charges.

e The Tutor station construction contract requires insurance coverage of $50 million and OCIP
provides $150 million in additional coverage. The Barnard tunnel construction contract
carries $350 million in insurance coverage and OCIP provides $150 million in additional
coverage. The premiums for the $300 million in excess insurance coverage for the two OCIP
Central Subway project construction contracts are based on the value of the construction
contracts and the period of active construction. According to SFMTA, the majority of the
increased costs and project delays were needed to ensure that the construction of the
stations and various systems are operational and meet the latest requirements from
regulatory agencies, and were a result of modifications to site conditions and other
obstructions within the construction site.

Fiscal Impact

e SFMTA has expended all Central Subway project funding sources for the existing contract.
The proposed increased insurance costs will be funded by the Capital Contingency, which
are local funds from SFMTA’s current operating budget reserved for capital project
contingencies and approved for FY 2020-21.

Policy Consideration

e The $1.68 million required to fund the proposed contract amendment will be sourced from
the SFMTA Capital Reserve, which is part of SFMTA’s operating budget that is projected to
have a $37.8 million deficit in FY 2020-21 according to the Controller's Office FY 2020-21
Three-Month Budget Status Report dated November 10, 2020.

Recommendations

e Request a written report from SFMTA regarding the revised budget for the Central Subway
project no later than February 1, 2021 and include the report in the legislative file.

e Approve the proposed resolution.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING DecemMBER 9, 2020

MANDATE STATEMENT

City Charter Section 9.118(b) states that any contract entered into by a department, board or
commission that (1) has a term of more than ten years, (2) requires expenditures of $10 million
or more, or (3) requires a modification of more than $500,000 is subject to Board of Supervisors
approval.

BACKGROUND

The Central Subway project will connect the Muni’s light rail T-line from the Caltrain station at
4th and King Streets to Washington and Stockton Streets in Chinatown. The 1.67-mile extension
includes a surface station at 4th and Brannan Streets and three subway stations at Yerba
Buena/Moscone Center, Union Square, and Chinatown. Revenue service for the Central Subway
is expected to begin in March 2022.

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) established an Owner Controlled
Insurance Program (OCIP) to provide excess coverage above the coverage required to be
provided by construction contractors. The goals of the OCIP were to reduce the cost of procuring
large insurance policies, reduce construction bid costs by relieving some of the contractor
insurance burden, and attract more contractors to bid.

Most of the Central Subway construction is divided between two contracts for which OCIP
provides excess coverage in addition to the insurance coverage provided by the construction
contractors.

e SFMTA has a contract with Barnard Impregilo Healey (Barnard) for construction of the
Central Subway tunnels for $239,973,354.

e SFMTA has a contract with Tutor Perini Corporation (Tutor) for construction of stations,
trackways, and control systems for $936,490,910.

According to Mr. Albert Hoe, Central Subway Project Manager, the Tutor station construction
contract requires insurance coverage of $50 million and OCIP provides $150 million in additional
coverage. The Barnard tunnel construction contract carries $350 million in insurance coverage
and OCIP provides $150 million in additional coverage.

The contractors are liable for any latent defects not visible by inspection for a period of ten years
beyond project completion. OCIP provides coverage to reduce SFMTA’s exposure in the event of
a catastrophic loss that exceeds the value of the insurance carried by the contractors.

Contract with Aon

In January 2012, the SFMTA Board of Directors approved a contract with Aon Risk Insurance
Services West, Inc. (Aon). Under the contract, Aon served as an insurance broker. The contract
pays for insurance premiums, broker’s fees, brokers’” commissions, and other related charges.
The contract was modified four times, as shown in Table 1 below.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

53



BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING DecemMBER 9, 2020

Table 1: Aon Contract Modifications

No. Date $150 million coverage — $150 million coverage — Not-to-Exceed
tunnel construction trackways, stations and control Amount

systems
1 8/3/2012 $9,808,750* S0 $9,808,750
2? 1/24/2013 $9,808,750 $8,280,000 $18,088,750
3 6/23/2014 $9,808,750 $8,964,381 $18,773,131
43 10/26/18 $14,151,837 $10,942,599 $25,094,436

Source: Contract Amendments

The contract with Aon was most recently amended in 2018 in order to extend term of contract
by two years through to accommodate delays in the Central Subway project.

DETAILS OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION

The proposed resolution would (1) approve the fifth amendment to the Aon Risk Insurance
Services West, Inc. (Aon) contract for excess liability insurance for the Central Subway Project to
increase the contract amount by $1,684,550 from $25,094,436 for an amount not to exceed
$26,778,986; and (2) extend the term by approximately two years from June 24, 2020 to July 1,
2022.

The proposed amendment would provide $150 million OCIP coverage for the station construction
and $150 million OCIP coverage for the tunnel construction through FY 2021-22, totaling $300
million in OCIP coverage.

Retroactive Approval

According to Mr. Robert Stone, Deputy City Attorney, the nominal term of the Aon Contract
ended on June 24, 2020, but the insurance agreement is still in effect. An insurance broker is
obligated to assist the insured with claims and to represent the insured to the underwriters until
the statutory period for claims has expired. With the Board’s approval, the nominal term of the
Aon Contract will be extended retroactively commencing June 25, 2020, but the broker’s
obligations did not expire.

1 SFMTA administratively approved Amendment No. 1 to the contract, which allowed payment to different divisions
within Aon, but did not change the term or not-to-exceed amount.

2 In January 2013, the Board of Supervisors approved Amendment No. 2 to the contract, increasing the insurance
coverage for the Central Subway Project from $150 million to $300 million. The contract increased by $8,280,000 to
pay for premiums for the additional insurance coverage, resulting in a total contract amount of $18,088,750 (File 12-
1169).

3 In October 2018, the Board of Supervisors (1) retroactively approved Amendment No. 3 to the Aon contract,
increasing the contract amount by $684,382, for a total not to exceed $18,773,132 and (2) approved Amendment
No. 4 to the Aon contract, increasing the contract amount by $6,321,304, for a total not to exceed $25,094,436 (File
18-0907).

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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Additional Insurance Coverage Required due to Delays in the Central Subway Project

According to the November 3, 2020 SFMTA staff report to the SFMTA Board of Directors, the
premiums for the $300 million in excess insurance coverage for the two OCIP Central Subway
project construction contracts are based on the value of the construction contracts and the
period of active construction.* According to Mr. Hoe, the tunnel construction costs under the
contract with Barnard increased by $6.4 million, and station/ trackway/ control system
construction costs under the contract with Tutor have increased by $96.8 million.

Construction of the Central Subway tunnels was completed in October 2018, and construction of
the station/ trackway/ control system is scheduled for completion in approximately March 2021.
Revenue service is scheduled to begin in early March 2022. Under the proposed contract
amendment with Aon, the excess coverage remains at $300 million, but the contract term would
be extended from June 2020 to July 1, 2022. According to Mr. Hoe, the extension of the Aon
contract term to July 2022, more than one year after scheduled completion of construction, is
due to the need for the insurance coverage to continue through final closeout of the project.

According to Mr. Hoe, the majority of the increased costs and project delays were needed to
ensure that the construction of the stations and various systems are operational and meet the
latest requirements from regulatory agencies including the Federal Transit Administration and
California Public Utilities Commission. In addition, Mr. Hoe states that modifications to site
conditions and other obstructions within the construction site contributed to project delays and
increased costs.> Mr. Hoe also states that the project has been impacted by Covid-19 health
restrictions, which have limited the number of construction staff to be used on site and imposed
requirements on how contractors perform their work.® Consequently, Mr. Hoe states that there

4 The SFMTA pays the premiums (charges) for the OCIP through Aon, which as the OCIP insurance broker, procures
the insurance policies for the OCIP from 16 underwriters.

5 According to Mr. Hoe, some examples relate to the construction of the station structure. Because the stations are
constructed under the street, there were changes to the soil around the station that required the project to change
the special supports to construct the station. This includes the construction of the slurry wall to be thicker and to
enhance the temporary shoring to withstand the soil pressure. In addition, there was an adjustment in the water
table which allowed water intrusion into the station. Since the station needed to be watertight, additional measures
were installed to address the water leakage within the station. At the Union Square/Market Street Station, additional
measures were needed to ensure that construction did not undermine the foundation of surrounding buildings. This
included providing extra monitoring devices on all the surrounding buildings to determine real-time settlement of
each foundation. In addition, increased contract costs and project delays resulted from changes to the site conditions
during utility relocation. Abandoned or unidentified utility was discovered when the station structure was
constructed. These utility adjustments resulted in delays to the main construction activities.

5 The San Francisco Health Officer issued the following directives and guidelines concerning performance of
construction work during the pandemic: Order of the Health Officer No. C19-07c Appendix B-2 (Large Construction
Project Safety Protocol) dated March 31, 2020, superseded and reissued May 5, 2020; Health Officer Directive No.
2020-04; Appendix A: City and County of San Francisco Public Works Project Safety Protocol for COVID-19
(Alternative to Appendices B-1 and B-2 for Public Works Projects), May 5, 2020. The City Administrator also issued
the following guidelines that governed safety management on construction sites: Memo from Naomi Kelly, City
Administrator to Public Works Construction Departments in San Francisco Construction Industry Consensus — Best
Practices COVID-19 Construction Field Safety Guidelines, April 1, 2020.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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may be further delays to the project beyond the estimated construction completion date of
March 2021.

FISCAL IMPACT

The proposed resolution would increase the not-to-exceed amount of the Aon contract by
$1,684,550 from $25,094,436 for an amount not to exceed $26,778,986. Table 2 below shows
the premium costs from the insurance underwriters for the proposed contract amendment. As
previously mentioned, the premiums are based on the value of construction contracts and the
periods of active construction.

Table 2: Aon Contract Amendment Proposed Costs

Uses Costs
Apollo Side Car Demo $557,894
Berkshire Hathaway $279,003
CV Starr $278,947
Allied World National Assurance Co. $557,894
Taxes’ $10,812
Total $1,684,550

Source: SFMTA

Funding Source

Mr. Hoe states that SFMTA has expended all Central Subway project funding sources for the
existing contract, and so the proposed increased insurance costs will be funded by the Capital
Contingency, which are local funds from SFMTA'’s current operating budget reserved for capital
project contingencies and approved for FY 2020-21.

POLICY CONSIDERATION

MTA Operating Funds

According to the Controller's Office FY 2020-21 Three-Month Budget Status Report dated
November 10, 2020, SFMTA projects to end the year with a $37.8 million operating deficit due to
a revenue deficit of $182.4 million, which is partly offset by expenditure savings of $144.6 million.
MTA operating funds are projected to end the fiscal year with a balance of $147.2 million, of
which $39.1 million has been appropriated in the previously approved FY 2021-22 budget.

As noted above, the $1.68 million required to fund the proposed contract amendment will be
sourced from the SFMTA Capital Reserve, which is part of SFMTA’s operating budget that, as
noted above, is projected to have a $37.8 million deficit in FY 2020-21.

7 According to Mr. Hoe, this is SFMTA’s estimated amount of taxes associated with the premium costs.
SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Request a written report from SFMTA regarding the revised budget for the Central
Subway project no later than February 1, 2021 and include the report in the legislative

file.
2. Approve the proposed resolution.
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

AMENDMENT NO. 5
TO

THE AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
AND
AON RISK INSURANCE SERVICES WEST, INC.
FOR
INSURANCE BROKERAGE SERVICES FOR AN OWNER'S CONTROLLED
INSURANCE PROGRAM (*"OCIP™) TO
PROVIDE EXCESS LIABILITY INSURANCE FOR THE CENTRAL SUBWAY
PROJECT
] . November . . .
This Amendment No. 5, dated for convenience as October 6 , 2020, is made in the City and
County of San Francisco, State of California, by and between: Aon Risk Insurance Services
West, Inc. (“Broker”), and the City and County of San Francisco, a municipal corporation
(“City”), acting by and through its Municipal Transportation Agency (“SFMTA”).

RECITALS

WHEREAS, On February 7, 2012, the SFMTA Board of Directors adopted Resolution No. 12-
017, which authorized the Director of Transportation to execute Contract No. CS-136-1 between
SFMTA and Broker for Insurance Brokerage Services for an Owner's Controlled Insurance
Program ("OCIP") to provide Excess Liability Insurance for the Central Subway Project
("Agreement™), in an amount not to exceed $9,808,750 and for a term of eight years, actual
premium cost adjusted based on final bid costs of the covered contract work; and,

WHEREAS, Construction of the Central Subway Project has been delayed 1145 calendar days
beyond the revised substantial completion date, and Amendment No. 5 to the Contract CS-163
increases the contract by an amount not to exceed $1,684,550 to extend the excess insurance
coverage for the Project; and,

WHEREAS, the parties wish to further amend the Agreement to extend the term of the
Agreement from June 24, 2020 to July 1, 2022.

Now, THEREFORE, the parties agree to amend the Contract as follows:

A. Section 2 of the Contract, Term and Expiration of the Agreement is deleted and replaced in
its entirety with the following:

2.1 Subject to Section 1, the term of this Agreement shall be for a period of ten (10)
years commencing on the Effective Date of the Agreement, excluding Broker's obligations



for completed operations claims services.

2.2 Prior to expiration of this Agreement, Broker shall commence and perform, with
diligence, all actions necessary on the part of Broker to effect the termination of this
Agreement and to minimize the liability of Broker and City to third parties as a result of
expiration. Further, Broker shall perform all actions necessary for the uninterrupted
continuance of insurance policies secured pursuant to this Agreement with the City and/or
through an alternative Broker of the City's choosing. All such actions shall be subject to
the prior approval of City. Such actions shall include, without limitation those listed in
Section 21.2 of this Agreement. The Term may be extended upon agreement in writing by
Broker and SFMTA in one-year increments. However, the expiration of this Contract does
not relieve Broker of its responsibilities to provide closeout services as required under the
Contract.

Section 5.2(c) of Agreement

(c) The total cost to the City for the insurance coverage described above shall not exceed
Twenty Six Million Seven Hundred Seventy Eight Thousand Nine Hundred Eighty
Six Dollars ($26,778,986). Each component of the Broker’s compensation and the
breakdown of costs associated with this Agreement appear in Appendix C, “Calculation of
Charges”, attached hereto and incorporated by reference as thought fully set forth herein.

By signing below, the signatories warrant that they each have the authority to sign this
modification to the contract and bind the respective party he or she represents.

The reminder of this page has been intentionally left blank.



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, each party has duly executed this Fifth Amendment to the
Agreement as of the date first referenced above.

CITY BROKER
Municipal Transportation Agency

oy il O . N~

Jeffrey P. Tumlin Billy Deeb

Director of Transportation Director, Public Entities

Aon Risk Insurance Services West, Inc.
199 Fremont Street, 17" Floor

San Francisco, CA 94105

Authorized BYy:
Municipal Transportation Agency

Resolution No. 201103-092

Adopted: November 3, 2020

Attest:

By: ﬂ (Gvorue

Approved as to Form:
Dennis J. Herrera
City Attorney

By: Rt b,
Robert K. Stone
Deputy City Attorney




CS-163-1
APPENDIX C
CALCULATION OF CHARGES

Note: The fees schedule and other compensation listed in the final Contract will be based on the
selected Proposer's price bid submitted with its Proposal. The City anticipates that the
compensation provisions of the final Contract will set out terms substantially similar to the
following:

1.

Total Amount. The total amount of this Contract, inclusive of all broker's fees,
administrative costs and charges, insurance premiums paid through Broker and other
charges for services provided by the Broker, shall not exceed, Twenty Six Million
Seven Hundred Seventy Eight Thousand Nine Hundred Eighty Six Dollars
($26,778,986).

Fees. As compensation for all services provided under this Agreement, including but
not limited to program planning, marketing, placement, implementation and servicing
of insurance policies, the SFMTA shall pay Broker standard commissions to be
included in the Cost of Premiums. Broker shall disclose the amounts and percentages
of its fees as provided in Sections 5.4, 5.5 and 5.6 of the Contract.

Invoices. Invoices furnished by Broker under this Contract must be in a form
acceptable to the Controller, and must include the Contract Progress Payment
Authorization number. All amounts paid by City to Broker shall be subject to audit by
the City.

Payment. Payment shall be made by City to Broker at the address specified in the
section entitled "Notices."

Cost of Premiums. Total cost for insurance provided under this Agreement, including
all Brokers fees, Surplus Lines taxes and government fees, shall not exceed Twenty Six
Million Seven Hundred Seventy Eight Thousand Nine Hundred Eighty Six Dollars
($26,778,986).

Taxes. The aforesaid amounts for the Premiums specified in this Contract are inclusive
of all federal, state and local sales taxes, use, excise, receipts, gross income and other
similar taxes and governmental charges.

Late Payments. In no event shall the City be liable for interest or late charges for any
late payments.

Commissions. Broker Fees set out herein shall be full and complete compensation for
all Program services for the insurance procured under this Contract. Broker and its
officers, agents and employees shall not accept or receive any additional commissions
or payments from insurance companies, agents or affiliates as a result or in relation to
any excess liability, or other insurance contract for the said insurance coverages.

If agreements with insurers require Broker to receive commissions in regard to the
coverages provided under this Agreement, Broker will promptly notify City of such
commissions and will credit an amount equal to the excess received and retained
against any other amount owing to Broker.



Other Service Providers. City may choose to use a property appraiser, safety control
service, structured settlement firm or other similar service provider in connection with
the insurance coverages Broker places for City or the services Broker provides to the
City. If City elects to use a service provider from which Broker or its corporate
parents, subsidiaries or affiliates will receive any compensation directly or indirectly
relating to the services City purchases from the provider, Broker will disclose
additional information regarding that compensation to City before City makes a final
decision to use the service provider.



City and County of San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

City and County of San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Ave. 7" floor
San Francisco, California 94103

Agreement between the City and County of San Francisco
; and Aon Risk Insurance Services West, Inc. for
Insurance Brokerage Services for an Owner’s Controlled Insurance Program (“OCIP”) to
provide Excess Liability Insurance for the Central Subway Project

Contract No. CS-163-1

This Broker Services Agreement ("Agreement” or Contract"), SFMTA Contract No. CS-
163-1 is dated for convenience as January 23, 2012, made in the City and County of San
Francisco, State of California, by and between: Aon Risk Insurance Services West, Inc.
(“Broker”), and the City and County of San Francisco, a municipal corporation ("City”), acting by
and through its Municipal Transportation Agency ("SFMTA").

RECITALS

WHEREAS, The SFMTA desires to obtain insurance in the form of a rolling excess
policy to provide excess liability insurance coverage to the City and its contractors in the
construction of the subway tunnels and three subway stations as part of the public work known
as the Central Subway Project ("Project"), which is Part 2 of the Third Street Light Rail Program;
and,

WHEREAS, The excess insurance shall provide coverage for third party liability for the
City and Project contractors; and

WHEREAS, The SFMTA intends that the implementation of an excess coverage
insurance program for the Project will result in increased buying power, uniform insurance,
broad coverage, and reduced costs for the Project; and

WHEREAS, the SFMTA wishes to secure the services a qualified insurance broker to
provide insurance services to review insurance policies proposed by construction contractors,
conduct insurance market studies and surveys for an insurance program for the Project for
excess liability; and,

WHEREAS, a Request for Propdsals (“RFP”) was issued on October 19, 2010, and the
SFMTA selected Broker through a competitive process as the highest ranking responsive
Proposer; and

WHEREAS, Approval for this Agreement was obtained from the Civil Service
Commission Notice of Action No. 4117-10/11 on June 20, 2011.

' Except where a City agency other than the SFMTA acts in a regulatory capacity, the terms City and
SFMTA are synonymous.

Central Subway Project, Insurance Broker Services
Contract No. CS-163-1 page 1 of 47 nAptc\as2012\1000387\00750398.doc (1-24-12)




City and County of San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

WHEREAS, Broker represents and warrants that it is quallfled to perform the services
required by the City, as set forth under this Agreement;

NOW, THEREFORE, IN CONSIDERATION OF THE MUTUAL AGREEMENTS
CONTAINED HEREIN, THE PARTIES AGREE AS FOLLOWS:

1. Centification of Funds.  The Controller is not authorized to make payments on any
contract for which funds have not been certified as available in the budget or by supplemental
appropriation. The City’s obligation hereunder shall not at anytime exceed the amount certified
by the Controller for the purpose and period stated in such certification. This Agreement is
subject to the budget and fiscal provisions of the City's Charter. Charges will accrue only after
prior written authorization certified by the Controller, and the amount of the City's obligation
hereunder shall not at any time exceed the amount certified for the purpose and period stated in
such advance authorization. Funding for the Contract may be certified in parts, as funds
become available. Broker shall not perform Work in excess of the amount certified for the
Contract. THIS SECTION 1 CONTROLS AGAINST ANY AND ALL OTHER PROVISIONS OF
THIS AGREEMENT.

2. Term and Expiration of the Agreement.

2.1. Subject to Section 1, the term of this Agreement shall be for a period of eight (8)
years commencing on the Effective Date of the Agreement, excluding Broker's obligations for
completed operations claims services.

2.2. Prior to expiration of this Agreement, Broker shall commence and perform, with
diligence, all actions necessary on the part of Broker to effect the termination of this Agreement
and to minimize the liability of Broker and City to third parties as a result of expiration. Further,
Broker shall perform all actions necessary for the uninterrupted continuance of insurance
policies secured pursuant to this Agreement with the City and/or through an alternative Broker
of the City's choosing. All such actions shall be subject to the prior approval of City. Such
actions shall include, without limitation those listed in Section 21.2 of this Agreement. The Term
may be extended upon agreement in writing by Broker and SFMTA in one-year increments.
However, the expiration of this Contract does not relieve Broker of its responsibilities to prowde
closeout services as required under the Contract.

3. Effective Date of Agreement. This Agreement shall become effective when the SFMTA
Board of Directors has authorized execution of the Contract, the San Francisco Board of
Supervisors has authorized the Contract, the SFMTA's Executive Director/CEO has executed
the Contract, and the Controller has certified to the availability of funds and that SFMTA has so
notified the Broker in writing.

4. Scope of Work and Representations of Broker.
Broker represents and warrants the following:

4.1 Obligation of Broker. The Broker agrees to perform or cause to be performed the
services provided for in Appendix B, “Services To Be Provided by Broker” attached hereto and
as described in the recitals stated above, all which are incorporated by reference as though fully
set forth herein. Broker will be responsible for providing the Scope of Services in a timely, cost-
effective and professional manner. Broker agrees to perform its services under this Contract as
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an independent contractor, and shall devote such time and commit such resources as are
necessary to meet its obligations under this Agreement, whether specified or performed as a
matter of course under industry standards.

4.2 Standard of Care. All employees and subcontractors of Broker who are involved in
the provision of services under this Contract shall perform all services and complete all duties
with a degree of skill and competence consistent with the skill and competence shown by
comparable insurance brokers that have performed and provided similar services to large
complex public works projects in California.

4.3 Corporate Organization and Standing. Broker is a California corporation duly
organized, validly existing and in good standing under the laws of the State of California, and
has the power and authority to enter into this Contract and to fulfill its duties under this Contract.

4.4 Corporate Authorization. The execution and delivery of this Contract and the
fulfillment by Broker of the duties contemplated hereby have been duly authorized by all
necessary actions on the part of Broker, and this Contract, as of the Effective Date, will
constitute a valid and binding Contract of Broker, enforceable against Broker in accordance with
its terms.

4.5 No Violation by Virtue of the Contract. Neither the execution and delivery of this
Contract nor the fulfiliment by Broker of the duties set forth herein will constitute a violation of, or
be in conflict with, or constitute an event that, with the giving of notice or the passage of time, or
both, would result in a breach of, constitute a default under, or create (or cause the acceleration
of the maturity of) any debt, obligation or liability affecting this Contract under:

(a) Any term or provision of any applicable federal or state statute, law, rule, regulation
or any resolutions of any relevant governmental entity having jurisdiction over Broker;

(b) Any contract, permit, agreement or indenture to which Broker is subject; or

(c) Any judgment, decree, order, regulation or rule of any governmental entity applicable
to City.

4.6 Accuracy; Completeness. No statement or representation by Broker in this
Contract contains or will contain any untrue statement of a material fact, or omits or will omit to
state any material fact relevant to such statement or representation necessary to make the
information contained in such statement or representation not misleading.

4.7 Professional Capacity. Broker has the professional and financial resources
necessary to fulfill its obligations under this Contract.

5. Compensation.
5.1. The City shall compensate Broker for providing the services to the CSP through

retail and wholesale commissions received from City’s payment to insurance companies either
directly or through Broker as provided in "Calculation of Charges" (Appendix C).
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5.2. In no event shall the City's total expenditure (inclusive of all premiums, broker's fees,
brokers commissions, Surplus Lines Taxes and fees, and government fees for insurance
coverage, and other charges and fees) for insurance secured and services provided by Broker
under this Agreement exceed Nine Million Eight Hundred Eight Thousand Seven Hundred Fifty
Dollars ($9,808,750). Each component of the Broker's compensation and the breakdown of
costs associated with this Agreement appear in Appendix C, “Calculation of Charges,” attached
hereto and incorporated by reference as though fully set forth herein.

5.3. No charges shall be incurred under this Agreement nor shall any payments become
due to Broker until reports, services, or both, required under this Agreement are received from
Broker and approved by the SFMTA as being in accordance with this Agreement. City may
withhold payment to Broker in any instance in which Broker has failed or refused to satisfy any
material obligation provided for under this Agreement.

5.4. Before presenting the City with potential insurance policies, Broker will disclose to
the City all compensation agreements it has with any insurer to which it has marketed the City's
book of insurance. Prior to each placement by Broker and prior to binding any coverages for the
City's insurance programs, Broker shall disclose to the City and obtain the City's approval of any
commissions and/or contingent income collected or to be collected by Broker or its affiliates with
respect to such placement. The City will also be provided prior to binding any policies with an
accounting of any amounts to be paid to Broker, Broker's affiliates, and/or non-Broker
intermediaries if available, in connection with coverages placed for the City's insurance
programs, including any fees, if applicable, paid to Broker for services it provides to third parties.
In addition, Broker will annually provide the City with a summary of all Broker revenue
applicable to the City's insurance programs including all fees paid to or income generated from
wholesale operations or intermediaries used in the process of obtaining the City’s insurance
coverage or services. ‘

5.5. Broker is permitted to receive commissions from insurers for the individual
coverages placed for the City's insurance programs. However, Broker is prohibited from
including the coverages placed for the City in Broker's aggregate with an insurer used to
calculate contingent income based on the total volume of coverage placed by Broker with
insurer.

5.6. Insurance placements made by Broker on the City's behalf may require the payment
of state surplus lines or other premium taxes and or fees in addition to the premium itself.
Broker will invoice the City for the payment of these taxes and fees with the premium.

5.7. Inno event shall City be liable for interest or late charges for any late payments.

5.8. The Controller is not authorized to pay invoices submitted by Broker prior to Broker’s
submission of SFMTA SBE Form No. 6: Progress Payment Report. If SFMTA SBE Form No. 6
is not submitted with Broker’s invoice, the Controller will notify the department, the SFMTA
Contract Compliance Office and Broker of the omission. [f Broker’s failure to provide SFMTA
SBE Form No. 6 is not explained to the Controller’s satisfaction, the Controller will withhold 20%
of the payment due pursuant to that invoice until SFMTA SBE Form No. 6 is provided.
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5.9. Following City’s payment of an invoice, Broker has five (5) days to submit SFMTA
SBE Form No. 7: Subconsultant Payment Declaration verifying that all subcontractors have
been paid and specifying the amount and date of payment.

6. Guaranteed Maximum Costs. The City’s obligation hereunder shall not at any time
exceed the amount certified by the Controller for the purpose and period stated in such
certification. Except as may be provided by laws governing emergency procedures, officers and
employees of the City are not authorized to request, and the City is not required to reimburse
the Broker for, Commodities or Services beyond the agreed upon contract scope unless the
changed scope is authorized by amendment and approved as required by law. Officers and
employees of the City are not authorized to offer or promise, nor is the City required to honor,
any offered or promised additional funding in excess of the maximum amount of funding for
which the contract is certified without certification of the additional amount by the Controller.
The Controller is not authorized to make payments on any contract for which funds have not
been certified as available in the budget or by supplemental appropriation.

7. Payment; Invoice Format. Invoices furnished by Broker under this Agreement must be
in a form acceptable to the Controller, and must include a unique invoice number. All amounts
paid by City to Broker shall be subject to audit by City. Payment shall be made by City to
Broker at the address specified in Section 21 (“Notices to the Parties and City Liaison).”

8. Submitting False Claims; Monetary Penalties. Pursuant to San Francisco
Administrative Code §21.35, any contractor, subcontractor or consultant who submits a false
claim shall be liable to the City for the statutory penalties set forth in that Section. The text of
Section 21.35, along with the entire San Francisco Administrative Code, is available on the web
at http://www.municode.com/Library/clientCodePage.aspx?clientiD=4201. A contractor,
subcontractor or consultant will be deemed to have submitted a false claim to the City if the
contractor, subcontractor or consultant: (a) knowingly presents or causes to be presented to an
officer or employee of the City a false claim or request for payment or approval; (b) knowingly
makes, uses, or causes to be made or used a false record or statement to get a false claim paid
or approved by the City; (c) conspires to defraud the City by getting a false claim allowed or
paid by the City; (d) knowingly makes, uses, or causes to be made or used a false record or
statement to conceal, avoid, or decrease an obligation to pay or transmit money or property to
the City; or (e) is a beneficiary of an inadvertent submission of a false claim to the City,
subsequently discovers the falsity of the claim, and fails to disclose the false claim to the City
within a reasonable time after discovery of the false claim.

9. Federal Contract Requirements. Broker shall comply with all applicable federal
contracting laws, regulations and requirements, including but not limited those described in
Appendix A to this Agreement.

10. Taxes.

10.1 Payment of any taxes and government fees, including possessory interest taxes and
California sales and use taxes insurance taxes and other government fees, levied upon or as a
result of this Agreement, or the services delivered pursuant hereto, shall be the obligation of
Broker. Broker recognizes and understands that this Agreement may create a “possessory
interest” for property tax purposes. Generally, such a possessory interest is not created unless
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the Agreement entitles the Broker to possession, occupancy, or use of City property for private
gain. If such a possessory interest is created, then the following shall apply:

a. Broker, on behalf of itself and any permitted successors and assigns,
recognizes and understands that Broker, and any permitted successors and assigns, may
be subject to real property tax assessments on the possessory interest;

b.  Broker, on behalf of itself and any permitted successors and assigns,
recognizes and understands that the creation, extension, renewal, or assignment of this
Agreement may result in a “change in ownership” for purposes of real property taxes, and
therefore may result in a revaluation of any possessory interest created by this Agreement.
Broker accordingly agrees on behalf of itself and its permitted successors and assigns to
report on behalf of the City to the County Assessor the information required by Revenue
and Taxation Code Section 480.5, as amended from time to time, and any successor
provision.

c.  Broker, on behalf of itself and any permitted successors and assigns,
recognizes and understands that other events also may cause a change of ownership of
the possessory interest and result in the revaluation of the possessory interest. (see, e.g.,
Rev. & Tax. Code Section 64, as amended from time to time). Broker accordingly agrees
on behalf of itself and its permitted successors and assigns to report any change in
ownership to the County Assessor, the State Board of Equalization or other public agency
as required by law.

d.  Broker further agrees to provide such other information as may be requested
by the City to enable the City to comply with any reporting requirements for possessory
interests that are imposed by applicable law.

11. Payment Does Not Imply Acceptance of Work. The granting of any payment by City, or
the receipt thereof by Broker, shall in no way lessen the liability of Broker to replace
unsatisfactory work, equipment, or materials, although the unsatisfactory character of such
work, equipment or materials may not have been apparent or detected at the time such
payment was made. Materials, equipment, components, or workmanship that do not conform to
the requirements of this Agreement may be rejected by City and in such case must be replaced
by Broker without delay. '

12. Broker's Personnel.

12.1. Qualified Personnel. Work under this Agreement shall be performed only by
competent personnel under the supervision of and in the employment of Broker. Broker will
comply with City’s reasonable requests regarding assignment of personnel, but all personnel,
including those assigned at City’s request, must be supervised by Broker. Broker shall commit
adequate resources to complete the project within the Project Schedule (Appendix D) specified
in this Agreement.

12.2 Key Personnel. Regina M. Carter, Managing Director, is Broker's Key Personnel.
Ms. Carter shall be authorized to act on behalf of Broker with respect to the obligations,
responsibilities and rights of Broker under this Contract, and to accept all communications from
City with respect to this Contract. Ms. Carter shall be available to consult with City at all
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reasonable times, and City will be entitled to act in reliance upon the recommendations,
instructions and decisions of Key Personnel insofar as they relate to this Contract.

12.3 Approval of Changes. Any change in Broker's Key Personnel shall require City
approval. Any request for change in the Broker's Key Personnel must be submitted to SFMTA in
writing forty-five (45) days prior to assignment.

13. Responsibility for Equipment. City shall not be responsible for any damage to persons
or property as a result of the use, misuse or failure of any equipment used by Broker, or by any
of its employees, even though such equipment be furnished, rented or loaned to Broker by City.

14. Independent Broker; Payment of Taxes and Other Expenses

14.1. independent Broker. Broker or any agent or employee of Broker shall be
deemed at all times to be an independent contractor and is wholly responsible for the manner in
which it performs the services and work requested by City under this Agreement. Broker or any
agent or employee of Broker shall not have employee status with City, nor be entitled to
participate in any plans, arrangements, or distributions by City pertaining to or in connection with
any retirement, health or other benefits that City may offer its employees. Broker or any agent
or employee of Broker is liable for the acts and omissions of itself, its employees and its agents.
Broker shall be responsible for all obligations and payments, whether imposed by federal, state
or local law, including, but not limited to, FICA, income tax withholdings, unemployment
compensation, insurance, and other similar responsibilities related to Broker’s performing
services and work, or any agent or employee of Broker providing same. Nothing in this
Agreement shall be construed as creating an employment or agency relationship between City
and Broker or any agent or employee of Broker. Any terms in this Agreement referring to
direction from City shall be construed as providing for direction as to policy and the result of
Broker’s work only, and not as to the means by which such a result is obtained. City does not
retain the right to control the means or the method by which Broker performs work under this
Agreement.

14.2. Payment of Taxes and Other Expenses. Should City, in its discretion, or a
relevant taxing authority such as the Internal Revenue Service or the State Employment
Development Division, or both, determine that Broker is an employee for purposes of collection
of any employment taxes, the amounts payable under this Agreement shall be reduced by
amounts equal to both the employee and employer portions of the tax due (and offsetting any
credits for amounts already paid by Broker which can be applied against this liability). City shall
then forward those amounts to the relevant taxing authority. Should a relevant taxing authority
determine a liability for past services performed by Broker for City, upon notification of such fact
by City, Broker shall promptly remit such amount due or arrange with City to have the amount
due withheld from future payments to Broker under this Agreement (again, offsetting any
amounts already paid by Broker which can be applied as a credit against such liability). A
determination of employment status pursuant to the preceding two paragraphs shall be solely
for the purposes of the particular tax in question, and for all other purposes of this Agreement,
Broker shall not be considered an employee of City. Notwithstanding the foregoing, should any
court, arbitrator, or administrative authority determine that Broker is an employee for any other
purpose, then Broker agrees to a reduction in City’s financial liability so that City’s total
expenses under this Agreement are not greater than they would have been had the court,
arbitrator, or administrative authority determined that Broker was not an employee.
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15. Insurance.

15.1. Without in any way limiting Broker’s liability pursuant to the “Indemnification”
Section of this Agreement, Broker must maintain in force, during the full term of the Agreement,
insurance in the following amounts and coverages:

a. Workers’ Compensation, in statutory amounts, with Employers’ Liability Limits
not less than $1,000,000 for each accident, injury, or iliness; and

b.  Commercial General Liability Insurance with general aggregate limits not less
than $2,000,000 each occurrence Combined Single Limit for Bodily Injury and Property
Damage, including Contractual Liability, Personal Injury, Products and Completed
Operations; and

c.  Personal and Advertising Liability Insurance with limits not less than
$2,000,000; and

d. Commercial Automobile Liability Insurance with limits not less than $2,000,000
each occurrence Combined Single Limit for Bodily Injury and Property Damage, including
Owned, Non-Owned and Hired auto coverage, as applicable.

e.  Errors and Omissions insurance with limits not less than $10,000,000 each
claim with respect to negligent acts, errors or omissions in connection with professional
services to be provided under this Agreement.

15.2. Commercial General Liability and Commercial Automobile Liability Insurance
policies must provide the following:

a. Name as Additional Insured the City and County of San Francisco, its Officers,
Agents, and Employees.

b.  That such policies are primary insurance to any other insurance available to
the Additional Insureds, with respect to any claims arising out of this Agreement, and that
insurance applies separately to each insured against whom claim is made or suit is
brought.

15.3. All policies shall provide thirty (30) days’ advance written notice to City of
reduction or nonrenewal of coverages or cancellation of coverages for any reason. Notices
shall be sent to the following address:

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
1 South Van Ness Avenue,

3rd Floor San Francisco, CA 94103

Attention: Shahnam Farhangi

In re: Contract No. CS-163-A

Matt Hansen, Director
Risk Management Division
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16.2. Limitations. No insurance policy covering the Broker's performance under this
Agreement shall operate to limit the Broker's Liabilities under this provision. Nor shall the
amount of insurance coverage operate to limit the extent of such Liabilities. The Broker
assumes no liability whatsoever for the sole negligence, active negligence, or willful misconduct
of any Indemnitee or the contractors of any Indemnittee.

16.3. Copyright infringement. Broker shall also indemnify, defend and hold harmless all
Indemnitees from all suits or claims for infringement of the patent rights, copyright, trade secret,
trade name, trademark, service mark, or any other proprietary right of any person or persons in
consequence of the use by the City, or any of its boards, commissions, officers, or employees of
articles or services to be supplied in the performance of Broker's services under this Agreement.
Infringement of patent rights, copyrights, or other proprietary rights in the performance of this
Agreement, if not the basis for indemnification under the law, shall nevertheless be considered a
material breach of contract.

17. Incidental and Consequential Damages. Broker shall be responsible for incidental and
consequential damages resulting in whole or in part from Broker’s acts or omissions. Nothing in
this Agreement shall constitute a waiver or limitation of any rights that City may have under
applicable law.

18. Liability of City. CITY'S PAYMENT OBLIGATIONS UNDER THIS AGREEMENT SHALL
BE LIMITED TO THE PAYMENT OF THE COMPENSATION PROVIDED FOR IN SECTION 5
OF THIS AGREEMENT. NOTWITHSTANDING ANY OTHER PROVISION OF THIS
AGREEMENT, IN NO EVENT SHALL City BE LIABLE, REGARDLESS OF WHETHER ANY
CLAIM IS BASED ON CONTRACT OR TORT, FOR ANY SPECIAL, CONSEQUENTIAL,
INDIRECT OR INCIDENTAL DAMAGES, INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO, LOST
PROFITS, ARISING OUT OF OR IN CONNECTION WITH THIS AGREEMENT OR THE
SERVICES PERFORMED IN CONNECTION WITH THIS AGREEMENT.

19. Reports and Program Records.

19.1. Progress Reports. Within five (5) business days of SFMTA request, Broker shall
furnish to SFMTA reports in form and content satisfactory to SFMTA. The information in the
report shall be current for the period ending on the first day of the previous month.

19.2. Program Records and Audit.

(&) Upon reasonable advance written request by City, Broker shall make available
to City or representative, at the Broker or such other location mutually agreed upon, accurate
records and other work product relating to this Contract documenting Broker's performance
under the terms and conditions of this Contract.

(b) Broker shall maintain such data and records in an accessible location and
condition for a period of not less than three years after final payment under this Contract or until
after final audit has been resolved, whichever is later. The State of California or any federal
agency having an interest in the subject matter of this Contract shall enjoy the same rights
conferred upon City by this Article.
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City and County of San Francisco
25 Van Ness Ave., Suite 410
San Francisco, California 94102

15.4. Should any of the required insurance be provided under a claims-made form,
Broker shall maintain such coverage continuously throughout the term of this Agreement and,
without lapse, for a period of three (3) years beyond the expiration of this Agreement, to the
effect that, should occurrences during the contract term give rise to claims made after expiration
of the Agreement, such claims shall be covered by such claims-made policies.

15.5. Should any of the required insurance be provided under a form of coverage
that includes a general annual aggregate limit or provides that claims investigation or legal
defense costs be included in such general annual aggregate limit, such general annual
aggregate limit shall be double the occurrence or claims limits specified above.

15.6. Should any required insurance lapse during the term of this Agreement,
requests for payments originating after such lapse shall not be processed until the City receives
satisfactory evidence of reinstated coverage as required by this Agreement, effective as of the
lapse date. If insurance is not reinstated, the City may, at its sole option, terminate this
Agreement effective on the date of such lapse of insurance.

15.7. Before commencing any operations under this Agreement, Broker shall do the
following: (a) furnish to City certificates of insurance and additional insured policy endorsements
with insurers with ratings comparable to A-, VIlI or higher, that are authorized to do business in
- the State of California, and that are satisfactory to City, in form evidencing all coverages set
forth above, and (b) furnish to City complete copies of policies promptly upon City request.
Failure to maintain insurance shall constitute a material breach of this Agreement.

15.8. Approval of the insurance by City shall not relieve or decrease the liability of
Broker hereunder. :

15.9. If a subcontractor will be used to complete any portion of this Agreement, the
Broker shall ensure that the subcontractor shall provide all necessary insurance and shall name
the City, its officers, agents and employees and the Broker listed as additional insureds.

16. Indemnification

16.1. General. To the fullest extent permitted by law, Broker shall assume the defense of
(with legal counsel subject to approval of the City), indemnify and save harmless the City, its
boards, commissions, officers, and employees (collectively “Indemnitees”), from and against
any and all claims, loss, cost, damage, injury (including, without limitation, injury to or death of
an employee of the Broker or its subconsultants), expense and liability of every kind, nature,
and description (including, without limitation, incidental and consequential damages, court costs,
attorneys' fees, litigation expenses, fees of expert consultants or witnesses in litigation, and
costs of investigation), that arise out of, pertain to, or relate to, directly or indirectly, in whole or
in part, the negligence, recklessness, or willful misconduct of the Broker, any subcontractor or
subconsultant, anyone directly or indirectly employed by them, or anyone that they control
(collectively, "Liabilities").
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20. Default; Remedies.

