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AGENDA 

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 
Meeting Notice 

Date:  Tuesday, June 13, 2017; 10:00 a.m. 

Location: Legislative Chamber, Room 250, City Hall 

Commissioners: Peskin (Chair), Tang (Vice Chair), Breed, Cohen, Farrell, Fewer, Kim, Ronen, 
Safai, Sheehy and Yee 

Clerk: Steve Stamos 

Page 

1. Roll Call

2. Citizens Advisory Committee Report – INFORMATION* 5 

3. Approve the Minutes of the May 23, 2017 Meeting – ACTION*

4. Adopt Positions on State Legislation – ACTION*

Support: Assembly Bill (AB) 17 (Holden)

Oppose Unless Amended: AB 1625 (Rubio)

5. Allocate $55,989,751 in Prop K Funds for Ten Requests and $2,052,000 in Prop AA Funds
for One Request, with Conditions, and Appropriate $75,000 in Prop K Funds for One
Request – ACTION*

Allocations: Transbay Transit Center - Electrical, Communications, Security & Integrated
Networks ($5,449,859); Replace 100 40-ft Trolley Coaches ($28,915,153); Replace 19 60-ft Trolley
Coaches ($6,637,580); 1570 Burke Avenue Facility Renovation ($902,200); Paratransit
($10,193,010); Public Sidewalk and Curb Repair ($561,682); Application-Based Residential Street
Traffic Calming (Implementation) ($727,325); Application-Based Residential Street Traffic
Calming (Planning) ($213,525); Tree Planting and Establishment ($1,141,166); Haight Street
Resurfacing and Pedestrian Lighting (Prop K $1,248,251, Prop AA $2,052,000)

Appropriation: NTIP Program Support ($75,000)

6. Approve the Fiscal Year 2017/18 Transportation Fund for Clean Air Program of Projects
– ACTION*

Projects: Emergency Ride Home ($41,832); Bike Share Phase 4 Expansion ($255,000); Alternative 
Fuel Taxicab Incentive Program ($79,964); Paratransit Sedans ($270,000); Short Term Bicycle 
Parking ($79,964) 
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7. Relocate the Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Westbound Bus Lane Transition One
Block West and Update the Locally Preferred Alternative – ACTION*

8. Adopt the Proposed Fiscal Year 2017/18 Budget and Work Program – ACTION*

9. Execute Contract Renewals and Options for Various Annual Professional Services in an
Amount Not to Exceed $1,409,230 – ACTION*

Contracts: Office of the City Attorney ($100,000); Department of Technology ($50,000); Nixon
Peabody and Squire Patton Boggs LLP ($355,000); Nossaman LLP and Wendel, Rosen, Black &
Dean LLP ($250,000); SPTJ Consulting ($200,000); Civic Edge Consulting and Davis & Associates
Communications, Inc. ($185,000); KNN Public Finance ($185,000); Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Co.,
LLP ($83,430)

10. Update on Emerging Mobility Services and Technologies, Including Transportation
Network Companies – INFORMATION*

11. Update on the Kearny Street Multimodal Implementation Plan [NTIP Planning] –
INFORMATION*

Other Items 

12. Introduction of New Items – INFORMATION

During this segment of the meeting, Commissioners may make comments on items not specifically
listed above, or introduce or request items for future consideration.

13. Public Comment

14. Adjournment

*Additional Materials
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Items considered for final approval by the Board shall be noticed as such with [Final Approval] in the item title. 

The meeting proceedings can be viewed live or on demand after the meeting at www.sfgovtv.org. To know the exact 
cablecast times for weekend viewing, please call SFGovTV at (415) 554-4188 on Friday when the cablecast times have 
been determined. 

The Legislative Chamber (Room 250) and the Committee Room (Room 263) in City Hall are wheelchair accessible. 
Meetings are real-time captioned and are cablecast open-captioned on SFGovTV, the Government Channel 26. Assistive 
listening devices for the Legislative Chamber and the Committee Room are available upon request at the Clerk of the 
Board’s Office, Room 244. To request sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or other accommodations, 
please contact the Clerk of the Board at (415) 522-4800. Requests made at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting will 
help to ensure availability. Attendees at all public meetings are reminded that other attendees may be sensitive to various 
chemical-based products. 

The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center (Market/Grove/Hyde Streets). Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the 
F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness Stations). MUNI bus lines also serving the area are the 5, 6, 7, 9, 19, 
21, 47, and 49. For more information about MUNI accessible services, call (415) 701-4485. There is accessible parking in 
the vicinity of City Hall at Civic Center Plaza and adjacent to Davies Hall and the War Memorial Complex. Accessible 
curbside parking is available on Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place and Grove Street. 
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If any materials related to an item on this agenda have been distributed to the Board after distribution of the meeting 
packet, those materials are available for public inspection at the Transportation Authority at 1455 Market Street, Floor 22, 
San Francisco, CA 94103, during normal office hours. 

Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by 
the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign & Governmental Conduct Code Sec. 2.100] to register and report 
lobbying activity. For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics 
Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; telephone (415) 252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; 
website www.sfethics.org. 
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DRAFT MINUTES 

CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

Wednesday, May 24, 2017 

     

1. Committee Meeting Call to Order  

Chair Waddling called the meeting to order at 6:01 p.m. 

CAC members present were: Myla Ablog, Becky Hogue, John Larson, Jacqualine Sachs, Chris 
Waddling and Shannon Wells-Mongiovi (6) 

Absent: Brian Larkin (entered during Item 2), Santiago Lerma, Peter Sachs, Peter Tannen and 
Bradley Wiedmaier (5) 

Transportation Authority staff  members present were Anna LaForte, Maria Lombardo, Mike 
Pickford, Steve Rehn, Steve Stamos and Luis Zurinaga (Consultant). 

2. Chair’s Report – INFORMATION 

Chair Waddling reported that the Federal Transit Administration had issued the Full Funding 
Grant Agreement for the Caltrain Electrification project. He also said a special CAC meeting 
would be scheduled in July, likely on the third or fourth Wednesday at 6:00 p.m., and he 
requested agenda suggestions from CAC members. He noted this was an opportunity to discuss 
items that the CAC usually would not have time for at regular meetings. 

 There was no public comment. 

Consent Agenda 

3. Approve the Minutes of  the April 26, 2017 Meeting – ACTION 

4. Adopt a Motion of  Support to Execute Contract Renewals and Options for Various 
Annual Professional Services in an Amount Not to Exceed $1,409,230 – ACTION 

5. State and Federal Legislative Update – INFORMATION 

Chair Waddling requested that the minutes be corrected for Item 7, as it showed that he voted in 
favor of the item when he actually abstained. 

There was no public comment on the Consent Agenda. 

Shannon Wells-Mongiovi moved to approve the Consent Agenda, seconded by Becky Hogue. 

The Consent Agenda was approved by the following vote: 

Ayes: CAC Members Ablog, Hogue, Larkin, Larson, J. Sachs, Waddling and Wells-
Mongiovi (7) 

 Absent: CAC Members Lerma, P. Sachs, Tannen and Wiedmaier (4) 

End of Consent Agenda 

6. Adopt a Motion of  Support for Adoption of  the Balboa Area Transportation Demand 
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Management Framework [NTIP Planning] Final Report – ACTION 

Jeremy Shaw with Planning Department, presented the item. 

John Larson asked if  the requested action was to approve the framework and whether the report 
would go back to the Balboa Reservoir and Balboa Park Station Community Advisory 
Committees (CAC’s) for their input. He also asked what the purpose of  the framework was. 