20.1 If the City determines that the Broker is in breach of this Agreement, prior to
declaring Broker in default of the Agreement, the City shall provide written notice to Broker of
the nature and circumstances of the breach. Broker shall have five (5) calendar days to dispute
said notice and provide the City with explanation or proof that it is not in breach of Contract. If
Broker does not dispute that it is in breach of this Agreement or if the City rejects Broker’s
dispute of breach, Broker shall have 15 calendar days from the date that the City issued the
notice of breach either to cure the breach or provide a plan and scheduled acceptable to the
City by which it will cure the breach. ‘

20.2 Each of the following shall constitute an event of default (“Event of Default”) under
this Agreement:

a.  Broker fails or refuses to perform or observe any term, covenant or condition
contained in any of the following Sections of this Agreement:

8. Submitting False Claims; Monetary Penalties
10. Taxes :

15. Insurance

24, Proprietary or confidential information of City

30. Assignment

37. Drug-free Workplace Policy,

53. Compliance with Laws

57. Protection of Private Information
58. Graffiti removal

b. Broker fails or refuses to perform or observe any other term, covenant or
condition contained in this Agreement, and such default continues for a period of ten days
after written notice thereof from City to Broker.

c.  Broker (1) is generally not paying its debts as they become due, (2) files, or
consents by answer or otherwise to the filing against it of a petition for relief or
reorganization or arrangement or any other petition in bankruptcy or for liquidation or to
take advantage of any bankruptcy, insolvency or other debtors’ relief law of any
jurisdiction, (3) makes an assignment for the benefit of its creditors, (4) consents to the
appointment of a custodian, receiver, trustee or other officer with similar powers of Broker
or of any substantial part of Broker’s property or (5) takes action for the purpose of any of
the foregoing.

d. A court or government authority enters an order (a) appointing a custodian,
receiver, trustee or other officer with similar powers with respect to Broker or with respect
to any substantial part of Broker’s property, (b) constituting an order for relief or approving
a petition for relief or reorganization or arrangement or any other petition in bankruptcy or
for liquidation or to take advantage of any bankruptcy, insolvency or other debtors’ relief
law of any jurisdiction or (c) ordering the dissolution, winding-up or liquidation of Broker.

20.3 On and after any Event of Default, City shall have the right to exercise its legal and
equitable remedies, including, without limitation, the right to terminate this Agreement or to seek

Central Subway Project, Insurance Broker Services
Contract No. CS-163-1 page 11 of 47 m\pte\as2012\1000387\00750398.doc (1-24-12)




City and County of San Francisco : Municipal Transportation Agency

specific performance of all or any part of this Agreement. In addition, City shall have the right
(but no obligation) to cure (or cause to be cured) on behalf of Broker any Event of Default;
Broker shall pay to City on demand all costs and expenses incurred by City in effecting such
cure, with interest thereon from the date of incurrence at the maximum rate then permitted by
law. City shall have the right to offset from any amounts due to Broker under this Agreement or
any other agreement between City and Broker all damages, losses, costs or expenses incurred
by City as a result of such Event of Default and any liquidated damages due from Broker
pursuant to the terms of this Agreement or any other agreement.

20.4 All remedies provided for in this Agreement may be exercised individually or in
combination with any other remedy available hereunder or under applicable laws, rules and
regulations. The exercise of any remedy shall not preclude or in any way be deemed to waive
any other remedy.

21. Termination for Convenience

21.1. City shall have the option, in its sole discretion, to terminate this Agreement, at
any time during the term hereof, for convenience and without cause. City shall exercise this
option by giving Broker written notice of termination. The notice shall specify the date on which
termination shall become effective.

21.2. Upon receipt of the notice, Broker shall commence and perform, with diligence,
all actions necessary on the part of Broker to effect the termination of this Agreement on the
date specified by City and to minimize the liability of Broker and City to third parties as a result
of termination. All such actions shall be subject to the prior approval of City. Such actions shall
include, without limitation:

a. Halting the performance of all services and other work under this Agreement
on the date(s) and in the manner specified by City.

b.  Not placing any further orders or subcontracts for materials, services,
equipment or other items.

c.  Terminating all existing orders and subcontracts.

d. At City’s direction, assigning to City any or all of Broker’s right, title, and
interest under the orders and subcontracts terminated. Upon such assignment, City shall
have the right, in its sole discretion, to settle or pay any or all claims arising out of the
termination of such orders and subcontracts.

e. Subject to City’s approval, settling all outstanding liabilities and all claims
arising out of the termination of orders and subcontracts.

f.  Completing performance of any services or work that City designates to be
completed prior to the date of termination specified by City.

g. Taking such action as may be necessary, or as the City may direct, for the
protection and preservation of any property related to this Agreement which is in the
possession of Broker and in which City has or may acquire an interest.
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21.3. Within 30 days after the specified termination date, Broker shall submit to City
an invoice, which shall set forth each of the following as a separate line item:

a. The reasonable cost to Broker, without profit, for all services and other work
City directed Broker to perform prior to the specified termination date, for which services or
work City has not already tendered payment. Reasonable costs may include a reasonable
allowance for actual overhead, not to exceed a total of 10% of Broker’s direct costs for
services or other work. Any overhead allowance shall be separately itemized. Broker may
also recover the reasonable cost of preparing the invoice.

b. A reasonable allowance for profit on the cost of the services and other work
described in the immediately preceding subsection 21.3.a, provided that Broker can
establish, to the satisfaction of City, that Broker would have made a profit had all services
and other work under this Agreement been completed, and provided further, that the profit
allowed shall in no event exceed 5% of such cost.

c. The reasonable cost to Broker of handling material or equipment returned to
the vendor, delivered to the City or otherwise disposed of as directed by the City.

d. A deduction for the cost of materials to be retained by Broker, amounts realized
from the sale of materials and not otherwise recovered by or credited to City, and any
other appropriate credits to City against the cost of the services or other work.

21.4. In no event shall City be liable for costs incurred by Broker or any of its
subcontractors after the termination date specified by City, except for those costs specifically
enumerated and described in the immediately preceding Subsection 21.3. Such non-
recoverable costs include, but are not limited to, anticipated profits on this Agreement, post-
termination employee salaries, post-termination administrative expenses, post-termination
overhead or unabsorbed overhead, attorneys’ fees or other costs relating to the prosecution of a
claim or lawsuit, prejudgment interest, or any other expense which is not reasonable or
authorized under such Subsection 21.3.

21.5. In arriving at the amount due to Broker under this Section, City may
deduct: (1) all payments previously made by City for work or other services covered by Broker’s
final invoice; (2) any claim which City may have against Broker in connection with this
Agreement; (3) any invoiced costs or expenses excluded pursuant to the immediately preceding
Subsection 21.4; and (4) in instances in which, in the opinion of the City, the cost of any service
or other work performed under this Agreement is excessively high due to costs incurred to
remedy or replace defective or rejected services or other work, the difference between the
invoiced amount and City’s estimate of the reasonable cost of performing the invoiced services
or other work in compliance with the requirements of this Agreement.

21.6. City’s payment obligation under this Section shall survive termination of this
Agreement.
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22. Rights and Duties upon Termination or Expiration.

22.1. This Section and the following Sections of this Agreement shall survive
termination or expiration of this Agreement:

8.  Submitting False Claims; Monetary Penalties

10. Taxes

11. Payment Does Not Imply Acceptance of Work

13. Responsibility for Equipment

14. Independent Broker; Payment of Taxes and Other Expenses
15. Insurance

16. Indemnification

17. Incidental and Consequential Damages

18. Liability of City

24. Proprietary or Confidential Information

26. Ownership of Results

27. Works for Hire

28. Audit and Inspection Of Records

48. Modification of Agreement.

49. Administrative Remedy for Agreement Interpretation.
50. Agreement Made in California; Venue

51. Construction

52. Entire Agreement

56. Severability

57. Protection of Private Information

22.2. Subject to the immediately preceding Subsection 22.1, upon termination of this
Agreement prior to expiration of the Term specified in Section 2, this Agreement shall terminate
and be of no further force or effect. Broker shall transfer title to City, and deliver in the manner,
at the times, and to the extent, if any, directed by City, any work in progress, completed work,
supplies, equipment, and other materials produced as a part of, or acquired in connection with
the performance of this Agreement, and any completed or partially completed work which, if this
Agreement had been completed, would have been required to be furnished to City. This
Subsection shall survive termination of this Agreement.

23. Conflict of Interest. Through its execution of this Agreement, Broker acknowledges that
it is familiar with the provision of Section 15.103 of the City’s Charter, Article Ill, Chapter 2 of
City’s Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, and Section 87100 et seq. and Section
1090 et seq. of the Government Code of the State of California, and certifies that it does not
know of any facts which constitutes a violation of said provisions and agrees that it will
immediately notify the City if it becomes aware of any such fact during the term of this
Agreement.

24. Proprietary or Confidential Information. Broker understands and agrees that, in the
performance of the work or services under this Agreement or in contemplation thereof, Broker
and its subcontractors may have access to private or confidential information which may be
owned or controlled by City and that such information may contain proprietary or confidential
details, the disclosure of which to third parties may be damaging to City, to City contractors,
and/or to their respective employees. Broker agrees that all information disclosed to Broker by
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City or other parties in the course Broker's performance of this Contract shall be held in strict
confidence and used only in performance of the Agreement. Broker shall release any of said
information only upon the written authorization of the SFMTA or as required by law. Broker

shall exercise the same standard of care to protect such information as a reasonably prudent
contractor would use to protect its own proprietary data. Broker shall comply with all applicable
privacy laws, including but not limited to the federal Health Insurance Portability and
Accountability Act (HIPAA).

25. Notices to the Parties and City Liaison.

25.1. Notices. Unless otherwise indicated elsewhere in this Agreement, all written
communications sent by the parties may be by U.S. mail, or by e-mail, and shall be addressed
as follows:

To City: Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 3rd Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Attn: Shahnam Farhangi
Phone: 415-701-4284
Fax: 415-701-4300
Email: Shahnam.farhaghi@sfmta.com

With a copy to:
City and County of San Francisco
Risk Management Division
25 Van Ness Avenue., Suite 750410
San Francisco, California 94102
Attention: Matt Hansen, Director
Tel: 415-554-2302
Fax: 415-554-2357
Email: matt.hansen@sfgov.org

To Broker: Regina M. Carter
Managing Director
Aon Risk Insurance Services West
199 Fremont Street, 17th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105
Tel: 415-486-7554
Fax: 415-486-7022
email: regina.carter@aon.com

25.2 Notice of Default. Any notice of default must be sent by registered mail.
25.3 City Liaison. The SFMTA's Liaison/Project Manager is:

John Funghi, Program Manager

SFMTA Central Subway Project

821 Howard Street
San Francisco, CA 94103
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Phone: 415-701-4299
Email: john.funghi@sfmta.com

26. Ownership of Results. Any interest of Broker or its Subcontractors, in drawings, plans,
specifications; blueprints, studies, reports, memoranda, computation sheets, computer files and
media or other documents prepared by Broker or its subcontractors in connection with services
to be performed under this Agreement, shall become the property of and will be transmitted to
City. However, Broker may retain and use copies for reference and as documentation of its
experience and capabilities.

27. Works for Hire. If, in connection with services performed under this Agreement, Broker
or its subcontractors create artwork, copy, posters, billboards, photographs, videotapes,
audiotapes, systems designs, software, reports, diagrams, surveys, blueprints, source codes or
any other original works of authorship, such works of authorship shall be works for hire as
defined under Title 17 of the United States Code, and all copyrights in such works are the
property of the City. If it is ever determined that any works created by Broker or its
subcontractors under this Agreement are not works for hire'under U.S. law, Broker hereby
assigns all copyrights to such works to the City, and agrees to provide any material and execute
any documents necessary to effectuate such assignment. With the approval of the City, Broker
may retain and use copies of such works for reference and as documentation of its experience
and capabilities.

28. Audit and Inspection of Records. Broker agrees to maintain and make available to the
City, during regular business hours, accurate books and accounting records relating to its work
under this Agreement. Broker will permit City to audit, examine and make excerpts and
transcripts from such books and records, and to make audits of all invoices, materials, payrolls,
records or personnel and other data related to all other matters covered by this Agreement,
whether funded in whole or in part under this Agreement. Broker shall maintain such data and
records in an accessible location and condition for a period of not less than five years after final
payment under this Agreement or until after final audit has been resolved, whichever is later.
The State of California or any federal agency having an interest in the subject matter of this
Agreement shall have the same rights conferred upon City by this Section.

29. Subcontracting. Broker is prohibited from subcontracting this Agreement or any part of it
unless such subcontracting is first approved by City in writing. Neither party shall, on the basis
of this Agreement, contract on behalf of or in the name of the other party. An agreement made
in violation of this provision shall confer no rights on any party and shall be null and void.

30. Assignment. The services to be performed by Broker are personal in character and
neither this Agreement nor any duties or obligations hereunder may be assigned or delegated
by the Broker unless first approved by City by written instrument executed and approved in the
same manner as this Agreement.

31. Non-Waiver of Rights. The omission by either party at any time to enforce any default or
right reserved to it, or to require performance of any of the terms, covenants, or provisions
hereof by the other party at the time designated, shall not be a waiver of any such default or
right to which the party is entitled, nor shall it in any way affect the right of the party to enforce
such provisions thereafter.

Central Subway Project, Insurance Broker Services
Contract No. CS-163-1 page 16 of 47 n\pto\as2012\1000387\00750398.doc (1-24-12)




City and County of San Francisco ' Municipal Transportation Agency

32. Earned Income Credit (EIC) Forms. Administrative Code Section 120 requires that
employers provide their employees with IRS Form W-5 (The Earned Income Credit Advance
Payment Certificate) and the IRS EIC Schedule, as set forth below. Employers can locate these
. forms at the IRS Office, on the Internet, or anywhere that Federal Tax Forms can be found.

32.1. Provision of Forms to Employees. Broker shall provide EIC Forms to each
Eligible Employee at each of the following times: (i) within thirty days following the date on
which this Agreement becomes effective (unless Broker has already provided such EIC Forms
at least once during the calendar year in which such effective date falls); (ii) promptly after any
Eligible Employee is hired by Broker; and (iii) annually between January 1 and January 31 of
each calendar year during the term of this Agreement.

32.2. Failure to Comply. Failure to comply with any requirement contained in
subparagraph (a) of this Section shall constitute a material breach by Broker of the terms of this
Agreement. [f, within thirty days after Broker receives written notice of such a breach, Broker
fails to cure such breach or, if such breach cannot reasonably be cured within such period of
thirty days, Broker fails to commence efforts to cure within such period or thereafter fails to
diligently pursue such cure to completion, the City may pursue any rights or remedies available
under this Agreement or under applicable law.

32.3. Flow Down to Subcontractors. Any Subcontract entered into by Broker shall
require the subcontractor to comply, as to the subcontractor’s Eligible Employees, with each of
the terms of this Section.

32.4. ‘Terms. Capitalized terms used in this Section and not defined in this
Agreement shall have the meanings assigned to such terms in Section 120 of the San
Francisco Administrative Code.

33. Claims

33.1. . Broker shall not be entitled to the payment of any additional compensation for
any action, or failure to act, by the SFMTA Project Manager, including failure or refusal to issue
a Contract Modification or Amendment or for the happening of any event, thing, occurrence, or
other cause, unless Broker shall have given the SFMTA Project Manager due written notice of
potential claim.

33.2. The written notice of potential claim shall set forth the reasons for which Broker
believes additional time or additional compensation will or may be due, the nature of the costs
involved, and insofar as possible, the amount of the potential claim. The said notice as above
required must have been given to the SFMTA Project Manager prior to the time that Broker shall
have performed the work giving rise to the potential claim for additional compensation, or in all
other cases, within 15 days after the happening of the event, thing, occurrence, or other cause
giving rise to the potential claim.

33.3.  ltis the intention of the Parties under this Section that differences between the
parties arising under and by virtue of the Contract be brought to the attention of the SFMTA
Project Manager at the earliest possible time in order that such matters may be expeditiously
resolved, if possible, or other appropriate action promptly be taken. Broker hereby agrees that it
shall have no right to additional time or compensation for any claim that may be based on any
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such act, failure to act, event, thing, or occurrence for which it has failed to provide timely written
notice of potential claim, as required herein.

34. Nondiscrimination; Penalties

34.1. . Broker Shall Not Discriminate. In the performance of this Agreement, Broker
agrees not to discriminate against any employee, City and County employee working with such
contractor or subcontractor, applicant for employment with such contractor or subcontractor, or
against any person seeking accommodations, advantages, facilities, privileges, services, or
membership in all business, social, or other establishments or organizations, on the basis of the
fact or perception of a person’s race, color, creed, religion, national origin, ancestry, age, height,
weight, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, domestic partner status, marital status, disability
or Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome or HIV status (AIDS/HIV status), or association with
members of such protected classes, or in retaliation for opposmon to discrimination against such
classes.

34.2. Subcontracts. Broker shall incorporate by reference in all subcontracts the
provisions of §§12B.2(a), 12B.2(c)-(k), and 12C.3 of the San Francisco Administrative Code
(copies of which are available from Purchasing) and shall require all subcontractors to comply
with such provisions. Broker’s failure to comply with the obligations in this Subsection shall
constitute a material breach of this Agreement.

34.3. Nondiscrimination in Benefits. Broker does not as of the date of this
Agreement and will not during the term of this Agreement, in any of its operations in San
Francisco, on real property owned by San Francisco, or where work is being performed for the
City elsewhere in the United States, discriminate in the provision of bereavement leave, family
medical leave, health benefits, membership or membership discounts, moving expenses,
pension and retirement benefits or travel benefits, as well as any benefits other than the benefits
specified above, between employees with domestic partners and employees with spouses, '
and/or between the domestic partners and spouses of such employees, where the domestic
partnership has been registered with a governmental entity pursuant to state or local law
authorizing such registration, subject to the conditions set forth in §12B.2(b) of the San
Francisco Administrative Code.

34.4. Condition to Contract. As a condition to this Agreement, Broker shall
execute the “Chapter 12B Declaration: Nondiscrimination in Contracts and Benefits” form (form
HRC-12B-101) with supporting documentation and secure the approval of the form by the San
Francisco Human Rights Commission.

34.5. Incorporation of Administrative Code Provisions by Reference. The
provisions of Chapters 12B and 12C of the San Francisco Administrative Code are incorporated
in this Section by reference and made a part of this Agreement as though fully set forth herein.
Broker shall comply fully with and be bound by all of the provisions that apply to this Agreement
under such Chapters, including but not limited to the remedies provided in such Chapters.
Without limiting the foregoing, Broker understands that pursuant to §§12B.2(h) and 12C.3(g) of
the San Francisco Administrative Code, a penalty of $50 for each person for each calendar day
during which such person was discriminated against in violation of the provisions of this
Agreement may be assessed against Broker and/or deducted from any payments due Broker.
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35. MacBride Principles—Northern Ireland. Pursuant to San Francisco Administrative
Code §12F.5, the City and County of San Francisco urges companies doing business in
Northern Ireland to move towards resolving employment inequities, and encourages such
companies to abide by the MacBride Principles. The City and County of San Francisco urges
San Francisco companies to do business with corporations that abide by the MacBride
Principles. By signing below, the person executing this agreement on behalf of Broker
acknowledges and agrees that he or she has read and understood this Section.

36. Tropical Hardwood and Virgin Redwood Ban. Pursuant to §804(b) of the San
Francisco Environment Code, the City and County of San Francisco urges contractors not to
import, purchase, obtain, or use for any purpose, any tropical hardwood, tropical hardwood
wood product, virgin redwood or virgin redwood wood product.

37. Drug-Free Workplace Policy. Broker acknowledges that pursuant to the Federal Drug-
Free Workplace Act of 1989, the unlawful manufacture, distribution, dispensation, possession,
or use of a controlled substance is prohibited on City premises. Broker agrees that any violation
of this prohibition by Broker, its employees, agents or assigns will be deemed a material breach
of this Agreement.

38. Resource Conservation. Chapter 5 of the San Francisco Environment Code (“Resource
Conservation”) is incorporated herein by reference. Failure by Broker to comply with any of the
applicable requirements of Chapter 5 will be deemed a material breach of contract.

39. Compliance with Americans with Disabilities Act. Broker acknowledges that, pursuant
to the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), programs, services and other activities provided by
a public entity to the public, whether directly or through a contractor, must be accessible to the
disabled public. Broker shall provide the services specified in this Agreement in a manner that
complies with the ADA and any and all other applicable federal, state and local disability rights
legislation. Broker agrees not to discriminate against disabled persons in the provision of
services, benefits or activities provided under this Agreement and further agrees that any
violation of this prohibition on the part of Broker, its employees, agents or assigns will constitute
a material breach of this Agreement.

40. Sunshine Ordinance. In accordance with San Francisco Administrative Code §67.24(e),
contracts, contractors’ bids, responses to solicitations and all other records of communications
between City and persons or firms seeking contracts, shall be open to inspection immediately
after a contract has been awarded. Nothing in this provision requires the disclosure of a private
person or organization’s net worth or other proprietary financial data submitted for qualification
for a contract or other benefit until and unless that person or organization is awarded the
contract or benefit. Information provided which is covered by this paragraph will be made
available to the public upon request.

41. Public Access to Meetings and Records. If the Broker receives a cumulative total per
year of at least $250,000 in City funds or City-administered funds and is a non-profit
organization as defined in Chapter 12L of the San Francisco Administrative Code, Broker shall
comply with and be bound by all the applicable provisions of that Chapter. By executing this
Agreement, the Broker agrees to open its meetings and records to the public in the manner set
forth in §§12L.4 and 12L.5 of the Administrative Code. Broker further agrees to make-good faith
efforts to promote community membership on its Board of Directors in the manner set forth in
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§12L.6 of the Administrative Code. The Broker acknowledges that its material failure to comply
with any of the provisions of this paragraph shall constitute a material breach of this Agreement.
The Broker further acknowledges that such material breach of the Agreement shall be grounds
for the City to terminate and/or not renew the Agreement, partially or in its entirety.

42. Limitations on Contributions. Through execution of this Agreement, Broker
acknowledges that it is familiar with Section 1.126 of the City’s Campaign and Governmental
Conduct Code, which prohibits any person who contracts with the City for the rendition of
personal services, for the furnishing of any material, supplies or equipment, for the sale or lease
of any land or building, or for a grant, loan or loan guarantee, from making any campaign
contribution to (1) an individual holding a City elective office if the contract must be approved by
the individual, a board on which that individual serves, or the board of a state agency on which
an appointee of that individual serves, (2) a candidate for the office held by such individual, or
(3) a committee controlled by such individual, at any time from the commencement of
negotiations for the contract until the later of either the termination of negotiations for such
contract or six months after the date the contract is approved. Broker acknowledges that the
foregoing restriction applies only if the contract or a combination or series of contracts approved
by the same individual or board in a fiscal year have a total anticipated or actual value of
$50,000 or more. Broker further acknowledges that the prohibition on contributions applies to
each prospective party to the contract; each member of Broker’s board of directors; Broker’s
chairperson, chief executive officer, chief financial officer and chief operating officer; any person
with an ownership interest of more than 20 percent in Broker; any subcontractor listed in the bid
or contract; and any committee that is sponsored or controlled by Broker. Additionally, Broker
acknowledges that Broker must inform each of the persons described in the preceding sentence
of the prohibitions contained in Section 1.126.

43. Requiring Minimum Compensation for Covered Employees

43.1. Broker agrees to comply fully with and be bound by all of the provisions of the
Minimum Compensation Ordinance (MCO), as set forth in San Francisco Administrative Code
Chapter 12P (Chapter 12P), including the remedies provided, and implementing guidelines and
rules. The provisions of Sections 12P.5 and 12P.5.1 of Chapter 12P are incorporated herein by
reference and made a part of this Agreement as though fully set forth. The text of the MCO is
available on the web at www.sfgov.org/olse/mco. A partial listing of some of Broker's
obligations under the MCO is set forth in this Section. Broker is required to comply with all the
provisions of the MCO, irrespective of the listing of obligations in this Section.

43.2. The MCO requires Broker to pay Broker's employees a minimum hourly gross
compensation wage rate and to provide minimum compensated and uncompensated time off.
The minimum wage rate may change from year to year and Broker is obligated to keep informed
of the then-current requirements. Any subcontract entered into by Broker shall require the
subcontractor to comply with the requirements of the MCO and shall contain contractual
obligations substantially the same as those set forth in this Section. It is Broker’s obligation to
ensure that any subcontractors of any tier under this Agreement comply with the requirements
of the MCO. If any subcontractor under this Agreement fails to comply, City may pursue any of
the remedies set forth in this Section against Broker.

43.3. Broker shall not take adverse action or otherwise discriminate against an
employee or other person for the exercise or attempted exercise of rights under the MCO. Such
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actions, if taken within 90 days of the exercise or attempted exercise of such rights, will be
rebuttably presumed to be retaliation prohibited by the MCO.

43.4. Broker shall maintain employee and payroll records as required by the MCO. If
Broker fails to do so, it shall be presumed that the Broker paid no more than the minimum wage
required under State law.

43.5. The City is authorized to inspect Broker’s job sites and conduct interviews with
employees and conduct audits of Broker.

43.6. Broker's commitment to provide the Minimum Compensation is a material
element of the City's consideration for this Agreement. The City in its sole discretion shall
determine whether such a breach has occurred. The City and the public will suffer actual
damage that will be impractical or extremely difficult to determine if the Broker fails to comply
with these requirements. Broker agrees that the sums set forth in Section 12P.6.1 of the MCO
as liquidated damages are not a penalty, but are reasonabie estimates of the loss that the City
and the public will incur for Broker's noncompliance. The procedures governing the assessment
of liquidated damages shall be those set forth in Section 12P.6.2 of Chapter 12P.

43.7. Broker understands and agrees that if it fails to comply with the requirements of
the MCO, the City shall have the right to pursue any rights or remedies available under Chapter
12P (including liquidated damages), under the terms of the contract, and under applicable law.
If, within 30 days after receiving written notice of a breach of this Agreement for violating the
MCO, Broker fails to cure such breach or, if such breach cannot reasonably be cured within
such period of 30 days, Broker fails to commence efforts to cure within such period, or
thereafter fails diligently to pursue such cure to completion, the City shall have the right to
pursue any rights or remedies available under applicable law, including those set forth in
Section 12P.6(c) of Chapter 12P. Each of these remedies shall be exercisable individually or in
combination with any other rights or remedies available to the City.

43.8. Broker represents and warrants that it is not an entity that was set up, or is
being used, for the purpose of evading the intent of the MCO.

44. Requiring Health Benefits for Covered Employees

44.1. Broker agrees to comply fully with and be bound by all of the provisions of the
Health Care Accountability Ordinance (HCAO), as set forth in San Francisco Administrative
Code Chapter 12Q, including the remedies provided, and implementing regulations, as the
same may be amended from time to time. The provisions of Section 12Q.5.1 of Chapter 12Q
are incorporated by reference and made a part of this Agreement as though fully set forth
herein. The text of the HCAOQ is available on the web at www.sfgov.org/olse. Capitalized terms
used in this Section and not defined in this Agreement shall have the meanings assigned to
such terms in Chapter 12Q.

44.2. For each Covered Employee, Broker shall provide the appropriate health
benefit set forth in Section 12Q.3 of the HCAO. If Broker chooses to offer the health plan
option, such health plan shall meet the minimum standards set forth by the San Francisco
Health Commission.
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44.3. Notwithstanding the above, if the Broker is a small business as defined in
Section 12Q.3(e) of the HCAO, it shall have no obligation to comply with part (a) above.

44.4, Broker’s failure to comply with the HCAO shall constitute a material breach of
this agreement. City shall notify Broker if such a breach has occurred. If, within 30 days after
receiving City’s written notice of a breach of this Agreement for violating the HCAO, Broker fails
to cure such breach or, if such breach cannot reasonably be cured within such period of 30
days, Broker fails to commence efforts to cure within such period, or théreafter fails diligently to
pursue such cure to completion, City shall have the right to pursue the remedies set forth in
12Q.5.1 and 12Q.5(f)(1-6). Each of these remedies shall be exercisable individually or in
combination with any other rights or remedies available to City.

44.5, Any Subcontract entered into by Broker shall require the Subcontractor to
comply with the requirements of the HCAO and shall contain contractual obligations
substantially the same as those set forth in this Section. Broker shall notify City’s Office of
Contract Administration when it enters into such a Subcontract and shall certify to the Office of
Contract Administration that it has notified the Subcontractor of the obligations under the HCAO
and has imposed the requirements of the HCAO on Subcontractor through the Subcontract.
Each Broker shall be responsible for its Subcontractors’ compliance with this Chapter. If a
Subcontractor fails to comply, the City may pursue the remedies set forth in this Section against
Broker based on the Subcontractor’s failure to comply, provided that City has first provided
Broker with notice and an opportunity to obtain a cure of the violation. '

44.6. Broker shall not discharge, reduce in compensation, or otherwise discriminate
against any employee for notifying City with regard to Broker’s noncompliance or anticipated
noncompliance with the requirements of the HCAO, for opposing any practice proscribed by the
HCAO, for participating in proceedings related to the HCAQ, or for seeking to assert or enforce
any rights under the HCAO by any lawful means.

44.7. Broker represents and warrants that it is not an entity that was set up, or is
being used, for the purpose of evading the intent of the HCAO.

44.8. Broker shall maintain employee and payroll records in compliance with the
California Labor Code and Industrial Welfare Commission orders, including the number of hours
each employee has worked on the City Contract.

44.9. Broker shall keep itself informed of the current requirements of the HCAO.

44.10. Broker shall provide reports to the City in accordance with any reporting
standards promulgated by the City under the HCAO, including reports on Subcontractors and
Subtenants, as applicable.

- 4411, Broker shall provide City with access to records pertaining to compliance with
HCAO after receiving a written request from City to do so and being provided at least ten
business days to respond.

44.12. Broker shall allow City to inspect Broker’s job sites and have access to
Broker’s employees in order to monitor and determine compliance with HCAO.
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44.13. City may conduct random audits of Broker to ascertain its compliance with
HCAO. Broker agrees to cooperate with City when it conducts such audits.

44.14. If Broker is exempt from the HCAO when this Agreement is executed because
its amount is less than $25,000 ($50,000 for nonprofits), but Broker later enters into an
agreement or agreements that cause Broker’s aggregate amount of all agreements with City to
reach $75,000, all the agreements shall be thereafter subject to the HCAO. This obligation
arises on the effective date of the agreement that causes the cumulative amount of agreements
between Broker and the City to be equal to or greater than $75,000 in the fiscal year.

45. First Source Hiring Program

45.1. Incorporation of Administrative Code Provisions by Reference. The
provisions of Chapter 83 of the San Francisco Administrative Code are incorporated in this
Section by reference and made a part of this Agreement as though fully set forth herein. Broker
shall comply fully with, and be bound by, all of the provisions that apply to this Agreement under
such Chapter, including but not limited to the remedies provided therein. Capitalized terms
used in this Section and not defined in this Agreement shall have the meanings assigned to
such terms in Chapter 83.

45.2, First Source Hiring Agreement. As an essential term of, and consideration
for, any contract or property contract with the City, not exempted by the FSHA, the Broker shall
enter into a first source hiring agreement ("agreement") with the City, on or before the effective
. date of the contract or property contract. Brokers shall also enter into an agreement with the
City for any other work that it performs in the City. Such agreement shall:

a.  Set appropriate hiring and retention goals for entry level positions. The
employer shall agree to achieve these hiring and retention goals, or, if unable to achieve
these goals, to establish good faith efforts as to its attempts to do so, as set forth in the
agreement. The agreement shall take into consideration the employer's participation in
existing job training, referral and/or brokerage programs. Within the discretion of the
FSHA, subject to appropriate modifications, participation in such programs maybe certified
as meeting the requirements of this Chapter. Failure either to achieve the specified goal,
or to establish good faith efforts will constitute noncompliance and will subject the
employer to the provisions of Section 83.10 of this Chapter.

b.  Set first source interviewing, recruitment and hiring requirements, which will
provide the San Francisco Workforce Development System with the first opportunity to
provide qualified economically disadvantaged individuals for consideration for employment
for entry level positions. Employers shall consider all applications of qualified economically
disadvantaged individuals referred by the System for employment; provided however, if
the employer utilizes nondiscriminatory screening criteria, the employer shall have the sole
discretion to interview and/or hire individuals referred or certified by the San Francisco
Workforce Development System as being qualified economically disadvantaged
individuals. The duration of the first source interviewing requirement shall be determined
by the FSHA and shall be set forth in each agreement, but shall not exceed 10 days.
During that period, the employer may publicize the entry level positions in accordance with
the agreement. A need for urgent or temporary hires must be evaluated, and appropriate
provisions for such a situation must be made in the agreement.
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c.  Set appropriate requirements for providing notification of available entry level
positions to the San Francisco Workforce Development System so that the System may
train and refer an adequate pool of qualified economically disadvantaged individuals to
participating employers. Notification should include such information as employment
needs by occupational title, skills, and/or experience required, the hours required, wage
scale and duration of employment, identification of entry level and training positions,
identification of English language proficiency requirements, or absence thereof, and the
projected schedule and procedures for hiring for each eccupation. Employers should
provide both long-term job need projections and notice before initiating the interviewing
and hiring process. These notification requirements will take into consideration any need
to protect the employer's proprietary information.

d.  Set appropriate record keeping and monitoring requirements. The First Source
Hiring Administration shall develop easy-to-use forms and record keeping requirements for
documenting compliance with the agreement. To the greatest extent possible, these
requirements shall utilize the employer's existing record keeping systems, be non-
duplicative, and facilitate a coordinated flow of information and referrals.

e. Establish guidelines for employer good faith efforts to comply with the first
source hiring requirements of this Chapter. The FSHA will work with City departments to
develop employer good faith effort requirements appropriate to the types of contracts and
property contracts handled by each department. Employers shall appoint a liaison for
dealing with the development and implementation of the employer's agreement. In the
event that the FSHA finds that the employer under a City contract or property contract has
taken actions primarily for the purpose of circumventing the requirements of this Chapter,
that employer shall be subject to the sanctions set forth in Section 83.10 of this Chapter.

f. Set the term of the requirements.

g. Set appropriate enforcement and sanctioning standards consistent with this
Chapter. :

h.  Set forth the City's obligations to develop training programs, job applicant
referrals, technical assistance, and information systems that assist the employer in
complying with this Chapter.

i. Require the developer to include notice of the requirements of this Chapter in
leases, subleases, and other occupancy contracts.

45.3. Hiring Decisions. Broker shall make the final determination of whether an
Economically Disadvantaged Individual referred by the System is "qualified" for the position.

45.4. Exceptions. Upon application by Employer, the First Source Hiring
Administration may grant an exception to any or all of the requirements of Chapter 83 in any
situation where it concludes that compliance with this Chapter would cause economic hardship.
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45.5. Liquidated Damages. Broker agrees:
a. Tobe liable to the City for liquidated damages as provided in this Section;

b.  To be subject to the procedures governing enforcement of breaches of
contracts based on violations of contract provisions required by this Chapter as set forth in
this Section;

c.  That the contractor's commitment to comply with this Chapter is a material
element of the City's consideration for this contract; that the failure of the contractor to
comply with the contract provisions required by this Chapter will cause harm to the City
and the public which is significant and substantial but extremely difficult to quantity; that
the harm to the City includes not only the financial cost of funding public assistance
programs but also the insidious but impossible to quantify harm that this community and its
families suffer as a result of unemployment; and that the assessment of liquidated
damages of up to $5,000 for every notice of a new hire for an entry level position
improperly withheld by the contractor from the first source hiring process, as determined
by the FSHA during its first investigation of a contractor, does not exceed a fair estimate of
the financial and other damages that the City suffers as a result of the contractor's failure
to comply with its first source referral contractual obligations;

d.  That the continued failure by a contractor to comply with its first source referral
contractual obligations will cause further significant and substantial harm to the City and
the public, and that a second assessment of liquidated damages of up to $10,000 for each
entry level position improperly withheld from the FSHA, from the time of the conclusion of
the first investigation forward, does not exceed the financial and other damages that the
City suffers as a result of the contractor's continued failure to comply with its first source
referral contractual obligations;

e. That in addition to the cost of investigating alleged violations under this
Section, the computation of liquidated damages for purposes of this Section is based on
the following data:

i. The average length of stay on public assistance in San Francisco's
County Adult Assistance Program is approximately 41 months at an average monthly
grant of $348 per month, totaling approximately $14,379; and

ii. In 2004, the retention rate of adults placed in employment programs
funded under the Workforce Investment Act for at least the first six months of
employment was 84.4%. Since qualified individuals under the First Source program
face far fewer barriers to employment than their counterparts in programs funded by
the Workforce Investment Act, it is reasonable to conclude that the average length of
employment for an individual whom the First Source Program refers to an employer
and who is hired in an entry level position is at least one year; therefore, liquidated
damages that total $5,000 for first violations and $10,000 for subsequent violations
as determined by FSHA constitute a fair, reasonable, and conservative attempt to
guantify the harm caused to the City by the failure of a contractor to comply with its
first source referral contractual obligations;
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f. That the failure of contractors to comply with this Chapter, except property
contractors, may be subject to the debarment and monetary penalties set forth in Sections
6.80 et seq. of the San Francisco Administrative Code, as well as any other remedies
available under the contract or at law; and

g. Violation of the requirements of Chapter 83 is subject to an assessment of
liquidated damages in the amount of $5,000 for every new hire for an Entry Level Position
improperly withheld from the first source hiring process. The assessment of liquidated
damages and the evaluation of any defenses or mitigating factors shall be made by the
FSHA.

45.6. Subcontracts. Any subcontract entered into by Broker shall require the
subcontractor to comply with the requirements of Chapter 83 and shall contain contractual
obligations substantially the same as those set forth in this Section.

46. Prohibition on Political Activity with City Funds. In accordance with San Francisco
Administrative Code Chapter 12.G, Broker may not participate in, support, or attempt to
influence any political campaign for a candidate or for a ballot measure (collectively, “Political
Activity”) in the performance of the services provided under this Agreement. Broker agrees to
comply with San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 12.G and any implementing rules and
regulations promulgated by the City’s Controller. The terms and provisions of Chapter 12.G are
incorporated herein by this reference. In the event Broker violates the provisions of this Section,
the City may, in addition to any other rights or remedies available hereunder, (i) terminate this
Agreement, and (ii) prohibit Broker from bidding on or receiving any new City contract for a
period of two (2) years. The Controller will not consider Broker’s use of profit as a violation of
this Section.

47. Preservative-treated Wood Containing Arsenic. Broker may not purchase
preservative-treated wood products containing arsenic in the performance of this Agreement
unless an exemption from the requirements of Chapter 13 of the San Francisco Environment
Code is obtained from the Department of the Environment under Section 1304 of the Code.
The term “preservative-treated wood containing arsenic” shall mean wood treated with a
preservative that contains arsenic, elemental arsenic, or an arsenic copper combination,
including, but not limited to, chromated copper arsenate preservative, ammoniacal copper zinc
arsenate preservative, or ammoniacal copper arsenate preservative. Broker may purchase
preservative-treated wood products on the list of environmentally preferable alternatives
prepared and adopted by the Department of the Environment. This provision does not preclude
Broker from purchasing preservative-treated wood containing arsenic for saltwater immersion.
The term “saltwater immersion” shall mean a pressure-treated wood that is used for
construction purposes or facilities that are partially or totally immersed in saltwater.

48. Modification of Agreement. This Agreement may not be modified, nor may compliance
with any of its terms be waived, except by written instrument executed and approved in the
same manner as this Agreement. Broker shall cooperate with the SFMTA to submit to the
SFMTA Contract Compliance Office any amendment, modification, supplement or change order
that would result in a cumulative increase of the original amount of this Agreement by more than
20% (SFMTA SBE Form No. 8: Amendments of Professional Services Contracts).
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49. Administrative Remedy for Agreement Interpretation. Should any question arise as to
the meaning and intent of this Agreement, the question shall, prior to any other action or resort
to any other legal remedy, be referred to Purchasing who shall decide the true meaning and
intent of the Agreement.

50. Agreement Made in California; Venue. The formation, interpretation and performance
of this Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of California. Venue for all
litigation relative to the formation, interpretation and performance of this Agreement shall be in
San Francisco.

51. Construction. All paragraph captions are for reference only and shall not be considered
in construing this Agreement.

52. Entire Agreement. This contract sets forth the entire Agreement between the parties,
and supersedes all other oral or written provisions. This contract may be modified only as
provided in Section 48, “Modification of Agreement.”

53. Compliance with Laws. Broker shall keep itself fully informed of the City’s Charter,
codes, ordinances and regulations of the City and of all state, and federal laws in any manner
affecting the performance of this Agreement, and must at all times comply with such local
codes, ordinances, and regulations and all applicable laws as they may be amended from time
to time. '

54. Services Provided by Attorneys. Any services to be provided by a law firm or attorney
must be reviewed and approved in writing in advance by the City Attorney. No invoices for
services provided by law firms or attorneys, including, without limitation, as subcontractors of
Broker, will be paid unless the provider received advance written approval from the City
Attorney.

55. Compliance with FTA Procurement Requirements. The Broker will procure goods and
services necessary for this Agreement consistent with the requirements of 49 C.F.R. Part 18,
“Uniform Administrative Requirements for Grants and Cooperative Agreements to State and
Local Governments,” FTA Circular 4220.1F, the FTA Master Agreement, and Applicable FTA
Certifications and Assurances.

56. Severability. Should the application of any provision of this Agreement to any particular
facts or circumstances be found by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid or
unenforceable, then (a) the validity of other provisions of this Agreement shall not be affected or
impaired thereby, and (b) such provision shall be enforced to the maximum extent possible so
as to effect the intent of the parties and shall be reformed without further action by the parties to
the extent necessary to make such provision valid and enforceable.

57. Protection of Private Information. Broker has read and agrees to the terms set forth in
San Francisco Administrative Code Sections 12M.2, “Nondisclosure of Private Information,” and
12M.3, “Enforcement” of Administrative Code Chapter 12M, “Protection of Private Information,”
which are incorporated herein as if fully set forth. Broker agrees that any failure of Contactor to
comply with the requirements of Section 12M.2 of this Chapter shall be a material breach of the
Contract. In such an event, in addition to any other remedies available to it under equity or law,
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the City may terminate the Contract, bring a false claim action against the Broker pursuant to
Chapter 6 or Chapter 21 of the Administrative Code, or debar the Broker.

58. Graffiti Removal. Graffiti is detrimental to the health, safety and welfare of the
community in that it promotes a perception in the community that the laws protecting public and
private property can be disregarded with impunity. This perception fosters a sense of disrespect
of the lawthat results in an increase in crime; degrades the community and leads to urban
blight; is detrimental to property values, business opportunities and the enjoyment of life; is
inconsistent with the City’s property maintenance goals and aesthetic standards; and results in
additional graffiti and in other properties becoming the target of graffiti unless it is quickly
removed from public and private property. Graffiti results in visual pollution and is a public
nuisance. Graffiti must be abated as quickly as possible to avoid detrimental impacts on the City
and County and its residents, and to prevent the further spread of graffiti. Broker shall remove
all graffiti from any real property owned or leased by Broker in the City and County of San
Francisco within forty eight (48) hours of the earlier of Broker’s (a) discovery or notification of
the graffiti or (b) receipt of notification of the graffiti from the Department of Public Works. This
Section is not intended to require a Broker to breach any lease or other agreement that it may
have concerning its use of the real property. The term “graffiti” means any inscription, word,
figure, marking or design that is affixed, marked, etched, scratched, drawn or painted on any
building, structure, fixture or other improvement, whether permanent or temporary, including by
way of example only and without limitation, signs, banners, billboards and fencing surrounding
construction sites, whether public or private, without the consent of the owner of the property or
the owner’s authorized agent, and which is visible from the public right-of-way. “Graffiti” shall
not include: (1) any sign or banner that is authorized by, and in compliance with, the applicable
requirements of the San Francisco Public Works Code, the San Francisco Planning Code or the
San Francisco Building Code; or (2) any mural or other painting or marking on the property that
is protected as a work of fine art under the California Art Preservation Act (California Civil Code
Sections 987 et seq.) or as a work of visual art under the Federal Visual Artists Rights Act of
1990 (17 U.S.C. §§ 101 et seq.).