Amber Crabbe, Assistant Deputy Director for Policy and Programming, replied that the 
requested action was to approve the report, as it was funded by the Neighborhood 
Transportation Improvement Program and therefore would be approved by the CAC and Board. 
She said that the Planning Department had met with the Reservoir and Balboa Park CAC’s over 
the prior year and had just presented this item to the Balboa Park CAC the night prior and 
would be presenting to the Reservoir CAC in July. Mr. Shaw added that the Reservoir CAC last 
met in February where a summary of  the report was presented. 

Mr. Larson asked if  the report would serve as a planning document that would feed into more 
substantive plans such as the Residential Parking Permit program. He asked for clarification that 
the recommendations would continue to be discussed in various community forums and 
therefore it was not necessarily a final recommendation. Mr. Shaw replied that was correct. 

Shannon Wells-Mongiovi asked if  the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) framework 
spoke to how needs were prioritized, such as between residents and students. Mr. Shaw replied 
that it did not speak to that, and said the report was just starting the conversation and that 
prioritization would occur in the respective community venues. 

Ms. Wells-Mongiovi asked if  there were any projections included for long-term traffic 
congestion, student enrollment or residential density. Mr. Shaw replied that the report utilized 
the Plan Bay Area 2040 model numbers which accounted for growth in the Reservoir and 
Balboa Park areas. He noted that the model numbers focused on residents but not students. 

Mr. Larson stated that he had heard about a Balboa Working Group and asked if  that was 
related to this. Mr. Shaw replied that that there had been a working group in place which 
included multiple city agencies meeting with San Francisco City College representatives on a 
monthly basis, and that TDM was one of  the main topics. 

Becky Hogue noted that the Public Safety Advisory Committee had recently approved a 
resolution for the Ocean Avenue Corridor Design.  Mr. Shaw stated that a lot of  public 
feedback and comments were directed at the Ocean Avenue improvements. He noted that the 
TDM framework had a limited scope but did reference complimentary projects that would 
warrant future study. He added that Chapter 7 of  the report recommended future study of  the 
Ocean Avenue design. 

During public comment, Alvin Ja stated that he had sent the CAC a letter the previous day 
regarding the item. He stated that people needed to use less resources and the city should 
encourage people to bike, walk and use public transit instead of  using single-occupancy vehicles. 
He said he had worked for Muni for 33 years at the Muni Metro Balboa Park Station as an 
operator and was very familiar with the existing conditions in the area. He stated that the Balboa 
Reservoir project would basically eliminate student parking but noted that City College was 
important to communities of  concern as it was one of  the more affordable colleges. He said the 
city should be worried about providing student access to this inexpensive education source and 
that this was missing from the TDM plan. 

Ed Mason questioned how the city could convince people that their actions had a direct 
correlation with effects on the environment. He noted that many Uber and Lyft riders didn’t 
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recognize the consequences of  utilizing this service in that many drivers travel 50-100 miles to 
operate in the big cities. He noted that while recently waiting for a J-Muni train that was delayed 
it was apparent that several people chose to utilize a Transportation Network Company instead. 
He said people may have good intentions but that the consequences of  their actions needed to 
be highlighted for them, such as a carbon dioxide monitor at the San Francisco-Oakland Bay 
Bridge, similar to a bicycle counter. 

John Larson moved to approve the item, seconded by Becky Hogue. 

The item was approved by the following vote: 

Ayes: CAC Members Ablog, Hogue, Larkin, Larson, J. Sachs, Waddling and Wells-
Mongiovi (7) 

 Absent: CAC Members Lerma, P. Sachs, Tannen and Wiedmaier (4) 

7. Adopt a Motion of  Support for Allocation of  $55,989,751 in Prop K Funds for Ten 
Requests and $2,052,000 in Prop AA Funds for One Request, with Conditions, and 
Appropriation of  $75,000 in Prop K Funds for One Request – ACTION 

Anna LaForte, Deputy Director for Policy and Programming, presented the item per the staff  
memorandum. 

Shannon Wells-Mongiovi asked how traffic calming applications were prioritized. She said she 
knew of  more than one location for which applications had been submitted repeatedly without 
success. Bryant Tan, with the grants division of  the San Francisco Municipal Transportation 
Agency (SFMTA), replied that every application was evaluated by the same methodology, which 
took into account (among other factors) the collision history and average traffic speeds at each 
location. He said in a typical year there was enough available funding to advance the 50 highest 
scoring locations to design and ultimately implementation. Mr. Tan suggested contacting the 
program manager for details about the evaluation methodology and to inquire about specific 
applications. 

Myla Ablog requested an update on traffic calming implementation at a future meeting. Ms. 
LaForte said that staff  would bring a program update to the June or special July CAC meeting. 
Chair Waddling said he also knew of  several traffic calming complaints in the Bay View, 
including one example in which the Public Utilities Commission (PUC) had removed speed 
humps in the course of  a pipe replacement project but had not replaced them upon project 
completion. He asked if  a traffic calming application was the right way to get the speed humps 
replaced. Mr. Tan replied that the PUC was responsible for replacing all street features that had 
been removed, and recommended that Mr. Waddling follow up with the PUC first and then 
contact the traffic calming program manager if  necessary. 

Brian Larkin commented that change orders to the electrical trades package contract for the 
Transbay Transit Center totaled nearly a quarter of  the total cost, and asked for an explanation. 
Ms. LaForte noted that the electrical work for rooftop park accounted for about $19 million of  
the $23 million in change orders. Dennis Turchon, Senior Construction Manager at the Transbay 
Joint Powers Authority (TJPA), explained that the rooftop park scope was dropped from the 
original trades package due to budget constraints in favor of  scope elements more directly 
related to transit. He said that by prioritizing the scope in that way the project would stay on 
schedule to open for transit service in 2018. Mr. Turchon added that after the updated Transbay 
Transit Center budget was adopted by the TJPA Board the rooftop park scope was re-introduced 
as a change order. Finally, Mr. Turchon explained that part of  the reason construction bids 
exceeded the original budget was that the redevelopment plan associated with the project was a 
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success, driving increases in surrounding property values and a surge of  construction, thus 
creating a high bid environment. 

Mr. Larkin asked if  the Prop A general obligation bond [2014] language was so specific that it 
excluded interim off-site storage (needed during construction at the Burke Avenue warehouse) 
from eligibility for Prop A bond funds. Ms. LaForte replied that according to the City Attorney’s 
Office, bondable expenses could only include capital assets and the subject general obligation 
bonds could not be used to fund services such as temporary storage. Jonathan Rewers with the 
SFMTA added that the design team for the Burke facility project had attempted to devise a 
strategy that would leave enough of  the facility operational during construction to eliminate the 
need for offsite storage. He said, however, that offsite storage was necessary to keep the project 
to its very tight schedule. 

Becky Hogue asked if  she should recuse herself  from the item since she was friends with the 
project manager for the Transbay Transit Center. Anna LaForte suggested that the CAC separate 
the vote on the Transbay Transit Center from the other allocation requests, so that Ms. Hogue 
could abstain from voting on the former. 