Any failure of Broker to comply with this Section of this Agreement shall constitute an
Event of Default of this Agreement.

59. Food Service Waste Reduction Requirements. Broker agrees to comply fully with and
be bound by all of the provisions of the Food Service Waste Reduction Ordinance, as set forth
in San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 16, including the remedies provided, and
implementing guidelines and rules. The provisions of Chapter 16 are incorporated herein by
reference and made a part of this Agreement as though fully set forth. This provision is a
material term of this Agreement. By entering into this Agreement, Broker agrees that if it
breaches this provision, City will suffer actual damages that will be impractical or extremely
difficult to determine; further, Broker agrees that the sum of one hundred dollars ($100)
liquidated damages for the first breach, two hundred dollars ($200) liquidated damages for the
second breach in the same year, and five hundred dollars ($500) liquidated damages for
subsequent breaches in the same year is reasonable estimate of the damage that City will incur
based on the violation, established in light of the circumstances existing at the time this
Agreement was made. Such amount shall not be considered a penalty, but rather agreed
monetary damages sustained by City because of Broker’s failure to comply with this provision.
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60. Slavery Era Disclosure

a.  Broker acknowledges that this contract shall not be binding upon the City until the
Director of Administrative Services receives the affidavit required by the San Francisco
Administrative Code’s Chapter 12Y, “San Francisco Slavery Era Disclosure Ordinance.”

b. Inthe event the Director of Administrative Services finds that Broker has failed to file
an affidavit as required by Section 12Y.4 (a) and this Contract, or has willfully filed a false
affidavit, the Broker shall be liable for liquidated damages in an amount equal to the Broker’s net
profit on the Contract, 10 percent of the total amount of the Contract, or $1,000, whichever is
greatest as determined by the Director of Administrative Services. Broker acknowledges and
agrees that the liquidated damages assessed shall be payable to the City upon demand and
may be set off against any monies due to the Broker from any Contract with the City.

c.  Broker shall maintain records necessary for monitoring their compliance with this
provision.

61. Cooperative Drafting. This Agreement has been drafted through a cooperative effort of
both parties, and both parties have had an opportunity to have the Agreement reviewed and
revised by legal counsel. No party shall be considered the drafter of this Agreement, and no
presumption or rule that an ambiguity shall be construed against the party drafting the clause
shall apply to the interpretation or enforcement of this Agreement.

62. Included Appendices. The following documents appended to this Agreement are
incorporated by reference as if fully set out herein.

Appendix A: Federal Contract Requirements
Appendix B: Services To Be Provided by Broker
Appendix C: Calculation of Charges

Appendix D: Central Subway Project Schedule

63. Approval by Counterparts. This Contract may be approved by counterpart signature
pages, each of which is deemed an original and all of which shall be read together to constitute
a single document. Counterpart signature pages shall be delivered by a party to the other party
by telephone facsimile or email PDF.

[Remainder of this page has been intentionally left blank.]
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Cily and County of San Francisco

Municipal Transportation Agency

'

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement on the day first

mentioned above,

ciTy

San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency

Edward D7 Reiskin
Director of Transportation

AUTHORIZED BY:

MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

BOARD OF DIRECTORS
Resolution No; | 2~ | P

Adopted: 7 1 1 / |Z-

T
Attest: K éUZ)WL

Roberta Boomer, Secretary to the

SFMTA Board of Directors

Approved as to Form:

Dennis J. Herrera

City Attorney
By: M%u il 2 el 224

Robért K. Stone '

Deputy City Attorney
Doc no. as201211000387\00750398.doc

BROKER
Aon Risk Insurance Services West, Inc.

By signing this Agreement, | certify that | comply
with the requirements of the Minimum
Compensation Ordinance, which entitle Covered
Employees to certain minimum hourly wages and
compensated and uncompensated time off.

| have read and understood paragraph 35, the
Cily's statement urging companies doing business
in Northern Ireland to move towards resolving
employment inequities, encouraging compliance
with the MacBride Principles, and urging

San Francisco companies to do business with
corporations that abide by the MacBride
Principles.

@(s/l /7(;77/7 [, ﬂbzi_,

Regina M. Carter

Managing Director

Aon Risk Insurance Services West
199 Fremont Street, 17th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105

City vendor number: 31438
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APPENDIX A

FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATION REQUIREMENTS FOR FEDERALLY
FUNDED PERSONAL SERVICES AND PROCUREMENT CONTRACTS

Broker shall comply with all applicable federal laws and regulations and FTA guidelines and
requirements, including but not limited to the following.

1. DEFINITIONS

A. Approved Project Budget means the most recent statement, approved by the
Federal Transportation Administration (FTA), of the costs of the Project, the maximum amount
of Federal assistance for which the City is currently eligible, the specific tasks (including
specified contingencies) covered, and the estimated cost of each task.

B. Broker or Broker means the individual or entity awarded a third party contract
financed in whole or in part with Federal assistance originally derived from FTA.

C. Cooperative Agreement means the instrument by which FTA awards Federal
assistance to a specific Recipient to support a particular Project or Program, and in which FTA
takes an active role or retains substantial control.

D. Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is an operatmg administration of the U.S.
Department of Transportation.

E. FTA Directive includes any FTA circular, notice, order or guidance providing
information about FTA's programs, application processing procedures, and Project
management guidelines. In addition to FTA directives, certain U.S. DOT directives also apply to
the Project.

F.  Grant Agreement means the instrument by which FTA awards Federal assistance
to a specific Recipient to support a particular Project, and in which FTA does not take an actlve
role or retain substantial control, in accordance with 31 U.S.C. § 6304.

G. Government means the United States of America and ahy executive department or
agency thereof.

H. Project means the task or set of tasks listed in the Approved Project Budget, and
any modifications stated in the Conditions to the Grant Agreement or Cooperative Agreement
applicable to the Project. In the case of the formula assistance program for urbanized areas, for
elderly and persons with disabilities, and non-urbanized areas, 49 U.S.C. §§ 5307, 5310, and
5311, respectively, the term "Project" encompasses both "Program" and “each Project within the
Program," as the context may require, to effectuate the requirements of the Grant Agreement or
Cooperative Agreement.

I Recipient means any entity that receives Federal assistance directly from FTA to
accomplish the Project. The term “Recipient” includes each FTA "Grantee" as well as each FTA
Recipient of a Cooperative Agreement. For the purpose of this Agreement, Recipient is the
City.’
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J.  Secretary means the U.S. DOT Secretary, including his or her duly authorized
designee.

K.  Third Party Contract means a contract or purchase order awarded by the Recipient
to a vendor or contractor, financed in whole or in part with Federal assistance awarded by FTA.

L.  Third Party Subcontract means a subcontract at any tier entered into by Broker or
third party subcontractor, financed in whole or in part with Federal assistance originally derived
from FTA.

M. U.S. DOT is the acronym for the U.S. Department of Transportation, including its
operating administrations.

2. FEDERAL CHANGES

Broker shall at all times comply with all applicable FTA regulations, policies, procedures and
directives, including without limitation those listed directly or by reference in the Master
Agreement between the City and FTA, as they may be amended or promulgated from time to
time during the term of this Contract. Broker’s failure to so comply shall constitute a material
breach of this Contract.

3. ACCESS TO RECORDS

A.  The Broker agrees to provide the City and County of San Francisco, the FTA
Administrator, the Comptroller General of the United States or any of their authorized
representatives access to any books, documents, papers and records of the Broker which are
directly pertinent to this Agreement for the purposes of making audits, examinations, excerpts
and transcriptions.

B.  The Broker agrees to permit any of the foregoing parties to reproduce by any means
whatsoever or to copy excerpts and transcriptions as reasonably needed.

C. The Broker agrees to maintain all books, records, accounts and reports required
under this Agreement for a period of not less than three years after the date of termination or
expiration of this Agreement, except in the event of litigation or settlement of claims arising from
the performance of this Agreement, in which case Broker agrees to maintain same until the City,
the FTA Administrator, the Comptroller General, or any of their duly authorized representatives,
have disposed of all such litigation, appeals, claims or exceptions related thereto. 49 C.F.R.
18.36(i) (11).

4. DEBARMENT AND SUSPENSION
See Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspension, and Other Responsibility Matters.

5. NO FEDERAL GOVERNMENT OBLIGATIONS TO CONTRACTOR

A.  The City and Broker acknowledge and agree that, notwithstanding any concurrence
by the Federal Government in or approval of the solicitation or award of the underlying contract,
absent the express written consent by the Federal Government, the Federal Government is not
a party to this Contract and shall not be subject to any obligations or liabilities to the City,
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Broker, or any other party (whether or not a party to that contract) pertaining to any matter
resulting from the underlying contract.

B. The Broker agrees to include the above clause in each subcontract financed in
whole or in part with Federal assistance provided by FTA. It is further agreed that the clause
shall not be modified, except to identify the subcontractor who will be subject to its provisions.

6. CIVIL RIGHTS

A.  Nondiscrimination - In accordance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act, as amended,
42 U.S.C. § 2000d, Section 303 of the Age Discrimination Act of 1975, as amended, 42 U.S.C.
§ 6102, Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990, 41 U.S.C. § 12132, and
Federal transit law at 49 U.S.C. § 5332, the Broker agrees that it will not discriminate against
any employee or applicant for employment because of race, color, creed, national origin, sex,
age, or disability. The Broker agrees to comply with applicable Federal implementing
regulations and other implementing requirements FTA may issue, including, but not limited to,
49 C.F.R. § 26. The Broker shall also comply with the provisions of the SFMTA’s Small
Business Enterprise (SBE) Program for Professional and Technical Services.

B. Equal Employment Opportunity - The following equal employment opportunity
requirements apply to the underlying contract:

1. Race, Color, Creed, National Origin, Sex - In accordance with Title VIl of the
Civil Rights Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. § 2000e, and Federal transit laws at 49 U.S.C. § 5332,
the Broker agrees to comply with all applicable equal employment opportunity requirements of
U.S. Department of Labor (U.S. DOT) regulations, “Office of Federal Contract Compliance
Programs, Equal Employment Opportunity, Department of Labor,” 41 C.F.R. Parts 60 et seq.,
(which implement Executive Order No. 11246, “Equal Employment Opportunity,” as amended
by Executive Order No. 11375, “Amending Executive Order 11246 Relating to Equal
Employment Opportunity,” 42 U.S.C. § 2000e note), and with any applicable Federal statutes,
executive orders, regulations, and Federal policies that may in the future affect construction
activities undertaken in the course of the Project. The Broker agrees to take affirmative action
to ensure that applicants are employed, and that employees are treated during employment,
without regard to their race, color, creed, national origin, sex, or age. Such action shall include,
but not be limited to, the following: employment, upgrading, demotion or transfer, recruitment or
recruitment advertising, layoff or termination; rates of pay or other forms of compensation; and
selection for training, including apprenticeship. In addition, the Broker agrees to comply with
any implementing requirements FTA may issue.

2. Age - In accordance with Section 4 of the Age Discrimination in Employment
Act of 1967, as amended, 29 U.S.C. § 623 and Federal transit law at 49 U.S.C. § 5332, the
Broker agrees to refrain from discrimination against present and prospective employees for
reason of age. In addition, the Broker agrees to comply with any implementing requirements
FTA may issue.

3. Disabilities - In accordance with Section 102 of the Americans with Disabilities
Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. § 12112, the Broker agrees that it will comply with the requirements
of U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, “Regulations to Implement the Equal
Employment Provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act,” 29 C.F.R. Part 1630, pertaining

Central Subway Project, Insurance Broker Services
Contract No. CS-163-1 page 33 of 47 n:\ptclas2012\1000387\00750398.doc (1-24-12)




City and County of San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

to employment of persons with disabilities. In addition, the Broker agrees to comply with any
implementing requirements FTA may issue.

C. The Broker also agrees to include these requirements in each subcontract financed
in whole or in part with Federal assistance provided by FTA, modified only if necessary to
identify the affected parties.

7. ENERGY CONSERVATION REQUIREMENTS

The Broker agrees to comply with mandatory standards and policies relating to energy
efficiency which are contained in the state energy conservation plan issued in compliance with
the Energy Policy and Conservation Act.

8. CLEAN WATER REQUIREMENTS

A. The Broker agrees to comply with all applicable standards, orders, or regulations
issued pursuant to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended, 33 U.S.C. §§ 1251 et
seq. Broker agrees to report each violation of these requirements to the City and understands
and agrees that the City will, in turn, report each violation as required to assure notification to
FTA and the appropriate EPA regional office.

B. The Broker also agrees to include these requirements in each subcontract
exceeding $100,000 financed in whole or in part with Federal assistance provided by FTA.

9. CLEANAIR

A.  Broker agrees to comply with applicable standards, orders, or regulations issued
pursuant to the Clean Air Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §§ 7401 et seq. The Broker agrees to
report each violation to the City and understands and agrees that the City will, in turn, report
each violation as required to assure notification to FTA and the appropriate EPA Regional
Office.

B. The Broker also agrees to include these requirements in each subcontract
exceeding $100,000 financed in whole or in part with Federal assistance provided by FTA.

10. PRIVACY

If Broker or its employees administer any system of records on behalf of the Federal
Government, Broker and its employees agree to comply with the information restrictions and
other applicable requirements of the Privacy Act of 1974, 5 U.S.C. § 552a (the Privacy Act).
Specifically, Broker agrees to obtain the express consent of the Federal Government before the
Broker or its employees operate a system of records on behalf of the Government. Broker
acknowledges that the requirements of the Privacy Act, including the civil and criminal penalties
for violations of the Privacy Act, apply to those individuals involved, and that failure to comply
with the terms of the Privacy Act may result in termination of this Agreement. The Broker also
agrees to include these requirements in each subcontract to administer any system of records
on behalf of the Federal Government financed in whole or in part with Federal assistance
provided by FTA.
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11. DRUG AND ALCOHOL TESTING

To the extent Broker, its subcontractors or their employees perform a safety-sensitive function
under the Agreement, Broker agrees to comply with, and assure compliance of its 1
subcontractors, and their employees, with 49 U.S.C. § 5331, and FTA regulations, "Prevention
of Alcohol Misuse and Prohibited Drug Use in Transit Operations," 49 C.F.R. Part 655.

12. TERMINATION FOR CONVENIENCE OF City
See Agreement Terms and Conditions.

13. TERMINATION FOR DEFAULT
See Agreement Terms and Conditions.

14. BUY AMERICA

The Broker agrees to comply with 49 U.S.C. 5323(j) and 49 C.F.R. Part 661, which provide that
Federal funds may not be obligated unless steel, iron, and manufactured products used in FTA-
funded projects are produced in the United States, unless a waiver has been granted by FTA or
the product is subject to a general waiver. General waivers are listed in 49 C.F.R. 661.7, and
include microcomputer equipment, software, and small purchases ($100,000 or less) made with
capital, operating, or planning funds. Separate requirements for rolling stock are set out at 49
U.S.C. 5323(j) (2) (C) and 49 C.F.R. 661.11. Rolling stock not subject to a general waiver must
be manufactured in the United States and have a 60 percent domestic content.

15.. CARGO PREFERENCE - USE OF UNITED STATES FLAG VESSELS

The Broker agrees: (a) to use privately owned United States-Flag commercial vessels to ship at
least 50 percent of the gross tonnage (computed separately for dry bulk carriers, dry cargo
liners, and tankers) involved, whenever shipping any equipment, material, or commodities
pursuant to the underlying Agreement to the extent such vessels are available at fair and
reasonable rates for United States-Flag commercial vessels; (b) to furnish within 20 working
days following the date of loading for shipments originating within the United States or within 30
working days following the date of leading for shipments originating outside the United States, a -
legible copy of a rated, “on-board” commercial ocean bill-of-lading in English for each shipment
of cargo described above to the Division of National Cargo, Office of Market Development,
Maritime Administration, Washington, DC 20590 and to the FTA recipient (through the Broker in
the case of a subcontractot’s bill-of-lading.); and (c) to include these requirements in all
subcontracts issued pursuant to this Agreement when the subcontract may involve the transport
of equipment, material, or commodities by ocean vessel.

16. RECYCLED PRODUCTS

The Broker agrees to comply with all the requirements of Section 6002 of the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), as amended (42 U.S.C. 6962), including, but not
limited to, the regulatory provisions of 40 C.F.R. Part 247, and Executive Order 12873, as they
apply to the procurement of the items designated in Subpart B of 40 C.F.R. Part 247.
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17. FALSE OR FRAUDULENT STATEMENTS AND CLAIMS

A.  The Broker acknowledges that the provisions of the Program Fraud Civil Remedies
Act of 1986, as amended, 31 U.S.C. §§ 3801 et seq. and U.S. DOT regulations, “Program Fraud
Civil Remedies,” 49 C.F.R. Part 31, apply to its actions pertaining to this Project. Upon
execution of the underlying Agreement, the Broker certifies or affirms the truthfulness and
accuracy of any statement it has made, it makes, it may make, or causes to be made, pertaining
to the underlying contract or the FTA-assisted project for which this contract work is being
performed. In addition to other penalties that may be applicable, the Broker further
acknowledges that if it makes, or causes to be made, a false, fictitious, or fraudulent claim,
statement, submission, or certification, the Federal Government reserves the right to impose the
penalties of the Program Fraud Civil Remedies Act of 1986 on the Broker to the extent the
Federal Government deems appropriate.

B. The Broker also acknowledges that if it makes, or causes to be made, a false,
fictitious, or fraudulent claim, statement, submission, or certification to the Federal Government
under a contract connected with a project that is financed in whole or in part with Federal
assistance originally awarded by FTA under the authority of 49 U.S.C. § 5307, the Government
reserves the right to impose the penalties of 18 U.S.C. § 1001 and 49 U.S.C. § 5307(n)(1) on
the Broker, to the extent the Federal Government deems appropriate.

C. The Broker agrees to include the above two clauses in each subcontract financed in whole
or in part with Federal assistance provided by FTA. It is further agreed that the clauses shall not
be modified, except to identify the subcontractor who will be subject to the provisions.

19. FLY AMERICA

The Broker agrees to comply with 49 U.S.C. 40118 (the “Fly America” Act) in accordance with
the General Services Administration’s regulations at 41 C.F.R. Part 301-10, which provide that
recipients and subrecipients of Federal funds and their contractors are required to use U.S. Flag
air carriers for U.S. Government-financed international air travel and transportation of their
personal effects or property, to the extent such service is available, unless travel by foreign air
carrier is a matter of necessity, as defined by the Fly America Act. The Broker shall submit, if a
foreign air carrier was used, an appropriate certification or memorandum adequately explaining
why service by a U.S. flag air carrier was not available or why it was necessary to use a foreign
air carrier and shall, in any event, provide a certificate of compliance with the Fly America
requirements. The Broker agrees to include the requirements of this Section in all subcontracts
that may involve international air transportation.

20. DISALLOWANCE

If Broker claims or receives payment from City for a service, reimbursement for which is later
disallowed by the United States Government or other government authority, Broker shall
promptly refund the disallowed amount to City upon City’s request. At its option, City may offset
the amount disallowed from any payment due or to become due to Broker under this Agreement
or any other Agreement. By executing this Agreement, Broker certifies that Broker is not
suspended, debarred or otherwise excluded from participation in federal assistance programs.
Broker acknowledges that this certification of eligibility to receive federal funds is a material
terms of the Agreement. ‘
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21. INCORPORATION OF FEDERAL TRANSIT ADMINISTRATION (FTA) TERMS

The preceding provisions include, in part, certain Standard Terms and Conditions required by
DOT, whether or not expressly set forth in the preceding contract provisions. All contractual
provisions required by DOT, as set forth in FTA Circular 4220.1E, are hereby incorporated by
reference. Anything to the contrary herein notwithstanding, all FTA mandated terms shall be
deemed to control in the event of a conflict with other provisions contained in this Agreement.
The Broker shall not perform any act, fail to perform any act, or refuse to comply with any (name
of grantee) requests which would cause (name of grantee) to be in violation of the FTA terms
and conditions.

[Remainder of this page intentionally left blank.]
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APPENDIX B
SERVICES TO BE PROVIDED BY BROKER

. Background:

Barnard Impregilo Healy (“BIH" or “Contractor”), the contractor selected by the SFMTA for the
construction of the tunnels under SFMTA Contract CS-156, and Marsh (BlH's insurance broker)
have proposed to meet the $500 Million general liability requirement of Contract CS-156 through
a layered insurance program. Under that proposed insurance program, BIH would provide as
primary (first layer) coverage $200 Million in project specific general liability insurance. The City
would then procure a Project Specific Rolling $150 Million in excess liability insurance
“secondary”, which would be a second layer of insurance excess to the $200 Million project
specific policy provided by BIH. This layer would be rolling to cover the tunnel contract as well
as the three station contracts (Moscone, Chinatown and Union Square/Market Street). Under its
proposed program, BIH would also provide $150 Million in excess liability insurance as a third
layer of coverage, excess to the primary ($200 Million) and secondary ($150 Million) layers.

Il Broker's Services - Overview

As described herein, at no additional cost to the City, Broker shall provide insurance broker
services, advice, assistance and other consulting services as described below to the SFMTA
concerning the procurement , placement, implementation, and servicing of a Project Specific
Rolling excess Liability insurance program for the Central Subway Project.

A. Broker shall review its evaluation of the risks associated with the construction of the Central
Subway Project tunnels and three underground (subway) stations, and advise the SFMTA
as to the scope and limits of insurance coverage required to mitigate those risks.

B. Broker shall review all construction contractor policies covering the construction of the CSP
tunnel and the three subway stations to:

1. ensure that the Contractor’s primary Liability Insurance policy is appropriate and
adequate to meet the City’s needs, per the Contract requirements

2. ensure the Contractor’s primary program allows the Project Specific Rolling excess
liability layers can follow and be utilized as a rolling excess liability program for the
construction of the Moscone, Union Square/Market Street, and Chinatown subway
stations.

Ill. General Requirements

In performing services under this Agreement. Broker shall comply with the following general
requirements.
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A. Tasks

1. Broker shall act as an independent insurance advisor to the SFMTA for the Central
Subway Project ("CSP" or "Project") and proactively provide ongoing unbiased
professional advice and recommendations that benefit the SFMTA and the City.

2. Broker shall proactively provide ongoing review and analysis of insurance programs for
the Project and identification of risk transfer and risk financing options.

3. Broker shall be familiar with:

a. The coverages provided by all relevant insurance policies and documents
covering the CSP, including policies procured by the City and policies and other
coverage prowded by construction contractors for the CSP.

b. The exposures of the City arising from the CSP.

4. Broker shall assure that insurance policies procured under this Agreement are placed in
a timely manner, without lapses in coverage periods, with reputable and financially
responsible insurers. :

5. Broker shall service insurance policies placed for the City related to the construction of
the CSP, including processing all changes and endorsements and verifying the accuracy
of invoices within a reasonable time.

6. Broker shall provide to the City early warning of rate and coverage changes or renewal
problems through a mutually agreeable process. Broker shall promptly advise the
SFMTA and City's Risk Manager of any changes in exposure during the policy term that
would require revisions to existing insurance coverages. Upon request of the City, but at
least once a year, Broker shall provide a comprehenswe report that reviews the
coverages placed under this Agreement.

7. Broker shall continually monitor CSP operations and Project loss exposures and make
any appropriate recommendations for coverage changes or new coverages.

8. Broker shall answer questions and obtain answers from underwriters for policy coverage
questions. Broker shall on reasonable notice meet with SFMTA and City Risk
Management staff, CSP contractors and consultants, City Boards, City committees,
and/or staff of City departments when requested.

9. Provide consultation service and written reports as normally expected of a professional
broker to a large client including Risk Management-related training and online resource
development, related to this type of policy.
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10. Provide assistance with claims as requested by City. Assist in analyzing loss exposures
arising from the CSP, and determine the appropriate risk management alternatives,
including types, availability, cost and extent of coverages that should be considered.

B. Policy Review

1. Review policies and other documents in detail within 14 days of receipt of the documents
to check the wording and accuracy of each policy, binder, certificate, endorsement or
other document received from insurers to ensure that the intended coverage is provided,
and all coverage, terms and conditions, and other wording is complete and accurate, and
in compliance with financial arrangements and administrative procedures acceptable to
City.

2. Obtain revisions needed to achieve compliance with coverage request. Timely forward to
the City the original policies with a sheet attached bearing the signature of the person
responsible for compliance review.

3. Provide a timeline for issuance of policy forms prior to issuance of premium invoice and
provide sufficient copies of policies in both hard copy and digital media (or via secure
online sources) to City Risk Management and SFMTA.

4.Provide copy of the policies, upon request by the Contractor or the City.

C. Policy Amendments .

1. Process requests for additions or deletions to policies within five business days of receipt.

2. Provide City with copies of initial correspondence to the insurers. Follow up every two
weeks from request date until the insurer has handled request.

3. Advise in writing of any changes to insurance policy(ies) within 14 days of Broker's
receipt of notice or other knowledge of the change.

D. Marketing

1. Monitor expiration dates of policies and provide City written notification at least 180 days
prior to expiration, including a description of information needed to process the renewal.

2. Work with the SFMTA to develop and implement a marketing strategy, including
identifying potential markets, for program renewals within agreed timelines.

3. Develop underwriting information and assist in gathering and organizing exposure and
loss data for replacement of policies, including completing applications as necessary.

4. Provide actuarial and statistical analysis of loss and expense data to assist in the
establishment of premium, and targets for various layers of risk.
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5. Work with carriers to design policies and programs most advantageous to the City for
coverage of exposures, policy form, exclusions, deductibles, self-insured retentions,
coordination with other policies, costs and other pertinent factors.

6. Advise of and include SFMTA representatives in marketing meetings with prospective
carriers.

7. Market renewal coverages for City by obtaining timely and competitive quotations from
available and responsible insurers.

8. Provide indications to City at least 90 days prior to insurance policy expiration unless
otherwise approved by City.

9. When more than one market is approached for a line of coverage, provide SFMTA with
copies of declination letters and all premium quotations received with a summary of
coverages explaining deficiencies or benefits of the quote compared to the recommended
insurance program.

10. Provide quotations for specialized types of insurance, as requested by City.
E. Claims

1.  Assist City departments and staff, as necessary, with filing claims on assigned
insured programs.

2.  Promptly notify City of any losses or accidents reported to Broker and work
with internal or outside claims adjustors as necessary. :

3. Represent the interests of City and its departments in policy interpretation and
other negotiations with insurance carriers.

4.  Assist City with review of claim reserves, and represent City to the insurer with
regard to requested explanation or reduction of reserve amounts. Follow-up with insurer every
30 days until resolution of any reserve reduction requests are accomplished or until claim is
closed.

5. For all lines of insurance where loss runs are not otherwise available, provide
regular (e.g. quarterly) loss runs indicating the member name, claim status, amount paid,
reserves, expected outcomes of cases, and other summary information.

6. Review all quarterly loss runs for all claims on all coverages. Evaluate loss
history for trends or other indicators that might dictate changes in coverage strategy. ldentify
any relevant issues and advise City in writing.

7.  Provide annual summaries by policy year for each of the last five years
indicating total number of losses by type for each line of coverage and showing earned
premium, incurred losses and loss ratio.

F. Certificates of Insurance and Brokers Endorsements
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Broker shall issue certificates of insurance and Broker's endorsements of coverage within
three (3) business days following the date of SFMTA request.

G. Billing
1.As directed by City, issue invoices to SFMTA for premiums due for insurance.

2.Maintain appropriate accounting of amounts due, receipts, and payments to
insurers.

3. Process Final Audits for each policy.
H. Legal Compliance

1. Comply with all State and Federal laws and regulations pertaining to insurance
brokers licensed in the State of California.

J. Stewardship

At least 180 days prior to program anniversary, provide City with a written annual service
summary for the policy year to include:

1. A schedule of coverage showing nature of coverage, limits, deductibles,
insurer, policy number, premium and other relevant information.

2.  Summary of team servicing this account.

3. Anticipated renewal terms and conditions and other indications of market
conditions, trends and anticipated changes.

4. Identified problem areas such as claim handling, safety hazards, insurer
financial problems, etc.

5.  Recommendations for improved program design.
6. Services performed for the current year and planned for the next year.
7.  Accounting of all income received on this account.

K. Additional Services

The Scope of Work under this Agreement may be modified through negotiation and by written
and signed addendum.
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APPENDIX C
CALCULATION OF CHARGES

Note: The fees schedule and other compensation listed in the final Contract will be based on
the selected Proposer's price bid submitted with its Proposal. The City anticipates that the
compensation provisions of the final Contract will set out terms substantially similar to the
following:

1. Total Amount. The total amount of this Contract, inclusive of all broker's fees,
administrative costs and charges, insurance premiums paid through Broker and other charges
for all services provided by Broker , shall not exceed, Nine Million Eight Hundred Eight
Thousand Seven Hundred Fifty Dollars ($9,808,750).

2. Fees. As compensation for all services provided under this Agreement, including but not
limited to program planning, marketing, placement, implementation and servicing of insurance
policies, the SFMTA shall pay Broker standard commissions to be included in the Cost of
Premiums. Broker shall disclose the amounts and percentages of its fees as provided in
Sections 5.4, 5.5. and 5.6 of the Contract.

3. Invoices. Invoices furnished by Broker under this Contract must be in a form acceptable
to the Controller, and must include the Contract Progress Payment Authorization number. All
amounts paid by City to Broker shall be subject to audit by City.

4. Payment. Payment shall be made by City to Broker at the address specified in the
section entitled "Notices."

5. Cost of Premiums. Total cost for insurance provided under this Agreement, including all
Brokers fees, Surplus Lines taxes and government fees, shall not exceed Nine Million Eight
Hundred Eight Thousand Seven Hundred Fifty Dollars ($9,808,750,000).

6. Taxes. The aforesaid amounts for the Premiums specified in this Contract are inclusive of
all federal, state and local sales taxes, use, excise, receipts, gross income and other similar
taxes and governmental charges.

7. Late Payments. In no event shall City be liable for interest or late charges for any late
payments.

8. Commissions. Broker's Fees set out herein shall be full and complete compensation for
all Program services for the insurance procured under this Contract. Broker and its officers,
agents and employees shall not accept or receive any additional commissions or payments from
insurance companies, agents or affiliates as a result of or in relation to any excess liability, or
other insurance contract for the said insurance coverages. .

If agreements with insurers require Broker to receive commissions in regard to the coverages
provided under this Agreement, Broker will promptly notify City of such commissions and will
credit an amount equal to the excess received and retained against any other amount owing to
Broker.

9. Other Service Providers. City may chose to use a property appraiser, safety control
service, structured settlement firm or other similar service provider in connection with the
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insurance coverages Broker places for City or the services Broker provides to City. If City elects
to use a service provider from which Broker or its corporate parents, subsidiaries or affiliates will
receive any compensation directly or indirectly relating to the services City purchases from the
provider, Broker will disclose additional information regarding that compensation to City before
City makes a final decision to use the service provider.

[Remainder of this page intentionally left blank.]
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APPENDIX D
CENTRAL SUBWAY PROJECT SCHEDULE

Note: The final Central Subway Project Schedule on which this Contract will be based will be set
out herein, subject to change by changes to the Project Schedule arising from changes in
design or construction.
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AMENDMENT NO. 1

TO

AGREEMENT BETWEEN

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
AND

AON RISK INSURANCE SERVICES WEST, INC.

FOR

INSURANCE BROKERAGE SERVICES for an OWNER’S CONTROLLED
INSURANCE PROGRAM (“OCIP”) to provide EXCESS LIABILITY INSURANCE

for the

CENTRAL SUBWAY SEGMENT

(CONTRACT CS-163-1)



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

AMENDMENT NO. 1
TO

THE AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
AON RISK INSURAN(?]??ERVICES WEST, INC.
INSURANCE BROKERAGE SERVICES F OR'A'QNFS)‘?NER'S CONTROLLED INSURANCE PROGRAM
PROVIDE EXCESS LIABILITY H‘JSU{{.:)I‘?(?E)‘. l?" gg THE CENTRAL SUBWAY PROJECT

This Amendment No. 1 is made this ZM day of MM S( _, 2012, in the City and County of San
Francisco, State of California, by and between: Aon RiskInsurance Services West, Inc. (“Broker”), and the City
and County of San Francisco, a municipal corporation (“City”), acting by and through its Municipal Transportation
Agency (“SFMTA”)

RECITALS

A.  OnFebruary 7, 2012, the SFMTAB adopted Resolution No. 12-017, which authorized the Director of
Transportation to execute Contract No. CS-136-1 between City and Broker for Insurance Brokerage Services
for an Owner's Controlled Insurance Program ("OCIP") to provide Excess Liability Insurance for the Central
Subway Project ("Agreement"), in an amount not to exceed $9,808,750.

B.  The parties wish to amend the Agreement to allow payment of services to more than one division of the Aon
organization.

Now, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows:

1. Section 7 Payment; Invoice Format is amended to read as follows:
7. Payment; Invoice Format.
Tl Invoices furnished by Broker under this Agreement must be in a form acceptable to the

Controller, and must include a unique invoice number. All amounts paid by City to Broker shall be subject
to audit by City. Payment shall be made by City to Broker at the address specified in Section 25 ("Notices
to the Parties and City Liaison)."

7.2, Invoices furnished by the Broker under this Agreement must identify the division of Aon
to which the City is to make payment. If an invoice does not specify another division of Aon, the City shall
make payment to:

Aon Risk Insurance Services West, Inc. (default)
City Vendor Number 31438.

Payment will be made to:

Aon Bermuda LTD
City Vendor Number 86470

when that payee is designated on the invoice.



73 Payment by the City to any division of Aon designated in an Aon invoice shall satisfy the
City’s payment obligation for the services and insurance billed under that invoice. Designation of any
division of Aon as the payee for an invoice shall not relieve Aon, as a party to this Agreement, of its
obligations and duties under this Agreement.

2% There is no additional cost or time necessitated from this Amendment.

3. Remaining terms and conditions of the Agreement remain the same.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, each party has duly executed this First Amendment to the Agreement as of the
date first referenced above.

CITY BROKER

VNP2,

Regina M. Carter .

Managing Director

Aon Risk Insurance Services West, Inc.
199 Fremont Street, 17% Floor

San Francisco, CA 94105

Municipal Transportation Agency

Edward D. Reiskin
Director of Transportation

Approved as to Form:
Dennis J. Herrera
City Attorney

By: _)L :

Robert K. Stane
Deputy City Attorney



AMENDMENT NO. 2
TO

AGREEMENT BETWEEN

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
AND

AON RISK INSURANCE SERVICES WEST, INC.
FOR

INSURANCE BROKERAGE SERVICES for an OWNER’S CONTROLLED INSURANCE

PROGRAM (*0OCIP”) to provide EXCESS LIABILITY INSURANCE for the
CENTRAL SUBWAY SEGMENT

(CONTRACT CS-163-1)



This Amendment No. 2 is made this day of
San Francisco, State of California, by and between: Aon Risk Insurance Services West, Inc, (“Broker™),
and the City and County of San Francisco, a municipal corporation (“City™}, acting by and through its

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

AMENDMENT NO. 2
TO

THE AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
AND
AON RISK INSURANCE SERVICES WEST, INC,
FOR
INSURANCE BROKERAGE SERVICES FOR AN OWNER'S CONTROLLED
INSURANCE PROGRAM ("OCIP") TO
PROVIDE EXCESS LIABILITY INSURANCE FOR THE CENTRAL SUBWAY
PROJECT

Municipal Transportation Agency (“SEMTA™)

RECITALS

On February 7, 2012, the SEFMTA Board of Directors adopted Resolution No. 12-017, which
authorized the Director of Transportation to execute Contract No. CS-136-1 between City and

Broker for Insurance Brokerage Services for an Owner's Controlled Insurance Program ("OCIP™) to
provide Excess Liability Insurance for the Central Subway Project (" Agreement"), in an amount not

to exceed $9,808,750.

On August 3, 2012, the parties executed Amendment No. 1 to allow payment of services to more

than one division of the Aon organization.

The parties wish to amend the Agreement to allow providing additional Excess Liability Insurance

for the Central Subway Project.

Now, THEREFORE, the parties agree as follows:

1.

Section 5.2 of Agreement is deleted and replaced in its entirety with the following:

5.2, Inno event shall the City's total expenditure (inclusive of all premiums, broker's fees,

brokers’ commissions, Surplus Lines Taxes and fees, and government fees for insurance

coverage, and other charges and fees) for insurance secured and services provided by Broker
under this Agreement exceed Nine Million Eight Hundred Eight Thousand Seven Hundred
Fifty Dollars ($9,808,750) for liability insurance coverage of $150 Million in excess of $200
Million. In addition, in no event shall the City's total expenditure {inclusive of all premiums,
broker's fees, brokers’ commmissions, Surplus Lines Taxes and fees, and government fees for
insurance coverage, and other charges and fees) for insurance secured and services provided
by Broker under this Agreement exceed Eight Million Two Hundred Eight Thousand Dollars
($8,280,000) for liability insurance coverage $150 Million in excess of $50 Million. The fotal

, 2012, in the City and County of



-cost to the City for the insurance coverage described above shall not exceed Eighteen Million
Eighty-Eight Thousand Seven Hundred Fifty Dollars ($18,088,750). Each component of the
Broker's compensation and the breakdown of costs associated with this Agreement appear in
Appendix C, "Calculation of Charges," attached hereto and incorporated by reference as
though fully set forth herein.

I. Background of APPENDIX B of the Agreement is deleted and replaced in its entirety
with the following:

L.

A.

Background:

Barnard Impregilo Healy ("BIH" or "Contractor"), the contractor selected by the SFMTA
for the construction of the tunnels under SFMTA Contract CS-156, and Marsh (BIH's
insurance broker) have met the $500 Million general liability requirement of Contract
CS-156 through a layered insurance program. Under that insurance program, BIH
provides as primary (first layer) coverage $200 Million in project specific general
liability insurance. The City has procured a Project Specific Rolling $150 Million in
excess liability insurance "secondary”, which would be a second layer of insurance
excess to the $200 Million project specific policy provided by BIH, This BIH also
provides $150 Million in excess liability insurance as a third layer of coverage, cxcess to
the primary ($200 Million) and secondary ($150 Million) layers. The new excess layer
will act as a second excess layer to cover general liability arising form the construction of
the stations, surface work, track, and systems for the Central Subway, which will be
constructed under a single consolidated contract.

In the course of bidding separate contracts for the construction of the Chinatown and the
Union Square/Market Street Stations, bidders reported and Broker confirmed that the cost
of the $200 Million general liability insurance specified in the contracts to be provided by
the construction contractor was unreasonably high and there was little availability in the
market for the primary coverage of that amount. To reduce project construction costs and
encourage more contractors to bid, the SFMTA has consolidated ail remaining
construction contracts for the Central Subway Program into Contract 1300, The SFMTA
desires and Broker agrees to maintain the insurance program described in Section LA.,
above for the Contract 1252 (for construction of the tunnels), but as to Contract No. 1300
the required contractor's primary general liability limits will be reduced to $50 Million
which the contractor may satisfy by its corporate policy or a project specific policy. The
rolling $150 Million excess lability policy that is a first layer of excess coverage fore the
tunnel will provide secondary excess coverage for the Contract 1300, and the SEMTA,
through the Broker, will procure an additional excess liability policy that will be excess
to the contractor’s primary $50 Million policy. Broker shall procure, place and bind such
insurance policies as necessary to meet the aforesaid program requirements from insurers
and on forms acceptable to the SFMTA and the City's Risk Management Division,

There is an $8,280,000 cost increase and no additional time necessitated from this
Amendment.

Remaining terms and conditions of the Agreement remain the same.

This agreement is not valid absent approval by the Board of Supervisors.



IN WITNESS WHEREQF, each party has duly executed this First Amendment to the
Agreement as of the date first referenced above.

CITY BROKER

Municipal Transportation Agency

=27 S L

Ed@ard'D. Reiskin Regina M. Carter

Director of Transportation Managing Director
Aon Risk Insurance Services West, Inc.
199 Fremont Street, 17" Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105

Authorized By:
Municipal Transportation Agency

Resolution No. ,2 = 155
Adopted: Il -/l'/ 12

. ém&,
By: /2 s

Approved as to Form:
Dennis J. Herrera
City Attorney

By: M //"30"/7/

Robert K. Stone
Deputy City Attorney
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

AMENDMENT NO. 3
TO

THE AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
AND
AON RISK INSURANCE SERVICES WEST, INC.

FOR

INSURANCE BROKERAGE SERVICES FOR AN OWNER’S CONTROLLED

INSURANCE PROGRAM (“OCIP’) TO
PROVIDE EXCESS LIABILITY INSURANCE FOR THE CENTRAL SUBWAY
PROJECT

AN
This Amendment no. 3 is made this L’ﬁ‘; day of A%rrl: 2014, in the City and County of San
Francisco, State of California, by and between: Aon Risk Insurance Services West, Inc.
(“Broker”), and the City and County of San Francisco, a municipal corporation (“City”), acting
by and through its Municipal Transportation Agency (“SFMTA”)

RECITALS

WHEREAS, On February 7, 2012, the SFMTA Board of Directors adopted Resolution No. 12-
017, which authorized the Director of Transportation to execute Contract No. CS-163-1 between
SFMTA and Broker for Insurance Brokerage Services for an Owner’s Controlled Insurance
Program (“OCIP”) to provide Excess Liability Insurance for the Central Subway Project
(“Agreement”), in an amount not-to-exceed $9,808,750 and for a term of eight years, actual
premium cost adjusted based on final bid costs of the covered contract work; and

WHEREAS, On August 3, 2012, the parties executed Amendment No. 1 to allow payment of
services to more than one division of the Aon organization; and

WHEREAS, On November 6, 2012, the SFMTA Board of Directors adopted Resolution No. 12-
135, which authorized the Director of Transportation to execute Amendment No. 2 to the
Agreement to provide additional excess insurance coverage for the Central Subway Program and
to bind each layer of additional excess insurance coverage for a total amount not-to-exceed
$8,280,000; for a total contract amount not-to-exceed $18,088,750; and

WHEREAS, On May 21, 2013, the SEFMTA awarded Contract 1300 for the construction of stations,
trackway and systems for the Central Subway to Tutor Perini in an amount of $839,676,400, which
amount increased the value of the contract work covered by the excess insurance policies provided by
Aon, and thereby triggered a net increase in the premium for those policies in the amount of $684,382,
which is now due;

NOW, THEREFORE, THE PARTIES AGREE AS FOLLOWS:

1. Section 5.2 of Agreement is deleted and replaced in its entirety with the following:

CS- 163-1 Amendment No. 3
page 2 of 3



5.2 (a) In no event shall the City’s total expenditure (inclusive of all premiums, broker’s
fees, broker’s commissions, Surplus Lines Taxes and fees, and government fees for
insurance coverage, and other changes and fees) for insurance secured and services
provided by Broker under this Agreement exceed Ten Million Eight Hundred Seventy
Eight Thousand Three Hundred Thirty Two Dollars ($10,878,332) for liability
insurance coverage of $150 Million in excess of $200 Million.