Chair Waddling read a question emailed by Peter Sachs asking whether the Urban Forestry 
program was open to finding new locations for street trees rather than limiting its scope to 
replacing the trees missing from empty tree wells. Mr. Sachs’ email also suggested that empty 
tree wells tended to be located in micro climates that didn’t lend themselves to tree survival. 
Carla Short with San Francisco Public Works replied that the program’s goal for the next couple 
of  years was filling empty tree wells, subject to confirmation that they met current planting 
guidelines, including urban canopy goals. She said the results of  a recent street tree census were 
available on the City’s Urban Forestry website, showing that priority districts for tree planting 
were Districts 9, 10, 11 and 6. Ms. Short added that the Urban Forestry program had a team of  
arborists developing lists of  tree species appropriate for the different micro climates found in 
the City. 

During public comment, Ed Mason said much of  the new cement installed as part of  street 
improvement work had shrinkage cracks and recommended that Public Works exercise closer 
oversight. With regard to the Urban Forestry program, Mr. Mason advocated for a study on 
survival rates for new trees. He said that according to a report from 2016, 2,381 street trees were 
removed that year. Finally, he said the Trees for Tomorrow program championed by former 
Mayor Gavin Newsom planted 26,000 trees including some in District 8, despite urban forest 
census data showing that District 8 had highest concentration of  street trees. 

Becky Hogue moved to sever the allocation request for the Transbay Transit Center. 

Myla Ablog moved to approve the severed item, seconded by Brian Larkin. 

The severed item was approved by the following vote: 

Ayes: CAC Members Ablog, Larkin, Larson, J. Sachs, Waddling and Wells-Mongiovi (6) 

Abstain: Hogue (1) 

 Absent: CAC Members Lerma, P. Sachs, Tannen and Wiedmaier (4) 

Becky Hogue moved to approve the underlying item, seconded by John Larson. 

The item was approved by the following vote: 

Ayes: CAC Members Ablog, Hogue, Larkin, Larson, J. Sachs, Waddling and Wells-
Mongiovi (7) 
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 Absent: CAC Members Lerma, P. Sachs, Tannen and Wiedmaier (4) 

8. Adopt a Motion of  Support for Approval of  the Fiscal Year 2017/18 Transportation Fund 
for Clean Air Program of  Projects – ACTION 

Mike Pickford, Transportation Planner, presented the item per the staff  memorandum. 

Chair Waddling asked if the proposed locations had been announced for Phase 3 of  Bay Area 
Bikeshare expansion. Mr. Pickford said that a map was available on the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission’s website (http://mtc.ca.gov/whats-happening/news/bike-share-
expansion-over-80-546-ford-gobike-stations-now-identified). 

John Larson said that he appreciated that San Francisco considered CO2 emissions in its Local 
Expenditure Criteria for TFCA. He asked why the Air District did not consider CO2 emissions 
in its cost effectiveness calculations. Mr. Pickford replied that the state law that governed TFCA 
does not mention CO2 emissions, only “criteria” emissions, but he said that the Air District does 
include estimates of  CO2 emissions reductions for projects for informational purposes. 

Shannon Wells-Mongiovi asked if  there was a process for individuals or community groups to 
install their own bike racks on sidewalks. Heath Maddox, Senior Planner at the SFMTA, replied 
that there was not a program for individual shops or residents to install custom bicycle racks 
themselves, but they could work with the SFMTA to develop a rack, then give it to SFMTA for a 
free installation. He said that the SFMTA had considered a permit program but that there were 
not enough requests to warrant one. Ms. Wells-Mongiovi asked for clarification that not many 
people requested custom bicycle racks, to which Mr. Maddox replied that was correct, likely 
because the SFMTA provided standard racks for free. Mr. Maddox said he would send 
information on how to request bike racks to the CAC. 

Jackie Sachs asked if  the paratransit vehicles would have the same type of  wheel chair lift as on 
buses. Mr. Pickford replied that the vehicles in the proposed project would be sedans without 
wheelchair lifts. He said the idea behind the project was to end up with a mixed fleet of  
paratransit vehicle types, rather than all large vans. Kristen Mazur, Senior Accessibility Planner at 
the SFMTA, replied that the sedans would not include a wheelchair lift and that there were no 
wheelchair accessible clean air vehicles available for purchase. She added that the fleet would 
likely not ever have more than 10 sedans and would continue to primarily be wheelchair 
accessible vehicles. Ms. Sachs noted that the wheelchair lifts on the University of  California, San 
Francisco (UCSF) shuttles and should be considered for the paratransit fleet. 

Chair Waddling noted that UCSF was changing its entire shuttle fleet to electric vehicles. Ms. 
Mazur said that she would look into that and that the Department of  Environment had been 
helping the SFMTA look for electric vehicles so she would pass on that information. 

Becky Hogue stated that some of  the paratransit vehicles were rented and asked where the 
funding for the rentals came from and whether they would be discontinued. Ms. Mazur replied 
that the SFMTA was discontinuing the rental vehicles and that as of  June 1 there would be 22 
new mini vans deployed, followed by 27 cutaway buses deployed in July or August. She added 
that the funds for the rentals came out of  the SFMTA’s operating budget while they were short 
on vehicles. 

 There was no public comment. 

Shannon Wells-Mongiovi moved to approve the item, seconded by Jackie Sachs. 

The item was approved by the following vote: 

Ayes: CAC Members Ablog, Hogue, Larkin, Larson, J. Sachs, Waddling and Wells-
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Mongiovi (7) 

 Absent: CAC Members Lerma, P. Sachs, Tannen and Wiedmaier (4) 

9. Adopt a Motion of  Support for Adoption of  the Proposed Fiscal Year 2017/18 Budget 
and Work Program – ACTION 

Cynthia Fong, Deputy Director for Finance and Administration, presented the item per the staff  
memorandum. 

There was no public comment. 

Jackie Sachs moved to approve the item, seconded by Becky Hogue. 

The item was approved by the following vote: 

Ayes: CAC Members Ablog, Hogue, Larkin, Larson, J. Sachs, Waddling and Wells-
Mongiovi (7) 

 Absent: CAC Members Lerma, P. Sachs, Tannen and Wiedmaier (4) 

10. Adopt a Motion of  Support for Modification of  the Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit 
Project Locally Preferred Alternative – ACTION 

Colin Dentel-Post, Senior Transportation Planner, presented the item per the staff  
memorandum. 

Chair Waddling noted that Angela Paige Miller had written a letter to the CAC, which had been 
distributed. He added that Peter Sachs had sent comments about this item raising the issue of  
how the change would affect the operations of  the bus rapid transit (BRT) system.  Colin 
Dentel-Post responded that the change was not expected to have any significant negative impact 
and that if  anything, there could be a slight positive effect on transit reliability because the 
additional block of  outbound center bus-only lane would eliminate conflicts between the bus 
and vehicles making right turns or parking and loading maneuvers. 

Chair Waddling asked why center-running BRT was not proposed for the entire corridor. Mr. 
Dentel-Post replied that center-running BRT was generally more expensive than side-running 
because of  the need to replace medians, so extending the center lanes to 34th Avenue would add 
significant cost. He noted that in the case of  this project change, there would not be a major 
cost difference because it would only be a change to striping, not medians compared to the 
previous proposal. 

Brian Larkin said that Mr. Dentel-Post and Liz Brisson had met with him to explain the project 
change, and he did not see any real negative effects of  the design or schedule change. He said he 
would prefer extension of  Muni rail but that probably would not happen in his lifetime. 

John Larson noted that Mr. Dentel-Post had said that stakeholders view on the project as a 
whole vary. He asked about the status of  larger thinking about the Geary corridor and potential 
future light rail, and how this relates to the feedback staff  heard. He also asked if  it made sense 
for the BRT to switch between the center and side of  the street, if  this would still provide much 
benefit, and whether this alternative is really the “Locally Preferred Alternative.” Mr. Dentel-Post 
responded that, BRT was chosen for the corridor because of  its lower cost and shorter time to 
implement than rail. He said that Connect SF was considering rail system planning, including 
along Geary. He added that BRT would provide a 10-minute travel time benefit along the 
corridor, and that better bus service could coexist with future rail, citing the Mission corridor as 
an example. Lastly, he said many people in the corridor were supportive of  BRT, but others 
oppose it. He added that during outreach there was not opposition to the project change under 
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consideration by the CAC. 

Mr. Larson said that switching between the center and side with light rail may not make sense, 
and center-only might raise fewer parking concerns with merchants. 

Jackie Sachs said that the streetcars used to serve the corridor but were replaced with buses. She 
said she was a member of  the Geary Transit Task Force, which recommended light rail in the 
Geary corridor and that people in the corridor supported rail.  

There was no public comment. 

Brian Larkin moved to approve the item, seconded by Jackie Sachs. 

The item was approved by the following vote: 

Ayes: CAC Members Ablog, Hogue, Larkin, Larson, J. Sachs, Waddling and Wells-
Mongiovi (7) 

 Absent: CAC Members Lerma, P. Sachs, Tannen and Wiedmaier (4) 

11. Update on Emerging Mobility Services and Technologies, Including Transportation 
Network Companies – INFORMATION 

Warren Logan, Senior Transportation Planner, presented the item per the staff  memorandum. 

There was no public comment. 

12. Update on the Kearny Street Multimodal Implementation Plan [NTIP Planning] – 
INFORMATION 

Dan Howard, Transit Engineer at the SFMTA, presented the item. 

Shannon Wells-Mongiovi stated that she used to commute by bicycle along Kearney Street and 
noted that while there was not a lot of  traffic on the street it encouraged speeding and reckless 
behavior, and asked how the evaluation would be conducted. Mr. Howard replied that the 
evaluation would be limited to traffic counts but noted that it was a community engagement 
project and community input would be incorporated to come up with improvements. 

The CAC lost quorum at 7:38. The meeting was continued as a workshop. 

13. Caltrain Proposed Fare Changes – INFORMATION 

14. Introduction of  New Business – INFORMATION 

15. Public Comment 

16. Adjournment 
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DRAFT MINUTES  

 

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

Tuesday, May 23, 2017 
 

1. Roll Call 

Chair Peskin called the meeting to order at 10:07 a.m. 

Present at Roll Call: Commissioners Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Sheehy, Tang and Yee 
(7) 

Absent at Roll Call: Commissioners Breed (entered during Item 2), Cohen (entered 
during Item 3), Farrell and Safai (entered during Item 9) (2) 

2. Chair’s Report – INFORMATION 

Chair Peskin reported that after months of  intensive advocacy the city was happy to learn that 
Secretary of  Transportation Elaine Chao had signed the Full Funding Grant Agreement for $647 
million for the Caltrain Electrification project – a request that San Francisco had been working 
with other regional jurisdictions to strongly champion for several months. He said that with this 
commitment, Caltrain could access the first $173 million appropriated by Congress earlier in the 
year and get this important project underway. He said the news was a welcome surprise after 
months of  advocacy by Caltrain, Governor Brown, Senator Feinstein, Leader Pelosi, 
Representative Speier, Mayors Lee and Licardo, and many other federal, state and local leaders 
including four members of  the Board. 

He thanked Commissioners Breed, Ronen and Sheehy for going to Washington D.C. in April with 
Executive Director Tilly Chang and the Chamber of  Commerce to lobby for San Francisco’s many 
funding needs, particularly transportation infrastructure. He said it was apparent that they got the 
message that Caltrain was a critical project that united the entire peninsula. He said he was pleased 
to attend Senator Feinstein’s advocacy event earlier in the month with SFMTA Board members, 
Gillian Gillett of  Mayor Lee’s office and the Silicon Valley Leadership Group. He also thanked the 
regional coalition of  transit, labor, environmental and business leaders who came together for the 
project. He said that Caltrain Electrification would clean the region’s air, reduce congestion and 
generate thousands of  jobs locally and nationwide. He thanked the Presidential administration, 
Secretary Chao and the Federal Transit Administration and said the region was looking forward 
to kicking off  the Caltrain Electrification project very soon. 

Chair Peskin said he was also looking forward to the inaugural meeting of  the city’s Transportation 
2045 Task Force on June 5th at City Hall. He said the Transportation Task Force 2030 had helped 
the City identify potential transportation funding sources in 2013, and that along with Mayor Lee, 
they were re-convening the Task Force with a fresh focus on transparency, transit justice, 
geographic equity and neighborhood-level input. He said that with the help of  a diverse and 
veteran working group of  neighborhood leaders, transit and Vision Zero advocates, public 
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agencies, business leaders and civic organizations citywide, the task force would be vetting revenue 
options and shaping expenditure plans for the next 27 years, with an eye toward potential revenues 
measures for voter consideration in 2018. He thanked all those would who would serve on the 
task force and to the city staff  that had been working hard to prepare for the series of  meetings 
and workshops. 

Finally, he congratulated Transportation Authority staff, particularly Executive Director Chang 
and Deputy Director for Capital Projects Eric Cordoba, on winning the Northern California 
Congestion Management Association of  America Project Achievement Award for the Westbound 
I-80/YBI Ramps Project. He said they faced some tough competition but won the large project 
category for projects greater than $50 million. He said it was great to see the partnership on that 
job with Caltrans and a number of  city and regional agencies, as well as with the outstanding 
contractors at Golden State Bridge and team members from WSP Parsons Brinkerhoff, including 
their subcontractors. 

 There was no public comment. 

3. Executive Director’s Report – INFORMATION 

Tilly Chang, Executive Director, presented the Executive Director’s Report. 

There was no public comment. 

Consent Agenda 

4. Approve the Minutes of  the May 9, 2017 Meeting – ACTION 

5. [Final Approval] Approve the 2017 Prop AA Strategic Plan Update and 5-Year Prioritized 
Programs of  Projects – ACTION 

6. [Final Approval] Allocate $1,559,695 in Prop K Funds for Three Requests, with Conditions 
– ACTION 

7. [Final Approval] Adopt the District 1 Neighborhood Transportation Improvement 
Program [NTIP Planning] Final Report – ACTION 

8. [Final Approval] Adopt the Transportation Investment and Growth Strategy 2017 Update 
– ACTION 

There was no public comment. 

Commissioner Sheehy moved to approve the Consent Agenda, seconded by Commissioner Fewer.  

 The Consent Agenda was approved without objection by the following vote: 

 Ayes: Commissioners Breed, Cohen, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Sheehy, Tang and Yee 
(9) 

  Absent: Commissioners Farrell and Safai (2) 

End of  Consent Agenda 

9. [Final Approval] Adopt Principles for Regional Measure 3 (RM3) and Approve a List of  
San Francisco Candidate Projects and RM3 Advocacy Amounts – ACTION 

Maria Lombardo, Chief  Deputy Director, introduced the item. 