(b) In addition, in no event shall the City’s total expenditure (inclusive of all premiums,
broker’s fees, broker’s commissions, Surplus Lines Taxes and fees, and government fees
for insurance coverage, and other changes and fees) for insurance secured and services
provided by Broker under this Agreement exceed Seven Million Eight Hundred Ninety
Four Thousand Eight Hundred Dollars ($7,894,800) for liability insurance coverage
$150 Million in excess of $50 Million.

(c) The total cost to the City for the insurance coverage described above shall not exceed
Eighteen Million Seven Hundred Seventy Three Thousand One Hundred Thirty
Two Dollars ($18,773,132). Each component of the Broker’s compensation and the
breakdown of costs associated with this Agreement appear in Appendix C, “Calculation
of Charges”, attached hereto and incorporated by reference as thought fully set forth
herein.

2. The contract amount is increased by $684,382 for payment of additional premium due
to additional covered construction contract value. All other terms and conditions of the
Agreement remain unchanged.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, each party has duly executed this Third Amendment to the
Agreement as of the date first referenced above.

CITY

BROKER

Municipal Transportation Agency

dward D. Reiskin Billy Deeb

Director of Transportation Director, Public Entities

Aon Risk Insurance Services West, Inc.
199 Fremont Street, Suite 1500
San Francisco, CA 94105

Approved as to Form:
Dennis J. Herrera

City Attorney

By: o 4“’8 - I/
Robert K. Stone /
Deputy City Attorney

CS- 163-1 Amendment No. 3

page 3 of 3



CS-163-1
APPENDIX C
CALCULATION OF CHARGES

Note: The fees schedule and other compensation listed in the final Contract will be based on the
selected Proposer’s price bid submitted with its Proposal. The City anticipates that the
compensation provisions of the final Contract will set out terms substantially similar to the
following;:

1. Total Amount. The total amount of this Contract, inclusive of all broker’s fees,
administrative costs and charges, insurance premiums paid through Broker and other
charges for services provided by the Broker, shall not exceed, Eighteen Million Seven
Hundred Seventy Three Thousand One Hundred Thirty Two Dollars ($18,773,132).

2. Fees. As compensation for all services provided under this Agreement, including but not
limited to program planning, marketing, placement, implementation and servicing of
insurance policies, the SFMTA shall pay Broker standard commissions to be included in
the Cost of Premiums. Broker shall disclose the amounts and percentages of its fees as
provided in Sections 5.4. 5.5 and 5.6 of the Contract.

3. Invoices. Invoices furnished by Broker under this Contract must be in a form acceptable
to the Controller, and must include the Contract Progress Payment Authorization number.
All amounts paid by City to Broker shall be subject to audit by the City.

4. Payment. Payment shall be made by City to Broker at the address specified in the
section entitled “Notices.”

5. Cost of Premiums. Total cost for insurance provided under this Agreement, including
all Brokers fees, Surplus Lines taxes and government fees, shall not exceed Eighteen
Million Seven Hundred Seventy Three Thousand One Hundred Thirty Two Dollars
($18,773,132).

6. Taxes. The aforesaid amounts for the Premiums specified in the Contract are inclusive
of all federal, state and local sales taxes, use, excise, receipts, gross income and other

similar taxes and governmental charges.

7. Late Payments. In no event shall the City be liable for interest or late charges for any
late payments.

Contract No. CS-163-1 Amendment No. 3 Appendix C



8. Commissions. Broker fees set out herein shall be full and complete compensation for all
Program services for the insurance procured under this Contract. Broker and its officers,
agents and employees shall not accept or receive any additional commissions or
payments from insurance companies, agents or affiliates as a result or in relation to any
excess liability, or other insurance contract for the said insurance coverages.

If agreements with insurers require Broker to receive commissions in regard to the
coverages provided under this Agreement, Broker will promptly notify City of such
commissions and will credit an amount equal to the excess received and retained against
any other amount owing to Broker.

9. Other Service Providers. City may choose to use a property appraiser, safety control
service, structured settlement firm or other similar service provider in connection with the
insurance coverages Broker places for City or the services Broker provides to the City. If
City elects to use a service provider from which Broker or its corporate parents,
subsidiaries or affiliates will receive any compensation directly or indirectly relating to
the services City purchases from the provider, Broker will disclose additional information
regarding that compensation to City before City makes a final decision to use the service
provider.

[Remainder of this page intentionally left blank.]
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TO
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
AND

AON RISK INSURANCE SERVICES WEST, INC.
FOR
INSURANCE BROKERAGE SERVICES for an OWNER’S CONTROLLED
INSURANCE PROGRAM (“OCIP”) to provide EXCESS LIABILITY INSURANCE

for the

CENTRAL SUBWAY PROJECT

(CONTRACT CS-163-1)



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

AMENDMENT NO. 4
TO

THE AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
AND
AON RISK INSURANCE SERVICES WEST, INC.

FOR

INSURANCE BROKERAGE SERVICES FOR AN OWNER'S CONTROLLED

INSURANCE PROGRAM ("OCIP") TO
PROVIDE EXCESS LIABILITY INSURANCE FOR THE CENTRAL SUBWAY
PROJECT

This Amendment No. 4 is made this Q,"H{ day of 0 J‘UW , 2018, in the City and
County of San Francisco, State of California, by and between: Aon Risk Insurance Services
West, Inc. (“Broker™), and the City and County of San Francisco, a municipal corporation
(“City”), acting by and through its Municipal Transportation Agency (“SFMTA™)

RECITALS

WHEREAS, On February 7, 2012, the SFMTA Board of Directors adopted Resolution No. 12-
017, which authorized the Director of Transportation to execute Contract No. CS-136-1 between
SFMTA and Broker for Insurance Brokerage Services for an Owner's Controlled Insurance
Program ("OCIP") to provide Excess Liability Insurance for the Central Subway Project
("Agreement"), in an amount not to exceed $9,808,750 and for a term of eight years, actual
premium cost adjusted based on final bid costs of the covered contract work; and.

WHEREAS, On August 3, 2012, the parties executed Amendment No. 1 to allow payment of
services to more than one division of the Aon organization; and

WHEREAS, On November 6, 2012 the SFMTA Board of Directors adopted Resolution No. 12-
135, which authorized the Director of Transportation to execute Amendment No. 2 to the
Agreement to provide additional excess insurance coverage for the Central Subway Program and
to bind each layer of additional excess insurance coverage for a total amount not-to-exceed
$8,280,000; for a total contract amount not-to-exceed $18,088,750; and

WHEREAS, On May 21, 2013, the SFMTA awarded Contract 1300 for the construction of
stations, trackway and systems for the Central Subway to Tutor Perini in an amount of
$839,676,400, which amount increased the value of the contract work covered by the excess
insurance policies provided by Aon, and thereby triggered a net increase in the premium for
those policies in the amount of $684,382.



WHEREAS, Due to staff misunderstanding of the Director of Transportation’s authority to
approve contracts, Amendment No. 3 was not presented to the SFMTA Board of Directors for
approval, nor to the Board of Supervisors for approval; and,

WHEREAS, Construction of the Central Subway Project has been delayed 118 calendar days
beyond the revised substantial completion date, and Amendment No. 4 to the Contract CS-163
increases the contract by $6,321,304 to extend the excess insurance coverage; and,

WHEREAS, the parties wish to further amend the Agreement to extend the term of the
Agreement from June 25, 2018 to June 24, 2020.

Now, THEREFORE, the parties agree to amend the Contract as follows:

A. Section 2 of the Contract, Term and Expiration of the Agreement is deleted and replaced in
its entirety with the following:

2.1 Subject to Section 1, the term of this Agreement shall be for a period of ten (10)
years commencing on the Effective Date of the Agreement, excluding Broker's obligations
for completed operations claims services

2.2 Prior to expiration of this Agreement, Broker shall commence and perform, with
diligence, all actions necessary on the part of Broker to effect the termination of this
Agreement and to minimize the liability of Broker and City to third parties as a result of
expiration. Further, Broker shall perform all actions necessary for the uninterrupted
continuance of insurance policies secured pursuant to this Agreement with the City and/or
through an alternative Broker of the City's choosing. All such actions shall be subject to
the prior approval of City. Such actions shall include, without limitation those listed in
Section 21.2 of this Agreement. The Term may be extended upon agreement in writing by
Broker and SFMTA in one-year increments. However, the expiration of this Contract does
not relieve Broker of its responsibilities to provide closeout services as required under the
Contract.

B. Section 5.2 of Agreement
5.2 (a) In no event shall the City’s total expenditure (inclusive of all premiums, broker’s
fees, broker’s commissions, Surplus Line Taxes and fees, and government fees for
insurance coverage, and other changes and fees) for insurance secured and services
provided by Broker under this Agreement exceed Fourteen Million One Hundred Fifty
One Thousand Eight Hundred Thirty Seven Dollars ($14,151,837) for liability
insurance coverage of $150 Million in excess of $200 Million.

(b) In addition, in no event shall the City’s total expenditure (inclusive of all premiums,
broker’s fees, broker’s commissions, Surplus Line Taxes and fees, and government fees for
insurance coverage, and other changes and fees) for insurance secured and services
provided by Broker under this Agreement exceed Ten Million Nine Hundred Forty Two
Thousand Five Hundred Ninety Nine Dollars ($10,942,599) for liability insurance
coverage $150 Million in excess of $50 Million.



(c) The total cost to the City for the insurance coverage described above shall not exceed
Twenty Five Million Ninety Four Thousand Four Hundred Thirty Six Dollars
($25,094,436). Each component of the Broker’s compensation and the breakdown of costs
associated with this Agreement appear in Appendix C, “Calculation of Charges”, attached
hereto and incorporated by reference as thought fully set forth herein.

By signing below, the signatories warrant that they each have the authority to sign this
modification to the contract and bind the respective party he or she represents.

The reminder of this page has been intentionally left blank.



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, each party has duly executed this First Amendment to the
Agreement as of the date first referenced above.

CITY BROKER
Municipal Transportation Agency

Edward D. Reiskin Billy Deeb’
Director of Transportation Director, Public Entities
Aon Risk Insurance Services West, Inc.

199 Fremont Street, 17% Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105

Authorized By:
Municipal Transportation Agency

Resolution No. !gt)j[f‘ |70
Adopted: q / ! Q/ -?/Olg

Attest:

ﬂ (Bromree

By:

Approved as to Form:
Dennis J. Herrera
City Attorney

v Bl

Robert K. Stone
Deputy City Attorney




CS-163-1
APPENDIX C
CALCULATION OF CHARGES

Note: The fees schedule and other compensation listed in the final Contract will be based on the
selected Proposer's price bid submitted with its Proposal. The City anticipates that the
compensation provisions of the final Contract will set out terms substantially similar to the
following:

1.

Total Amount. The total amount of this Contract, inclusive of all broker's fees,
administrative costs and charges, insurance premiums paid through Broker and other
charges for services provided by the Broker, shall not exceed, Twenty Five Million
Ninety Four Thousand Four Hundred Thirty Six Dollars ($25,094,436).

Fees. As compensation for all services provided under this Agreement, including but
not limited to program planning, marketing, placement, implementation and servicing
of insurance policies, the SFMTA shall pay Broker standard commissions to be
included in the Cost of Premiums. Broker shall disclose the amounts and percentages
of its fees as provided in Sections 5.4, 5.5 and 5.6 of the Contract.

Invoices. Invoices furnished by Broker under this Contract must be in a form
acceptable to the Controller, and must include the Contract Progress Payment
Authorization number. All amounts paid by City to Broker shall be subject to audit by
the City.

Payment. Payment shall be made by City to Broker at the address specified in the
section entitled "Notices."

Cost of Premiums. Total cost for insurance provided under this Agreement, including
all Brokers fees, Surplus Lines taxes and government fees, shall not exceed Twenty
Five Million Ninety Four Thousand Four Hundred Thirty Six Dollars ($25,094,436).

Taxes. The aforesaid amounts for the Premiums specified in this Contract are inclusive
of all federal, state and local sales taxes, use, excise, receipts, gross income and other
similar taxes and governmental charges.

Late Payments. In no event shall the City be liable for interest or late charges for any
late payments.

Commissions. Broker Fees set out herein shall be full and complete compensation for
all Program services for the insurance procured under this Contract. Broker and its
officers, agents and employees shall not accept or receive any additional commissions
or payments from insurance companies, agents or affiliates as a result or in relation to
any excess liability, or other insurance contract for the said insurance coverages.



If agreements with insurers require Broker to receive commissions in regard to the
coverages provided under this Agreement, Broker will promptly notify City of such
commissions and will credit an amount equal to the excess received and retained
against any other amount owing to Broker.

Other Service Providers. City may choose to use a property appraiser, safety control
service, structured settlement firm or other similar service provider in connection with
the insurance coverages Broker places for City or the services Broker provides to the
City. If City elects to use a service provider from which Broker or its corporate
parents, subsidiaries or affiliates will receive any compensation directly or indirectly
relating to the services City purchases from the provider, Broker will disclose
additional information regarding that compensation to City before City makes a final
decision to use the service provider.
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S SAN FRANCISCO
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
BOARD OF DIRECTORS |

RESOLUTION No. 12-017

, WHEREAS, The Final Environmental Impabt Statement/Environment Impact Report
(Final EIR/EIR) for the two- phase Thnd Street Light Rail Project (Project) was completed in

Novembm 1998; and,

WHEREAS, The former Public Transportation Commission approved Resolution No. 99-
009 on January 19, 1999, which adopted the environmental findings pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the Project, including mitigation measures as set forth in
the PlOJect’s Fmai Environmental Impact Repmt and Mitlgatlon Momtonng Repmt and,

" WIHEREAS, Design and construction of the 1 7-mile Central Subway (Central Subway
PIO_]eCt) is Phase 2 of the Third Street Light Rail Transit’ Plef:Ct and,

WHEREAS The antlmpated compleXIty ‘of the Central Subway, mcludmg tunneling and
cut-and-cover constwctxon in pr Qx1m1ty to sensitive urban structures and facilities in congested
urban areas, poses significant construction challenges to the City; and, :

WHEREAS The SEMTA Boald of Dnectms adopted Resolutlon Neo. 10-130 on October

. 19, 201 Oauthorizing advertisement of a Request for Proposals for Contract No. CS- 163,

Brokerage Services for an Owner Contlolled Tnsurance Prograrh (OCIP) for the Central SubWay
Pr OJeot with; and, :

WHEREAS, The SFMTA desires to obtain $150 m11110n eXCess habxhty coverage in
éxcess of $200 million for the tunnel and 3 stations contracts to be acquired ﬂnough a traditional

construction contractor msmance procureihent, and,

:

WHEREAS The SFMTA desires to retain the services of the highest ranked broker for
Task One — OCIP Insurance, Aon Risk Insurance Service West, Inc. (B10k61), to obtain the
excess liability i insurance; and,

. WHEREAS The fundmg f(n SelVICBS unde1 this Contract is ﬂom federal, state and local
sources; and, :

- 'WHEREAS, Civil Service Commission approval for contracts resulting from Request of
Proposal Contract No. CS-163 was obtained by the SFMTA on June 20, 2010 under Civil
Service Approval No. 4117-10/11; and,




"

- {
: WHEREAS, Contract Nol CS-163-1 will assist SEMTA in meeting the Strategic Plan
Objective No. 4.2 -- to ensure the efficient and‘effectivga use of resources; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Municipal Transpoitation Agency Board of
Directors authorizes the Director of Transportation or his designee to exeécute Contract-No. CS-
163-1, Insurance Brokerage Services for an Owner’s Controlled Insurance Program to provide
Excess:Liability Insurance for the Cenfral Subway Project with Aon Risk Insurance Services

" West, Inc.-and to bind each layer of excess insuirance coverage for the Central Subway Project
for a total amount not to exceed $9,808,750 and for a term of eight years.

I certify that the fmegomg resolution was adopted by the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency Board of Directors at its meeting of _ February 7, 2012

ﬂ/b’mﬂm\

Semetaly to the Board of Directors -
~ San F1a1101sco Mummpal Tlanspmtatmn Agency

e




SAN FRANCISCO
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
BOARD OF DIRECTORS

RESOLUTION No. 12-135

WHEREAS, The Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environment Impact Report
(Final EIS/EIR) for the two-phase Third Street Light Rail Project (the “Project™) was completed
in November 1998; and,

WHEREAS, The former Public Transportation Commission approved Resolution No. 99-
009 on January 19, 1999, which adopted the environmental findings pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the Project, including mitigation measures as set forth in
the Project’s Final Environmental Impact Report and Mitigation Monitoring Report; and,

WHEREAS, Design and construction of the 1.7-mile Central Subway is Phase 2 of the
Third Street Light Rail Transit Project; and,

WHEREAS, The SFMTA Board of Directors adopted Resolution No. 12-017 on
February 7, 2012 authorizing the Director of Transportation or his designee to execute Contract
No. CS-163-1, Insurance Brokerage Services for an Owner Controlled Insurance Program to
provide Excess Liability Insurance for the Central Subway Project with Aon Risk Insurance
Services West, Inc. (Broker) and to bind each layer of excess insurance coverage for the Central
Subway Project for a total amount not to exceed $9,808,750 and for a term of eight years; and,

WHEREAS, The SFMTA obtained $150 million liability coverage in excess of $200
million insurance coverage provided by the contractors for the tunnel and stations contracts; and,

WHEREAS, The SFMTA has consolidated the construction of the three stations, surface
work, track and systems for the Central Subway into a single construction contract; and

WHEREAS, The SFMTA desires to restructure the insurance program for the
construction of the Central Subway's three stations to reduce the required contractor primary
coverage to $50,000,000 and supplement the existing $150,000,000 excess liability insurance
coverage with an additional $150,000,000 excess coverage for the stations contract to be
acquired through a traditional construction contractor insurance procurement; and,

WHEREAS, The SFMTA desires to authorize Aon Risk Insurance Service West, Inc., to
obtain the additional excess liability insurance; and,

WHEREAS, The funding for services under this Contract is from federal, state and local
sources; and,

WHEREAS, Civil Service Commission approval for contracts resulting from Request of
Proposal Contract No. CS-163-1 was obtained by the SFMTA on June 20, 2010 under Civil
Service Approval No. 4117-10/11; and,



WHEREAS, Contract No. CS-163-1 will assist SFMTA in meeting the Strategic Plan
Objective No. 3.3 Allocate capital resources effectively; and

WHEREAS, Execution of this Amendment is contingent upon approval of the Board of
Supervisors; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Board of
Directors authorizes the Director of Transportation or his designee to execute Amendment No. 2
to Contract No. CS-163-1, Insurance Brokerage Services for an Owner Controlled Insurance
Program (OCIP) to provide Excess Liability Insurance for the Central Subway Project with Aon
Risk Insurance Services West, Inc. and to bind each layer of additional excess insurance
coverage for the Central Subway Project for a total amount not to exceed $8,280,000 for the
additional insurance; for a total contract amount not to exceed $18,088,750; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That the SFMTA Board of Directors requests the Board of
Supervisors to approve this Amendment No. 2 to Contract No. CS-163-1 in the amount and for
the reasons stated herein.

I certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency Board of Directors at its meeting of November 6, 2012.

. fpprmar

Secretary to the Board of Directors
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency




SAN FRANCISCO
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
BOARD OF DIRECTORS

RESOLUTION No. 180918-130

WHEREAS, On February 7, 2012, the SFMTA Board of Directors approved Contract No.
CS-163-1 (Aon Contract), Insurance Brokerage Services for an Owner’s Controlled Insurance
Program (OCIP), between the SFMTA and Aon Risk Insurance Services West, Inc. (Aon), in an
amount not-to-exceed $9,808,750 and for a term of eight years, with actual insurance premium
charges to be adjusted based on contract costs and construction period of the covered contract work;
and,

WHEREAS, The OCIP provides excess liability insurance coverage (OCIP) to cover
catastrophic losses arising from the construction of the Central Subway Project, which is Phase 2 of
the Third Street Light Rail Transit Project (Project) that exceed the Project contractors’ liability
insurance policies; and,

WHEREAS, Barnard Impregilo Healy (Barnard) is the contractor for the construction of the
Project tunnels, under Contract No. 1252. The OCIP provides $150 million in coverage over
Barnard’s own $350 million policies, for total coverage of $500 million; and,

WHEREAS, Tutor Perini Corporation (Tutor) is the contractor for the construction of the
Project stations, trackway, and control systesm under Contract No. 1300. The OCIP provides $150
million in coverage over Tutor’s own $50 million policy, for total coverage of $200 million; and,

WHEREAS, The SFMTA pays the premiums (charges) for the OCIP through Aon, which as
the OCIP insurance broker, procures the insurance policies for the OCIP from 16 underwriters; and,

WHEREAS, The premiums for the OCIP are based on the value of the construction contracts
and the period of active construction. The Aon Contract has been modified twice before, which has
increased the total amount of the Aon Contract by $8,280,000, for a total contract amount not to
exceed $18,088,750. Amendment Nos. 3 and 4 increase the contract amount by $684,382 and
$6,321,304, respectively, for additional premium due and arising from increases to construction
contract amounts and extension of construction time. Amendments Nos. 3 and 4 each require Board
of Supervisors’ approval under Charter Section 9.118(b) because each amendment exceeds
$500,000; and,

WHEREAS, On August 3, 2012, the Director of Transportation approved Amendment No. 1
to the Aon Contract to allow payment for premium and broker services to more than one division of
the Aon organization; and,

WHEREAS, On November 6, 2012, the SFMTA Board of Directors approved Amendment
No. 2 to the Aon Contract to provide additional excess insurance coverage for the Central Subway
Program under the OCIP, and to bind each layer of additional excess insurance coverage for a total
amount not-to-exceed $8,280,000; and,



WHEREAS, On May 21, 2013, the SFMTA awarded Contract 1300 for the construction of
stations, trackway and systems for the Central Subway to Tutor Perini Corporation in an amount not
to exceed $839,676,400, which amount increased the value of the contract work covered by the
OCIP, and thereby triggered a net increase in the premium for the OCIP policies in the amount of
$684,382, paid through an increase of that amount to the Aon Contract; and,

WHEREAS, Amendment No. 3 to the Contract requires approval by the Board of
Supervisors under Charter Section 9.118(b), as the original contract was subject to the Board of
Supervisors approval and the value of the amendment exceeds $500,000; and,

WHEREAS, Due to staff misunderstanding of the Director of Transportation’s authority to
approve contracts, Amendment No. 3 was not timely presented to the SFMTA Board of Directors for
approval, and was not timely presented to the Board of Supervisors for approval; and,

WHEREAS, Amendment No. 4 to the Contract requires approval by the Board of
Supervisors under Charter Section 9.118(b), as the original contract was subject to the Board of
Supervisors approval and the value of the amendment exceeds $500,000; and,

WHEREAS, The Central Subway Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement /
Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (Central Subway SEIS/SEIR) evaluated the
environmental impacts of the Central Subway project, including construction of the subway
stations; on August 7, 2008, the San Francisco Planning Commission certified the Final SEIR
(Case No. 1996.281E); on August 19, 2008, the SFMTA Board of Directors approved Resolution
08-150 adopting Central Subway Project Alternative 3B as the Locally Preferred Alternative, the
CEQA Findings, Statement of Overriding Considerations, and the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Plan; and

WHEREAS, Amendment No. 3 and Amendment No. 4, as described above, fall within
the scope of the Final SEIS/SEIR; and

WHEREAS, The Central Subway SEIS/SEIR is on file with the SFMTA Board of
Directors, may be found in the records of the Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street in San
Francisco, and is incorporated herein by reference; therefore be it,

RESOLVED, That the SFMTA Board has reviewed and considered the Central Subway
SEIS/SEIR and record as a whole, and finds that the Central Subway SEIS/SEIR is adequate for the
Board’s use as the decision-making body for the actions taken herein relative to construction of the
Project, and incorporates the CEQA findings by this reference as though set forth in this Resolution;
and be it



RESOLVED, The SFMTA Board of Directors approves retroactively Amendment No. 3 to
Contract CS-163-1 Insurance Brokerage Services for an Owner’s Controlled Insurance Program, to
provide Excess Liability Insurance for the Central Subway Project, with Aon Risk Insurance
Services West, Inc., to increase the contract amount by $684,382 for payment of additional premium
due to additional covered construction contract value, for a total contract amount not to exceed
$18,773,132; and be it further

RESOLVED, The SFMTA Board of Directors approves Amendment No. 4 to Contract CS-
163-1 Insurance Brokerage Services for an Owner’s Controlled Insurance Program, to provide
Excess Liability Insurance for the Central Subway Project, with Aon Risk Insurance Services West,
Inc., to increase the contract amount by $6,321,304 for payment of additional premium due to
increased construction time and construction costs, for a total contract amount not to exceed
$25,094,436; and be it further

RESOLVED, The SFMTA Board of Directors requests that the Board of Supervisors’
approve retroactively Amendment No. 3 and approve Amendment No. 4 to Contract CS-163-1
Insurance Brokerage Services for an Owner’s Controlled Insurance Program, to provide Excess
Liability Insurance for the Central Subway Project, with Aon Risk Insurance Services West, Inc., to
increase the contract amount by $684,382 and $6,321,304, respectively, for payment of additional
premium due to increased construction time and contract costs, for a total amended contract amount
not to exceed $25,094,436.

| certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency Board of Directors at its meeting of September 18, 2018.

[ Byrrre

Secretary to the Board of Directors
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
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ABSTRACT: This Supplemental EIS/EIR describes and summarizes the environmental and transportation impacts, along with
measures to improve, avoid, minimize or mitigate impacts for the Central Subway Project Alternatives, that would be Phase 2 of
the Third Street Light Rail (T-Third Line) connecting Visitation Valley, Bayview/Hunters Point and Mission Bay with the
downtown retail district and Chinatown in San Francisco, California. The term ‘supplemental’ is used for this environmental
document because it tiers off of a previous EIS/EIR for the two-phase Third Street Light Rail Project that was evaluated under
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Case No. 96.281E) in
1998. The Phase 1 Initial Operating Segment (IOS), now the T-Third Line, opened for operation in April of 2007. The San
Francisco Municipal Transportation agency (MTA) is the Project Sponsor.

This document for the Phase 2 Central Subway updates information in the 1998 EIS/EIR for the Study Area and focuses on
changes to the Project that have occurred since the certification of the Final EIS/EIR. These changes include: a new double-track
segment along Fourth and Stockton Streets between Brannan and Market Streets as an alternative to use of Third, Harrison
Kearny, and Geary Streets; extension of the planning horizon year from 2015 to 2030; the addition of above ground ventilation
shafts for tunnel segments and stations; the use of off-street access to stations; a deep tunnel under Market Street; and the
potential extension of a construction tunnel to the north end of the Project near Washington Square under Columbus Avenue for
removing the tunnel boring machine. Three alternatives are evaluated in this SEIS/SEIR for the Central Subway Project:

= Alternative 1 - No Project/Transportation Systems Management, developed in conformance with NEPA and CEQA
guidelines to represent a baseline for comparison with build alternatives. This alternative includes the T-Third Line and
associated bus changes for the Phase 1 Third Street Light Rail Project.

= Alternative 2 - Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment, as analyzed in the 1998 FEIS/FEIR, that would use King, Third, Harrison,
Kearny, and Geary Streets as well as Fourth and Stockton Streets, with a shallow tunnel crossing of Market Street and four
subway stations at Moscone, Market Street, Union Square and Chinatown, and a surface platform at Third and King Streets.
The enhancements to this original alternative include: above-ground ventilation shafts to meet fire code, off-sidewalk station
entries to minimize pedestrian congestion on busy downtown sidewalks, and the provision of a closed-barrier fare system.

= Alternative 3 — The Fourth/Stockton Alignment was developed during preliminary engineering and community outreach to
avoid or minimize potential impacts identified in the 1998 FEIS/FEIR for the Central Subway phase of the Third Street
Light Rail Project. This alternative would operate exclusively on Fourth and Stockton Streets, avoiding impacts along
Third, Harrison, Kearny, and Geary Streets, and would include a deep (rather than shallow) tunnel under Market Street to
minimize conflicts with a major sewer line. Two design options are included in this alternative; Option A with a double-
track portal on Fourth Street between Townsend and Brannan Streets and three subway stations at Moscone, Union
Square/Market Street, and Chinatown (the entrance between Sacramento and Clay Streets on the east side of Stockton
Street, adjacent to Hang Ah Alley and Willie “Woo Woo0” Wong park/playground), and Option B with a double-track portal
on Fourth Street between Bryant and Harrison Streets to reduce the length of the tunnel, and a surface platform on Fourth
Street at Brannan Street to serve local residents, and subway stations at Moscone, Union Square/Market Street and
Chinatown. The primary entrance to the Union Square station for Option B would be on the Geary Street side of the plaza
rather than the Stockton Street side; and vent shafts—but would be in the Ellis/O’Farrell garage_rather than the plaza,
minimizing impacts to the_plaza-park. The Chinatown Station entrance for Option B would be located on the west side of
Stockton Street between-at the corner of Clay and Washington Streets, and would not affect Willie “Woo Woo” Wong
Playground. Alternative 3 also includes a construction tunnel extension to Columbus Avenue near Washington Square Park
for purposes of extraction of the tunnel boring machine.

Impacts discussed in this SEIS/SEIR include: displacement of businesses and residences; removal of on-street parking at stations
and along the surface portion of the alignments; removal of parking in three garages for vent shafts; use of a small portion of
Union Square plaza for a station entry; degraded traffic service levels at intersections along Third and Fourth Streets where the
surface alignments would be located; potential affects to historic architectural properties and historic districts adjacent to the
tunnel portals and station entries; impacts to archaeological resources; and construction related impacts (localized noise,
vibration, traffic, visual affects) for an estimated five to six year construction period. As required for CEQA, mitigation
measures are described for all impacts determined to be significant to reduce them to less-than-significant. Unavoidable impacts
are described for: traffic at Third and King, Fourth and King, Fourth and Harrison, and Sixth and Brannan Streets; displacement
of affordable housing units; and for prehistoric archaeological resources during construction and potential impacts to potentially
eligible historic architectural buildings and Bistriets-in the Chinatown anrd-Unien-Square-station-areas-Historic District._ Impacts
to Section 4(f) properties meet the criteria for a “de minimis” finding.

For additional information concerning this document, contact:

Mr. Ray Sukys, Office of Program Management Ms. Joan A. Kugler

U.S. Department of Transportation Planning Department

Federal Transit Administration, Region 1X City and County of San Francisco
201 Mission Street, Suite 1650 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, 94105 San Francisco, CA 94103

(415) 744-3133 (415) 575-6925
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PREFACE

This Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Supplemental Environmental Impact Report

(SEIS/SEIR)_is presented in two volumes: Volume | is the SEIS/SEIR with text changes resulting from

responses to comments on the Draft SEIS/SEIR, and from the Public Hearing, and also includes Staff

Initiated Changes between the Draft and Final SEIS/SEIR. Volume Il includes copies of all comment

letters on the Draft SEIS/SEIR, copies of comment forms from the Public Hearings, and the transcript

from the Public Hearing. Each comment letter and form is followed by responses to comments. The

staff-initiated text changes follow by Chapter of the SEIS/SEIR. Text additions are noted by an underline
and text deletions are noted by a strikethrough. The two volumes constitute the Final SEIS/SEIR.

The SEIS/SEIR is prepared pursuant to the requirements of both the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). There are a number of differences
between the guidelines for CEQA and NEPA that affect reporting in this document. CEQA provides an
Initial Study Checklist (Appendix G of the State CEQA guidelines) that describes thresholds for
determining significance for environmental topics. These thresholds along with other City requirements
were used throughout the analysis and the levels are shown in Chapter 7.0, Table 7-1, CEQA Significance
Criteria. CEQA requires identification of and mitigation for significant adverse impacts in an EIR, while
under NEPA, measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate affects are considered for all of the adverse
impacts of a project, regardless of significance. The affected environment or existing conditions are
described in Chapter 4.0, while in Chapter 5.0 of this combined NEPA/CEQA document, operational and
cumulative impacts are described for each of the alternatives regardless of whether they would be
considered significant under CEQA and mitigation measures are described wherever practicable to reduce
identified adverse impacts. Construction methods and construction-related impacts and mitigation
measures are described in Chapter 6.0. Specific discussion of the level of impact significance before and
after mitigation and or improvement measures, as well as a summary of unavoidable significant impacts,

growth-inducing impacts, and cumulative impacts in accordance with CEQA is provided in Chapter 7.0.

Another important difference between CEQA and NEPA is that CEQA only considers impacts to the
physical environment, while NEPA includes impacts to the human environment, such as socioeconomic
impacts and environmental justice. These NEPA topics are included in Chapters 4.0, 5.0 and 6.0, while

the topics that relate only to CEQA are addressed in Chapter 7.0.

For Department of Transportation projects, as is the case for the Central Subway because it would need
the approval of the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) to qualify for federal New Starts funding, the

SEIS must also address the financial feasibility of the project, including a revenue analysis, a cost

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume |



analysis, and a cash flow analysis. This information is included in a separate Chapter 8.0 of this
SEIS/SEIR. Environmental documents for New Starts transportation projects must also evaluate, or
compare, all alternatives for mobility, environmental benefits, operating efficiencies, cost effectiveness,

transit supportive land use, and local financial commitment (Chapter 9.0).

Federal regulations require that transportation projects must address potential impacts to public parks and
recreation areas and significant historic resources or wildlife/waterfowl refuges as part of a Section 4(f)
analysis in the EIS. Because of potential impacts to Union Square, Willie “Woo Wo0” Wong
playground, Washington Square park and historic resources in Chinatown, a Section 4(f) Report is

included as Chapter 10.0._Concurrence with a “de minimis” finding for impacts to Union Square Park by

the Recreation and Parks Commission is attached as Appendix J. This satisfies the Section 4(f)

requirement for the Project.

Technical studies, which were prepared as part of the environmental analysis for the Central Subway
Project, are available for review by appointment at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650

Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

S.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
S.1  INTRODUCTION

The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) is proposing the Central Subway Project
(Project), as the second phase of the Third Street Light Rail Project that was evaluated under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) in the Third
Street Light Rail Project Final Environmental Impact Study and Final Environmental Impact Report
(FEIS/FEIR) (Case No. 96.281E) in 1998. The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) issued a Record of
Decision (ROD) for the Third Street Light Rail Project and the San Francisco Public Transportation
Commission (PTC) approved the Project in 1999. The PTC was the predecessor policy board to the San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA), which now oversees the San Francisco Municipal
Railway (Muni) and the Department of Parking and Traffic (DPT). The Phase 1 Initial Operating
Segment (10S) opened for service in spring of 2007." The 10S is now referred to as the T-Third Line.

This Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement/Supplemental Environmental Impact Report
(SEIS/SEIR) updates information in the Central Subway Project Study Area and focuses on changes to
the Central Subway portion of the Third Street Light Rail Project that have occurred since the certification
of the 1998 FEIS/FEIR. Proposed changes to the Central Subway portion of the Light Rail Project
include: a new segment along Fourth and Stockton Streets between Brannan and Geary Streets as an
alternative to use of Third, Harrison, Kearny, and Geary Streets; extension of the planning horizon year
from 2015 to 2030; the addition of above ground ventilation shafts for tunnel segments and stations; the
use of off-street access to stations; a deep tunnel under Market Street; and the potential extension of a

construction tunnel under Stockton Street and Columbus Avenue to the north end of the Project near

Washington Square for removing the Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM).

This SEIS/SEIR evaluates three alternatives for the Central Subway Project: a No Project/Transportation
Systems Management (TSM) Alternative; an Enhanced EIS/EIR Alternative with an alignment along both
Third and Fourth Streets south of Market Street and a shallow tunnel under Market Street, as in the
original 1998 FEIS/FEIR; and a Fourth/Stockton Street Alternative with a deep tunnel under Market

Street and two design options.

! The 1998 FEIS/FEIR used Initial Operation Segment to define the Phase 1 portion of the Third Street Light Rail Project. This Phase of the
project initiated passenger service in April 2007 and is now referred to as the T-Third Line. This Supplemental SEIS/SEIR uses T-Third Line
with reference to the Phase 1 segment, where appropriate.
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S.2 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED
S.2.1 PURPOSE OF PROPOSED ACTION

As the Project Sponsor, MTA’s objective for the proposed Project is to complete the second phase of the
Third Street Light Rail Project by providing Muni transit service improvements from the present terminus
of the T-Third Line at Fourth and King Streets through South of Market, Downtown and Chinatown in
the Central Subway Corridor. MTA is seeking federal funding assistance to construct the proposed
Central Subway Project. Phase 1 of the Third Street Light Rail Project was originally included in the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) as a locally-funded
Project. The Phase 1 T-Third line was supported primarily by Proposition B local sales tax revenues;
over $300 million in 1997 dollars. In 2001, the Phase 2 Central Subway was incorporated into the RTP as
a Project eligible for federal funds. The funding plan included a combination of local, regional and
federal funds for implementation of the two Project phases and noted that an updated cost estimate would
be provided for the Central Subway following selection of the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) by the
Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA).

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) action is to determine if the preferred alternative for the
Central Subway Project meets their transit investment objectives and whether to recommend federal
funding for the Project as part of the New Starts Program.

The FTA makes major transit funding decisions through a process designed to aid in the selection of

transit solutions for the region. Through this process, FTA identifies transit investments that:

e Achieve transit service and mobility goals, while minimizing social, economic, and environmental

impacts;
e Increase transit use and reduce travel time at a reasonable cost;
e Link public transportation investments with land use planning and community revitalization;

e Have strong public and political support and compatibility with local, regional, and state planning

initiatives; and

e Enhance and preserve the environment, particularly in terms of reduced air and noise pollution and

congestion relief.
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S.2.2 NEED FOR TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS IN THE CORRIDOR

The Central Subway Project would help to address mobility and transit deficiencies by improving

connections to communities in the northeastern and southeastern parts of the City and improving

reliability of transit services. Transit deficiencies include those that exist at present and those that are
anticipated to exist during the 20-year plus planning horizon (2030). The Central Subway Project is also
intended to serve as a key infrastructure improvement to help ease congestion in the Study Area; improve
transit service to the large transit-dependent population that resides along the Corridor; accommodate the
increasing number of residents in the South of Market area; and serve mobility needs for the new jobs that

are expected to be created in the Study Area.

For the Central Subway Project, transit accessibility along the Corridor is particularly critical as the
population has a higher degree of transit dependency (72 percent of households along the Central Subway
Corridor are without a vehicle compared to 29 percent citywide) and higher unemployment rates than
other parts of the City (9 percent unemployed in the Central Subway Corridor versus 4.6 percent citywide

unemployment).

S.2.3 PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The seven principal goals that Muni identified for the phased Third Street Light Rail Project to guide the

evaluation of alternatives are still applicable to the Phase 2 Central Subway Project. They are:

1. Travel and Mobility Goal Improve Muni service reliability in the Central subway Corridor, as part of

the Third Street Light Rail Corridor, thereby enhancing the mobility of Corridor residents, business
people and visitors.

2. Equity Goal Bring transit service in the Corridor to the level and quality of service available in other
sections of the City and improve the inadequate connections with other transit lines serving the
region.

3. Economic Revitalization/Development Goal Design transportation improvements that support

economic revitalization and development initiatives within the Corridor.

4. Transit-supportive Land Use Goal Ensure compatibility with City land use plans and policies and

transportation improvements so that transit ridership can be maximized and the number of auto trips
reduced.

5. Environmental Goal Provide transit improvements that enhance and preserve the social and physical

environment and minimize potential negative impacts during construction and operation of the line.
6. Financial Goal Implement transit improvements that provide for the efficient use of limited financial

resources.
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7. Community Acceptance and Political Support Goal Provide a transportation system that reflects the

needs and desires of Corridor residents and business people and is compatible with the City’s

planning initiatives.

Obijectives include: increasing transit ridership; improving service reliability; reducing 2030 travel time;
improving transit operating speed in downtown and South of Market; enhancing the opportunity to
expand Muni’s Light Rail System; improving access to downtown employment opportunities; improving
access to Chinatown; maintaining auto and truck access in the commercial core; maintaining adequate
transit and vehicular circulation in the commercial core; providing opportunities for revitalization in the
commercial core; enhancing urban design in the commercial core; supporting the coordination of land use
and transportation planning; serving major activity centers in the Corridor; minimizing permanent
displacement of homes and businesses; minimizing impacts on parklands/cultural resources; minimizing
air quality impacts; minimizing adverse construction impacts; providing beneficial environmental impact
to the community; developing a viable financial plan to cover total capital costs for the alternatives;
developing a viable financial plan to cover total annual operating and maintenance costs; maximizing
transit operating efficiency while accommodating 2030 travel demand; gaining community support for the
preferred investment strategy; gaining City Commission and elected officials support for the preferred

investment strategy; and gaining support from appropriate regional, state and federal agencies.

S.3 ALTERNATIVES

This document analyzes three alternatives for the Central Subway. The alternatives are summarized in

Table S-1 and Figure S-1 and described in further detail below.

Alternative 1 - No Project/TSM was developed in conformance with California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) Guidelines and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements. The T-Third Line
(Phase 1 of the Third Street Light Rail Project) and associated bus changes implemented in April 2007 are
included in this alternative as are the funded projects programmed in the Regional Transportation Plan
and the Muni Short Range Transit Plan. This alternative would not fully accommodate 2030 projected

travel demand.

Since implementation of the T-Third line, the Project Purpose and Need have not changed. Bus service is
already provided at three minute frequencies or better for much of the Central Subway Corridor and the
streets, particularly Stockton Street, are operating at capacity. As a result, additional bus service would

not be a viable TSM alternative. Introduction of a Bus Rapid Transit facility as a TSM Alternative would
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TABLE S-1

SUMMARY OF CENTRAL SUBWAY ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 2 - | Alternative 3A - | Alternative 3B -
EIS/EIR Fourth/Stockton | Fourth/Stockton
Alternative 1 - Enhanced Alignment Alignment
Characteristic No Project/TSM Alignment Option A Option B
Length in Miles N/A 1.75 miles 1.7 miles 1.7 miles
Number of Stations N/A 4 subway + 1 3 subway 3 subway + 1
surface surface
Platform Configuration N/A Two level Single level Single Level
stacked at Center Platforms | Center Platforms
Moscone and
Union Square;
Single level side
at Market Street
and Chinatown
2030 Weekday Ridership T-Third 60,030-24,600 89,790-76,300 88,8460-77,600 99,236-76,600
Line
Central Subway Net New Transit - 21,000 19,000 18,400
Riders
Transit Travel Time in Minutes 17.0 7.0 4.6 6.3
(Fourth/King to Chinatown
Station in 2030)
Construction Duration N/A 6 years 6 years 5.5 years
Subway Construction Methods N/A Portal to Portal to Brannan | Portal to Union
Moscone Station | Street — Cut-and- | Square/Market
— SXM. Cover Street — TBM.
Moscone to Brannan Street to | Union
Union Square — Chinatown — Square/Market
SXM, Cut-and- TBM. Street to
Cover. North of Chinatown —
Union Square to | Chinatown — TBM and SEM.
north of SEM or TBM. North of
Chinatown - North Beach — Chinatown —
SEM. TBM. SEM or TBM.
North Beach —
TBM.

Note: SXM - Special Excavation Method; SEM — Sequential Excavation Method; TBM — Tunnel Boring Machine

N/A = Not Applicable

Ridership is defined as the number of passenger boardings.

Source: PB/Wong 2007

not meet the Project goals and objectives as it would increase rather than reduce congestion on surface

streets. Therefore, the No Project and TSM Alternative are combined for this SEIS/SEIR.
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The No Project/TSM Alternative has a projected weekday ridership of 66;830-24,600 passengers for 2030
on the T-Third Line. The transit travel time between Fourth and King Streets and Chinatown would be
17.0 minutes in 2030.
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FIGURE S-1
CENTRAL SUBWAY BUILD ALTERNATIVES
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Alternative 2 — Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment, as analyzed in the 1998 FEIS/FEIR, uses Third, Fourth,
Harrison, Kearny, Geary, and Stockton Streets. It crosses Market Street in a shallow subway and includes
a surface platform on Third Street at King Street and four subway stations (Moscone, Market, Union
Square and Chinatown). Enhancements to the original FEIS/FEIR alternative include above-ground
emergency ventilation shafts, off-sidewalk station entries where feasible, and the provision of a closed

barrier fare system.

In the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment, the 1.75 mile light rail service would operate between Fourth and
King Streets and Stockton and Jackson Streets. North of King Street, the rail would travel in a surface
configuration northbound on Third Street and southbound on Fourth Street, transitioning to subway
operation at two-single track portals located between Brannan and Bryant Streets. The service would

operate independent of the existing Muni Metro Market Street subway.

This alternative follows the 1998 FEIS/FEIR Alignment, but also incorporates design changes to meet
current fire codes, new Muni fare collection policy, and pedestrian access and circulation issues. Above-
ground emergency ventilation shafts would be located off-street rather that provided through an in-street
ventilation system as originally planned. Most station entries have been moved off crowded sidewalks to
private or public property and combined wherever possible with vent shafts. For the Enhanced EIS/EIR
Alignment, one-car trains would operate as an independent line from the southern terminus in Visitacion
Valley, via the existing T-Third alignment to Fourth and King Streets, and then via the Central Subway to

the northern terminus in Chinatown. Stations would be two level stacked platforms at Moscone and

Union Square and single level side platforms at Market Street and Chinatown. Platform lengths would be

approximately 250 feet at all subway stations.

To make efficient use of the Central Subway, bus operations in the Corridor would be restructured. The
Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment bus system would be similar to the No Project/ TSM Alternative including
the extension of the 45-Union/Stockton trolley bus line from the Caltrain Terminal through Mission Bay
and Potrero Hill to a new terminus at Third and 20th Streets and the rerouting of the 22-Fillmore trolley
bus line along 16th, Third, and Mission Rock Streets to a terminus in Mission Bay. In both bus plans the
9X San Bruno Express and 30-Stockton lines would have five and nine-minute peak period frequencies
respectively, which are the current peak headways for those lines. Changes from the No Project/TSM
Alternative associated with the Enhanced EIS/EIR bus plan include the elimination of the 30-Stockton
short line between Van Ness Avenue and North Point Street and the Caltrain Terminal at Fourth and

Townsend Streets, and minor frequency adjustments.
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The Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment has a projected weekday ridership of 89:796-76,300_passengers for the
year 2030 on the T-Third Line. The transit travel time between Fourth and King Streets and Chinatown

would be 7.0 minutes in 2030 or a 10 minute savings over the No Project/TSM Alternative.

Alternative 3 — Fourth/Stockton Alignment was developed as an alternative that would operate
exclusively on Fourth and Stockton Streets with a deep tunnel (rather than shallow) crossing of Market
Street. The Fourth/Stockton Alignment would start as a double-track surface line at Fourth and King
Streets and would proceed north along Fourth Street to a portal where it would transition from surface to
subway operation. For Option A, the portal would be located between Townsend and Brannan Streets
and between Bryant and Harrison Streets for Option B. It would continue north under Fourth and
Stockton Streets as a double-track operation to a terminus in the vicinity of Stockton and Jackson Streets.
The pedestrian connection to the Market Street Subway would be at the BART/Muni Metro Powell Street

Station.

The 30-Stockton and 45-Union/Stockton trolley bus lines would continue operation on the east side of
Fourth Street, south of Bryant Street, to the bus terminal east of Fourth Street on Townsend Street.
Existing bus stops would be retained on Fourth Street, just north of Bryant Street, but the island stop at
Brannan Street would be moved from the north to the south side of the street. No major overhead wire

relocations would be necessary under this option.

As in the case of the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment, above-ground emergency ventilation shafts are
proposed to be located in off-street locations and, wherever feasible, station access is located off-
sidewalk in property to be acquired by Muni. Fare gates are provided at the mezzanine level for all

stations. The location and number of stations varies for the two design options.

There is a construction variant for this alternative to extend the tunnel another 2,000 feet north of Jackson
Street to facilitate construction and extraction of the Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM). In this approach the
tunnel would continue north on Stockton Street to a temporary shaft on Columbus Avenue near
Washington Square Park where the TBM would be extracted and construction equipment and materials

could be delivered.
Alternative 3A

This alternative was selected as the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) by the MTA Board at its meeting
of June 7, 2005, but was replaced by Alternative 3B as the LPA by MTA Board action on February 19,

2008. It would extend 1.7 miles north from the T-Third line terminus at Fourth and King Streets via

Fourth and Stockton Streets to the Central Subway terminus in Chinatown. After stopping at the
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existing T-Third line station platform on Fourth Street at King Street, LRVS would continue north on

Fourth Street in a semi-exclusive double-track median to a portal between Townsend and Brannan
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Streets. This option would include three subway stations at Moscone, Union Square/Market Street, and

Chinatown.

The subway station platforms would be 200-250 feet in length (cempared—with-250-feet-in-similar to

Alternative 2) and parrowerin of varying widths and but-would accommodate twe-three car trains using

high-floor LRVs. To accommodate access via Union Square and the Powell Station at Market Street, the
Union Square/Market Street Station would have a much longer layout than the Moscone and Chinatown
Stations. Like Alternative 2, this alternative would accommodate fare gates and ticket vending machines
(TVMs) and a closed barrier fare collection system. All subway station platforms are on one level with a

center platform and a mezzanine (concourse) level above the platform.

Alternative 3A has a projected weekday ridership of 88:840-77,600 passengers for 2030 on the T-Third

Line. The transit travel time between Fourth and King Streets and Chinatown would be 4.6 minutes in

2030 or a 12.4 minute savings over the No Project/ TSM Alternative.

Alternative 3B

This alternative was selected as the LPA by the MTA Board on February 19, 2008, replacing 3A.

Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B would extend 1.7 miles north from the T-Third line terminus at
Fourth and King Streets via Fourth and Stockton Streets to the Central Subway terminus in Chinatown.
After stopping at the existing T-Third station platform on Fourth at King Streets, light rail would continue
north on Fourth Street to a double-track portal between Bryant and Harrison Streets under 1-80. There
would be one surface station on Fourth Street, north of Brannan Street, and three subway stations at

Moscone, Union Square/Market Street, and Chinatown. The subway platforms would be 200 feet in

length (compared to 250 feet in Alternative 3A) and 26 feet in width and would accommodate two-car

trains using high-floor LRVS.

LRVs would operate between Fourth and King Streets to the portal under 1-80 in a semi-exclusive double-
track right-of-way, separated from adjacent traffic by six-inch curbs. Alternatively, LRVs would operate
between Fourth and King Street to the portal under 1-80 in mixed-flow, with trains and vehicles sharing
the double-track right-of-way. This latter approach would increase the availability of parking, address

traffic circulation issues, and enhance the streetscape with median landscaping.

Alternative 3B has a projected weekday ridership of 99,230-76,600 passengers for 2030 on the T-Third

Line. The transit travel time between Fourth and King Streets and Chinatown would be 6.3 minutes in

2030 or a 10.7 minute savings over the No Project/ TSM Alternative.
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Construction Methods and Duration

The Central Subway requires a number of underground structures, including guideway tunnels, stations,

tail tracks, rail crossovers, and emergency cross-passages. These structures would be constructed in a
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variety of geologic conditions, ranging from rock to soft ground, and would be located adjacent to
existing structures and utilities that are sensitive to ground movements. Available geologic information
for the alternative Central Subway alignments indicates the tunnels would encounter highly variable
conditions ranging from saturated sand, silt and clays to weathered and highly fractured sandstone and
siltstone bedrock of the Franciscan Formation. Mixed-face conditions (i.e., rock and soil in the
excavation face) are expected where the tunnels transition into and out of the bedrock. To deal with the
different alignment and profile options and the varying geologic and groundwater conditions, several
different tunnel construction methods are being considered, including excavation by Tunnel Boring
Machine (TBM), cut-and-cover (C&C), and sequential excavation methods (SEM). Another method
referred to as the Special Excavation Method (SXM) was introduced in the 1998 FEIS/FEIR.

The construction methods used in each of the Alternatives is summarized in Table S-1. Because of the
different construction methods, the construction time would vary by alternative. Construction of
Alternatives 2 and 3A would take approximately six years to complete and construction of Alternative 3B

would be reduced to approximately 5.5 years.

S.3.1 DEVELOPMENT AND SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVES

The 1998 FEIS/FEIR proposed a Central Subway Downtown alignment with a shallow crossing of the
BART/Muni Metro subway at Third Street with a pedestrian connection to the BART/Muni Montgomery
Street Station. At the time the alternative was conceived, a shallow excavation method was thought to be
the most cost-effective construction approach. It was concluded that there was sufficient room above the
BART/Muni Subway at Third and Market Streets to accommodate a shallow crossing. A shallow

crossing at Fourth and Market Streets was not considered because of conflicts with the Powell Street

Station structure. Because of a concern about the impact of surface construction and the circuitous
alignment required for a shallow alignment, the Central Subway design team recommended consideration
of a deep (rather than a shallow) crossing of Market Street at Third Street that would go under the existing

Muni Metro and BART subway tunnels using Tunnel Boring Machines (TBMs).?

In addition, studies were performed to evaluate several alternative portal locations in the South of Market
area.® The findings from the station design, construction methodology, portal location, and other studies
were discussed at seven public meetings and five Third Street Light Rail Community Advisory Group
(CAG) meetings in 2004. The portal options and Project construction methods were presented to the
public in an August 2004 meeting. The options included: (1) a single-portal on Third Street between

San Francisco Municipal Railway, “Recommended Tunnel Construction Methods Report,” March 16, 2004.

®  san Francisco Municipal Railway, “Portal and Surface Station Locations Study,” December 23, 2004
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Townsend and Brannan Streets, one block south of the original location, with a single portal remaining on
Fourth Street between Brannan and Bryant Streets; and, (2) a double-track portal on Fourth Street

between Townsend and Brannan Streets that used a two-track alignment via Third, Fourth, Harrison,

Kearny, Geary Streets and Stockton Streets. The public preference was for a double-portal on Fourth
Street. Members of the public also suggested a Fourth Street alignment, which was possible using a deep

crossing at Fourth/Stockton and Market Streets.

The “Special Alignment and Validation Studies,” finalized in June 2005, evaluated a Fourth/Stockton
Alignment with a double track portal on Fourth Street between Townsend and Brannan Streets and a deep
crossing below the BART/Muni Metro Market Street subway at Fourth Street.* It maintained the
Chinatown Station on Stockton Street in—the—vicinity—of Clay-and-\Washington-Streets at Clay Street,
combined the Union Square/Market Street Stations with northern entries in the vicinity of Union Square
and southern entries using BART/Muni Metro Powell Street Station entrances; and relocated the Moscone
Station to Fourth Street between Howard and Folsom Streets. The Fourth/Stockton Alignment had
improvements in transit and vehicular travel time and localized traffic circulation, particularly on Third
Street. This alignment, with—using a Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM), also reduced surface-related
construction impacts as compared to the shallow construction method proposed for the 1998 FEIS/FEIR

alignment.

The station locations and the northern boundary of the PhaasePhase 2, Central Subway were initially
established as part of the Third Street Light Rail planning process and were analyzed in the 1998
EIS/EIR. Early in the Phase 2 planning process, studies were undertaken to evaluate options for moving
many of the station entrances out of sidewalk locations to outside the public right-of-way. As a result of
these efforts, off-sidewalk subway station entrances were identified for the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alternative

and incorporated into the Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A.

Based on results from these studies, the MTA approved the designation of the Fourth/Stockton Alignment
as the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) on June 7, 2005. This designation allowed the
Fourth/Stockton Alignment, rather than the 1998 FEIS/FEIR Alignment, to be evaluated as the LPA in
the FTA New Starts Program. After the publication of the NOP in June 2005, a Fourth/Stockton
Alignment Option B was developed based on public input, and design studies and to reduce the costs of

the Project. This option reduced the size of the stations and provided new station entrance options for

Union Square/Market Street and a new station location and entrance options for Chinatown._On February

4 San Francisco Municipal Railway, “Special Alignment and Validation Studies,” June 30, 2005.
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19, 2008, subsequent to publication of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, the MTA Board voted to replace Alternative
3A with Alternative 3B as the LPA.
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S.3.4 OPERATING STATISTICS FOR THE CENTRAL SUBWAY, NO PROJECT/TSM
ALTERNATIVES
Table S-2 shows the comparative operating statistics for the existing transit service, the future 2030 transit
service under the No Project/TSM Alternative and the three Build Alternatives. The Light Rail and bus
operating plans would be the same for all Build Alternatives. All Alternatives would require four
additional LRVs (three peak LRVs and one spare) beyond the requirements for the No Project/TSM
Alternative. Muni’s total LRV fleet size, including spares, would be 175 LRVs though the peak demand
would vary from 127-130-139-142 LRVs by alternative. The diesel bus fleet would remain-the-same-as
increase by 23 buses from the existing condition in 2030 for all alternatives, but and-Ne-Project/FSM
fleets—with-the same-peak demand_would not change. The trolley bus fleet would remain-the-same

increase by five buses in 2030, but peak demand would be reduced by six trolleys over existing

conditions and by eleven trolleys over No Project/TSM_with the Project.

TABLE S-2
ANNUAL OPERATING STATISTICS

Total
Diesel/Trolley Total Annual LRV Fleet Peak | Annual LRV
Peak Peak Demand Diesel/Trolley Peak Demand® Car Hours
Headways | (Systemwide-Fleet Bus Hours Headways ( i T-Line
Alternative 9-X Line? size) ! (Systemwide)! | T-Third? Fleet size)* (Systemwide)
377 (495-473) 118119 84.800
Existing (2007) 5 minutes diesel buses; 2,592,230 9 minutes (151) LRVs 109,400
T-Third 225 (333-331) (568500}
trolley buses (570,200)
377 (495) diesel 129137 80.400
No Project/ TSM 5 minutes buses; 2,622,030 7 minutes (171) 117,000
(2030) 230 (333-336) LRVs {609.500)
trolley buses (602,700)
377 (495) diesel 136-142 84500
Enhanced EIS/EIR 5 minutes buses; 2,545,630 5-6 minutes (175) LRVs 83,900
Alignment (2030) 219 (333-336) (591.200)°
trolley buses (621,800)°
377 (495)diesel 127139 78.000
Fourth/Stockton 5 minutes buses; 2,545,630 56 minutes (175) LRVs 76,700
Alignment Option A 219 (333 336) 700
(2030) trolley buses (614,500
377 (495) diesel 136-140 86,400
Fourth/Stockton 5 minutes buses; 2,545,630 5-6 minutes (175) LRVs 78,000
Alignment Option B 219 (333-336) 100)°
(2030) trolley buses (615,900

Notes: ' Source for 2007 bus equipment demand and bus hours is the Muni 2006-2025 Short Range Transit Plan, December
2005 and Dan Rosen, MTA, May 2007._Revised Dan Rosen, MTA, January 2008.

2 Headway refers to the time between transit vehicles on a given line.

% Assumes one-car trains operating in the peak for the Central Subway on both the long and short lines_and two car trains

on the very short line.
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S.3.5 CAPITAL COST SUMMARY

The capital cost methodology follows the current FTA guidelines. Systemwide estimates were developed

for train control, communications, transit vehicles, and the electrification system. Site-specific detailed
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conceptual engineering was used to develop capital costs for the proposed stations. Cost data was based
on previous local light rail projects and similar projects nationwide. The capital cost estimates account
for engineering and management, contingency, and Project reserve. Escalation factors were applied to the
Preject-—costs to account for recent-escalation trends experienced in major transportation infrastructure

projects to arrive at 2007Year-of-Expenditure (YOE) costs. See Table S-3 for a summary of the capital

costs by Alternative.

TABLE S-3
CAPITAL COST SUMMARY ($MILLIONS)

2007 2007 2007
Alternative 2 Alternative 3A Alternative 3B!
Guideway & Track Elements $364 $248 $244
Station, Stops, Terminals, Intermodals $376 $376 $325
Site Work & Special Conditions $94 $70 $47
Systems $118 $110 $94
Construction Subtotal $952 $804 $710
ROW, Land, Existing Improvements $15 $20 $20
Vehicles $21 $21 $21
Professional Services $229 $202 $188
Unallocated Contingency $97 $84 $75
Total $1,345 $1,131 $1,014
Escalation $340 $276 $221
Year of Expenditure Total $1,685 $1,407 $1,235

1 Costs for Alternatives 3A and 3B do not include the North Beach Construction Variant, which is estimated to costs

$54 million in Year of Expenditure (YOE) dollars.
Source: PB/Wong 2007

As indicated in the total capital cost for the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment, including the purchase of four
additional LRVs (3 peak and 1 float vehicle) to accommodate 2030 demand is estimated at $1,.345 billion
($1,.685 billion in Year of Expenditure (YOE)). The total capital cost for the Central Subway
Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A is estimated at $1.131 billion ($1;.,407 billion in YOE) and the total
capital cost for the Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B is estimated at $1.014 billion ($15.235 billion in
YOE).
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S.3.6. OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COST SUMMARY

The Operating and Maintenance (O&M) cost model was developed based on Muni’s actual operating
expenses for fiscal year 2005/2006. O&M cost calculations accounted for the level of Muni service
provided for the No Project/TSM Alternative, the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment, and the Fourth/Stockton
Alignment Options A and B. For each alternative, bus and light rail variables related to route miles,
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service frequencies, and travel times were derived from engineering and travel demand requirements. See

Chapter 7.0 for a detailed description of cost estimation methodology.

Operations inputs, such as revenue miles and hours per mode, were calculated independently using

operating plans developed specifically for the Central Subway Project.

Table S-4 summarizes the tetal annual operating and maintenance costs for the Muni system, broken out

by vehicle type, for each alternative.

TABLE S-4
OREARATING OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE COST SUMMARY
(MILLIONS $/ YEAR OF OPERATING EXPENSES)

No Project Alternative 2 Alternative 3A Alternative 3B
2016 $767-.9-$852.61 $6934-$852.73 $693.0-$849.65 $693.2-$849.41
2030 $4445.9 $1.422.3 $14217 $1422.1
$1,261,49 $1,262.13 $1,257.77 $1,258.31
Increment Over No Project/TSM
2016 N/A ($34:3)50.11 ($14-9)-($2.96) ($34-74)-($3.20)
2030 N/A ($23.6)$0.64 ($24-2-($3.72) ($23:8)($3.18)
Source: MFA-May-20067-AECOM Consult Inc. April, 2008.

S.4  TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS

Section S.4.1 provides a summary of major transportation impacts (transit, traffic freight, parking
pedestrian, bicycle, and emergency access) for the Project Alternatives.

S.4.1 SUMMARY OF GENERAL TRANSPORTATION FINDINGS

Transit Demand
Table S-5 presents the existing and 2030 weekday transit ridership estimates for the corridor. Currently
about 92,870-persen-93,300 transit trips are made in the Corridor each weekday. Substantial increases in

population and employment are projected in the future in the Study Area. By 2030, it is estimated that
transit ridership would increase to somewhere between 14#450142,600 to 462,610145,200 passengers in

the Corridor depending on the Alternative. Without implementation of the rail service in the Central
Subway Corridor, transit ridership would be constrained as the transit trip between the Visitacion Valley

and Chinatown would take longer and would be less reliable.
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TABLE S-5

ESTIMATED WEEKDAY TRANSIT RIDERSHIP

EXISTING AND 2030 CONDITIONS

2030 FOURTH/

2030 FOURTH / STOCKTON
2030 ENHANCED STOCKTON ALIGNMENT
2030 NO EIS/EIR ALIGNMENT OPTION B
LRT/BUS LINE 2000 PROJECT/TSM | ALIGNMENT OPTION A (LPA) | (MODIFIED LPA)
CORRIDOR
BOARDINGS
RAIL
T Long Line! n/a |60.030-24,600* 59,710-44,500 60,670-45,800 65,;830-44,900
T Short ILine n/a n/a | 30;080-18,900 28,470-19,000 33,400-18,900
T-Third Very Short Line n/a n/a 12,900 12,800 12,800
Subtotal 60,030 24,600 | 89,790 76,300 88,840 77,600 99,230-76,600
BUS
Line 15° 31.130-28,300 n/a n/a n/a n/a
Lines 9X, 9AX, 9BX 9.320-10,600 | 29,560-23,000 | 36:790-22,300 30,760-20,800 24770 21,200
Lines 30, 45 ® ; 54,400 | 5/4860-76,600 | 42,030 46,600 42,510-44,800 38,290-44,800
Subtotall 92,870-93,300 | 874420 99,600 | ¥#2,820 68,900 +3;240 65,600 63,060 66,000
TOTAL IN 92,870 147:450 162,610 162110 162,290
CORRIDOR: 93,300 124,200 145,200 143,200 142,600
Increase Over Existing: 0 | 54,580-30,900 | 69;746-51,900 69;240-49,900 69;420-49,300
Increase Over No 0 0 | 15;466-21,000 14.660-19,000 14.840-18,400
Project/TSM:
Notes: ' Central Subways T-Third long-_line to Visitacion Valley, ard-T-Third short-line to 18" and Third Streets, and T-Third

very short line to Fourth and Townsend Streets.

2 Line 15-Third shifts to 9X San Bruno.

3

45 Extended into Mission Bay
n/a Not Applicable
Ridership is defined as the number of passengers boarding.

Source: San Francisco Model, January 2007._Revised 2008.

Transit Travel Times

As traffic demand grows in the future, the resulting increased congestion and delays would result in

longer bus travel times and less service reliability. By 2030, Muni patrons on surface bus routes would

experience longer travel times (17.0_minutes) when compared to existing conditions (11.8_minutes) as

shown in Table S-6. The introduction of light rail in exclusive or semi-exclusive in the Central Subway

Corridor would reduce the travel times for Muni patrons to between 5:8-4.6 and 7.0 minutes as noted for

the Build Alternatives.
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Traffic Volumes and Intersection Levels of Service
Traffic volumes are projected to increase on almost all of the key streets serving the Study Area by 2030
as a result on continued regional and Corridor wide population and employment growth. As a result of

the increase in traffic volumes, a greater number of intersections would experience congestion and delays.
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TABLE S-6
IN-VEHICLE TRAVEL TIMES FOR SELECTED TRANSIT TRIPS
EXISTING AND 2030 CONDITIONS

TRANSIT TRAVEL TIME (minutes)

2030 FOURTH /
2030 FOURTH/ STOCKTON
2030 ENHANCED STOCKTON ALIGNMENT
ORIGIN- 2030 NO PROJECT / EIS/EIR ALIGNMENT OPTION B
DESTINATION 2000 TSM ALIGNMENT ALIGNMENT OPTION A (LPA) [(MODIFIED LPA)
Fourth/King —
Chinatown Station® 11.8 17.0 7.0 46 6.3

Notes: ' The Chinatown Station is at Stockton/Clay for the Enhanced EIS/EIR and Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A (LPA)
Alternatives, and at Stockton/Washington for the Fourth/Stockton Option B (Modified LPA) Alternative.

Source: PB/Wong, April 2007.

In 2030, under the No Project/TSM Alternative three of the five Study Area intersections
(ThirdFeurth/King-Streets—Fourth-Harrison-Streets; and Sixth/Brannan Streets) would operate at LOS E

or F in the a.m. and p.m. peak hour-ang-three-intersections{Fhird/King-StreetsFourth/King-Streetsand
Sixth/Brannan-Streets)} would-operate-at LOS-F-in-the-p-m-—peak-heur. While most of these intersections

already operate at LOS E or F as they serve as the major access points to the regional freeway system, the
traffic delays would increase in the future. For the No Project/TSM Alternative, the Feurth-and-Harrisen
Third and King Streets intersection would degrade from LOS B-D to LOS E in the a.m. peak hour.

Implementation of the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment would reduce traffic delays on Fourth Street in the
a.m. peak hour, but would increase delays experienced by motorists at the Third and King Streets and
Sixth and Brannan Streets intersections when compared to the No Project/TSM Alternative. The
intersection of Third and King Streets would degrade from LOS B-E to LOS F in the a.m. peak hour as a
result of the implementation of this alternative and the Sixth and Brannan Streets intersection would
continue to operate at LOS F. During the p.m. peak hour, the Third and King-Feurth-and-King; and Sixth

and Brannan Streets intersections would all continue to operate at LOS F, but with increased delays.

Implementation of either the Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A or Option B rather than the Enhanced
EIS/EIR Alignment would alleviate some of the delays on Third Street, but result in greater delays on
Fourth Street. The Third and King and Sixth and Brannan Streets intersections under Alternatives 3A or

3B would operate as LOS F during the a.m. (a degradation from LOS B-E at Third/King Streets resulting

from the Project) and p.m. peak hour (continued LOS F operation) while the Fourth and King Streets
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intersection would continue to operate at LOS E during the a.m. peak hour and LOS F during the p.m.
peak hour. The intersection of Fourth and Harrison Streets would degrade from LOS B-C te-LOS-Ffor

Alternative-3B-in-the-a-m-—peak-hourand-fromLOS-B to LOS E for Alternative 3A and to LOS F for
Alternative 3B in the p.m. peak hour.

Freight Movements

With the implementation of the Project, the removal of parking along the surface alignment and at the
station entrances and portal location would impact freight loading for adjacent businesses and residences,
for example, at 601 Fourth Street under Alternative 3A. While additional truck loading spaces would be
provided on surface streets adjacent to the Corridor along Third and Fourth Streets, existing loading zones
in the Union Square and Chinatown station areas would be expected to accommodate the freight delivery

and loading needs in the areas where on-street yellow zones are eliminated.

Stockton Street is a mix of on-street metered parking, on-street loading zones, and bus zones. In some

blocks, between Market and Sutter Street, on-street parking and loading has been removed completely to

accommodate the flow of traffic, access to the public parking garages, and bus stops. The on-street

loading spaces in both Union Square and Chinatown are important to servicing the adjacent retailers as

off-street loading docks are limited.

On Columbus Avenue, between Union and Powell Streets, there are no off-street loading spaces.

Parking

On-street and off-street parking would be affected with the implementation of each of the Build
Alternatives along the segments of the Corridor that would have surface light rail operations and where
station entrances and vent shafts are proposed to be located in off-street parking garages. For the
Enhanced EIS/EIR Alternative, 111 on-street parking spaces would be removed on Third Street between
King and Bryant; on Fourth Street between Townsend and Harrison Streets; and on Stockton Street
between Geary and Post Streets and Clay and Washington Streets. In addition this alternative would
eliminate 59 off-street parking spaces in the Hearst and Union Square parking garages. The
Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A would eliminate 29 on-street parking spaces on the blocks of Fourth
and Stockton Streets on the street segments identified above and 29 off-street parking spaces in the Union
Square parking garage. The Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B would eliminate 82 on-street parking
spaces under the semi-exclusive option and 8179 parking spaces under the mixed-flow option (this option

also retains some off-peak spaces on Fourth Street) in the Fourth and Stockton
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Street segments identified above. In addition, this alternative would potentially eliminate_3 parking

spaces on the north side of Ellis Street to accommodate an expansion of the station access/egress at One

Stockton Street (the Apple Store) and a total of 59 off-street parking spaces from the Ellis/O’Farrell and

Union Square parking garages.

Pedestrian

Though pedestrian volumes are heavy on many of the sidewalks in the Moscone, Union Square, and
Chinatown districts, the sidewalks located at the proposed station entrances are currently operating at a
LOS A. Under each of the alternatives, sidewalk reductions would need to be implemented at the
following locations: Market Street and Union Square Stations for the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment;
Moscone and Union Square/Market Street Stations for the Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A; and
Union Square/Market Street Station for the Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B. Even with these

sidewalk reductions,
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the pedestrian level of service would continue to be LOS A.  Under Alternative 3B, the pedestrian level

of service would be reduced to LOS B, at the Chinatown Station, as a result of the increase in pedestrian

activity rather than a reduction of effective sidewalk width.

Bicycle

Bicycle routes #11 on Second Street and #19 on Fifth Street and the improvements proposed along these
routes to accommodate bicyclists could be affected by the Project implementation. The diversion of
traffic to Second and Fifth Streets from Third and Fourth Streets as the result of increased delays in the
future that would be compounded by the introduction of surface rail operations could affect bicycle travel
on these two bicycle routes. Implementation of the proposed bicycle improvements on these streets

would protect bicycle travel in the future.

Emergency Vehicle Access

The implementation of surface rails operations along Fourth Street would potentially impact the
circulation and accessibility of fire trucks leaving Fire Station #8 located on Bluxome Street. The rail
median would be designed so as to preserve the ability for fire trucks to cross the median to travel on

Fourth Street so as to minimize the impacts on emergency response times.

Construction

Construction of the Central Subway Project would temporarily affect transit service, traffic flows, freight
movements and delivery activities, on-street parking, and pedestrian and bicycle circulation. There would
also be a temporary increase in truck traffic along the light rail alignment as a result of truck traffic
associated with the removal of excavated soils and backfill around the guideway and station areas_and

delivery of materials. The impacts would not be significant and improvement measures such as detour

routes, exclusive bus zones, short-term parking limits, maintenance of sidewalks, and provisions for

emergency vehicles would alleviate the adverse impacts.

S.5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES

A summary of the significant environmental impacts and mitigation measures for the Project Alternatives
are presented in Table S-7. The potentially significant impacts are briefly summarized below for the
Build Alternatives and the No Project/TSM Alternative.
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TABLE S-7

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Environmental

Alternative 1 -No

Alternative 2 - EIS/EIR

Alternative 3A -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment

Alternative 3B -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment

Area/Impacts Project/ TSM Enhanced Alignment Option A Option B

TRANSPORTATION Significant Impacts: Significant Impacts: Significant Impacts: Significant Impacts:

Traffic tnereasesintrafficcongestion | inereases-intrafficcongestion Inereases-in-traffic-congestion 1. Same as Alternative 3A,

Operation/Cumulative and-delayswould-occurin and-delays-wotld-oceur-in2030 and-delayswould-oceurin2030 | except the Project would also
2030t Al of the fi f the fi f the fi have a.signifi .
intersections-evaluated-as-a intersections-evaluated—The intersections-evaluated—The Fourth/Harrison-Streets
resultof- cumulative-traffic Project would have a significant | Project would have a significant | intersection-during-the-a-m-—peak
growth—Third/King {&-m- traffic impact at the Third/King traffic impact at the Third/King | heurwhen-compared-to-the Ne
peak-onhy); Streets intersection | Streets intersection in the a.m. Streets intersection in the a.m. j i a

would degrade from LOS E to
LOS F in the a.m. peak hour
and would continue to operate
at LOS F in the p.m. peak
hour. Fourth/King; and
Sixth/Brannan Streets
intersections would continue
to operate at LOS E or F
conditions in the a.m. and p.m.
peak hours.—Fhe-intersection
of Fourth-and Harrison-Streets

peak hour due to degradation in
LOS from B-E to F when
compared to the No Project/TSM
Alternative and a cumulatively
considerable contribution to the
cumulative traffic impacts at the
Sixth/Brannan Streets
intersection during the p.m. peak
hour in 2030.

Significant environmental effects
which can not be avoided:

The traffic impacts at Third/King
and Sixth/Brannan Streets
intersections could not be
reasonably mitigated to a less-
than-significant level.

peak hour due to a degradation
in LOS from B-E to F and at the
Fourth/Harrison Streets
intersection in the p.m. peak
hour due to a degradation in
LOS from C to E when
compared to the No Project/
TSM Alternative. This
alternative would have a
cumulatively considerable
contribution to the adverse
cumulative traffic impacts at the
King Street intersections with
Third and Fourth Streets and the
Fourth/Harrison Streets
intersection during the p.m.
peak hour in 2030.

Mitigation Measure:

Restriping the southbound curb
lane of Fourth Street to
accommodate a shared
through/right-turn lane to
Harrison Street would mitigate

cumulatively considerable
impact on the cumulative traffic
impacts at the King Street and
Third Streets intersection during
a.m. peak hour and-the
FourthiHarrison-Streets

hetrin 2030.
2. In addition, the portal at

Fourth Street under 1-80 may
restrict aceess-to-the-propesed

Streetand-large truck
movements onto Stillman Street.

Mitigation Measures:

Same as Alternative 3A, in
addition SEMTA will explore
options-design-modifications-to
ion with Caltrans
the TIPA, and Golden Gate
Transit that will permit bus
truck
access to Stillman Street that
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Environmental
Area/lmpacts

Alternative 1 -No
Project/ TSM

Alternative 2 - EIS/EIR
Enhanced Alignment

Alternative 3A -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option A

Alternative 3B -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option B

Significant environmental
effects which can not be
avoided:

l . - -
impacts-could-bereasonably

- The traffic impacts
at Third/King, Fourth/King,
and Sixth/Brannan Streets
intersections could not be
reasonably mitigated to a less-

than-significant level.

the impacts to LOS B resulting
in a less-than-significant
impact.

Significant environmental
effects which can not be
avoided:

The traffic impacts at the
Third/King and Fourth/King
Streets intersections could not
be reasonably mitigated to a
less- than-significant level.

wit-to-reduce the impacts to a
less-than-significant level.

Significant environmental effects
which can not be avoided:

Same as Alternative 3A.

Freight and Loading
Construction

Significant Impacts:

Cumulative construction impacts
could occur on the block
bounded by Perry, Third,
Stillman, and Fourth Streets due
to sequential construction of the
1-80 retrofit, Golden Gate
Transit bus storage facility, and
the Central Subway projects.

Mitigation Measures:

DPT will work with the property
and business owners on Perry
and Stillman Streets to develop
temporary detour routes for
traffic to maintain property
access during construction.

With the implementation of this
mitigation measure, the

construction freight and loading
impacts on this block would be
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Environmental
Area/lmpacts

Alternative 1 -No
Project/ TSM

Alternative 2 - EIS/EIR
Enhanced Alignment

Alternative 3A -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option A

Alternative 3B -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option B

mitigated to a less-than-
significant level.

SOCIOECONOMIC
(Population and
Housing)

Operation/Cumulative

Significant Impacts:

Acquisition of one parcel for the
Chinatown Station would cause
the displacement of 10 small
businesses-and-one-or-two
residential-units in a
predominantly minority and low
income neighborhood.

Mitigation Measures:

Redevelop the Chinatown Station
site with affordable housing units
above the station and ground
floor retail where possible.

Significant environmental effects
which can not be avoided:

The construction of new

i its/ground
floor retail would not mitigate to
a less-than-significant level the
disruption to existing residents
and-small businesses associated
with the temporary dislocation as
new units are constructed.

Significant Impacts:
Same as Alternative 2.

Mitigation Measures:
Same as Alternative 2.

Significant environmental
effects which can not be
avoided:

Same as Alternative 2.

Significant Impacts:

Acquisition of one parcel for the
Chinatown Station would cause
the displacement of 8 small
businesses and 17 residential
units in a predominantly
minority and low income
neighborhood.

Mitigation Measures:
Same as Alternative 2.

Significant environmental effects
which can not be avoided:

Same as Alternative 2, except
the loss of affordable housing
would not mitigate to a less-than
significant level the disruption to
existing residents as well as
businesses.

CULTURAL
RESOURCES

Archaeological
Construction

Significant Impacts:

1. One known prehistoric
archaeological resource (CA-
SFR-2) may be impacted as a
result of construction trenching
on Third Street, between Folsom
and Bryant Streets.

Significant Impacts:

1. At least 6 locations were
identified in this alignment as
sensitive for the presence of
prehistoric archaeological
resources.

2. One known historical

Significant Impacts:

Same as Alternative 3A, except
13 locations have been identified
along the alignment, where
historical archaeological
resources may be uncovered
during construction.
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Environmental
Area/lmpacts

Alternative 1 -No
Project/ TSM

Alternative 2 - EIS/EIR
Enhanced Alignment

Alternative 3A -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option A

Alternative 3B -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option B

2. At least 14 locations were
identified in this alignment as
sensitive for the presence of
prehistoric archaeological
resources.

3. Six locations where historical
archaeological resources might
be uncovered were identified in
the alignment.

Mitigation Measures:

1. Consistent with the SHPO
Programmatic Agreement and the
MOU with the City, MTA would
work with a qualified
archaeologist to ensure that all
state and federal regulations
regarding Native American
concerns are enforced.

2. Limited subsurface testing in
identified archaeologically
sensitive areas shall be conducted
once an alignment has been
selected.

3. During construction,
archaeological monitoring shall
be conducted in those sections of
the alignment identified in the
HCASR and through pre-
construction testing as
moderately to highly sensitive for
prehistoric and historic-era
archaeological deposits.

4. Upon completion of
archaeological field
investigations, a comprehensive
technical report shall be prepared

archaeological resource (CA-
SFR-137H) may be impacted as
a result of the placement of a
construction yard in this
alignment.

3. Fifteen locations where
historical archaeological
resources might be uncovered
were identified in the alignment.

Mitigation Measures:
Same as Alternative 2.

Mitigation Measures:
Same as Alternative 2.
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Environmental
Area/lmpacts

Alternative 1 -No
Project/ TSM

Alternative 2 - EIS/EIR
Enhanced Alignment

Alternative 3A -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option A

Alternative 3B -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option B

for approval by the San Francisco
Environmental Review Officer
and SHPO that describes the
archaeological findings and
interpretations in accordance with
state and federal guidelines.

5. If unanticipated cultural
deposits are found during
subsurface construction, soil
disturbing activities in the
vicinity of the find shall be halted
until a qualified archaeologist can
assess the discovery and make
recommendations for evaluation
and appropriate treatment in
keeping with adopted regulations
and policies.

Significant environmental effects
which can not be avoided:

There is no absolute assurance
that the impacts to archaeological
resources can be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level.

Historic Architectural
Resources

Construction

Significant Impacts:

1. One historical architectural
resource located at 814-828
Stockton Street that is
contributory to the Chinatown
Historic District would be
demolished to construct the
Chinatown Station. Removal of
this building would have an
adverse effect on the Historic
District.

2. 34 historical architectural

Significant Impacts:

Same as Alternative 2, except
25 (34 if the North Beach
Construction Variant is
implemented) historical
architectural resources have the
potential for temporary
construction effects from
ground-borne vibration or visual
disturbance.

Mitigation Measures:

Significant Impacts:

1. One historical architectural
resource located at 933-949
Stockton Street that is
contributory to the Chinatown
Historic District would be
demolished to construct the
Chinatown Station. This would
have an adverse effect on the
Historic District.

2. 25 historical architectural
resources along the alignment
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Environmental
Area/lmpacts

Alternative 1 -No
Project/ TSM

Alternative 2 - EIS/EIR
Enhanced Alignment

Alternative 3A -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option A

Alternative 3B -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option B

resources along the alignment
could potentially be affected by
temporary construction-related
ground-borne vibration or visual
impacts.

Mitigation Measures:

1. Partial preservation of 814-
828 Stockton Street or
incorporation of elements of 814-
828 Stockton Street into the
design of the new station
building; salvage significant
architectural features from the
building for conservation into a
historical display or exhibit in the
new Chinatown station or in
museums; and/or develop a
permanent interpretive display
for public use on the T-Third line
cars or station walls.

Significant environmental effects
which can not be avoided:

Implementation of these
mitigation measures would not
reduce the impacts to historical
resources to a less-than-
significant level; significant
adverse impacts to historic
resources and the Historic
District would occur.

Improvement Measures:

1. If the 814-828 Stockton Street
building is demolished, perform a

Same as Alternative 2.

could potentially be impacted by
construction-related ground-
borne vibration and visual
disturbance.

Mitigation Measures:

Same as Alternative 2, except
the historic resource is 933-949
Stockton Street.
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Environmental
Area/lmpacts

Alternative 1 -No
Project/ TSM

Alternative 2 - EIS/EIR
Enhanced Alignment

Alternative 3A -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option A

Alternative 3B -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option B

Historic American Buildings
Survey/Historic American
engineering Record
documentation.

2. Pre-drilling for pile
installation in areas that would
employ secant piles with ground-
supporting walls in the cut-and-
cover areas would reduce the
potential effects of vibration.

3. Vibration monitoring of
historic structures adjacent to
tunnels and portals will be
specified in the construction
documents to ensure that historic
properties do not sustain damage
during construction. Vibration
impacts would be mitigated to a
less-than-significant level. If a
mitigation monitoring plan
provides the following:

a. The contractor will be
responsible for the protection of
vibration-sensitive historic
building structures that are within
200 feet of any construction
activity.

b. The maximum peak particle
vibration (PPV) velocity level, in
any direction, at any of these
historic structures should not
exceed 0.12 inches/second for
any length of time.

c. The Contractor will be
required to perform periodic
vibration monitoring at the
closest structure to ground
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Environmental
Area/lmpacts

Alternative 1 -No
Project/ TSM

Alternative 2 - EIS/EIR
Enhanced Alignment

Alternative 3A -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option A

Alternative 3B -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option B

disturbing construction activities,
such as tunneling and station
excavation, using approved
seismographs.

d. If at any time the construction
activity exceeds this level, that
activity will immediately be
halted until such time as an
alternative construction method
can be identified that would
result in lower vibration levels.