Chair Peskin read a statement on behalf  of  Commissioner Fewer that she appreciated the 
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conversation of  identifying priorities for the city for how bridge toll dollars could be best spent 
for city residents. He said she had a vision to connect District 1 to the rest of  the region and the 
East Bay, and noted that 65% of  District 1 residents were renters and therefore an increased bridge 
toll would impact them. He said that Commissioner Fewer would like to see concrete benefits for 
District 1 residents and a framework for the expansion of  subway service into the west side of  
the city. He said that she would like to change the description related to the Core Capacity Transit 
Study for project h, the 2nd Transbay Tube, to include “extensions into San Francisco (e.g. the 
Richmond district)”. 

Commissioner Cohen commented that it was important to have this conversation and for the city 
to consider not just current but future congestion as well. She said numerous developments such 
as the Golden State Warriors arena and the Mission Bay ferry landing would draw tens of  
thousands of  people traveling through the southeast and southwest quadrants of  the city. She said 
the city needed to mitigate the impact of  congestion as the residents in these areas already suffered 
disproportionately from the environmental impacts of  living at the interaction of  two major 
freeways. She said the constituents of  District 10 also suffered from a disinvestment of  efficient 
and effective transportation systems and that it took longer to travel from the district to downtown 
than from Oakland to downtown. She said for such a resource rich city, it was in the best interest 
of  the city to understand what the traffic impacts of  future growth would be and that the city 
needed to make real investments in transit infrastructure. 

Commissioner Yee asked for confirmation that Regional Measure 3 would not apply to the Golden 
Gate Bridge. Ms. Lombardo confirmed that it would apply to all of  the toll bridges in the Bay 
Area except for the Golden Gate. 

Chair Peskin commented that the Golden Gate Bridge’s toll levels were set by the Golden Gate 
Bridge, Highway and Transportation District, on which some of  the Board members serve. 

There was no public comment. 

Commissioner Cohen moved to amend the item to increase the Regional Measure 3 amount for 
project d, the Mission Bay Ferry Landing, to $25 million and change the description for project h, 
the 2nd Transbay Tube as requested by Commissioner Fewer, seconded by Commissioner Sheehy. 

The amendments to the item were approved without objection by the following vote: 

Ayes: Commissioners Breed, Cohen, Farrell, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Sheehy, 
Tang and Yee (11) 

 The amended item was approved without objection by the following vote: 

 Ayes: Commissioners Breed, Cohen, Farrell, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Sheehy, 
Tang and Yee (11) 

10. [Final Approval on First Appearance] Adopt a Support Position on SB 595 (Beall) – 
ACTION 

Maria Lombardo, Chief  Deputy Director, introduced the item. 

There was no public comment. 

 The item was approved without objection by the following vote: 

 Ayes: Commissioners Cohen, Farrell, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Sheehy, Tang and 
Yee (10) 
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  Nos: Commissioner Breed (1) 

11. [Final Approval on First Appearance] Adopt Positions on State Legislation – ACTION 

Amber Crabbe, Assistant Deputy Director for Policy and Programming introduced the item. 

Chair Peskin commented regarding staff ’s recommendation to take an oppose position on Senate 
Bill (SB) 182 that the bill passed out of  the state Senate the prior day. 

Commissioner Breed asked if  a position on SB 1 was included in the requested action. Ms. Crabbe 
replied that the Board has already taken a position on that bill so it was included in the legislation 
matrix for tracking purposes but was not part of  the requested action. 

There was no public comment. 

 Commissioner Sheehy moved to amend the item to adopt an oppose position on SB 182, seconded 
by Commissioner Yee. 

 The amendment to the item was approved without objection by the following vote:  

 Ayes: Commissioners Breed, Cohen, Farrell, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Sheehy, 
Tang and Yee (11) 

 The amended item was approved without objection by the following vote: 

 Ayes: Commissioners Breed, Cohen, Farrell, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Sheehy, 
Tang and Yee (11) 

12.  [Final Approval on First Appearance] Appropriate $250,000 in Prop K Funds for the 
Lombard Crooked Street Congestion Management System Development [NTIP Capital] 
– ACTION 

Commissioner Farrell commented that the Lombard Street congestion also affected the 
surrounding neighborhoods and that the situation had reached a point where the city needed to 
step in. He said the recommendation was based upon a Transportation Authority study which 
considered several options and noted that no solution would be perfect. 

During public comment, Greg Rundidge commented that he was with the Lombard Hill 
Improvement Association which had been working with Commissioner Farrell’s office for the past 
five years. He said he had recently sent a letter to Commissioner Breed’s office addressing some 
of  the concerns she raised at the May 9 Board meeting. He said the reservation system would 
reduce the volume of  people and create an orderly situation since people would be arriving at 
different times. He said the cameras would allow the city to charge a toll to people who skip the 
reservation process, and noted that it could be designed to not charge San Francisco residents 
based on their license plates. He added that the tolls charged would help pay to operate the system. 

Jim Eichman commented that recent neighborhood meetings were unanimous that the city had 
to intervene to address the situation. He urged the Board to approve the item and implement the 
suggested solutions in the study. He said that the current situation had reached a tipping point and 
that enforcement was needed. 

 Commissioner Farrell moved to approve the item, seconded by Commissioner Cohen. 

 The item was approved without objection by the following vote: 

 Ayes: Commissioners Breed, Cohen, Farrell, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Sheehy, 
Tang and Yee (11) 
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Chair Peskin called Items 13 and 14 together. 

13. Internal Accounting Report and Investment Report for the Nine Months Ending March 
31, 2017 – INFORMATION 

14. Preliminary Fiscal Year 2017/18 Annual Budget and Work Program – INFORMATION 

Cynthia Fong, Deputy Director for Finance and Administration, presented the budget and Tilly 
Chang, Executive Director, presented the work program. 

There was no public comment. 

Other Items 

15. Introduction of  New Items – INFORMATION 

Commissioner Cohen requested staff  to look into a mobility management study for District 10. 

16. Public Comment 

During public comment, Andrew Yip spoke about the success of  the nation. 

17. Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned at 11:05 a.m. 
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RESOLUTION ADOPTING POSITIONS ON STATE LEGISLATION 

 

WHEREAS, The Transportation Authority approves a set of legislative principles to guide 

transportation policy advocacy in the sessions of the Federal and State Legislatures; and 

 WHEREAS, With the assistance of the Transportation Authority’s legislative advocate in 

Sacramento, staff has reviewed pending legislation for the current Legislative Session and analyzed it 

for consistency with the Transportation Authority’s adopted legislative principles and for impacts on 

transportation funding and program implementation in San Francisco; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, That the Transportation Authority hereby adopts a new support position on 

Assembly Bill (AB) 17 (Holden), and a new oppose unless amended position on AB 1625 (Rubio); 

and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the Executive Director is directed to communicate these positions to all 

relevant parties. 

 
 
Attachment: 

1. New Bills and Recommended Positions 
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State Legislation – Proposed New Positions and Updates on Activity This Session 

To view documents associated with the bill, click the bill number link. 

Staff is recommending a new support position on Assembly Bill (AB) 17 (Holden) and a new oppose unless 

amended position on AB 1625 (Rubio) as shown in Table 1, which also includes two new bills two watch. The 

Board does not need to take an action to add bills to watch. Table 2 provides updates on several bills we have been 

tracking this session and Table 3 indicates the status of bills on which the Board has already taken a position this 

session. 

 

Table 1. Recommendation for New Positions and Select New Bills to Watch 

Recommended 
Positions 

Bill # 
Author 

Bill Title and Description 

Support 

AB 17 
Holden D 

Transit Pass Pilot Program: free or reduced-fare transit passes. 
The bill would create a new Transit Pass Program to be administered by Caltrans 
that would establish a free or reduced transit pass program to qualified middle 
school, high school, community college, and University of California and 
California State University schools.  This bill would appropriate $20 million from 
the Public Transportation Account to fund the program, which sunsets January 1, 
2022. A performance evaluation report is due to the Legislature on or before 
January 1, 2020.   