Operation

Significant Impacts:

1. Construction of a new station
in Chinatown on a site occupied
by an historic structure would
create a visual break in the
cohesive grouping of
contextually-related buildings
resulting in potential adverse
impacts to the Chinatown
Historic District.

Mitigation Measures:

Same as outlined for
Construction impacts above.

Significant environmental effects
which can not be avoided:

Implementation of these
mitigation measures would not
reduce the impacts to historical
resources to a less-than-
significant level; significant
adverse impacts to historic
resources would occur.

Significant Impacts:
Same as Alternative 2.

Mitigation Measures:
Same as Alternative 2.

Significant environmental
effects which can not be
avoided:

Same as Alternative 2.

Improvement Measures:
Same as Alternative 2.

Significant Impacts:
Same as Alternative 2.

Mitigation Measures:
Same as Alternative 2.

Significant environmental effects
which can not be avoided:

Same as Alternative 2.

Improvement Measures:
Same as Alternative 2.
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Environmental

Alternative 1 -No

Alternative 2 - EIS/EIR

Alternative 3A -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment

Alternative 3B -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment

Area/lmpacts Project/ TSM Enhanced Alignment Option A Option B
GEOLOGY AND Significant Impacts: Significant Impacts: Significant Impacts:
SEISMICITY 1.Construction period settlement | Same as Alternative 2, except | Same as Alternative-2 3A.

Construction

could cause damage to existing
building foundations, subsurface
utilities, and surface
improvements.

2. Construction of the shallow
subway crossing over the BART
tunnel would be expected to
result in reduction of ground
loads and upward displacement
of the BART/Muni Metro
tunnels.

Mitigation Measures:

1. Provisions such as concrete
diaphragm walls to support the
excavation and instrumentation to
monitor settlement and
deformation would be used to
ensure that structures adjacent to
tunnel alignments are not
affected by excavations.

2. Tunnel construction methods
that minimize ground movement,
such as pressure-faced TBMs,
Sequential Excavation Method,
and ground improvement
techniques such as compensation
grouting, jet grouting or
underpinning will be used.

3. Rigorous geomechanical
instrumentation would be used to
monitor underground excavation
and grouting or underpinning will
be employed to avoid

the use of TBMs for deep tunnel
construction would minimize
the impact to BART/Muni
Metro tunnels._Similar to
Alternative 2, the construction
of a deep tunnel could result in
the potential downward
displacement of the BART
structures.

Mitigation Measures:
Same as Alternative 2.

Mitigation Measures:
Same as Alternative 2.
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Environmental
Area/lmpacts

Alternative 1 -No
Project/ TSM

Alternative 2 - EIS/EIR
Enhanced Alignment

Alternative 3A -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option A

Alternative 3B -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option B

displacement of structures.

4. Automated ground movement
monitoring will be used to detect
distortion on the BART/Muni
Metro tunnels and grout pipes
will be placed prior to tunnel
excavation to allow immediate
injection of compensation
grouting to replace ground losses
if deformation exceeds
established thresholds.

With the implementation of these
mitigation measures the impacts
would be less-than-significant.

HYDROLOGY AND
WATER QUALITY

Construction

Significant Impacts:

Construction activities at the
Union Square Station could
increase or otherwise disrupt
flow of ground water to the
Powell Street Station.

Mitigation Measures:

Watertight shoring and fully
waterproof station structures will
be designed and constructed to
avoid compounding ground water
inflows to the Powell Street
Station.

With the implementation of these
mitigation measures, the impacts
would be less-than-significant.

Significant Impacts:
Same as Alternative 2.

Mitigation Measures:
Same as Alternative 2.

Significant Impacts:
Same as Alternative 2.

Mitigation Measures:
Same as Alternative 2.

HAZARDOUS
MATERIALS

Significant Impacts:
1. Previous subsurface soils

Significant Impacts:

Significant Impacts:
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Environmental
Area/lmpacts

Alternative 1 -No
Project/ TSM

Alternative 2 - EIS/EIR
Enhanced Alignment

Alternative 3A -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option A

Alternative 3B -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option B

Construction

investigations indicate the
potential for exposure of site
workers and the public to
potentially hazardous materials,
including metals, volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), and semi-
VOCs, during site excavation or
transport of excavated soil
materials (35,000 cubic yards)
which would be disposed of at a
Class | facility. Servicing and
fueling of diesel-powered
construction equipment on-site
could result in exposure to
lubricants, diesel fuel, antifreeze,
motor oils, degreasing agents,
and other hazardous materials.
Properties landside of the 1851
highwater mark that are not
subject to Article 20 would have
potential for exposure to
hazardous materials.

Mitigation Measures:

Implementation of mitigation
measures similar to those
required for properties under the
jurisdiction of Article 20:
preparation of a Site History
Report; Soil Quality
Investigation, including a Soils
Analysis Report and a Site
Mitigation Report (SMR);
description of Environmental
Conditions; Health and Safety
Plan (HSP); Guidelines for the
Management and Disposal of
Excavated Soils; and a

Same as Alternative 2.

Mitigation Measures:
Same as Alternative 2.

Same as Alternative 2.

Mitigation Measures:
Same as Alternative 2.
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Environmental
Area/lmpacts

Alternative 1 -No
Project/ TSM

Alternative 2 - EIS/EIR
Enhanced Alignment

Alternative 3A -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option A

Alternative 3B -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option B

Certification Statement that
confirms that no mitigation is
required or the SMR would
mitigate the risks to the
environment of human health and
safety.

This measure would ensure that
the project impacts are mitigated
to a less-than-significant level.

NOISE AND
VIBRATION

Construction

Significant Impacts:

Historic buildings within 200 feet
of a construction area may be
subject to adverse vibration
impacts if the maximum peak
particle vibration (PPV) velocity
level in any direction exceeds
0.12 inches/second for any length
of time.

Mitigation Measures:

1. The Contractor shall be
required to perform periodic
vibration monitoring using
approved seismographs at the
historic structure closest to the
construction activity. If the
construction activity exceeds a
0.12 inches/second level, the
construction activity shall be
immediately halted until an
alternative construction method
that would result in lower
vibration levels can be identified.

2. During final design
engineering, a more detailed
construction noise and vibration

Significant Impacts:
Same as Alternative 2.

Mitigation Measures:
Same as Alternative 2.

Significant Impacts:
Same as Alternative 2.

Mitigation Measures:
Same as Alternative 2.
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Environmental
Area/lmpacts

Alternative 1 -No
Project/ TSM

Alternative 2 - EIS/EIR
Enhanced Alignment

Alternative 3A -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option A

Alternative 3B -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option B

analysis will be prepared to
address construction staging
areas, tunnel portals, cut-and-
cover construction, and
underground mining and
excavation operations.

Implementation of these
mitigation measures would
reduce the impacts to a less-than-
significant level.

Operation/Cumulative

Significant Impacts:

The FTA vibration criteria of 72
VdB would be exceeded at one
residential building at 570 Fourth
Street at Freelon Alley and the
FTA ground-borne noise criteria
of 35 dBA would be exceeded at
two residential buildings at 527
and 529 Third Street. All
locations have residential
development over ground-floor
commercial.

Mitigation Measures:

Vibration propagation testing will
be conducted at these locations
during final engineering to
determine the predicted impacts
and finalize the mitigation
measures. MTA will select one
of the following mitigation
measures during final design of
the project: high resilience (soft)
direct fixation fasteners for

Significant Impacts:

The FTA vibration criteria of 72
VdB would be exceeded at one
residential building at 570
Fourth Street at Freelon Alley.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation measure same as
Alternative 2.

Significant Impacts:
Impacts same as Alternative 3A.

Mitigation Measures:

Mitigation measure same as
Alternative 2.
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Environmental
Area/lmpacts

Alternative 1 -No
Project/ TSM

Alternative 2 - EIS/EIR
Enhanced Alignment

Alternative 3A -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option A

Alternative 3B -
Fourth/Stockton Alignment
Option B

embedded track and in
underground subway tunnels or
ballast mat for ballast and tie
track.

Implementation of these
measures would reduce the
impacts to a less-than-significant
level.
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S.5.1 CENTRAL SUBWAY BUILD ALTERNATIVES
Implementation of the Build Alternatives would result in significant impacts as noted below:

o traffic impacts in 2030 at the following locations: Fourth/Harrison Streets intersection (Ne
Project/FSM-Alternative —-OS-B-to- LOS-E-ina-m-—peak-heur; Alternative 3A, LOS B-C to
LOS E in a—p.m. peak hour, and Alternative 3B — LOS B-C to LOS F in a-m-—and-p.m. peak
hour) and Third/King Streets intersection (Alternatives 2, 3A, and 3B - LOS B-E to LOS F in
a.m. peak hour) all as a result of project implementation. Considerable contribution to
cumulative impacts would occur at the Sixth and Brannan Streets intersection in the p.m.
peak hour (Alternative 2); the Fourth and Harrison Streets intersection during the p.m. peak
hour (Alternatives 3A and 3B); the Third and King and Fourth and King Streets intersections
during the p.m. peak hour for Alternatives 3A and 3B; and during the a.m. peak hour at the
Third/King Streets intersection for Alternative 3B.

o displacement of 10 small businesses (10 or fewer employees) and-1-or-2residential-units for
Alternatives 2 and3A and displacement of 8 small businesses (10 or fewer employees) and 17

residential units (which would require a Planning Code amendment) for Alternative 3B in the

predominantly minority and low-income Chinatown neighborhood,;

e potential disruption to one known prehistoric archaeological resources during construction of

Alternative 2;

e potential disruption to locations identified as sensitive to the presence of prehistoric

archaeological resources (14 for Alternative 2 and 6 for Alternatives 3A and 3B);

o potential disruption to one known historic archaeological resources during construction of
Alternatives 3A and 3B);

e potential disruption to locations where historical archaeological resources might be
uncovered (6 for Alternative 2, 15 for Alternative 3A, and 13 for Alternative 3B);

e demolition of one historic resource in Chinatown for each of the Build Alternatives (814-828
Stockton Street for Alternatives 2 and 3A and 933-949 Stockton Street for Alternative 3B)
out of the total 371 contributory historic buildings in the proposed Chinatown Historic
District which would create a visual break in the cohesive grouping of these contextually-

related buildings;
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e potential disruption to historic architectural resources along the alignment by construction-
related ground-borne vibration (34 resources in Alternative 2, 25 resources in Alternatives
3A, and 3B);

e construction period settlement could cause damage to existing building foundation,

subsurface utilities, and surface improvements such as roads and sidewalks;

e construction activities and design of the Union Square or Union Square/Market Street Station

could alter ground water flows at the Powell Street Station that require daily pumping.

o potential for exposure of workers and the public to potentially hazardous materials during site
excavation or transport of excavated soils or servicing of diesel-powered construction
equipment on-site on properties landside of the 1851 highwater mark not subject to Article
20;

o exceedance of FTA vibration criteria at one residential building located at 570 Fourth Street

for all Build Alternatives; and

e exceedance of FTA ground-borne noise criteria at two residential buildings located at 527 and
529 Third Street under Alternative 2.

All of these impacts, except those related to traffic, residential and small business displacement,
archaeological resources, and historical architectural resources could be reduced to a less-than-
significant level by implementing mitigation measures as identified in Table S-7. No feasible
mitigation measures have been identified for mitigating significant impacts at any of the
identified intersections except at Fourth and Harrison Streets, therefore there would be significant
environmental effects which could not be avoided. The impact on archaeological resources
would be considered significant environmental effects which can not be avoided because there is
no assurance as to the level of mitigation for the unidentified resources. The business and
residential displacement associated with each of the Build Alternatives would be considered
adverse impacts. The impacts would be mitigated through, the required adherence to state and
federal regulations on the acquisition of parcels and relocation of businesses and residences, but
would still be considered significant effects because of the disruption to and dislocation of low

income households.

Each of the Build Alternatives would also require use of Union Square plaza for station entrances

and for vent shaft placements (Alternative 2 and 3A only). It has been determined that this use of
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the plaza would not be considered a significant impact and a de minimys-minimis finding for
impact on Section 4(f) resources is-anticipated for Alternative 3B has been concurred with by the

Recreation and Parks Commission (see Appendix J) to satisfy Section 4(f) requirements.

S.5.2 NOPROJECT/TSM ALTERNATIVE

The No Project/TSM Alternative would not have any of the construction-related impacts
associated with the Build Alternatives, but it would result in increased future congestion at some
locations, reduced transit service reliability, increased transit travel times, increased energy

consumption, and increased air pollution when compared to the Build Alternatives.

S.6 FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY

S.6.1 ANALYSIS OF FINANCIAL CAPACITY FOR THE NO BUILD/TSM AND
CENTRAL SUBWAY ALTERNATIVES
The U.S. Department of Transportation Section 5309 New Starts program administered by the
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) provides discretionary capital grants for construction of
new fixed guideway systems or extensions to existing fixed guideway systems. To receive a New
Starts grant, projects must complete a planning and project development process that consists of
Alternatives Analysis, Preliminary Engineering, and Final Design phases. The funding program
is discretionary and highly competitive, with funding decisions made on the basis of New Starts
Criteria specified in law and regulation. Near the completion of Final Design, highly-rated
projects are eligible to receive a Full Funding Grant Agreement (FFGA), which defines the scope
of the project, specifies requirements with which the project sponsor must comply to receive New
Starts funds, identifies the multi-year federal financial commitment to the project, and signals

federal intent to seek the specified amounts of funding through future appropriations.

The MTA is seeking $762.2 million in Section 5309 New Starts funding. The MTA started
receiving New Starts funds for the Central Subway Project in FY 2003. To date, the MTA has
received $45.3 million in New Starts funds as follows: $1.5 million in 2003; $8.9 million in 2004;
$9.9 million in 2005; and $25 million in 2006. These funds were allocated for preliminary

engineering and environmental review.

Table S-3 presents the total capital cost estimates for the Build Alternatives by construction
elements, right of way, vehicles and soft costs. Preliminary estimates predict that the Central

Subway will begin construction in 2010 and start revenue service in 2016.
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Comparative Capital Costs

Alternative 3A would extend light-rail service along Fourth Street as a semi-exclusive double-
track surface line for a short distance from the T-Third Line terminus, and it would soon
transition to a subway (tunnel), which would be used for the majority of the Project’s 1.7-mile
length. Three underground subway stations are included in this alternative, and four additional

light-rail vehicles (LRVS) are required beyond the No Project/TSM Alternative.

Alternative 3B is similar to Alternative 3A, but it has a shorter tunnel (with a longer surface line),
four stations (the fourth is a surface platform), four LRVs more than No Project/TSM Alternative,
and a shorter (one-year less) construction period. Tunnel sections and subway stations are
typically more expensive to construct than surface lines and surface platforms. Alternative 3B
also evaluates two sub-options with mixed-flow or semi-exclusive rail operation on the surface of
Fourth Street.

Costs for Alternative 2, were derived from original cost estimates for the shallow tunnel under
Market Street. This alternative also includes: operation of a surface line on both Third and
Fourth Streets with a portal on each street; five stations (four underground and one surface); and
four addition LRVs over the No Project/TSM Alternative

Comparative O&M Costs

The projected incremental operating costs for both the 10S and Central Subway Projects are
summarized in Table S-4 in year-of-expenditure dollars (YOES$). The 2016 figures represent the
cost at the startup of the Central Subway operations, while the 2030 figures are for a selected

forecast year. The increase in cost over time reflects an assumed inflation rate of 3:5-2.3 percent.

Due to a faster and more direct alignment, Alternative 3A creates an annual reduction of 2,460
40,300 LRV car hours on the Central Subway Corridor and a system-wide annual reduction
increase of 2#806—11,900 car hours when compared to the No Project/TSM Alternative.
Alternative 3A would also reduce the number of system-wide annual bus hours by 76,400.
Alternative 3B would save the same number of annual bus hours, however, it would-irerease
reduce the annual LRV car hours by 6,000-39,000 on the Central Subway Corridor, while
redueing—increasing by 19,406—13,200 the system-wide LRV hours compared to the No
Project/TSM Alternative. Alternative 2 yields-would result in an annual irerease-decrease of
#200-33,100 LRV car hours, a system-wide annual reduction-increase-of 18,300-19,100 car

hours, and would reduce the number of system-wide annual bus hours by 76,400 when compared
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to the No Project/TSM Alternative.
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A total of $432.2-$473 million in state and local capital funding has been committed to the
Central Subway Project. In addition, the MTA is currently seeking $762.2 million in federal
“New Starts” funding, for a total of $3,294-4 $1,235 million in capital funding identified for the
Project (see Table S-8).—Additional-regiona ing-is-bei et
funding-shertfal.

TABLE S-8

CENTRAL SUBWAY CAPITAL FUNDING PLAN ($MILLIONS)

Source Amount
Federal-5309 New Starts $762
State $306
Local $126167
Total $1.194
$1,235
Source: MTA Central Subway FY2008 New Starts Financial Plan.

S.7 EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

The Section 5309 New Starts criteria provide FTA with a consistent framework for evaluating
major transit investments seeking federal discretionary funding under the Section 5309 New
Starts program. FTA uses an analytical method in which New Start Projects are analyzed against
several evaluation criteria and results are displayed and reported annually (see Table S-9).°> This
method is also used to evaluate the alternatives/transit options relative to local goals and
objectives. No attempt has been made to provide an overall ranking or single index combining all
measures. The community and its decision-makers can apply their own values in weighing the
importance of the various measures and selecting a Preferred Investment Strategy. The
evaluation completed for the SEIS/SEIR will not necessarily conform to the evaluation by FTA
that compares New Start projects nationwide for purposes of recommending projects to Congress
for funding.

The local evaluation is summarized by performance ratings assigned to alternatives. Performance
ratings were assigned to each alternative based on how well the alternative meets the objective.
In some cases there is a clear distinction between alternatives, while in others no clear distinction

may exist. The ratings may be adjusted in order to account for significant environmental impacts,

®  Updated analysis was prepared for Alternative 3B (Modified Local Preferred Alternative) only and was included in the August

2007 New Starts Report.
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or other criteria, which make a particular alternative significantly more or less desirable than the

other.
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Using these evaluation criteria, Alternative 3B has the best performance of all alternatives

followed by Alternative 3A and Alternative 2. All Build Alternatives perform well for mobility

improvements, operating efficiencies, and financial commitment when compared to the No
Project/TSM Alternative, with the highest marks for Alternative 3B. While all of the transit

TABLE S-9

SUMMARY OF MOBILITY IMPROVEMENTS EVALUATION

Central Subway Alternatives

Performance Measures Projelgltc;TSM EEnIZ?E(I:eRd FOleAI\’It_h/SIOthOH Fourth/Stockton
: ignment Alignment
Alternative | Alignment Option A Option B

MOBILITIY IMPROVEMENTS
FTA Performance Measures
Hours of Transportation User Benefits 0 9
Low Income Households Served 9 9
Employment Near Stations ] °
Local Performance Measures
Daily Linked Transit Trips C] [ ] 99 20
Exclusive ROW for Transit ¢ [ [ ) [ )
Travel Time Between Selected Origins & Destinations ¢) [ ® “]
Average Operating Speed for Transit [ Qo ] o
Compatibility with SFTA’s Four-Corridor Plan ¢) [ ° °
ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS
FTA Performance Measures
Change in Regional Air Pollutant Emissions O ] J °
Change in Greenhouse Gases O ] J °
Change in Regional Energy Consumption ¢) [ O (]
EPA Air Quality Designation ¢) ¢) @ ®
Local Performance Measures
Partial and Full Property Acquisitions [ -9 -0
Affected Parkland/Cultural Sites [ J
Visual, Noise, and Vibration [ o
Displaced Parking During Construction o - -9 -0
OPERATING EFFICIENCIES
FTA Performance Measures
Systemwide Operating Cost per Passenger Mile® $0.57 $1.24 $0.58 $1.25 $0.57-$1.24 $0.57 $1.24
Local Performance Measures
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Central Subway Alternatives

No
Performance Measures . Enhanced Fourth/Stockton|Fourth/Stockton
Project/TSM EIS/EIR Alignment Alignment
Alternative | Alignment Option A Option B
Systemwide Operating Cost per Passenger") $1.82 $2.34 $1.63-$2.31 $1.56-$2.29 $1.52.$2.29
Bus Operating Cost per Revenue Bus Hour® $254.00 | $209-00-$140.34| $209-00-$140.32| $209.00-$140.32
$140.02
Light Rail Operating Cost per Revenue Train Hour® $303:00 | $208:00-$260.32| $305-00-$259.98| $299.00-$259.84
$248.20

COST EFFECTIVENESS
FTA Performance Measures
g::rzz?iwtental Cost per Hour of Transportation System User _ $33.58.$30.31 | $22.73$21.12 | $18.36-$21.24
TRANSIT SUPPORTIVE LAND USE AND FUTURE
PATTERNS
FTA Performance Measures
Existing Land Use ° ° ° °
Transit Supportive Plans and Policies ° ° ° °
Performance and Impacts of Policies ° ° ° °
Other Land Use Considerations ° ° ° °
Local Performance Measures
Compatible with City and Area Plans o °
Support Revitalization Opportunities along the Central
Subway Corridor Adjacent to Transit Stops/Stations e °
Project Serves Major Activity Centers 0 ° ° °
OTHER LOCAL CRITERIA
Travel Time from Fourth/King to Market/Third/Fourth Yy 0
Travel Time from Fourth/King to Stockton/Washington
Parking supply and on-street loading zones on or near
Third/Fourth Streets and Stockton Street
Community Acceptance and Political Support ™ 1) Y PY
LOCAL FINANCIAL COMMITMENT
FTA Performance Measures
Stability and Reliability of Capital Financing Plan . ° °
Stability and Reliability of Operating Financing Plan o 0 0
Local Share to Project Costs . ° °
Capital Costs Compared to Funding - 0 0 %0
Operating Costs Compared to Funding 0 ° ° °
®-High, @-Medium High, ®-Medium, ®-Medium Low, O-Low
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investment strategies are supportive of desired land use patterns, the Build Alternatives go further
than the No Project/TSM Alternative toward implementing desired City policy and providing

opportunities for revitalization along the Central Subway Corridor.

Implementation of the Central Subway Project Build Alternatives would introduce some
environmental impacts that do not exist for the No Project/TSM Alternative, but improvements to
air quality and energy consumption would also occur with the implementation of the Build

Alternatives, particularly Alternative 3B.

S.8 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY/ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

Topics of concern raised by the public during the environmental review of the Central Subway
Alternatives include: loss of on-street parking; loss of loading zones adjacent to businesses; local
access concerns, displacement of affordable housing and small businesses, vibration impacts to

older buildings, and noise during construction.

S.9 COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

Over the past several years, many public meetings have been held to solicit input to the Project.
The MTA established a Community Advisory Group (CAG) early in the planning process to
provide input to the identification and selection of design options for the Third Street Light Rail
Project and to help select the options to carry forward for environmental review. The CAG is
composed of a broad cross-section of stakeholder groups from the six primary neighborhoods in
the Third Street Corridor: Visitacion Valley, Bayview Hunters Point, Potrero Hill, South of
Market, and Chinatown/Downtown. The CAG has met six times since December of 2003 to

discuss the Central Subway phase of the Project.

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) and Notice of Scoping Meeting were mailed in June 2005 and a
Public Scoping meeting was held in June 2005. Four public informational meetings were also
held. In September 2006, a revised Notice of Preparation was mailed. A revised NOP was sent
out because a number of property owners did not receive the June 2005 notice and the Project
description had changed. To ensure that the NOP was received by the appropriate recipients, the

notice was mailed to the following:

o All residents within the 300-foot boundary of the proposed Project alignment, including the

North Beach construction variant;
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e All property owners within the 300-foot alignment, including the North Beach construction

variant as listed with the San Francisco Assessor’s Office;
e The citywide Central Subway mailing list; and

e The San Francisco Department of Planning’s Standard Environmental Impact Report mailing

list.

In October 2006, a series of community meetings were held along the alignment to update the
public on the new Fourth/Stockton Alignment as the Central Subway Locally Preferred
Alternative (LPA). Since the mailing of the NOP, the Central Subway team has also held over a
dozen community meetings in addition to the stakeholder meetings conducted by the executive

team members and staff.

S.10 AGENCY COORDINATION AND APPROVALS REQUIRED

Permits and approvals involving local, state, and federal agencies will be required prior to Project

implementation. A list of these major approvals is provided in Table S-10.
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TABLE S-10
AGENCY APPROVALS

Agency

Approval or Permit

Department of Interior

Section 4(f) approval or “de minimis” finding by FTA.

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Approval of Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) describing
procedures for protection of and mitigation of impacts to historic
and cultural resources pursuant to Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act and 36 CFR 800.

California State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO)

Finding of Effect Determination.

California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC)

Permits required for all at-grade or grade-separated railroad,
highway, and street crossings as well as pedestrian crossings of
light rail and railroad tracks; public hearings before the CPUC may
also be required; a formal application to conform with CPUC Rules
of Practice and Procedure (CPUC Code Section 1200) is required; a
formal application requesting permission to deviate from the
established CPUC General Order (G.0O.) standard (such as those
regarding the height requirements for overhead wires) must be
submitted and approved by the CPUC.

Caltrans

Access Control Properties Review. Permit to Encroach on Caltrans
Right-of-Way.

Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and
California Transportation Commission

Consistency with RTP and STIP.

Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART)

Amendment-of Consistency with the 1986 Muni/BART {Joint use
Station Maintenance-aAgreement, First Supplement fer-Pewell
Street-station-entries-and execution of the 2008 Station
Improvement Coordination Plan.

Regional Water Quality Control Board

General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit.

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD)

Conformity determination.

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

Batch Industrial Wastewater Discharge Permit required for
dewatering affluent discharge to the combined sewer system
providing the quality of the effluent meets the NPDES General
Permit discharge standards.

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

Approve Project. Request from FTA a “Letter of No Prejudice” for
New Starts federal funding. Approval required for surface street
changes, traffic operation changes, traffic control measures, and on-
street parking changes.

San Francisco Department of Public Health

Review and acceptance of site remediation plan in Maher
Ordinance Area — Atrticle 20.

San Francisco Planning Commission

General Plan Review/Referral for all aspects of project which occur
in public rights-of-way, and amendments to appropriate portions of
General Plan, Transportation Element, and Planning Code.

San Francisco Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board

Section 106 Review and Approval of Historical Architectural
Report and SEIS/SEIR.

San Francisco Department of Public Works

Approval required for construction in streets and changes to
sidewalk widths.

San Francisco Redevelopment Commission

Project review required for portions within existing Redevelopment
Project Areas and, if adopted by the Board of Supervisors, within
the proposed Redevelopment Areas. No approvals are needed for
constructing light rail.

San Francisco Department of Recreation and Parks

Section 4(f) “de minimis” approval. Prop. K review and approval

for shadow analysis. Leng-term-encroachmentpermitsforUnion
Sguare plaza:

San Francisco Arts Commission

Approval of the Public Arts Element and Civic Design.

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

Approval of General Plan and Planning Code amendments.
Adoption of Redevelopment Plan amendments.

Approval of property acquisitions, including eminent domain.
Approvals required for use of City rights-of-way and Park property.

San Francisco County Transportation Authority

Review and inclusion of the Project in the Countywide
Transportation Plan and Capital Improvement Program of the
Congestion Management Program for San Francisco funding.
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED

The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) is proposing the Central Subway Project
(Project), as the second phase of the Third Street Light Rail Project that was evaluated under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) in the Third
Street Light Rail Project FEIS/FEIR (Case No. 96.281E) in 1998. The Federal Transit Administration
(FTA) issued a Record of Decision (ROD) for the Third Street Light Rail Project in 1999 and the San
Francisco Public Transportation Commission (PTC) approved the Project. The PTC was the predecessor
policy board to the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA), which now oversees the San
Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni) and the Department of Parking and Traffic (DPT). The Phase 1
Initial Operating Segment (10S) opened for service in spring of 2007." This Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement/Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/SEIR) updates information in the
Central Subway Project Study Area and focuses on changes to the Central Subway portion of the Third
Street Light Rail Project that have occurred since the certification of the 1998 Final Environmental
Impact Study-Statement and Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIS/FEIR). Proposed changes to the
Central Subway portion of the light rail project include: a new segment along Fourth Street between
Brannan-Harrison and Market Streets and along Stockton Street between Market and Geary Streets as an
alternative to use of Third, Harrison, Kearny, and Geary Streets; extension of the planning horizon year
from 2015 to 2030; the addition of above ground ventilation shafts for tunnel segments and stations; the
use of off-street access to stations; a deep tunnel under Market Street; a closed barrier fare system; and the

potential extension of a construction tunnel under Stockton Street and Columbus Avenue to the north end

of the Project near Washington Square for removing the Tunnel Boring Machine (TBM).

This SEIS/SEIR evaluates three alternatives for Phase 2 of the Third Street Light Rail Project, which are

described in detail in Section 2.0 of this document. Briefly, the Central Subway alternatives are:

o Alternative 1 — No Project/Transportation Systems Management (TSM), developed in
conformance with California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and National

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements, includes only the funded projects programmed in

1 The 1998 FEIS/FEIR used Initial Operation Segment to define the Phase 1 portion of the Third Street Light Rail Project. This Phase of the
project initiated passenger service in April 2007 and is now referred to as the T-Third Line. This Supplemental SEIS/SEIR uses T-Third Line
with reference to the Phase 1 segment, where appropriate.
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the Regional Transportation Plan.? The T-Third Line (Phase 1 of the Third Street Light Rail Project)

and associated bus changes are included in this alternative.

e Alternative 2 — Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment, as analyzed in the 1998 FEIS/FEIR, uses King,
Third, Harrison, Kearny, and Geary Streets as well as Fourth and Stockton Streets, crosses Market
Street in a shallow subway at Third Street (Base Case), and includes a surface platform on Third
Street at King Street and four subway stations (Moscone, Market, Union Square and Chinatown).
Enhancements to the original FEIS/FEIR alternative include above-ground emergency ventilation

shafts, off-sidewalk station entries where feasible, and the provision of a closed barrier fare system.

e Alternative 3 — Fourth/Stockton Alignment was developed as an alternative that would operate
exclusively on Fourth and Stockton Streets with a deep tunnel crossing of Market Street. Two design

options for this alternative are being evaluated:

= Option A (Locally Preferred Alternative or LPA) has a double-track portal on Fourth Street
between Townsend and Brannan Streets and three subway stations (Moscone, Union

Square/Market Street, and Chinatown), and;

= Option B (Modified LPA) has a double-track portal on Fourth Street between Bryant and
Harrison Streets, a surface platform on Fourth Street at Brannan Street, and three subway stations
(Moscone, Union Square/Market Street, and Chinatown). Option B includes semi-exclusive and
mixed-flow suboptions of the light rail surface operation on Fourth Street, with trains either
physically separated from vehicle traffic (except at intersections and surface stations) or trains

and vehicles sharing a lane with an embedded trackway.

11 CORRIDOR LOCATION

The location of the Central Subway Corridor (Corridor) is shown in Figure 1-1. The Study Area extends
from South of Market Street along Third and Fourth Streets near King Street, across Market Street to
Geary and Stockton Streets in the Downtown, along Stockton Street in Chinatown, and includes a portion
of North Beach along Columbus Avenue north of Union Street. The Corridor, which is approximately 1.7
miles long, is located in the northeastern quadrant of San Francisco. It is the northern end of the 7.1-mile
Third Street Light Rail Corridor that would extend from Visitacion Valley to Chinatown. The 5.4-

2 Transportation Systems Management or TSM refers to relatively low-cost capital improvements intended to serve Project objectives without

requiring a major capital investment, e.g. improvements to bus service rather than a rail investment.
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FIGURE 1-1
CENTRAL SUBWAY STUDY AREA LOCATION
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mile T-Third Line (Phase 1 of the Third Street Light Rail Project) opened in April 2007, connecting

Downtown with Mission Bay, Potrero Hill, the Central Waterfront, Bayview Hunters Point, and

Visitacion Valley.

1.2 PURPOSE OF PROPOSED ACTION

As the Project Sponsor, MTA’s objective for the proposed Project is to complete the second phase of the
Third Steet Light Rail Project and provide Muni transit improvements in the Central Subway Corridor.
MTA is seeking federal funding assistance to construct the proposed Central Subway Project. In 2003
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MTA began conceptual engineering on the 1998 Phase 2 Central Subway alignment that used Third,
Harrison, Kearny, and Geary Streets, as well as Fourth and Stockton Streets, and included a shallow
tunnel crossing of Market Street at Third Street. In response to a series of community meetings and two
years of engineering and design refinement efforts, a new alignment was identified to avoid, minimize, or
mitigate potential impacts described in the 1998 FEIS/FEIR. On June 8, 2005, the MTA Board
designated the new alignment, that was entirely located on Fourth and Stockton Streets, as the Central
Subway Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA). This alternative was developed to avoid surface impacts
along Third, Harrison, Kearny, and Geary Streets and to use a deep tunnel crossing of Market Street to
avoid the existing sewer system on Mission Street. In June 2005 the City circulated a Notice of
Preparation (NOP) to notify the public of the preparation of a Supplemental EIS/EIR (SEIS/SEIR) to
evaluate the Central Subway alternatives (Appendix B). After the SEIS/SEIR is completed and the San
Francisco Planning Commission has certified the SEIR, the FTA will determine if the preferred
alternative meets their transit investment objectives and decide whether to recommend federal funding for

the Project. Transit investment objectives include:

Achieve transit service and mobility goals, while minimizing social, economic, and environmental

impacts;
e |ncrease transit use and reduce travel time at a reasonable cost;
e Link public transportation investments with land use planning and community revitalization;

e Have strong public and political support and compatibility with local, regional, and state planning

initiatives; and

e Enhance and preserve the environment, particularly in terms of reduced air and noise pollution and

congestion relief.

Once the FTA issues a Record of Decision (ROD), the City and County of San Francisco (City) will
consider approval of the Project, as well as commitment of local funds to implement the preferred

alternative.

13 NEED FOR TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS IN THE CORRIDOR

The Central Subway Project would help to address mobility and transit deficiencies by improving

connections to communities in the northeastern and southeastern part of the City and improving reliability

of transit services. Transit deficiencies include those that exist at present and those that are anticipated to

exist during the 20-year plus planning horizon (2030). The Central Subway Project is also intended to
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serve as a key infrastructure improvement to help ease congestion in the Study Area; improve transit
service to the large transit-dependent population that resides along the Corridor; accommodate the
increasing number of residents in the South of Market area; and serve mobility needs for the new jobs that
are expected to be created in the Study Area. The transportation deficiencies and Project needs are further

described below.

1.3.1 MUNI SERVICE RELIABILITY PROBLEMS IN THE CENTRAL SUBWAY CORRIDOR

The primary bus lines currently serving the Central Subway Corridor are the 9-San Bruno, 30-Stockton
and 45-Union/Stockton. These lines traverse the dense and congested streets in North Beach, Chinatown
and the Financial Districts of Downtown San Francisco (Downtown) before traveling into the South of
Market, Mission Bay, Bayview, and Visitacion Valley districts. These lines connect with the T-Third
Line at Market Street and at King and Fourth Streets. Buses caught in traffic congestion often provide
unreliable service in and around the Downtown area. Currently, passengers may experience overcrowding
and extended wait times between buses, as well as slower operating speeds and increased travel times.

This situation is projected to worsen as traffic along the Corridor increases to projected 2030 levels.

1.3.2 INADEQUATE CONNECTIVITY BETWEEN CORRIDOR TRANSIT LINES AND OTHER
TRANSIT SERVICES

As employment and activity centers continue to develop and disperse throughout the Bay Area and as that
trend continues to 2030, it will become increasingly important to provide efficient connections from the
Central Subway and the Third Street Corridor to transit lines serving all parts of San Francisco and the
region. The Third Street Light Rail Project was intended to address the inequality of transit connections
to the Muni Metro rail system and to regional transit services such as BART and Caltrain perceived by
residents of the corridor. High unemployment rates for the Bayview and Visitacion Valley residents
made the need for improved transit connections to regional employment centers particularly critical.
Economic vitality was also a key issue for Chinatown residents and businesses that experienced reduced

accessibility as a result of the removal of the Embarcadero Freeway following the 1989 earthquake.

For the Phase 2 Central Subway Project, transit accessibility along the Corridor is particularly critical as
the population has a higher degree of transit dependency (72 percent of households along the Central
Subway Corridor are without a vehicle compared to 29 percent citywide) and higher unemployment rates
than other parts of the City (9 percent unemployed in the Central Subway Corridor versus 4.6 percent

citywide unemployment).> The Phase 2 Central Subway also provides the opportunity for future

3 2000 U.S. Census Data
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connections to other key transit corridors, such as Geary and North Beach, identified in the 1995 Four

Corridor Plan.*

1.3.3 PROJECTED INCREASES IN 2030 TRANSIT AND AUTO TRAVEL DEMAND IN THE

CORRIDOR

As presented in Table 1-1, an 55-84 percent increase in Central Subway Corridor population and a 26-19
percent increase in the Central Subway Corridor employment is projected by 2030 (see also Figure 1-2).
In contrast, in the North Beach area to the immediate north of the Central Subway Corridor, population is
expected to decline by 13 percent, while the employment is projected to increase by only six percent.’
The rate of population increase in the Central Subway Corridor is far greater than the City as a whole,
which is expecting a 20 percent population increase. The 26-19 percent employment increase in the
Central Subway Corridor is slightly lower than the projected citywide employment growth of 28 percent
over the same period. Much of the population and employment growth would result from ongoing
development in the Mission Bay Area, and projected development in the South of Market Area, which the

Central Subway Project would traverse.

TABLE 1-1
POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS

2000 AND 2030
Population Employment
% %
Area 2000 2030 Difference | Change 2000 2030 Difference Change

Central

Subway 52,160 80,690 28,530 55% 280,690 352,490 #1800 | 26% 19%

Corridor 96,040 43,880 84% 335,030 54,340

North

Beach 12,120 10,510 (1,610) | (13.3%) 6,100 6,490 390 6.4%

Variant

SF 776,730 935,050 158,320 20% 636,670 815,680 179,010 28.0%

Source: San Francisco County Transportation Authority Model, based on Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) data derived from 2000

Census Tract information.

Note: Central Subway is defined by the MTC Travel Analysis Zones(and Census Tracts) that are included in the Study Area identified in
Figure 1-2. This includes Census Tracts 113, 114, 117, 118, 119, 121, 123, 125, 176.01, 176.02, 178, 179.01, and 180. The North
Beach Tunnel Construction Variant is defined by the MTC Transportation Analysis Zones and Census Tracts 106 and 107. There
are minor differences between TAZ and Census Tract information.

San Francisco Transportation Authority, Four Corridor Plan, June 1995.

5

Beach to remove tunneling machines.

North Beach would not be served by the Central Subway. A construction variant is being considered that would extend the tunnel to North
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FIGURE1-2
STUDY AREA POPULATION AND EMPLOYMENT
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Development resulting from other plans that have recently been adopted or are still in the planning phase,

may also create increased travel demand in the Corridor.

These plans are:

o Mid-Market Redevelopment Plan

e Eastern Neighborhood Community Plan (which includes the East South of Market Area)

e Proposed Transit Center District Plan (Transbay Terminal) and the Fourth/King Railyards Plan ®

In addition, the Bayview and Hunters Point neighborhoods served by the T-Third Line (Phase 1 of the
Third Street Light Rail Project), to the south of the Central Subway Project, will continue to grow and
increase trips in the Central Subway Corridor. More information about these development proposals and

the Redevelopment Plan is presented in Section 4.1, Land Use.

The rapid growth in the Central Subway Corridor would affect travel demand correspondingly. Table 1-2
indicates that daily trips in the Corridor are expected to increase by 20 percent by 2030. For Mission
Bay, total trips would increase by over 381 percent by 2030 given the present development scenario. In
combination with the increase in trip generation expected to occur in the Third Street Corridor and south
of the City, travel demand in the southeastern and northeastern parts of the City, if not accommodated on
transit, would compound congested conditions on freeways and surface streets in eastern San Francisco.
In addition, the increased travel demand would create a greater demand for Downtown parking, which is

constrained in accordance with the City’s Transit First Policy.

TABLE 1-2
COMPARISON OF 2000 AND 2030 DAILY PERSON TRIPS

Area 2000 2030 Difference % Change
Central Subway 1,095,270 1,314,630 219,360 20%
Mission Bay 35,900 172,620 136,720 381%
SF 4,868,620 5,813,730 945,110 19%

Note: Transit patronage estimates used the San Francisco County Transportation Authority travel demand model (San
Francisco Model). Population and employment assumptions are based on ABAG Projections, 2003.

Source: San Francisco Transportation Authority Travel Demand Model and Joe Castiglione, February 2007.

® In December, 2006, the San Francisco Planning Department initiated planning for the Transit Center District Plan and the Fourth/King
Railyards. The Transit Center District Plan will recommend new planning policies and controls for land use, urban form, design, and public
improvements for the area around the Transbay Terminal. The Fourth/King Railyards Plan will produce policies, conceptual site plans, and
implementation strategies for air-rights development of the rail yards at the Caltrain Terminal.
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1.3.4 PROJECTED INCREASES IN 2030 TRAFFIC CONGESTION IN THE CORRIDOR

As a result of the projected population and employment growth along the Central Subway and Third
Street Corridors, traffic congestion on major highways and arterials, particularly Highway 80, Highway
280, and Third Street is expected to increase substantially. In the 2030 p.m. peak period, the intersections
at Third and King Streets, Fourth and King Streets, and Sixth and Brannan Streets would all operate at
Level of Service (LOS) F, with the average seconds of delay increasing considerably at each of these
intersections resulting in longer queues (see Figure 1-3). The anticipated congestion will lengthen current
operating times for transit in the Corridor, where major trunk lines currently travel in mixed traffic

through Downtown and Chinatown.

1.3.5 [INTEGRATION OF TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENTS WITH COMMUNITY
REVITALIZATION ALONG THE CENTRAL SUBWAY CORRIDOR

The Chinatown commercial district along Stockton Street, includes many small neighborhood-serving
shops and services. The loss of the Embarcadero Freeway, damaged by the 1989 Loma Prieta
Earthquake, severed connections to and from Chinatown via the regional roadway network. This
reduction in vehicular access has had an affect on the economic vitality of Chinatown and prompted
community leaders to advocate for transit and other access improvements to the area. The Central
Subway Project is seen as a key to reestablishing a high level of regional and citywide access to
Chinatown and also providing an opportunity to reinvigorate Stockton Street. The Chinatown Area Plan
of the City’s General Plan addresses this problem by calling for the integration of transit- and pedestrian-

oriented improvements in Chinatown.’

There are similar goals of integrating transit with commercial and residential activities along Fourth
Street, as documented in the October 2006 Draft East SOMA Area Plan.® The draft Plan recommends
policies that would support conservation and development of the neighborhood with a goal to improve the
physical environment and create a more livable neighborhood. This includes the improvement and
expansion of transit connections. Specifically, the Plan acknowledges the possibility of a Central Subway
Project on Fourth Street, requesting consideration of a stop on Fourth Street between Brannan and Bryant

Street. This stop would support new development anticipated in the East SOMA Area Plan.