Oppose Unless 
Amended 

AB 1625 
Rubio D 

Inoperable parking meters. 
This bill would change existing law by prohibiting a local authority from enacting 
an ordinance or resolution prohibiting or restricting the parking of a vehicle in a 
space that is regulated by an inoperable meter or payment center.  This would 
impede the ability to enforce time limit restrictions at inoperable meters and may 
provide incentives to disable meters in order to secure unlimited parking. SFMTA 
has recommended opposing this bill unless it is amended to limit free parking at 
broken meters to two hours to eliminate these incentives. 

Watch 

AB 390 
Santiago D 
Ting D 

Pedestrian crossing signals. 
Under existing law, a pedestrian facing a “WALK” or approved “Walking Person” 
symbol may proceed across the roadway in the direction of the signal, but the law 
is unclear regarding pedestrian use of countdown signals. This bill would authorize 
a pedestrian facing a countdown signal to proceed across the roadway in the 
direction of the signal if there is sufficient time left on the countdown to 
reasonably complete the crossing safely. 

Watch 

AB 544 
Bloom D 

Vehicles: high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes. 
This bill would provide an additional extension of the state’s sticker program that 
allows certain clean air vehicles access to HOV lanes even with a solo driver.  
Despite supporting incentives for the purchase of low-emission vehicles, the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission has continued to adopt oppose unless 
amended positions to bills extending the sticker program over concern about the 
impact on the functionality of the region’s HOV lane network. Recent MTC data 
collection has shown that violation rates are a more significant source of 
congestion in HOV lanes and are therefore proposing amendments to the bill to 
increase resources for enforcement and monitoring activities. 
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Table 2. Select Updates on Tracked Bills  

Note that unless bills made it out of their house of origin by June 2, most will now be held over as two-year bills.  

Only some of the bills we have been monitoring will remain active through the end of the year. 

 

Current 
Position 

Bill # 
Author 

Bill Title and Description Update 

Support 

SB 595  
Beall D 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission: 
toll bridge revenues.   
If approved, this bill would require the nine Bay 
Area counties to conduct a special election on a 
proposed increase in the toll rate on the seven 
state-owned toll bridges in an amount TBD to 
finance TBD projects and programs to improve 
mobility and enhance travel options on the 
bridges and bridge corridors.   

This bill passed out of the Senate and is 
waiting for referral to committee in the 
Assembly. We, along with other 
agencies, advocates, legislators, and 
members of the public are actively 
involved in the process to define the 
measure (Regional Measure 3) and its 
expenditure plan, guided by the 
advocacy principles approved by the 
Transportation Authority Board and 
SFMTA last month. 

Oppose 

SB 182 
Bradford 
D 

Transportation network company: 
participating drivers: single business 
license. 
This bill would allow Transportation Network 
Company (TNC) drivers to obtain only a single 
business license to operate in all local 
jurisdictions statewide, irrespective of where 
they operate their business.  SFMTA and the 
City have registered their opposition to this bill 
on the basis that it would hinder our ability to 
collect information from the approximately 
45,000 TNC drivers that cause an estimated $2-
4 million per year in wear and tear on our local 
streets and an increased burden on traffic 
enforcement resources.  

This bill passed out of the Senate by the 
statutory deadline and was referred to 
the Assembly Committee on Privacy 
and Consumer Protections. 

SB 493 
Hill D 

Vehicles: right-turn violations. 
This bill would reduce the violation fine for 
failing to stop before making a right hand turn 
from $100 to $35.  Reducing penalties for 
drivers committing safety violations is not 
consistent with the City’s Vision Zero goals. 

This bill was unanimously approved in 
the Senate and is now being considered 
by the Assembly. 
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Watch 

AB 378 
Garcia, 
Cristina 
D 

California Global Warming Solutions Act of 
2006: regulations. 
The bill would authorize the State Air 
Resources Board to extend the Cap and Trade 
program from 2020 to 2030. Prior language in 
the bill would have provided additional revenue 
for transportation and would have helped 
stabilize auction outcomes. However, recent 
amendments have altered it substantially. As 
revised it would completely change the way the 
state manages greenhouse gas emissions and 
shift important oversight responsibilities from 
local air districts to the state Air Resources 
Board. It is also likely to see further 
amendments.  

This bill failed to make it out of the 
Assembly. It is a two-year bill as it was 
granted reconsideration.  

AB 1121 
Chiu D 

San Francisco Bay Area Water Emergency 
Transportation Authority (WETA). 
This bill would increase WETA Board 
membership from five to nine members, with 
five members appointed by the Governor, two 
members appointed by the Senate Committee 
on Rules and two members appointed by the 
Speaker of the Assembly. 

This bill has passed out of the 
Assembly and is now in the Senate 
Committee on Transportation and 
Housing. 

SB 35 
Wiener D 

Planning and zoning: affordable housing: 
streamlined approval process. 
This bill would provide for streamlined 
approvals of multifamily developments that 
meet a series of conditions in cities that are 
falling short of local housing needs. This would 
represent a significant strengthening of the 
state’s role in monitoring local land use 
decisions. 

This bill earned bipartisan support in 
the Senate and is now before the 
Assembly. 
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Table 3. Bill Status for Active Positions Taken This Session 

Adopted 
Positions 

Bill # 
Author 

Bill Title Bill Status  
(as of 6/5/17) 

Support 

AB 1 
Frazier D 
 

Transportation Funding. Assembly Two-Year 

AB 28 
Frazier D 

Department of Transportation: environmental review 
process: federal pilot program. 

Chaptered 

AB 87 
Ting D 

Autonomous vehicles. Assembly Two-Year 

AB 342 
Chiu D 

Vehicles: automated speed enforcement: five-year pilot 
program. 

Assembly Two-Year 

SB 1 
Beall D 

Transportation Funding. Chaptered 

SB 422  
Wilk R 

Transportation projects: comprehensive development 
lease agreements: Public Private Partnerships. 

Senate Two-Year 

SB 595  
Beall D 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission: toll bridge 
revenues. 

Assembly First 
Reading 

SB 768 
Allen, 
Wiener D 

Transportation projects: comprehensive development 
lease agreements: Public Private Partnerships. 

Senate Two-Year 

Oppose 

AB 65 
Patterson R 

Transportation bond debt service. Assembly Two-Year 

SB 182 
Bradford D 

Transportation network company: participating drivers: 
single business license. 

Assembly Privacy 
and Consumer 
Protections 

SB 423 
Cannella R 

Indemnity: design professionals. Senate Two-Year 

SB 493 
Hill D 

Vehicles: right-turn violations. 
 