San Francisco Planning Department, Chinatown Area Plan, last revision July, 1995.
&  San Francisco Planning Department, Draft East SOMA Area Plan, October 3, 2006.
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FIGURE 1-3
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1.3.6 AIR QUALITY ISSUES

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume |

1-10



1.0: PURPOSE AND NEED - PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin is designated as a state non-attainment area and as a marginal
federal non-attainment area for ozone.” The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) in
cooperation with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) and the Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG) has prepared the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy to meet the State requirements.
The strategy includes measures that encourage cities and counties in the air basin to develop and
implement local plans, policies, and programs to reduce automobile use and to improve air quality. San
Francisco has also adopted a “Climate Action Plan” to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (chiefly carbon
dioxide) that includes goals for reducing vehicle trips by encouraging a shift to alternative modes,

including public transit.

14 PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The goals and objectives for the Central Subway Project are based on the goals originally established in
the Bayshore Transit Study for the Third Street Light Rail Project.® These goals are also consistent with
the San Francisco Downtown Plan and General Plan and the San Francisco County Transportation
Authority’s Four Corridor Plan.**? They also conform to FTA guidelines for evaluating the worthiness
of proposed major transit capital investment projects. Prior to 1991, FTA evaluated major transit
investment projects primarily on their cost effectiveness and their degree of local financial support. The
FTA guidelines have been subsequently updated as part of the 1991 federal Intermodal Surface
Transportation and Efficiency Act (ISTEA) and the 2005 SAFETEA-LU to include performance
measures as major considerations in the evaluation of proposed capital investment for transit projects.
Further modifications to FTA guidelines were initiated in 1997 and again in 2006 as part of the Section
5309 New Starts Criteria. The guidelines added access and mobility improvements, environmental
benefits (particularly air quality and energy use reduction), cost-effectiveness, transit system operating
efficiencies, such as changes in operating cost per passenger mile, transit-supportive land use, promotion
of economic development, and local financial commitment. Measures are developed for each criterion for

the purpose of comparing project alternatives.

The seven principal goals, that Muni identified for the overall Third Street Light Rail Project to guide the
evaluation of alternatives, are still applicable to the Phase 2 Central Subway Project. They are:

Designation as a non-attainment area means that state and/or federal air quality standards have not been met. Based on data collected at Bay
Area air quality monitoring stations by the California Air Resources Board, the EPA classified the Bay Area as a marginal non-attainment
area for federal ozone eight-hour standards on April, 15, 2004.

San Francisco Municipal Railway, Bayshore Transit Study Final Report; December 1993. Auvailable in Project File 96.281E at the San
Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco.

San Francisco Planning Department, General Plan,. San Francisco Planning Department, Downtown Plan, last amendment May, 2005.

San Francisco Transportation Authority, June 1995, Four Corridor Plan; available for review in Project File 96.281E at the San Francisco
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, San Francisco.

10

1
12
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1. Travel and Mobility Goal Improve transit service to, from, and within the Central Subway Corridor,

thereby enhancing the mobility of Central Subway Corridor residents, business people and visitors.
2. Equity Goal. Bring transit service in the Central Subway Corridor to the level and quality of service
available in other sections of the City.

3. Economic Revitalization/Development Goal Design transportation improvements that support

economic revitalization and development initiatives within the South of Market, Downtown and
Chinatown Study Area.

4. Transit-supportive Land Use Goal Ensure compatibility with City land use plans and policies and

transportation improvements so that transit ridership can be maximized and the number of auto trips
reduced.

5. Environmental Goal Provide transit improvements that enhance and preserve the social and physical

environment and minimize potential negative impacts during construction and operation of the line.
6. Financial Goal Implement transit improvements that provide for the efficient use of limited financial
resources and are cost-effective.

7. Community Acceptance and Political Support Goal Provide a transportation system that reflects the

needs and desires of Central Subway Corridor residents and business people and is compatible with

the City’s planning initiatives.

Each goal has associated objectives, presented in Table 1-3. These goals and objectives are consistent
with those presented in the 1998 FEIS/FEIR, but have been revised to specifically focus on the Central
Subway Project. The objectives can be measured by employing evaluation criteria that: 1) are
guantitative rather than qualitative, to the extent possible; 2) use publicly available information generated
as part of this environmental evaluation or from previous related studies; 3) provide perspective on the
magnitude of potential impacts as well as the differences between the alternatives; and 4) are expressed in

terms that can be understood by decision-makers and the general public.

The evaluation of the Central Subway Alternatives using these goals and objectives for comparison is

presented in Chapter 9.0.

TABLE 1-3
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES SUMMARY

TRAVEL AND MOBILITY GOAL
Objective 1: Increase Transit Ridership

Criteria: comparison of daily linked transit trips and percent changes in transit boardings and passenger-miles
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TABLE 1-3
GOALS AND OBJECTIVES SUMMARY

traveled per transit market

Obijective 2: Improve Service Reliability
Criteria: exclusive or semi-exclusive rights-of-way for transit

Obijective 3: Reduce 2030 Transit Travel Time
Criteria: travel time comparisons between selected origin-destination pairs

Obijective 4: Improve Transit Operating Speed in Downtown/South of Market
Criteria: average operating speed for transit improved

Obijective 5: Enhance the Opportunity to Expand Muni’s Light Rail System
Criteria: compatibility with the San Francisco Transportation Authority’s Four-Corridor Plan

EQUITY GOAL
Obijective 1: Improve Access to Downtown Employment Opportunities

Central Subway Criteria: comparison of travel time from Fourth/King to Market/Third/Fourth

Obijective 2: Improve Access to Chinatown
Central Subway Criteria: comparison of travel time between Fourth/King and Stockton/Washington

ECONOMIC REVITALIZATION GOAL
Central Subway Objective 1: Maintain Auto and Truck Access along the Central Subway Corridor

Central Subway Criteria: curb parking supply and on-street loading zones on or near Third/Fourth Street and
Stockton Street maintained

Central Subway Objective 2: Maintain Adequate Transit and Vehicular Circulation in the Fourth Street and
Chinatown (Stockton Street) Commercial Districts

Central Subway Criteria: maintain Stockton Street peak period level of service and average transit operating speed

Central Subway Objective 3: Opportunities for Revitalization along the Central Subway Corridor Adjacent
to Transit Stops

Central Subway Criteria: identify locations for redevelopment opportunities adjacent to transit stops

Central Subway Objective 4: Enhance Urban Design/Streetscape Improvements along Third and Fourth
Streets in South of Market

Central Subway Criteria: identify areas for urban design/landscape treatments in the Third and Fourth Street
commercial areas

TRANSIT-SUPPORTIVE LAND USE GOAL
Obijective 1: Support the Coordination of Land Use and Transportation Planning

Criteria: compliance with city-wide and area-specific land use plans related to the corridor

Obijective 2: Serves Major Activity Centers in the Corridor
Criteria: number of activity centers having direct access to transit
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1.0: PURPOSE AND NEED - PROJECT GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

ENVIRONMENTAL GOAL
Obijective 1: Minimize Permanent Displacement of Homes and Businesses

Criteria: number of property acquisitions that displace homes or businesses

Obijective 2: Minimize Impacts on Parklands/Cultural Resources
Criteria: number of affected sites

Objective 3: Minimize Air Quality Impacts
Criteria: pollutants pounds per day

Obijective 4: Minimize Adverse Construction Impacts
Criteria: number and length of time of blocked streets/blocked truck access/displaced parking

Obijective 5: Provide Environmental Benefits to the Community
Criteria: number of environmental benefits identified

FINANCIAL GOAL
Obijective 1: Develop a Viable Financial Plan to Cover Total Capital Costs for the Alternatives

Criteria: capital costs compared with available and projected capital funding

Obijective 2: Develop a Viable Financial Plan to Cover Total Annual Operating/Maintenance Costs (System-
wide)

Criteria: annual operating/maintenance costs compared with available and projected local funding

Obijective 3: Maximize Transit Operating Efficiency While Accommodating 2030 Demand
Criteria: operating cost per passenger (linked trips), per bus-hour, and per train-hour

COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE GOAL
Obijective 1: Gain Community Support for the Preferred Investment Strategy

Obijective 2: Gain City Support for the Preferred Investment Strategy

Obijective 3: Gain Support from Appropriate Regional, State, and Federal Agencies
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES

Under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) an EIS should provide a full and fair discussion of
significant impacts and inform decision-makers and the public of reasonable alternatives which would
avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment (40 C.F.R. 1502.1).
The Alternative’s Section of the document shall: *“a) rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all
reasonable alternatives and, for alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the
reasons for their having been eliminated” and “b) devote substantial treatment to each alternative
considered in detail including the proposed action so that reviewers may evaluate their comparative
merits.” (Source: 43 FR 55994, 1978, CEQ Regulations Section 1502.14)

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), an EIR should focus on those alternatives that
are capable of avoiding or substantially lessening any significant effects of the project (Public Resources
Code 21002.1; CEQA Guidelines 15126.6). Under both NEPA and CEQA, the alternatives considered

should meet the Purpose and Need as defined in Section 1.0.

The proposed Central Subway Build Alternatives are shown in Figure 2-1. This chapter describes these
alternatives and the development process and screening of alternatives by the community and local

agency representatives.

2.1 ALTERNATIVES TO BE ANALYZED IN THE SEIS/SEIR

On June 7, 2005, the Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) designated the Fourth/Stockton
Alignment with a combined double-track portal on Fourth Street between Townsend and Brannan Streets
as the Locally Preferred Alternative (Alternative 3A). In response to public input during the 2005

Scoping process and technical recommendations from a Peer Review Panel, and in order to reduce the

cost of the project, a new design (Alternative 3B) was subsequently developed for the Fourth/Stockton

Alignment. The three alternatives to be analyzed, including design options, are summarized below.

e Alternative 1 - No Project/TSM: Includes the projects programmed in the financially constrained
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) including the T-Third Line (formerly Initial Operating Segment -
10S) and associated bus changes. This alternative is required as part of the environmental document
by both NEPA and CEQA.

e Alternative 2 - Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment: This alternative is the same alignment along King,
Third, Harrison, Fourth, Kearny, Geary, and Stockton Streets as presented in the 1998 FEIS/FEIR
with a shallow subway crossing of Market Street at Third Street, modified to include the addition of
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2.0: ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO PROJECT/TSM

above-ground emergency ventilation shafts, off-sidewalk subway station entries, and the provision
of a closed barrier fare system. This alternative includes one surface platform at Third and King

Streets and four subway stations at Moscone, Market Street, Union Square, and Chinatown.

e Alternative 3 - Fourth/Stockton Alignment: This alignment would be exclusively on Fourth and

Stockton Streets with a deep subway crossing of Market Street and two design options:

= Option A (LPA) with a double-track portal on Fourth Street between Townsend and Brannan

Streets and three subway stations at Moscone, Union Square/Market Street, and Chinatown, or

= Option B (Modified LPA) with a double-track portal on Fourth Street between Bryant and
Harrison Streets, three subway stations at Moscone, Union Square/Market Street, and Chinatown
and a surface platform on Fourth Street just north of Brannan Street. This option also evaluates

two sub-options with mixed-flow or semi-exclusive rail operation on the surface of Fourth Street.

On February 19, 2008, the MTA, subsequent to publication of the Draft SEIS/SEIR, endorsed Alternative
3B as the LPA.

2.1.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO PROJECT/TSM

This alternative serves as a 2030 Baseline for comparison with other alternatives. It includes the

following key elements that are proposed to be in place by 2030 (see Figure 2-2):

e programmed projects in the approved and financially constrained Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP);

e operation of the T-Third line, which opened for passenger service in April 2007 as an extension of the
Castro-Shuttle-K-Ingleside to Visitacion Valley, with associated restructured bus service in Visitacion
Valley at the south end of the corridor and bus connections in Chinatown/North Beach at the north

end;

e extension of the N-Judah from its existing terminus at Caltrain at King and Fourth Streets to an
existing turnaround loop at 18th, Illinois, and 19th Streets, to provide additional service to the UCSF

and Mission Bay development.

A No Project Alternative and a No Build/TSM Alternative were independently analyzed in the 1998
FEIS/FEIR. The No Build/TSM Alternative was different from the No Project Alternative and assumed
that bus service would increase by about 80 percent by 2015 to meet demand. Among other bus changes,

increased frequencies on the 15-Third diesel bus line and a new 15-Third short line between Chinatown
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2.0: SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES

and the Central Waterfront were proposed. (The 15-Third bus was discontinued in April 2007.) A new
bus maintenance facility to accommodate an additional 27 diesel coaches and 6 trolley coaches was also
part of the 1998 No Build/TSM Alternative.
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2.0: ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO PROJECT/TSM

Since implementation of the T-Third line, the Project Purpose and Need have not changed. As bus
service is already provided at three minute frequencies or better for much of the Central Subway Corridor
and the streets, particularly Stockton Street, are operating at capacity, it would be difficult to introduce
additional bus service as a viable TSM alternative. The No Project and TSM Alternative are combined
for this SEIS/SEIR.

In conformance with CEQA guidelines, the No Project/TSM Alternative represents the scenario in which
the existing transportation system remains unchanged except for the modifications that are already
programmed to be implemented in the Third Street/Central Subway Corridor. The 2030 No Project/TSM
Alternative, therefore, includes the existing roadway system, the existing Muni route network, fleet size
and mix, facilities, and service frequencies (except those as noted below) and the projects programmed in
the Muni Short Range Transit Plan and the RTP. The existing roadway system, Muni route network and
fleet characteristics are described in Section 3.0.

The No Build/TSM Alternative includes the following bus service frequency changes that would be

implemented by 2030 in conjunction with the introduction of the T-Third line service:

e 30-Stockton long line (terminus at Beach and Broderick Streets):

= Weekday, midday service frequencies would be improved from nine to seven and a half minutes,

and evening service frequencies would be improved from twelve to ten minutes;
= Saturday, service frequencies would be improved in the evening from twelve to nine minutes;
e 30-Stockton short line (terminus at Van Ness Avenue and North Point Street):

= Weekday, midday service frequencies would be reduced from a range of four to five minutes to
seven and a half minutes, p.m. peak service frequencies would be reduced from a range of four to
five minutes to nine minutes, and evening service frequencies would be improved from twelve to

ten minutes;

= Saturday, service frequencies would be reduced in the midday from a range of three to six

minutes to six minutes, and improved in the evening from twelve to nine minutes;

= Sunday, midday service frequencies that now range from four to eight minutes would be set at six

minutes, while evening frequencies would be improved from twelve to nine minutes;
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2.0: ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO PROJECT/TSM

e 45-Union/Stockton line:

=  Weekday, a.m. and p.m. peak service would be improved from nine to eight minutes, and evening

service frequencies would be improved from fifteen to ten minutes;
= Sunday, service frequencies would be reduced in the evening from twelve to fifteen minutes.

Programmed Transit and Roadway Improvements

Transit improvements currently under construction or planned for the future will be in place by the time
that the Project is implemented. These improvements are part of the base transit network for the No
Project/TSM Alternative and all of the Build Alternatives. These improvements include: new fare gates
in the Market Street Subway, the construction of the new Metro East Light Rail Facility (scheduled for
completion in 2008), and the replacement of existing facilities and equipment at the end of their life cycle.
Other Muni service improvements that are programmed for implementation in the Central Subway
Corridor are identified in the Short Range Transit Plan and/or the RTP and are part of the No
Project/TSM Alternative. They are listed below, and those located in the Downtown area north of

Mission Bay, are indicated in Figure 2-3.

e 45-Union/Stockton and 22-Fillmore: When demand warrants, the 45-Union/Stockton trolley bus line

will be extended from Fourth and Townsend Streets through Mission Bay and Potrero Hill to a new
terminus at Third and 20th Streets, replacing 22-Fillmore service in Potrero Hill. At the same time,
the 22-Fillmore will be rerouted through Potrero Hill along 16th Street to Third Street, in accordance
with the Mission Bay Plan. This extension of trolley service will serve the new Mission Bay and

UCSF development.

e F-line/Muni Metro Extension Connector Track. As part of the Mid-Embarcadero Roadway project, a

connector track was installed in the median of The Embarcadero roadway from south of the Ferry
Building to Folsom Street. The connector track links the F-line with the Muni Metro Extension. This
new track permits F-line vehicles to operate to the Giants Ballpark, however, no regular service is

planned at this time.

o Bus Rapid Transit (BRT). The Geary Corridor is one of the identified corridors for BRT

implementation and planning work is underway.

e Transit Preferential Streets (TPS) Improvements. Corridors identified for TPS improvements are

Stockton Street/Columbus Avenue and Market Street.
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FIGURE 2-3
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2.0: ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO PROJECT/TSM

Islais Creek Bus Maintenance and Storage Facility. In 2008, Muni will begin construction of a new

bus maintenance facility at Indiana and Tulare Streets to replace Kirkland Division. The $73 million
facility will be situated on a 5.3 acre site that can accommodate a maximum of 165 standard diesel
buses. Running and heavy repair functions will be performed at this facility when it becomes

operational in 2010.

BART System Upgrades. This project would improve station access, expand station capacity, and

introduce new vehicles to the BART core system to reduce existing system constraints. These

projects will be incrementally implemented over the next 20 years.

Transbay Terminal Muni Bus Facility Relocation. The Transbay Joint Powers Authority, an agency

composed of representatives of the City, AC Transit, and CalTrain has approved a project to replace
the Transbay Terminal at its existing site. The new facility would accommodate Muni buses as well
as AC Transit, SamTrans, Golden Gate Transit and would be capable of accommodating a future
Caltrain Peninsula Rail Service and possible high speed rail. During construction of the Transbay
Terminal facility, Muni bus service would be temporarily relocated to a site south of Howard Street
and between Main and Beale Streets. The first phase of the Transbay Terminal improvements is

included in the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s RTP.

The No Project/TSM Alternative also includes roadway improvements in the Corridor that are underway

or committed for implementation (refer to Figure 2-3). They are:

Bay Bridge Approach and Terminal Separator Ramps. Caltrans is providing seismic upgrades to the

Bay Bridge west approach structure and rebuilding the Terminal Separator ramps. Expected

completion date is 2013.

Integrated Transportation Management System (ITMS). The ITMS is operated by DPT’s SFgo

Program. Two of these corridors, Market Street and Mission Street, cross the Central Subway Project
Corridor along Fourth Street. The SFgo Program is currently seeking funding to install fiber optic
communication cable along the Market Street corridor, and the timetable for installation of the cable
is dependent on when funding is secured. The Mission Street corridor has been planned but has not
yet been programmed into any funding mechanism at this time. In addition, fiber optic
communications cable would be installed along the Project Corridor on Fourth Street between Market
and King Streets. The installation of fiber optics is also being considered along streets in the vicinity

of Union Square to provide for changeable message signs in the Union Square Garage. Old
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traffic signal equipment including controllers, cabinets, conduits, poles, and signal heads would be

replaced at signalized intersections affected by the construction in the Corridor.

e Transbay Terminal Roadway Changes. The new Transbay Terminal facility will provide expanded

bus and rail service in a new building on the site of the existing Transbay Terminal at First and
Mission Streets. Included in the project improvements are new ramps linking the Transit Center to

the Bay Bridge and to the planned off-site Bus Storage facilities.

2.1.2 ALTERNATIVE 2 - ENHANCED EIS/EIR ALIGNMENT

In the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment, the 1.75 mile light rail service would operate between Fourth and
King Streets and Stockton and Jackson Streets. North of the Fourth and King Street 10S surface
platform, the rail would travel east of on King Street in a surface configuration and northbound on Third
Street and southbound on Fourth Street, transitioning to a subway operation at portals located between
Brannan and Bryant Streets. The service would operate independent of the existing Muni Metro Market

Street subway (see Figure 2-4).

This alternative follows the 1998 EIS/EIR (Base Case) Alignment with its shallow crossing of Market
Street at Third Street, but also incorporates design changes to meet current fire codes and new Muni fare
collection policy. (See Alternative 2 profile in Figures 2-5 and 2-6.) In order to meet current fire codes,
above-ground emergency ventilation shafts would be located in off-street right-of-way rather that
provided through an in-street ventilation system as originally planned. To address public concerns about
pedestrian access and space constraints, most subway station entries have been moved off crowded
sidewalks to private or public property and combined wherever possible with vent shafts. A description
of the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment is provided below.

Alignment — Alternative 2

The Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment would extend the T-Third line north of King Street on Third and
Fourth Streets to single-track portals between Brannan and Bryant Streets. This alternative would include
a surface station on Third Street across from the ballpark, and four subway stations at Moscone, Union

Square, Market Street, and Chinatown.

After stopping at the existing station platform at Fourth and King Streets, light rail vehicles (LRVS)
traveling northbound would turn right into the King Street median and follow the Muni Metro Extension
tracks to Third Street (refer to Figure 2-4). At Third Street, the northbound track would curve left into
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FIGURE 2-4
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FIGURE 2-5: ENHANCED EIS/EIR ALIGNMENT
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FIGURE 2-6: ENHANCED EIS/EIR ALIGNMENT
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2.0: ALTERNATIVE 2 - ENHANCED EIS/EIR

the curb lane on the west side of Third Street, where a surface station serving the ballpark would be

located.

Traffic signals would synchronize the left turn movement of LRVs with left-turning cars and trucks from
King Street to Third Street.

North of King Street, LRVs would travel in a semi-exclusive right-of-way northbound on Third Street
and southbound on Fourth Street. On Third Street between Townsend and Brannan Streets, the light rail
track would be located to the west of three northbound traffic lanes. As LRVs shift into the center of
Third Street, north of Brannan Street at the portal, the street configuration would transition to two
northbound traffic lanes on each side of the light rail alignment. On Fourth Street between Bryant and
Brannan, LRVs would operate with two southbound traffic lanes on each side of the light rail alignment.
At Fourth and Townsend Streets, the track would shift slightly to the east to accommodate three
southbound traffic lanes west of the tracks and one northbound right turn only traffic lane east of the
tracks. The 30-Stockton and 45-Union/Stockton trolley bus lines would continue operation on the east
side of Fourth Street, south of Bryant Street, to the Caltrain Terminal west of Fourth Street on Townsend
Street. EXxisting trolley bus stops would be retained on Fourth Street just north of Bryant and Brannan
Streets. No major overhead wire relocations would be necessary under this alternative. The bus loading
zone would continue to be located on Townsend Street for northbound buses and on Fourth Street
adjacent to the Caltrain Terminal for southbound buses. Up to 93 parking spaces would be eliminated
between King and Bryant Streets, including 57 of the 92 spaces on Third Street and 36 of the 56 spaces
on Fourth Street between Townsend and Bryant Streets. Parking on both sides of Third and Fourth
Streets at the portals (Brannan to Bryant Streets) would be eliminated as would all parking on Third Street

between King and Townsend Streets.

On Third Street, north of Brannan Street, the northbound tracks would enter the subway in a 410-foot
long single-track portal structure located in the middle of the street. On Fourth Street, south of Bryant
Street, the southbound tracks would exit the subway from a 360-foot single-track portal structure, also
located in the street median. Two lanes of traffic would pass on each side of the 18-foot wide single-track
portal on both Third and Fourth Streets. The northbound subway would continue under Third Street to
Harrison Street. The southbound subway, which would link with the northbound subway at Third and
Harrison Streets, would curve under the edge of the property at 425 Fourth Street (Assessor’s Parcel
#3762-112) bordering the south side of Harrison Street between Third and Fourth Streets, and then curve
north from Harrison Street to Third Street under the property at 370 Third Street (Assessor’s Parcel

#3751-157) about 30 feet below the surface for northbound operations with the southbound tunnel
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2.0: ALTERNATIVE 2 - ENHANCED EIS/EIR

running below. Easements would be required under buildings at both locations. Deep (mined) tunneling
would be used to avoid affecting the foundations of two buildings located above the subway on Third and

Fourth Streets at Harrison Street.

The northbound and southbound subways would converge at Third and Harrison Streets in a stacked
configuration with the southbound track located below the northbound track. This configuration was
provided to not preclude a future connection of the Central Subway with a possible future Geary subway
line traveling under Geary, Kearny, and Third Streets and then east via Folsom Street to the vicinity of the
Transbay Terminal. The Geary subway is not analyzed in the Central Subway SEIS/SEIR; the Geary
project would be subject to an independent environmental analysis in the future should a project be
defined and funding identified. The stacked configuration would continue under Third Street into the

Moscone Station located between Folsom and Howard Streets (see Figure 2-7).

Northbound and southbound station platforms would be at two levels and would share a common
mezzanine—{concourse). Station access from the surface (stairs/escalators and one elevator) would be
permitted only on the east side of Third Street because the presence of truck ramps leading to loading
docks underneath the Moscone Center would preclude surface access on the west side of Third Street.
The main station entrance (escalators and stairs) would be in the Tehama Pedestrian Way next to retail
bays on the north side of the Moscone Garage. One elevator would be located near Third Street and
Tehama Pedestrian Way in the northwest corner of the Moscone Garage. Emergency stairs would be
provided by a hatch located in the sidewalk off Clementina Street near the southwest corner of the garage.
There would be no direct access into the Moscone Center in order to comply with the facility’s access
control. Two emergency ventilation shafts would extend east of Third Street under Clementina Street,

rising along the southeast exterior of the Moscone Garage to a height 16 feet above the garage roof.

Immediately north of Howard Street, the tracks would ascend and transition to a side-by-side
configuration to permit a shallow crossing above the BART/Muni Metro Market Street Subway. The
existing BART/Muni Metro Subway is composed of four 18-foot diameter steel plate lined tunnels. The
Market Street Station would be located north of Mission Street (see Figure 2-8), linked by an
approximately 440-foot long underground pedestrian concourse via Stevenson and Annie Streets to the
Montgomery Street BART/Muni Metro Station.
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FIGURE 2-7: ENHANCED EIS/EIR ALIGNMENT - MOSCONE STATION
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FIGURE 2-8: ENHANCED EIS/EIR ALIGNMENT - MARKET STREET STATION
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Construction of the Market Street Station would displace an eight-foot diameter trunk sewer line under
Mission Street. The trunk sewer line could be relocated or abandoned or, in lieu of these options, a
siphon and pump station could be installed under the Third/Mission intersection to force wastewater
under the subway (refer to Section 2.2.2, Central Subway Alternative Construction Methods). The
shallow configuration of the station would preclude construction of a mezzanine and {concourse} level
above the platform. Instead, access would be provided from street level to a mezzanine and {concourse}
under the platform level for fare payment, and then up to the platform level via subsurface escalators,
stairs, and elevators. The main street entrances (escalators and stairs) would be located on the south side
of Market Street just west and east of Third Street. Two elevators would be located on the southwest
corner of Market and Third Streets next to the escalators and stairs. Two sets of emergency stairs would
be provided by a hatch located in sidewalks on the west and east sides of Third Street just south of Jessie
Street. Two emergency ventilation shafts would extend east of Third Street under Stevenson Street, rising
at the northeast interior of the private Hearst garage at 45 Third Street (Assessors Parcel #3707-058) to a
height 26 feet above the roofline. The vent shafts would displace about 30 parking spaces and would

require an easement.

After crossing the Market Street Subway, the alignment would turn west under Geary Street and descend
into a stacked configuration as shown in Figure 2-9. The stacked subway configuration is provided so as
not to preclude a connection with a possible future Geary Street subway line traveling east and westbound
from Union Square." The stacked configuration would continue to Union Square Station, which would be
located on Stockton Street between Geary and Sutter Streets. The stacked tunnels would affect the design
of the Union Square Station, which would include a mezzanine and {concourse} and two platform levels
(refer to Figure 2-9). The main pedestrian entry would be located on the east side of the Union Square
Plaza near an existing pedestrian stairway and café. It would include escalators and stairs, rising from the
sidewalk level at Stockton Street to the plaza entrance. Additional entries would be located in sidewalk
bulb-outs on Stockton Street north (stairs) and south (escalators) of Maiden Lane. Emergency stairs
would be provided by a hatch located in the sidewalk on the east side of Stockton Street just south of
Campton Place. Two vent shafts would be integrated into the Union Square plaza terrace between the
plaza café and the sidewalk on the west side of Stockton Street. Vent shafts would be located on either

side of the escalators and stairs. The vent shafts would be about 11 feet high, but would

! The possible future Geary subway project is not part of the Central Subway Project and is not analyzed in the Central Subway SEIS/SEIR.

The Geary project would be subject to an independent environmental analysis in the future should a project be defined and funding identified.
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FIGURE 2-9: ENHANCED EIS/EIR ALIGNMENT - UNION SQUARE STATION
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not rise above the plaza because of their location on the terrace grade. The emergency ventilation would
be designed in cooperation with BART so as not to impact ventilation in the Powell Street Station. Two
elevators would be located north of the northern-most vent shaft with access from the sidewalk on
Stockton Street. These facilities would displace about 29 of the 985 parking spaces in the Union Square
Garage. The bulb-out for the escalators on the east side of Stockton Street, south of Maiden Lane, would
widen the sidewalk by about four feet and would extend a little over 50 feet, displacing two to three truck
parking spaces. The bulb-out for the stairs on the east side of Stockton north of Maiden Lane would
widen the sidewalk about five feet and would extend a little over 60 feet, displacing three truck parking

spaces.

North of the Union Square Station, the subway would continue in a mined tunnel under Stockton Street.
The north and southbound tunnels would transition to a side-by-side configuration before the Chinatown
Station. The station would have side platforms, as well as a crossover and tail tracks required for operator
layover. The northern terminus for the Central Subway would be in Chinatown at Stockton and Jackson
Streets. The underground station, between Sacramento and Washington Streets on Stockton Street, would
have a mezzanine and {concourse} and one platform level (see Figure 2-10). The main pedestrian
entrance would be in a building that Muni would construct at 814-828 Stockton Street near Sacramento
(Assessor’s Parcel #0225-014) to accommodate escalators, stairs, two elevators, and two emergency

ventilation shafts.

Construction of the station entrance would require acquisition of the parcel and relocation of ten
businesses-and-ene-to-two-residential- units-over-the-businesses. The Muni facility would require only one
story; a structure of 40-feet in height was assumed on this parcel for this analysis. Transit-oriented
development could be proposed as part of an independent project for this site in the future.? The
maximum allowable height for this property is 65-feet; but, for the purposes of this SEIS/SEIR, it was
assumed that Muni would restrict the building height to 40 feet as required to meet height limits in Prop K
to minimize shadows on parks (Willy “Woo Wo0” Wong Playground to the east of the station). The vent
shafts would rise to a height 10 feet above the development roofline on the southeast end of the parcel
near Pagoda Alley. Emergency stairs would be provided by a sidewalk hatch located in a bulb-out on the
northwest corner of Stockton and Clay Streets. The bulb-out would widen the sidewalk by seven feet and

would extend about 40 feet, eliminating one white loading zone and a red zone. A double

2 Any proposal for transit-oriented development on this site would be subject to independent environmental review once a specific proposal is

defined.
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FIGURE 2-10: ENHANCED EIS/EIR ALIGNMENT - CHINATOWN STATION
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crossover and twin storage tracks, capable of storing two 2-car trains, would extend beyond this subway
station to Jackson Street.

Station Locations — Alternative 2

The Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment would have four subway stations and one surface station, as listed in
Table 2-1. The surface station would be located on Third Street, north of King Street, to serve the
ballpark. Subway station platforms would be about 250 feet in length, and 16 to 23 feet in width
(depending on configuration as side platform or center platform), and would accommodate two-car trains
using high-floor LRVs. All subway station designs include fare gates and ticket vending machines
(TVMs) per new Muni policy; this specification requires longer station layouts and typically the need for

a mezzanine and {concourse} level.

TABLE 2-1
ALTERNATIVE 2 - ENHANCED EIS/EIR ALIGNMENT STATION LOCATIONS

Station

Type

Location

King Street (northbound only)

Surface Station - Platform adjacent to Sidewalk

Third Street between King
and Townsend Streets

Moscone Underground - Two level stacked platform with a | Third Street between Folsom
mezzanine and {concourse} level above the | and Howard Streets
platform level.

Market Street Underground - Single level side platforms with a | Third Street between Mission

mezzanine and {concourse} level below the
platform level.

and Market Streets

Union Square

Underground - Two level stacked platforms with
a mezzanine and {concourse} level above the
platform level.

Stockton ~ Street  between
Geary and Sutter Streets

Chinatown

Underground — Single level side platforms with a
mezzanine and {concourse} level above the
platform level.

Stockton  Street  between
Sacramento and Washington
Streets

Light Rail Operating Plan — Alternative 2

For the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment, one-car trains would operate as an independent line (not linked
with Muni Metro) from the southern terminus in Visitacion Valley, via the existing T-Third alignment to
Fourth and King Streets, and then via the Central Subway to the northern terminus in Chinatown. This
service would be called the T-Third long line. The T-Third short line would extend from the Mission Bay

Turnaround Loop (18th, Illinois, 19th, and Third Streets) to Chinatown, also operating with one-car trains

and the T-Third very short line would operate from Fourth and Berry Streets to Chinatown. Service
frequencies for each line would be five-six minutes in the peak period and ten minutes during the
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Midday, except for the short line. The Castre-Shuttle-K-Ingleside would be extended to operate as the T-
Third line under the 2030 No
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Project/TSM Alternative, but would operate as an independent line for the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment,

using the 2006 configuration between Castro and Embarcadero Muni Metro Stations.
Bus Operating Plan — Alternative 2

To make efficient use of the Central Subway, bus operations in the Corridor would be restructured. The
Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment bus system would be similar to the No Project/ TSM Alternative including
the extension of the 45-Union/Stockton trolley bus line from the Caltrain Terminal through Mission Bay
and Potrero Hill to a new terminus at Third and 20th Streets and the rerouting of the 22-Fillmore trolley
bus line along 16th, Third, and Mission Rock Streets to a terminus in Mission Bay. In both bus plans the
9X-San Bruno Express and 30-Stockton lines would have five and nine-minute peak period frequencies
respectively, which are the current peak headways for those lines. Changes from the No Project/TSM
Alternative associated with the Enhanced EIS/EIR bus plan include the elimination of the 30-Stockton
short line between Van Ness Avenue and North Point Street and the Caltrain Terminal at Fourth and
Townsend Streets, and minor frequency adjustments as noted below. All comparisons given below are to
the No Project/TSM 2030 bus service.

e 30-Stockton long line:
= Weekday, midday service frequencies would be reduced from seven and a half to nine minutes;

= Saturday, evening service frequencies would be reduced from nine to ten minutes;

= Sunday service, which is currently provided only on the 30-Stockton short line, would be
provided on the 30-Stockton long line. Sunday service frequencies would be reduced in the

midday from six to seven minutes and reduced in the evening from nine to ten minutes.
e 30-Stockton short line:
= Service would be eliminated during the week and on weekends.
e 45-Union/Stockton line:
= Weekday, service frequencies would be reduced in peak periods from eight to nine minutes.

Operating Statistics — Alternative 2

A summary of operating statistics for the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment is presented in Table 2-2. The
frequency on the 9X-San Bruno Express bus line would remain unchanged at five minutes when
compared with the No Project/TSM Alternative. Since the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment coincides with

the routes for the 30-Stockton and 45-Union/Stockton lines south of Jackson Street, service hours for
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TABLE 2-2
ANNUAL OPERATING STATISTICS
ALTERNATIVE 2 - ENHANCED EIS/EIR ALIGNMENT

Total
Diesel/Trolley Total Annual LRV Fleet Annual LRV
Peak Peak Demand Diesel/Trolley Peak Peak Demand® | Car Hours T-
Headways | (Systemwide-Fleet Bus Hours Headways (Systemwide- Line
Alternative 9-X Line? size)! (Systemwide)! | T-Third? Fleet size)® | (Systemwide)
377 (495-473) 84.800
Existing (2007) 5 minutes diesel buses; 2,592,230 9 minutes 118119 109,400
T-Third 225 (333-331) (151) LRVs ;
trolley buses (570,200)
377 (495) diesel 80,400
No Project/ TSM 5 minutes buses; 2,622,030 7 minutes 129137 117,000
(2030) 230 (333-336) (171) LRVs 609500y
trolley buses (602,700)
377 (495) diesel 87,500
Enhanced 5 minutes buses; 2,545,630 56 minutes 130 142 83,900
EIS/EIR 219 (333-336) (175) LRVs {591,200)¢%)
Alignment (2030) trolley buses (621,800) *

Notes: ! Source for 2007 bus equipment demand and bus hours is the Muni 2006-2025 Short Range Transit Plan, December
2005 and Dan Rosen, MTA, May 2007._Revised Dan Rosen, MTA, January 2008.
2 Headway refers to the time between transit vehicles on a given line
3 Assumes one-car trains operating in the peak for the Central Subway on both the T-Third long_and short lines and
two-car trains on the T-Third very short line.

these bus lines could be reduced where duplicate service occurs. The Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment
would reduce the peak demand requirements for the combined diesel and trolley fleets over No
Project/TSM which would result in a systemwide annual reduction of bus hours by 76,400. Rail
headways on T-Third line would improve from the current nine minutes under existing conditions to
seven minutes in the No Project/TSM Alternative and to five-six minutes under the Enhanced EIS/EIR
Alignment. The additional LRV route miles and service frequencies associated with the new Central
Subway service would result in an annual inerease-decrease of 7108 33,100 LRV car hours on the
Central- Subway Corridor-T-Third line, but a system-wide annual reduction of 48;300 19,100 car hours.

Transit Fleet Requirements — Alternative 2

The Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment would require feursix additional LRVs (three-five peak LRVs and one
spare) compared to the No Project/TSM Alternative. Muni’s total fleet size, including spares, would be
175 LRVs with 436-142 L RVs in the peak. The diesel bus fleet would be increased by 23 buses, but the
and-peak demand would remain the same as under the existing condition and the No Project/TSM
Alternative. The trolley bus fleet would-+emain-the-same-as-under-increase by five buses from the
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existing conditions and-No-Project/ FSM-Alternative by 2030 for Alternative 2, but the peak demand

would be reduced by six vehicles over existing conditions and eleven vehicles over No Project/TSM.?

®  san Francisco Municipal Railway, EIR Supplemental Final Revised Light Rail and Bus Transit Operating Plan, August 6, 2006.
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Light Rail Maintenance Facility

The Metro East LRV maintenance facility that was analyzed in the 1998 FEIS/FEIR is currently under
construction as part of the T-Third line and is expected to become operational in the fall of 2008. It
would be used to store and maintain the LRV fleet for the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment vehicles as well
as for the T-Third line. It also provides a traction power substation facility. Traction Power Distribution

System

The T-Third electric power distribution facilities would connect to the Central Subway (Enhanced
EIS/EIR Alignment) facilities. The northerly most T-Third electric power substation on Illinois Street
near Mariposa Street (analyzed as part of the 1998 FEIS/FEIR) could be used for back-up power as could
the Muni Metro Extension electric power substation on King Street, east of Third Street. In addition, the
Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment would be constructed with overhead wire, feeder cable, and two new

substations located within the station boxes (non-public areas) for the Moscone and Chinatown Stations.
Signaling and Communications System

The Automatic Train Control System used for Muni Metro would be installed in the subway portion of
the Central Subway Project to monitor and control train movements in the subway. The T-Third line,
including the Central Subway segment, would operate independently from Muni Metro although it would
share the existing control center at West Portal. The Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment would also have fire

suppression, ventilation, and emergency back-up generator systems linked to Central Control.
Fare Collection System in the Central Subway

The Proof-of-Payment fare collection system on surface Third Street would be used for the Enhanced
EIS/EIR Alignment. However, unlike the T-Third line surface operation, the subway platforms would be
considered paid areas. In the subway stations, ticket vending machines and turnstiles similar to those

installed at Muni Metro stations would facilitate fare collection.

2.1.3 ALTERNATIVE 3 - FOURTH/STOCKTON ALIGNMENT

The Fourth/Stockton Alignment would start as a double-track surface line at Fourth and King Streets and
would proceed north along Fourth Street to a portal, at one of two possible locations, where it would
transition from surface to subway operation. It would continue north under Fourth Street as a double-

track operation to a terminus in the vicinity of Stockton and Jackson Streets (Figure 2-11). The
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FIGURE 2-11
ALTERNATIVE 3 -FOURTH STOCKTON ALIGNMENT OPTION A (LPA)
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pedestrian connection to the Market Street Subway would be at the BART/Muni Metro Powell Street

Station.

There is a construction variant for this alternative to extend the running tunnels another 2,000 feet north
of the Chinatown Station to facilitate construction and extraction of the tunnel boring machines. In this
approach the tunnels would continue north on Stockton Street to a temporary shaft on Columbus Avenue
near Washington Square Park where the tunnel boring machines would be extracted and construction

equipment and materials could be delivered.

As in the case of the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment, above-ground emergency ventilation shafts are
proposed to be located in off-street locations and, wherever feasible, station access is located off-
sidewalk in property to be acquired by Muni. Fare gates are provided at the mezzanine level for all

stations. The location and number of stations varies for the two design options described below.
Alternative 3 — Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A (LPA)

Alignment — Alternative 3A

This alternative was selected as the Locally Preferred Alternative by the MTA Board at its meeting of
June 7, 2005. It would extend 1.7 miles north from the T-Third line terminus at Fourth and King Streets
via Fourth and Stockton Streets to the Central Subway terminus in Chinatown. After stopping at the T-
Third line station platform on Fourth Street at King Street, LRVs would continue north on Fourth Street
in a semi-exclusive double-track median to a portal between Townsend and Brannan Streets. This option
would include three subway stations at Moscone, Union Square/Market Street, and Chinatown (see
profile Figure 2-12). It would not have any operations on King, Harrison, Third, Kearny, or Geary
Streets. The 30-Stockton and 45-Union/Stockton trolley bus lines would continue operation on the east
side of Fourth Street, south of Bryant Street, to the bus terminal east of Fourth Street on Townsend Street.
Existing bus stops would be retained on Fourth Street just north of Bryant Street, but the island stop at
Brannan Street would be moved from the north to the south side of the street. No major overhead wire

relocations would be necessary under this option.

On Fourth Street between King and Townsend Streets the track would shift slightly to the east to
accommodate three southbound traffic lanes west of the trackway and one northbound right turn only
traffic lane east of the tracks. At Townsend Street, the easterly lane would provide an exclusive right turn
for northbound buses to facilitate use of the south side bus layover and loading zone near Fourth Street.

Southbound buses would continue to use the layover and loading zone adjacent to the Caltrain
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FIGURE 2-12: FOURTH/STOCKTON ALIGNMENT OPTION A
PROFILE BETWEEN FOURTH/KING AND STOCKTON/JACKSON STREETS
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Terminal. There are no existing parking spaces in this segment so none would be eliminated with this

lane configuration.