Assembly First 
Reading 
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RESOLUTION ALLOCATING $55,989,751 IN PROP K FUNDS FOR TEN REQUESTS AND 

$2,052,000 IN PROP AA FUNDS FOR ONE REQUEST, WITH CONDITIONS, AND 

APPROPRIATING $75,000 IN PROP K FUNDS FOR ONE REQUEST 

 

WHEREAS, The Transportation Authority received eleven Prop K requests totaling 

$56,064,751 and one Prop AA allocation request for $2,052,000, as summarized in Attachments 1 

and 2 and detailed in the enclosed allocation request forms; and 

WHEREAS, The requests seek funds from the following Prop K Expenditure Plan 

categories: Downtown Extension to Rebuilt Transbay Terminal, Vehicles–Muni, Facilities–Muni, 

Paratransit, Street Resurfacing, Pedestrian and Bicycle Facility Maintenance, Traffic Calming, Tree 

Planting and Maintenance and Transportation/ Land Use Coordination; and from the Pedestrian 

Safety category of the Prop AA Expenditure Plan; and 

 WHEREAS, As required by the voter-approved Expenditure Plans, the Transportation 

Authority Board has adopted a Prop K or Prop AA 5-Year Prioritization Program (5YPP) for all of 

the aforementioned Expenditure Plan programmatic categories and the named projects (such as 

Paratransit) have funds programmed to them in the Prop K Strategic Plan; and 

WHEREAS, Seven of the eleven requests are consistent with the relevant strategic plans 

and/or 5YPPs for their respective categories; and 

WHEREAS, The Transbay Joint Powers Authority’s (TJPA’s) request for Transbay Transit 

Center – Electrical, Communications, Security & Integrated Networks requires a concurrent Prop K 

Strategic Plan amendment to re-program unneeded funds from prior TJPA allocations to the subject 

project; and 

WHEREAS, The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s (SFMTA’s) request for 
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the 1570 Burke Avenue Facility Renovation project and San Francisco Public Works’ (SFPW’s) 

requests for Haight Street Resurfacing and Pedestrian Lighting and Tree Planting and Establishment 

require 5YPP amendments as detailed in the enclosed allocation request forms; and 

WHEREAS, After reviewing the requests, Transportation Authority staff recommended 

allocating a total of $55,989,751 in Prop K funds for ten requests and $2,052,000 in Prop AA funds 

for one request, with conditions, and appropriating $75,000 in Prop K funds for one request, as 

described in Attachment 3 and detailed in the enclosed allocation request forms, which include staff 

recommendations for Prop K and Prop AA allocation amounts, required deliverables, timely use of 

funds requirements, special conditions, and Fiscal Year Cash Flow Distribution Schedules; and 

WHEREAS, There are sufficient funds in the Capital Expenditures line item of the 

Transportation Authority’s approved Fiscal Year 2017/18 budget to cover the proposed actions; and 

WHEREAS, At its May 24, 2017 meeting, the Citizens Advisory Committee was briefed on 

the subject request and adopted a motion of support for the staff recommendation; now, therefore, 

be it 

RESOLVED, That the Transportation Authority hereby amends the Prop K Strategic Plan 

to re-program unneeded funds from prior TJPA allocations to the Transbay Transit Center – 

Electrical, Communications, Security & Integrated Networks project as detailed in the enclosed 

allocation request form; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the Transportation Authority hereby amends the Prop K Facilities–

Muni, Street Resurfacing, Rehabilitation and Maintenance, and Tree Planting and Maintenance 

5YPPs, as detailed in the enclosed allocation request forms; and be it further  

RESOLVED, That the Transportation Authority hereby allocates $55,989,751 in Prop K 

funds for ten requests and $2,052,000 in Prop AA funds for one request, and appropriates $75,000 
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in Prop K funds for one request, as summarized in Attachment 3 and detailed in the enclosed 

allocation request forms; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the Transportation Authority finds the allocation of these funds to be in 

conformance with the priorities, policies, funding levels, and prioritization methodologies 

established in the Prop K and Prop AA Expenditure Plans, the Prop K and Prop AA Strategic 

Plans, and the relevant 5YPPs; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the Transportation Authority hereby authorizes the actual expenditure 

(cash reimbursement) of funds for these activities to take place subject to the Fiscal Year Cash Flow 

Distribution Schedules detailed in the enclosed allocation request forms; and be it further  

RESOLVED, That the Capital Expenditures line item for subsequent fiscal year annual 

budgets shall reflect the maximum reimbursement schedule amounts adopted and the 

Transportation Authority does not guarantee reimbursement levels higher than those adopted; and 

be it further  

RESOLVED, That as a condition of this authorization for expenditure, the Executive 

Director shall impose such terms and conditions as are necessary for the project sponsors to comply 

with applicable law and adopted Transportation Authority policies and execute Standard Grant 

Agreements to that effect; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That as a condition of this authorization for expenditure, the project sponsors 

shall provide the Transportation Authority with any other information it may request regarding the 

use of the funds hereby authorized; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the Capital Improvement Program of the Congestion Management 

Program, the Prop K and Prop AA Strategic Plans and the relevant 5YPPs are hereby amended, as 

appropriate.  
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Attachments (4): 
1. Summary of Applications Received 
2. Project Descriptions 
3. Staff Recommendations 
4. Prop K Allocation Summary – FY 2017/18 

 
Enclosure: 

1. Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Forms (11) 
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Attachment 4.

Prop K Allocation Summary - FY 2017/18

PROP K SALES TAX

Total FY 2017/18 FY 2018/19 FY 2019/20 FY 2020/21 FY 2021/22

Prior Allocations -$                       -$                  -$                  -$                  -$                     -$                          

Current Request(s) 56,064,751$           27,492,079$      27,439,282$      645,389$           97,600$             97,600$                 

New Total Allocations 56,064,751$           27,492,079$      27,439,282$      645,389$           97,600$             97,600$                 

With these funds, SFPW crews will plant approximately 762 trees and water them regularly for three years to ensure successful establishment. This is an increase of 100% over FY 2016/17 planting levels. Previously, SFPW used Prop K funds for both street tree planting and maintenance of mature trees. With the passage of Prop E, SFPW now has sufficient funding from an annual General Fund setaside for tree maintenance, and will now use Prop K funds exclusively for tree planting.  Priority planting sites will focus on neighborhoods with the greatest number of existing empty tree wells and lowest canopy coverage, such as Bayview Hunters Point, the Excelsior and Portola.

PROP AA VEHICLE REGISTRATION FEE

Total FY 2017/18 FY 2018/19 FY 2019/20 FY 2020/21 FY 2021/22

Prior Allocations

Current Request(s) 2,052,000$             500,000$           1,050,000$        502,000$           -$                     -$                          

New Total Allocations 2,052,000$             500,000$           1,050,000$        502,000$           -$                     -$                          

The above table shows maximum annual cash flow for all FY 2017/18 allocations approved to date, along with the current recommended 

allocation(s). 

The above table shows total cash flow for all FY 2017/18 allocations approved to date, along with the current recommended allocation(s). 