On Fourth Street between Townsend and Brannan Streets, the rail line would enter the subway through a
360-foot double-track portal structure. A Muni bus stop would be located in the median just north of the
portal, but south of Bryant Street. There would be three southbound traffic lanes next to the 27.5-foot
wide portal: two on the west side of the tracks and one on the east side of the tracks. Between Townsend
and Brannan Streets, eight-18 parking spaces would be eliminated on Fourth Street. However, this loss
would be partially offset by the creation of three new parking spaces from a bus zone on the west side of

Fourth Street south of Brannan that would no longer be needed.

The subway would continue under Fourth Street to the Moscone Station (see Figure 2-13) between
Folsom and Howard Streets. This station would have a mezzanine and {concourse} and one platform
level that would serve both northbound and southbound trains. The main station entrance (escalators and
stairs and two elevators) would be in an off-street property that Muni would acquire (at 266 Fourth Street,
Assessor’s Parcel # 3733-093), currently the site of a gas station. The Muni station facility would require
only one story. However, for purposes of this environmental review, it is assumed the station entry would
be located in a 40-foot high building, with a setback 85-foot tower as permitted under existing zoning.
While Muni may propose transit-oriented development for the station site in the future, no specific
proposal has been identified at this time. Development at this site would be the subject of an independent

environmental review at such time as a specific proposal is submitted to the Planning Department.

The vent shafts would rise 26 feet above the development 40-foot roofline on the north end of the parcel
or to a height of 66 feet. An additional stairway set-would be located in the sidewalk on the west side of

Fourth Street just north of Howard Street and an escalator on the north side of Howard Street, just west of

Fourth Street. A third elevator would be located directly across the street on the east side of Fourth Street

near the corner of Howard Street.

Immediately north of Howard Street, the alignment would descend and continue in a twin side-by-side
tunnel configuration to permit a deep crossing of the Market Street Subway and an easement under
buildings at 790-798 Market Street/2 Stockton Street (Assessor’s Parcel 0328-002) (see Figure 2-14). A

combined Union Square/Market Street Station would be located on Stockton Street between Maiden Lane

and Market Street, with the station platform extending from just south of Geary Street to about 100 feet

south of O’Farrell Street. The station would have a eemmen-mezzanine and {concourse} and one
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center platform level that would serve both northbound and southbound trains. The south end of the
Market Street/Union
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FIGURE 2-13: FOURTH/STOCKTON ALIGNMENT OPTION A - MOSCONE STATION
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FIGURE 2-14: FOURTH/STOCKTON ALIGNMENT OPTION A
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Square Station would connect to the BART/Muni Metro Market Street Subway at the Powell Street
Station using existing pedestrian entrances on Market Street and at the northwest corner entrance on
Stockton and Ellis Streets.

At the north end of the station the main entrance would be located in the east side of the Union Square
plaza near an existing stairway and café. It would include escalators and stairs, rising from the Stockton
Street sidewalk to the plaza entrance. Two elevators would be located just south of the escalator/stair set.
Additional entries would be located in sidewalk bulb-outs on Stockton Street north (stairs) and south
(escalators) of Maiden Lane. No additional emergency stairs would be provided. Two vent shafts would
be integrated into the plaza terrace between the plaza café and the sidewalk on the west side of Stockton
Street. One vent shaft would be on either side of the escalators and stairs. The vent shafts would be
about 11 feet high, but would not rise above the plaza because of their location on the terrace grade. The
emergency ventilation would be designed in cooperation with BART so as not to impact ventilation in the
Powell Street Station. The entry facilities would displace about 29 parking spaces of the 985 spaces in
the Union Square Garage. The bulb-out for the escalators on the east side of Stockton Street south of
Maiden Lane would widen the sidewalk by about 4 feet and would extend a little over 50 feet, displacing
two to three truck parking spaces. The bulb-out for the stairs on the east side of Stockton Street, north of
Maiden Lane, would widen the sidewalk about 5 feet and would extend a little over 60 feet, displacing

three truck parking spaces.

North of Union Square, the subway would continue in twin-bored tunnels under Stockton in a side-by-
side configuration to the Chinatown terminus. The Chinatown station would have a center platform with
a crossover north of the platform and tail tracks for operator layover north of the crossover. Like the
Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment, the Chinatown Station for the Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A would
be on Stockton Street between Sacramento and Washington Streets (see Figure 2-15). It would have a
mezzanine and {concourse} and one platform level for north and southbound trains. The main pedestrian
entrance would be in a building that Muni would construct on Stockton near Sacramento (814-828
Stockton Street, Assessor’s Parcel #0225-014) to accommodate escalators, stairs, two elevators, and two
emergency ventilation shafts. Construction of the station entrance would require acquisition of the parcel
and relocation of 10 businesses-and-one-to-tweresidential-units-above-the businesses. The Muni station
facility would require only one story. However, for the purposes of this analysis it is assumed that a 40-
foot high building consistent with Prop K would be constructed on the site. The maximum allowable

height for this property is 65-feet, but Muni would restrict the building height on the site to 40
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FIGURE 2-15: FOURTH/STOCKTON ALIGNMENT OPTION A - CHINATOWN STATION
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feet to avoid casting additional shadows on the Willy “Woo Wo0” Wong Playground to the east. As with
other build alternatives, Muni may propose transit-oriented development on the station site in the future,
but no specific proposal has been identified at this time. Development at the site would be the subject of
an independent environmental review at such time as a specific proposal is submitted to the Planning
Department. The vent shafts would rise 10 feet above the development roofline on the southeast end of
the parcel near Pagoda Alley. Emergency stairs would be provided by a sidewalk hatch located in a bulb-
out on the west side of Stockton Street near Washington Street. The bulb-out would widen the sidewalk

by 7 feet and would extend about 24 feet in length, eliminating one parking stall.

A double crossover and twin storage tracks, capable of storing two three-two-car trains, would extend

north of this station to Jackson Street.

Station Locations — Alternative 3A

Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A would have three subway stations (compared with four subway
stations in Alternative 2) as listed in Table 2-3. The subway station platforms would be about 250 feet in
length and 26 to 28 feet in width and would accommodate two-car trains using high-floor LRVs. The
Union Square/Market Street Station has a much longer layout than the Moscone and Chinatown Stations.
Like Alternative 2, this alternative would accommodate fare gates and ticket vending machines (TVVMs)
and a closed barrier fare collection system. All subway station platforms are on one level with a

mezzanine and a concourse level above the platform.

TABLE 2-3
CENTRAL SUBWAY FOURTH/STOCKTON ALIGNMENT OPTION A STATIONS

Station Type Location

Moscone Underground — Single level center platform with a Fourth Street between
mezzanine and {concourse} level above the platform Folsom and Howard Streets
level.

Union Square/Market Underground - Single level center platform with a Stockton Street between

Street mezzanine and concourse level above the platform Maiden Lane and Market
level. Streets

Chinatown Underground - Single level center platform and a Stockton Street between
mezzanine and concourse level above the platform Sacramento and Clay Streets
level.

North Beach Tunnel Construction Variant

For both design options in Alternative 3, there is an option to extend the running tunnels north of the
original EIS/EIR terminus in Chinatown for construction purposes. This construction variant is shown as

an extension of Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A under Stockton Street for approximately 2,000 feet
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to a temporary construction shaft in the middle of Columbus Avenue near Washington Square in North
Beach. Other options were evaluated and presented to the public, but the location on Columbus Avenue
was considered the most technically viable.* The initial shaft would be 35 to 60 feet wide by 30 feet long,
located in the middle lanes of Columbus Avenue between Union and Filbert Streets, and would occupy
two traffic lanes. During the shaft construction period, estimated at five to six months, at least one
northbound and one southbound traffic lane would be maintained at all times. Following excavation of
the shaft, one half of the footprint would be decked over permanently. The remainder would be
temporarily decked so the cover could be removed for construction activities. The latter shaft would be
used to extract TBMs and could be used to deliver materials to Chinatown Station. TBM extraction is
estimated to take about a week for each TBM. At the conclusion of TBM extraction and material
delivery, the shaft would be permanently decked, leaving no surface impacts. The running tunnels would

not be finished out with track and other facilities, but could be used to store materials.

Light Rail Operating Plan — Alternative 3A

Light rail operations would be the same as identified under the EIS/EIR Enhanced Alignment (Alternative
2) as described in Section 2.1.3.

Bus Operating Plan — Alternative 3A

To make efficient use of the Central Subway light rail line, bus operations in the Corridor would be
restructured. The Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A bus system would be the same as under the
Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment presented in Section 2.1.3.

Operating Statistics — Alternative 3A

A summary of operating statistics for Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A is presented in Table 2-4.
Operating statistics would be the same as the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment for the diesel and trolley bus
fleet (see Section 2.1.3). Train headways on the T-Third line would improve from the current nine
minutes under existing conditions to seven minutes in the No Project/TSM Alternative and to five-six
minutes under the Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A. Even though there is an increase in route miles
and service frequencies associated with the new Central Subway service, the result is an annual reduction
of 2;400-40,300 LRV car hours on the Central-Subway-CerridorT-Third line and a system-wide annual
reduction increase of 248060 11,900 car hours when compared to the No Project/TSM Alternative. This is

a result of the more direct alignment and faster travel time for this alternative.

4 Other portal locations along Stockton Street and Union Street would have impacts to traffic and access to local businesses.
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TABLE 2-4

ANNUAL OPERATING STATISTICS

ALTERNATIVE 3 -FOURTH/STOCKTON ALIGNMENT OPTION A

Total
Diesel/Trolley Total Annual LRV Fleet Peak | Annual LRV
Peak Peak Demand Diesel/Trolley Peak Demand® Car Hours
Headways | (Systemwide-Fleet Bus Hours Headways T- i
Alternative 9-X Line? size)! (Systemwide)* Third? Fleet size)* T-Line
(Systemwide)
377 (495-473)
Existing (2007) 5 minutes diesel buses; 2,592,230 9 minutes 118119 84,800
T-Third 225 (333-331) (151) LRVs 109,400
trolley buses {568,500}
(570,200)
377 (495) diesel
No Project/ TSM 5 minutes buses; 2,622,030 7 minutes 129137 80,400
(2030) 230 (333-336) (171) LRVs 117,000
trolley buses {69508}
(602,700
377 (495) diesel
Fourth/Stockton 5 minutes buses; 2,545,630 56 minutes 127139 78,000
Alignment Option A 219 (333-336) (175) LRVs 76,700
(2030) trolley buses (581.700)®
(614,600) °

Notes:

! Source for 2007 bus equipment demand and bus hours is the Muni 2006-2025 Short Range Transit Plan, December

2005 and Dan Rosen, MTA, 2007._Revised Dan Rosen, MTA, January 2008.
2 Headway refers to the time between transit vehicles on a given line
3 Assumes one-car trains operating in the peak for the Central Subway on both the long and short lines_and two-car trains
on the T-Third very short line.

Transit Fleet Requirements — Alternative 3A

Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A would require foeur-three additional LRVs (three—two plus one

spare) beyond the 2030 LRV fleet requirements for the No Project/ TSM Alternative. In this scenario,
Muni’s total LRV fleet size, including spares, would be 175 LRVs with 427139 LRVs in the peak period.
The diesel bus fleet would remain-the-same-as-the-under-increase by 30 buses from-the existing conditions

and-No-Project/ FSM-2030)-Alternative; in 2030, but with-the same-peak demand_would not change.

The trolley bus fleet would remain-the-same-increase by five buses, but peak demand would be reduced

by six trolleys over existing conditions and by eleven trolleys over the No Project/ TSM Alternative.’

5

San Francisco Municipal Railway, EIR Supplemental Final Revised Light Rail and Bus Transit Operating Plan, August 6, 2006.
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The light rail maintenance facility, traction power distribution system, signaling and communication
system, and fare collection system previously described for Alternative 2 in Section 2.1.2 would also

apply to Alternative 3A.
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Alternative 3 — Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B (Modified LPA)

Alignment — Alternative 3B

Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B would extend 1.7 miles north from the T-Third line terminus at
Fourth and King Streets via Fourth and Stockton Streets to the Central Subway terminus in Chinatown.
After stopping at the station platform on Fourth at King Streets, light rail would continue north on Fourth
Street to a double-track portal between Bryant-Perry and Harrison Streets under 1-80 (see Figure 2-16).

There would also be three subway stations at Moscone, Union Square/Market Street, and Chinatown as in
Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A (see Figure 2-17).

In order to accommodate light rail south of the portal, Fourth Street would be converted from one-way
southbound to two-way traffic. Overhead wire for the 30-Stockton and 45-Union/Stockton electric trolley
bus lines would be relocated from the east to the west side of Fourth Street. EXisting bus stops would be
retained on Fourth Street, just north of Bryant Street, and on Fourth Street, just north of Brannan Street.
The trolleys would continue on a new turnaround loop via Brannan, Fifth and Townsend Streets to the

existing bus terminal and loading zone on Townsend Street, just east of Fourth Street.

On Fourth Street, the LRVs would operate in one of two lane configuration sub-options: semi-exclusive
or mixed-flow. In a semi-exclusive operation trains are physically separated from adjacent traffic except
at intersections and at the surface station. In a mixed-flow operation trains and other vehicles share a

trackway that is embedded in the street.

Fourth Street Surface Operation: LRVs in Semi-Exclusive Right-of-Way. This sub-option was
developed to optimize Muni light rail and roadway operations. In this sub-option LRVs would operate
between Fourth and King Streets to the portal under 1-80 in a semi-exclusive double-track right-of-way,
separated from adjacent traffic by six-inch curbs as shown in Figure 2-18. This sub-option would
generally provide two southbound traffic lanes on Fourth Street.

Between King and Townsend Streets the tracks on Fourth Street would shift slightly to the east to
accommodate three southbound traffic lanes west of the trackway and one northbound traffic lane east of
the tracks. The street configuration from west to east would provide: a southbound right turn only traffic
lane next to the Caltrain Terminal, two southbound traffic lanes, a semi-exclusive double-track median,
and a northbound traffic lane. Bus loading zones would continue to be located on Townsend Street, just

east of Fourth Street, for northbound buses and adjacent to the Caltrain Terminal for southbound buses.
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FIGURE 2-16
ALTERNATIVE 3 -FOURTH/STOCKTON ALIGNMENT OPTION B (MODIFIED LPA)
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FIGURE 2-17: FOURTH/STOCKTON ALIGNMENT OPTION B PROFILE
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FIGURE 2-18: FOURTH/STOCKTON ALIGNMENT OPTION B CONFIGURATION ON FOURTH STREET
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There are no existing parking spaces in this segment so none would be eliminated with this lane

configuration sub-option.

On Fourth Street between Townsend and Brannan Streets, the rail line would continue semi-exclusive
median operations. The street configuration from west to east would provide: two southbound traffic
lanes, the semi-exclusive double-track median, and one northbound traffic lane. In this segment, aH-18
out of 20 parking spaces on Fourth Street would be permanently eliminated. Just north of Brannan Street
the tracks would spread to accommodate a center platform between Brannan and Freelon Streets. The
street configuration from west to east would provide: a southbound traffic lane (vehicles only), a
southbound mixed-flow trackway (vehicles and trains), a 14.5-foot platform, a northbound semi-exclusive
trackway, and a northbound traffic lane (vehicles only) with a forced right turn at Bryant Street. The
southbound trackway must be mixed-flow in this segment in order to maintain two lanes for southbound
traffic. Between Brannan and Bryant Streets 29 out of 36 parking spaces on Fourth Street would be

permanently eliminated.

North of the platform the tracks would come back together, crossing Bryant Street to a semi-exclusive
right-of-way in the approach to the portal. The rail line would enter the subway portal in the median in a
360-foot retained cut located between Bryant and Harrison Streets. There would be three southbound
traffic lanes next to the 27.5-foot portal entrance: two on the west side of the tracks and one on the east
side of the tracks. Between Bryant and Harrison Streets, all of the 29 parking spaces on Fourth Street

would be permanently eliminated.

Fourth Street Surface Operation: LRVs in Mixed-Flow. This sub-option was developed to increase
the availability of parking, address traffic circulation issues, and enhance the streetscape with median
landscaping. In this sub-option LRVs would operate between Fourth and King Street to the portal under
1-80 in mixed-flow, with trains and vehicles sharing the double-track right-of-way. Three southbound
traffic lanes would be provided during the peak between King and Bryant Streets. During the off-peak
there would be two southbound lanes and parking on at least one side of the street. Between King and
Townsend Streets, the LRVs would operate in mixed-flow, with trains and passenger vehicles using the
trackway in both directions, in addition to three southbound traffic lanes and one northbound traffic lane
for vehicular use only. The street configuration from west to east would provide: a southbound right turn
only traffic lane next to the Caltrain Terminal (vehicles only), two southbound traffic lanes (vehicles
only), a southbound mixed-flow trackway (vehicles and trains), a 6.5-foot planted median, a northbound
mixed-flow trackway (vehicles and trains), and a northbound traffic lane (vehicles only) (see Figure 2-

19). Bus loading zones would continue to be located on Townsend just east of Fourth Street for north-

Central Subway Project Final SEIS/SEIR — Volume | 2-40



2.0: ALTERNATIVE 3B

FIGURE 2-19: FOURTH/STOCKTON ALIGNMENT OPTION B CONFIGURATION ON FOURTH STREET
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bound buses and adjacent to the Caltrain Terminal for southbound buses. There are no existing parking

spaces in this segment so none would be eliminated with this lane configuration sub-option.

On Fourth Street between Townsend and Brannan Streets, the rail line would continue median mixed-
flow operations. The street configuration from west to east would provide: a 10-foot southbound peak
tow-away lane (parking midday and evenings), a southbound traffic lane (vehicles only), a southbound
mixed-flow trackway (vehicles and trains) a 6.5-foot planted median, a northbound mixed-flow trackway
(vehicles and trains), and northbound traffic lane (vehicles only). In this segment 5 parking spaces would
be eliminated on the west side of Fourth Street during the peak, but retained midday/evenings; 15 parking

spaces would be permanently eliminated on the east side of Fourth Street.

Just north of Brannan Street the tracks would spread to accommodate a center platform between Brannan
and Freelon Streets. The street configuration from west to east would provide: a southbound traffic lane
(vehicles only), a southbound mixed-flow trackway (vehicles and trains), a 15-foot platform, a
northbound mixed-flow trackway (vehicles and trains), and a northbound traffic lane (vehicles only) with
a forced right turn at Bryant Street. Between Brannan and Bryant Streets 3329 out of 36 parking spaces
on Fourth Street would be permanently eliminated. The surface platform displaces space for parking

except the few spaces on the west side of Fourth Street, north of Freelon Street.

North of the platform, the tracks would come back together, crossing Bryant Street to a semi-exclusive
right-of-way in the approach to the portal. The rail line would enter the subway portal in a 360-foot
retained cut, located in the middle of the street between Bryant and Harrison Streets. There would be
three southbound traffic lanes next to the 27.5-foot wide portal entrance: two on the west side of the
tracks and one on the east side of the tracks. Between Bryant and Harrison Streets, all of the 29 parking

spaces on Fourth Street would be permanently eliminated due to the portal structure.

The subway for Alternative 3B would continue under Fourth Street to the Moscone Station located

between Folsom and Howard Streets (see Figure 2-20)-the-same-as-discussed-for-Alternative 3A-on-page

2-28. Like Alternative 3A, this station would have mezzanine and concourse levels and a platform level

that would serve both northbound and southbound trains. The main station entrance (escalators, stairs,

and two elevators), would be in the off-street property at 266 Fourth Street. The station would be shorter

than the one proposed in Alternative 3A and the emergency exit would be provided on the west side of

Fourth Street mid-block between Folsom and Howard Streets.

Immediately north of Howard Street, the alignment would descend and continue in a side-by-side

configuration to permit a deep crossing of the Market Street Subway and an easement under buildings at
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790-798 Market Street/2 Stockton Street (Assessor’s Parcel’s #0328-002_and 37052-001 to 004).

Different from Alternative 3A above, Alternative 3B would have a combined Union Square/Market Street

Station located on Stockton between Geary and Market Streets, with a platform centered on O’Farrell

Street (see Figure 2-21). It would have a common
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FIGURE 2-20: FOURTH/STOCKTON ALIGNMENT OPTION B - MOSCONE STATION
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FIGURE 2-21: FOURTH/STOCKTON ALIGNMENT OPTION B - UNION SQUARE/MARKET STREET STATION
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mezzanine and {concourse} and one platform level that would serve both northbound and southbound
trains. The south end of the Market Street/Union Square Station would connect to the BART/Muni Metro
Market Street Subways at the Powell Street Station using existing pedestrian entrances on Market Street
and at the northwest corner entrance on Stockton and Ellis Streets. At the north end of the station the
main entrance would be located at the southeast corner of Union Square on Geary Street just west of
Stockton Street. The entry would include escalators and stairs. A site for as many as two elevators would
be located off Stockton Street in the terrace near the corner at Geary Street. The station entrances would
displace about 34 parking spaces in the Union Square Garage. A second set of stairs would be located in
the sidewalk on the north side of Geary Street, just east of Stockton Street, behind an existing Muni bus

stop. Widening of the existing station access/egress on the north side of Ellis Street at One Stockton

Street (the Apple Store) may require a bulb-out of the sidewalk, which would result in the elimination of

three parking spaces and an existing street tree. Two emergency ventilation shafts would extend west of

Stockton Street under Ellis Street, rising inside the air-well of the Ellis/O’Farrell Garage at 123 O’Farrell
Street to a height of 26 feet above the garage roof. The emergency ventilation would be designed in
cooperation with BART so as not to impact ventilation in the Powell Street Station. These vents would

displace about 25 parking spaces out of a total of 950 spaces in the Ellis/O’Farrell Garage.

North of the Union Square station, the subway would continue in a bored tunnel under Stockton in a side-
by-side configuration to the Chinatown terminus. This would permit the location of a station with a
center platform, as well as a double crossover of tracks for train return in the opposite direction south of
the platform. Twin storage tracks, capable of storing two two-car trains, would extend north of the
station, about 60 feet beyond Jackson Street. Different from both Alternatives 2 and 3A, the Chinatown
Station for Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B would be located on Stockton Street between
Washington Clay and Jackson Streets (see Figure 2-22). It would have a mezzanine and {concourse} and
one platform level for north and southbound trains. The main pedestrian entrance would be in a building
that Muni would construct on the west side of Stockton Street south of Washington Street (933-935949
Stockton Street, Assessor’s Parcel #0211-001) to accommodate escalators, stairs, two elevators, and two
emergency ventilation shafts. Construction of the station entrance would require acquisition of the parcel
and one building, and relocation of 8 businesses and 17 residential units that occupy the building. The
Muni facility would require only one story. However, for the purposes of this analysis it is assumed to be
part of a 65-foot high building as permitted under existing zoning. The vent shafts would rise 26 feet
above the development roofline on the southwest end of the parcel. Emergency stairs would be provided

by a sidewalk hatch located in an existing bulb-out on west side of Stockton Street between Washington
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and Jackson Streets. The bulb-out would be extended slightly to an overall length of 38 feet, eliminating
about-ene-two parking spaces.
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FIGURE 2-22: FOURTH/STOCKTON ALIGNMENT OPTION B - CHINATOWN STATION
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Station Locations — Alternative 3B

Fourth Street Alignment Option 3B would have three subway stations and one surface station, as listed in
Table 2-5. The surface station would be located on Fourth Street north of Brannan Street to serve
emerging development in the area. The surface station would be between 14 and 15 feet in width. The

subway station platforms would be about 200 feet in length (225 feet at Union Square/Market Street),

{compared with 250 feet in Option 3A), and 26 feet in width to accommodate two-car trains using high-
floor LRVs. All subway station designs would accommodate fare gates and ticket vending machines
(TVMs) per new Muni policy. All subway station platforms are single level with a mezzanine and

concourse level above to permit a deep crossing of Market Street.

TABLE 2-5
CENTRAL SUBWAY FOURTH/STOCKTON ALIGNMENT OPTION B STATION LOCATIONS

Station Type Location
Brannan Surface — Single Center Platform Fourth Street between Brannan
and Freelon Streets

Moscone Underground — Single level center platform with a Fourth Street between Folsom
mezzanine and {concourse} level above platform level. and Howard Streets

Union Square/Market Street Underground -Single level center platform with a Stockton Street between Market
mezzanine and {concourse} level above the platform level and Geary Streets
and a non-paid pedestrian level between Union Square and
Market Street.

Chinatown Underground — Single level center platform and a Stockton Street between
mezzanine and {concourse} level above the platform level. Washington and Jackson Streets

North Beach Tunnel Construction Variant — Alternative 3B

This variant would be the same as described above for Alternative 3A.

Light Rail and Bus Operating Plan — Alternative 3B

For the Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B, both the light rail and bus operating plans would be the

same as for Alternative 3A and Alternative 2 as described in Section 2.1.2.

Operating Statistics — Alternative 3B

The operating statistics for the diesel and trolley bus fleet for Central Subway Fourth Street Alignment
Option B would be the same as Option A and the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment as described in Section
2.1.2. Table 2-6 summarizes the operating statistics for the Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B. Rail
headways on the T-Third line would improve from the current nine minutes under existing conditions to
seven minutes in the No Project/TSM Alternative and to five-six minutes under the Fourth/Stockton
Alignment Option B (same as Option A). Even though there would be an increase in LRV route miles

and service frequencies associated with the new Central Subway service, the result is-would be an annual
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TABLE 2-6

ANNUAL OPERATING STATISTICS FOR

ALTERNATIVE 3 - FOURTH/STOCKTON ALIGNMENT OPTION B

Total
Diesel/Trolley Total Annual LRV Fleet Annual LRV
Peak Peak Demand Diesel/Trolley Peak Peak Demand® Car Hours
Headways | (Systemwide-Fleet Bus Hours Headways ( i T-Line
Alternative 9-X Line? size) * (Systemwide)* | T-Third? Fleet size)® | (Systemwide)
377 (495-473) 84,800
Existing (2007) 5 minutes diesel buses; 2,592,230 9 minutes 418119 109,400
T-Third 225 (333-331) (151) ;
trolley buses LRVs (570,200)
377 (495) diesel 80,400
No Project/TSM 5 minutes buses; 2,622,030 7 minutes 129137 117,000
(2030) 230 (333-336) (171) {609,500}
trolley buses LRVs (602,700)
377 (495) diesel 86:400
Fourth/Stockton 5 minutes buses; 2,545,630 56 minutes 130140 78,000
Alignment Option B 219 (333-336) (175) 100)-2
(2030) trolley buses LRVs (615,900) ®
Notes: ' Source for 2007 bus equipment demand and bus hours is the Muni 2006-2025 Short Range Transit Plan, December
2005 and Dan Rosen, MTA, 2007. Revised Dan Rosen, January 2008.
2 Headway refers to the time between transit vehicles on a given line.
% Assumes one-car trains operating in the peak for the Central Subway on both the long and short lines.

reduction of 6;8006-39,000 LRV car hours (compared with 2480 40,300 LRV car hours for Option A) on
the Central-Subway-Cerrider-T-Third line and a systemwide annual reduetion-increase of 19,460 13,200
car hours, compared to the No Project/TSM Alternative and the 278060 11,900 car hours for Option A,

which has a-mere-direct-alighment-one fewer stations and a faster travel time.

Transit Fleet Requirements — Alternative 3B

Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B would require four additional LRVs (three peak LRVs and one
spare) beyond the 2030 requirements for the No Project/TSM Alternative. Muni’s total LRV fleet size,
including spares, would be 175 LRVs and 430 140 LRVs in the peak period, the same as Option A. The
diesel bus fleet would remain-the-same-as increase by 23 buses from the existing condition in 2030, but

and-No-Project/FSM-fleets—with the same-peak demand_would remain the same. The trolley bus fleet
would remain-the-same-increase by five buses,-but peak demand would be reduced by six trolleys over

existing conditions and by eleven trolleys over No Project/TSM.°

The light rail maintenance facility, traction power distribution system, signaling and communication
system and fare collection system previously described for Alternative 2 in Section 2.1.2 would also

apply to Alternative 3B.

®  san Francisco Municipal Railway, EIR Supplemental Final Revised Light Rail and Bus Transit Operating Plan, August 6, 2006.
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2.2 CAPITAL COSTS
2.2.1 CAPITAL COST SUMMARY

The capital cost estimates were prepared for Alternative 2, Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment; Alternative 3,
Fourth/Stockton Option A, LPA; and Alternative 3, Fourth/Stockton Option B, Modified LPA; and cover
all components of the Project from the Initial Operating Segment (10S) northerly terminus at King and
Fourth Streets to Chinatown and for the LPA (Option 3A and 3B) North Beach Construction Variant
extending non-operating tunnels beyond Chinatown Station to a construction shaft located on Columbus

Avenue.

The estimate was developed using the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) Guidelines for Preparation
of a Capital Cost Estimate for New Starts Projects and is structured to follow the FTA Standard Cost
Categories (FTA Standard Cost Categories for Major Capital Projects, Rev. 9, February 2007). The
standard cost categories are shown in Table 2-7. Table 2-7 compares base capital costs in 2007 dollars

(without escalation or finance charges).

Cost estimates for various components of the Project have been developed based on a breakdown of
labor, permanent materials, construction materials, plant and equipment required to construct or install a
component of the project, indirect costs and margin plus any additional subcontract costs and
contingency. Included in the wunit prices are cost allocations for utility relocation,
mobilization/demobilization, traffic control, other sitework and special conditions, such as demolition,
site clearance and disposal of contaminated ground. The capital cost estimate also has an allowance for
public art at each of the stations. Prevailing labor rates used in building up the cost estimate are based
upon Department of Industrial Relations Schedule of Labor Rates for Craftsmen in Northern California.
Where appropriate, unit costs for some elements of the trackwork and systems installation are developed
using historical data from MTA projects, including the 10S and other light rail projects around the
country and location factored to the San Francisco area. All unit prices have been estimated in 2007

dollars.

Right-of-way and easement costs were provided by the City based on recent appraisals. Professional
Services have been determined on a percentage of construction cost basis, including all subconsultants
and engineering and administration by MTA. A design/estimating contingency allowance is included to
cover design development, uncertain market conditions at the time of bids, and recognizes the preliminary
engineering level of the project. The costs for four additional LRVs (three plus one spare vehicle) are

based on recent MTA procurement costs. In accordance with FTA guidelines an unallocated
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TABLE 2-7
CAPITAL COST SUMMARY (IN $SMILLIONS)

2007 2007 2007
Alternative 2 Alternative 3A! Alternative 3B!
Guideway & Track Elements $364 $248 $244
Station, Stops, Terminals, Intermodals $376 $376 $325
Support Facilities: Yards, Shops, Admin. Bldgs. -- -- --
Site Work & Special Conditions $94 $70 $47
Systems $118 $110 $94
Construction Subtotal $952 $804 $710
Row, Land, Existing Improvements $15 $20 $20
Vehicles $21 $21 $21
Professional Services $229 $202 $188
Unallocated Contingency $97 $84 $75
Subtotal $1,345 $1,131 $1,014

1 Costs for Alternatives 3A and 3B do not include the North Beach Construction Variant which is estimated to cost $54 million in YOE dollars.
Source: PB/Wong 2007

contingency is included in the capital costs to cover unexpected changes/additions in the work scope and

unanticipated costs above and beyond the assumed normal rates that occur during construction.
The estimates are based on design/bid/ build delivery with contract packages as follows:

e  Utility Relocations

e Tunnels including TBM Procurement

e Chinatown Station with Crossover and Tail Track
e Union Square/Market Street Station

e Moscone Station

o Surface Platform; and Trackwork;and-Overhead-Contact System

e Systems (Train Control, Traction Power, Communications and Overhead Contact System)

Alternative 2 — Central Subway Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment

The original capital cost estimate for Alternative 2 was based upon an estimate for the EIS/EIR prepared
in 2004 with enhancements added to the cost estimate in 2005. The costs indicated in Table 2-7 for
Alternative 2 represent the base year estimate escalated to 2007 dollars in accordance with construction
industry published escalation rates for the period 2004 to 2007. Adjustments were also made to the
original 2004 estimate to reflect further definition of the project and consistency of unit prices with the

later Alternative 3 estimates.
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Alternative 3A — Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option A (LPA)

The original capital cost estimate for Alternative 3A was based upon an estimate for the Project produced
in 2005 and previously adjusted in 2006. The costs indicated in Table 2-7 for Alternative 3A represent
the base year estimate escalated to 2007 dollars in accordance with construction industry published

escalation rates for the period 2006 to 2007.
Alternative 3B — Fourth/Stockton Alignment Option B (Modified LPA)

The capital cost estimate for Alternative 3B was based upon an estimate for the project produced in 2007.

2.3 OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE (O&M) COSTS
23.1 O&M COST ESTIMATION METHODOLOGY

The O&M cost model was developed based on Muni’s actual operating expenses for fiscal year
2005/2006. O&M cost calculations accounted for the level of Muni service provided for the No
Project/TSM Alternative, the Enhanced EIS/EIR Alignment, and the Fourth/Stockton Alignment Options
A and B. For each alternative, bus and light rail variables related to route miles, service frequencies, and
travel times were derived from engineering and travel demand requirements. See Chapter 8.0 for detailed

description of cost estimation methodology.

Operations inputs, such as revenue miles and hours per mode, were calculated independently using

operating plans developed specifically for the Central Subway Project.

2.3.2 O&M COST SUMMARY

Table 2-8 summarizes the total operating and maintenance costs for the Muni system, broken out by

vehicle type, for each alternative.

TABLE 2-8
OPEARATING AND MAINTENANCE COST SUMMARY
(MILLIONS $/ YEAR OF OPERATING EXPENSES)

No Project Alternative 2 Alternative 3A Alternative 3B
2016 $707.9 $693.4 $693.0 $693.2
2030 $1,145.9 $1,122.3 $1,121.7 $1,122.1
Increment Over No Project/TSM
2016 N/A ($14.3) ($14.9) ($14.7)
2030 N/A ($23.6) ($24.2) ($23.8)
Source: MTA, May 2007.
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24 PROJECT DEVELOPMENT HISTORY

Ten alternatives, encompassing diesel and electric buses and light rail vehicles with varied alignments and
operating scenarios were considered during a multi-phase planning and screening process that preceded
preparation of the Third Street Light Rail Project Final EIS/EIR. Through the initial screening process
the alternatives evaluated in the 1998 EIS/EIR were reduced to No Project, No Build/TSM with enhanced
bus service to meet demand, and a two-phased Light Rail Build Alternative that included a 5.4-mile Initial
Operating Segment (10S), now referred to as the T-Third Line, and a 1.7-mile Central Subway Project as
shown in Figure 2-29. In 1998, the San Francisco Planning Commission certified the Final EIS/EIR and
the San Francisco Public Transportation Commission (predecessor to the MTA) approved design and
construction of the Third Street Light Rail Project in two phases. In 1999, the FTA issued a Record of
Decision for the 10S, Phase 1 of the Project. The T-Third Line opened for full revenue service in April
2007. The Phase 2 Central Subway Project was put on hold by the Commission in 1999 pending

development of a viable financial plan and incorporation into the RTP.

The Phase 2 Central Subway 1998 FEIS/FEIR Project (known as the Base Case) has been eliminated as
an alternative because it is no longer a feasible project due to changes in City fire codes related to the vent

shaft placement and Muni fare collection policy changes. It is defined here only as a point of reference.

The Base Case would have operated on both Third and Fourth Streets, south of Market Street. The line
would have started at Fourth and King Streets, the terminus of the T-Third Light Rail Project. It would
have operated as a surface line running northbound on Third Street and southbound on Fourth Street.
There would have been a surface station on Third Street at King Street. The rail line would have
transitioned from surface to subway operation at portals located between Brannan and Bryant Streets for
both the Third Street and Fourth Street segments. Just north of Harrison Street, the Fourth Street rail line
would have turned east to converge with the Third Street line and would have operated double-track from
this point north. There would have been two subway stations in this Third Street segment, one between
Folsom and Howard Streets and the other just south of Market Street. The rail line would have crossed
Market Street in a shallow subway above the BART and Muni tunnels and connected to Geary Street via
Kearny Street. The Market Street Station also included a pedestrian connection to the Montgomery

Station.

The line would have followed Geary Street to Stockton Street where it would have turned north and

continued on Stockton Street to a terminus at Jackson Streets. The two subway stations in the north of
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FIGURE 2-29

THIRD STREET LIGHT RAIL
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Market segment would have been located on Stockton Street at Union Square near Post Street and in
Chinatown near Clay Street. All subway station entrances would have been located in public sidewalks.
Station designs assumed Proof-of-Payment (POP) fare collection, which eliminated the need for fare

gates, like those used on the Market Street Metro, at the mezzanine/concourse level.

During preparation of the Third Street Light Rail Project EIS/EIR in 1997, there was a formal screening
process to determine which options should be carried forward for evaluation in the EIS/EIR. Four key
decisions were formulated in this process and summarized in the Design Options Screening Report,
Working Paper #2:’

e Decision 1. Which alignment sub-options should be selected for: 1) Mission Bay (Third/King or
16th/1-280/King); 2) the Central Subway (Stockton/Geary or Kearny); and 3) the Downtown Surface

Route (Market Street/Transbay Terminal or Washington Street/Chinatown)?

o Decision 2. Which Downtown alignment should be selected: Option 1 - Market Street Subway
(integrated with Muni Metro); Option 2 - a New Central Subway through Downtown to Chinatown;

or Option 3 - a Downtown Surface Route?

o Decision 3. Which Third Street configuration should be selected: two lanes, one/two flexible lanes, or
one lane? Which LRV type (high floor or low floor); station platform height and configuration; and

station locations should be selected?

e Decision 4. Which site should be selected for the new LRV maintenance and storage facility (Mission
Bay, Cargo Way, or the former Western Pacific Rail Yard) and should the new LRV maintenance

facility and the LRV acquisitions be phased?

The four key decisions were discussed at a series of about 120 meetings between October 1996 and July
1997. Based on the input from the community meetings as well as input from the Project’s Technical
Advisory Committee and Community Advisory Group and City Commissions (Planning, Redevelopment,
Port, and Parking and Traffic), the Public Transportation Commission (PTC) narrowed the design options
to be carried forward in the EIS/EIR on July 8, 1997. For the Light Rail Alternative, the PTC eliminated
the 16th/1-280/King alignment through Mission Bay, the Central Subway alignment via Kearny Street,

and the Downtown Surface Route via Market or Washington Streets.

The Final EIS/EIR was completed in 1998. On June 23, 1998, the San Francisco Public Transportation
Commission selected the Third Street Light Rail project as the Locally Preferred Alternative including the

Phase | Initial Operating Segment (now T-Third Line) and the Phase 2 Central Subway. On January 19,
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1999, the San Francisco Public Transportation Commission approved the two-phased Third Street Light
Rail Project. The PTC also approved two traffic lanes in each direction along Third Street, a new rail
maintenance and storage facility at the former Western Pacific rail yard site and use of high platforms
along the T-Third line, explicitly rejecting the use of low platforms or a hybrid version (low level with a
high boarding area) that were not compatible with Muni’s existing high floor light rail vehicles or did not
address accessibility concerns about having equal access at all doors. FTA issued a Record of Decision
(ROD) on March 16, 1999, for the Phase 1 portion of the Project. Though no New Starts federal funds
were used for the T-Third project phase, the ROD did permit acquisition of limited right-of-way for the
Phase 2 Central Subway that was identified in the 1998 FEIS/FEIR. The ROD deferred approval of

Phase 2 until the Central Subway was incorporated into the RTP and Project funding was identified.

The Phase 1 Third Street Light Rail Project was initially included in the MTC RTP as a locally-funded
project. The 10S was supported by over $300 million (1997 dollars) in Proposition B local sales tax
revenues and other non-New Starts funds. In 2001, the Third Street Light Rail project, including the
Phase 2 Central Subway, was incorporated into the RTP as a project eligible for federal funds. The
funding plan included a combination of local, regional and federal funds for implementation of the two
project phases and noted that an updated cost estimate would be provided for the Central Subway
following selection of the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) by the MTA.

24.1 PHASE 2 CENTRAL SUBWAY CONCEPTUAL DESIGN

At the time the 1998 EIS/EIR alternative was conceived, a shallow excavation method was thought to be
the most cost-effective construction approach for crossing Market Street, as there was sufficient room
above the BART/Muni Metro Subway at Third and Market Streets to accommodate a shallow crossing.
A shallow crossing at Fourth and Market Streets was not considered because of conflicts with the Powell
Street Station structure. Because of a concern about the impact of surface construction and the circuitous
alignment required for a shallow alignment, the Central Subway design team subsequently recommended
consideration of a deep (rather than a shallow) tunnel crossing of Market Street at Third Street that would

go below the existing Muni Metro and BART tunnels using Tunnel Boring Machines (TBMs).2

Studies were also performed to evaluate several alternative surface-to-subway portal locations in the
South of Market area.” The findings from the station design, construction methodology, portal location,
and other studies were discussed at seven public meetings and five Third Street Light Rail Community

Advisory Group (CAG) meetings beginning in 2003. The portal options and project construction

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and Municipal Railway, Design Options Screening Report Working Paper #2, April 1997.
San Francisco Municipal Railway, “Recommended Tunnel Construction Methods Report,” March 16, 2004.

®  San Francisco Municipal Railway, “Portal and Surface Station Locations Study,” December 23, 2004
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methods were presented to the public in an August 2004 meeting. The options included: (1) two portals,
a single-track portal on Third Street between Townsend and Brannan Streets, one block south of the
original location, with a single-track portal remaining on Fourth Street between Brannan and Bryant
Streets or (2) a single double-track portal on Fourth Street between Townsend and Brannan Streets that
used a two-track alignment via Harrison, Third, Kearny, Geary, and Stockton Streets. The prevailing
public preference was for a single double-track portal on Fourth Street. Members of the public also
suggested a Fourth Street alignment, which was possible using a deep crossing at Fourth and Market
Streets. The meeting also discussed overall Project construction methods (TBM vs. Cut-and-
cover/Special Excavation Method). The TBM concept was favorably received as an alternative to cut-
and-cover since this approach reduces surface impacts such as noise, dust, and traffic effects and also

reduces guideway construction time.

The “Special Alignment and Validation Studies,” finalized in June 2005, evaluated a Fourth/Stockton
Alignment with a double-track portal on Fourth Street between Townsend and Brannan Streets and a deep
crossing below the BART/Muni Metro Market Street subway at Fourth Street.® It maintained the
Chinatown Station on Stockton Street in the vicinity of Clay Street, combined the Union Square and
Market Street Stations with northern entries in the vicinity of Union Square and southern entries using
BART/Muni Metro Powell Street Station entrances; and relocated the Moscone Station to Fourth Street
between Howard and Folsom Streets. The Fourth/Stockton Alignment had improvements in transit and
vehicular travel time and localized traffic circulation, particularly on Third Street. This alignment, which
used TBM construction, also reduced surface-related construction impacts (noise, dust, traffic) as
compared to the shallow construction method proposed for the 1998 EIS/EIR Alignment.

Based on results from these studies, the MTA approved the designation of the Fourth/Stockton Alignment
as the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA) on June 7, 2005. This designation allowed the
Fourth/Stockton Alignment