CASH FLOW

Strategic 
Initiatives

1.3% Paratransit
8.6%

Streets & 
Traffic Safety

24.6%Transit
65.5%

Investment Commitments, per Prop K Expenditure Plan

Strategic 
Initiatives

1.4%
Paratransit

7.8%

Streets & 
Traffic 
Safety
20.3%

Transit
70.5%

Prop K Investments To Date

Street Repair & 
Reconstruction

53.3%Pedestrian 
Safety
28.0%

Transit 
Reliability & 

Mobility 
Improvements

18.7%

Prop AA Investments To Date

Street Repair & 
Reconstruction

50.0%

Pedestrian 
Safety
25.0%

Transit 
Reliability & 

Mobility 
Improvements

25.0%

Investment Commitments, per Prop AA Expenditure Plan

M:\Board\Board Meetings\2017\Memos\06 Jun 13\Prop K Grouped ATT 1-4 CAC 05.24.17.xlsx
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Agenda Item 5 

Page 1 of 2 

Memorandum 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

June 6, 2017 

Transportation Authority Board 

Anna LaForte – Deputy Director for Policy and Programming 

Subject: 06/13/2017 Board Meeting: Allocation of $55,989,751 in Prop K Funds for Ten 

Requests and $2,052,000 in Prop AA Funds for One Request, with Conditions, and 

Appropriation of $75,000 in Prop K Funds for One Request 

RECOMMENDATION       ☐ Information      ☒ Action   

Allocate $54,741,500 in Prop K sales tax funds for nine requests: 

 Transbay Transit Center - Electrical, Communications, Security &
Integrated Networks ($5,449,859 to TJPA)

 Replace 100 40-ft Trolley Coaches ($28,915,153 to the SFMTA)

 Replace 19 60-ft Trolley Coaches ($6,637,580 to the SFMTA)

 1570 Burke Avenue Facility Renovation ($902,200 to the SFMTA)

 Paratransit ($10,193,010 to the SFMTA)

 Public Sidewalk and Curb Repair ($561,682 to SFPW)

 Application-Based Residential Street Traffic Calming 
(Implementation) ($727,325 to the SFMTA)

 Application-Based Residential Street Traffic Calming (Planning)
($213,525 to the SFMTA)

 Tree Planting and Establishment ($1,141,166 to SFPW)

Allocate $1,248,251 in Prop K sales tax funds and $2,052,000 in Prop 
AA vehicle registration fee funds for one request: 

 Haight Street Resurfacing and Pedestrian Lighting (SFPW)

Appropriate $75,000 in Prop K funds for one request 

 NTIP Program Support

SUMMARY 

We have received six Prop K allocation requests from the San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), three requests 
from Public Works (SFPW), one request from the Transbay Joint 
Powers Authority (TJPA), and we are requesting Prop K funds for one 
project. The requests total about $56 million in Prop K funds and $2.05 
million in Prop AA funds. Attachment 1 lists the requests including 
identifying supervisorial district(s) for each project. Attachment 2 
provides a brief description of each project. Attachment 3 contains the 
staff recommendations including any special conditions. 

☒ Fund Allocation

☐ Fund Programming

☐ Policy/Legislation

☐ Plan/Study

☐ Capital Project
Oversight/Delivery

☐ Budget/Finance

☐ Contracts

☐ Procurement

☐ Other:
__________________
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Page 2 of 2 

Agenda Item 5 

DISCUSSION 

We have received eleven requests totaling $58,116,751 in Prop K and Prop AA funds that we are 

recommending for allocation or appropriation. Attachment 1 summarizes the requests, including 

information on proposed leveraging (i.e. stretching Prop K dollars further by matching them with 

other fund sources) compared with the leveraging assumptions in the Prop K Expenditure Plan. 

Attachment 2 includes a brief description of each project. A detailed scope, schedule, budget and 

funding plan for each project is included in the enclosed Allocation Request Forms. Attachment 3 

summarizes the staff recommendations for the requests, highlighting special conditions and other 

items of interest. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT 

The recommended action would allocate $55,989,751 and appropriate $75,000 in Fiscal Year (FY) 
2017/18 Prop K sales tax funds, and allocate $2,052,000 in FY 2017/18 Prop AA vehicle 
registration fee funds. The allocations and appropriation would be subject to the Fiscal Year Cash 
Flow Distribution Schedules contained in the enclosed Allocation Request Forms. 

Attachment 4 shows that the recommended allocations and appropriation would be the first of  FY 
2017/18, and shows the recommended allocation, appropriation and cash flow amounts that are the 
subject of  this memorandum. 

Sufficient funds are included in the proposed FY 2017/18 budget to accommodate the 
recommended actions. Furthermore, sufficient funds will be included in future budgets to cover the 
recommended cash flow distribution for those respective fiscal years. 

CAC POSITION 

The CAC was briefed on this item at its May 24, 2017 meeting and unanimously adopted a motion 
of support for the staff recommendation.

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS 

Attachment 1 – Summary of Applications Received 
Attachment 2 – Project Descriptions 
Attachment 3 – Staff Recommendations 
Attachment 4 – Prop K Allocation Summary – FY 2017/18 
Enclosure 1 – Prop K/AA Allocation Request Forms (11) 
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BD061317 RESOLUTION NO. 17-XX 

Page 1 of 3 

RESOLUTION APPROVING THE FISCAL YEAR 2017/18 TRANSPORTATION FUND FOR 

CLEAN AIR PROGRAM OF PROJECTS AND AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTIVE 

DIRECTOR TO EXECUTE A CONTRACT WITH THE BAY AREA AIR QUALITY 

MANAGEMENT DISTRICT FOR $772,763 IN FISCAL YEAR 2017/18 FUNDS AND TO 

ENTER INTO AGREEMENTS WITH APPLICABLE PUBLIC AGENCIES, ESTABLISHING 

CONDITIONS FOR THE USE OF THESE FUNDS 

WHEREAS, On June 15, 1992, the Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San 

Francisco designated the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (Transportation Authority) 

as the Program Manager of the local guaranteed portion of the Transportation Fund for Clean Air 

(TFCA) funds; and 

WHEREAS, As County Program Manager, the Transportation Authority is required to file an 

expenditure plan application with the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Air District) for the 

upcoming fiscal year’s funding cycle, which was submitted to the Air District on March 17, 2017; and 

WHEREAS, After netting out 6.25% ($46,003) for administrative expenses, as allowed by Air 

District guidelines, and including deobligated and previously unallocated funds, the Transportation 

Authority is expected to have $726,760 in Fiscal Year (FY) 2017/18 TFCA funds to program to 

eligible projects; and 

WHEREAS, On March 7, 2017, the Transportation Authority solicited applications for 

projects from eligible project sponsors for FY 2017/18 TFCA funds, and by April 28, 2017, received 

five applications requesting a total of approximately $1,116,832 in TFCA funds; and 

WHEREAS, Transportation Authority staff, working in consultation with project sponsors, 

reviewed and prioritized the applications for funding based on Air District TFCA guidelines and the 

Transportation Authority’s adopted Local Expenditure Criteria (Resolution 17-28); and  
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BD061317 RESOLUTION NO. 17-XX 

Page 2 of 3 

WHEREAS, The Transportation Authority’s adopted Local Expenditure Criteria include 

review of eligibility per the Air District’s guidelines, calculation of the cost effectiveness ratio for each 

project, and other factors; and 

WHEREAS, Transportation Authority staff recommended fully funding three projects and 

partially funding two projects as shown in Attachments 1 and 2; and 

WHEREAS, At its May 24, 2017 meeting, the Citizens Advisory Committee was briefed on 

San Francisco’s FY 2017/18 TFCA Program of Programs and unanimously adopted a motion of 

support for the staff recommendation; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, That the Transportation Authority hereby approves the FY 2017/18 TFCA 

Program of Projects as shown in Attachments 1 and 2; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the Executive Director is authorized to execute any agreements with the 

Air District necessary to secure $726,760 for projects and $46,003 for administrative expenses for a 

total of $772,763 in FY 2017/18 TFCA Program Manager funds; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the Executive Director is authorized to execute funding agreements with 

each implementing agency to pass-through these funds for implementation of projects, establishing 

such terms and conditions governing cash drawdowns, financial and program audits, and reporting as 

necessary to comply with the requirements imposed by the Air District for the use of the funds and 

as required by the Transportation Authority in order to optimize the use of these of fund. 

Attachments (2): 
1. FY 2017/18 TFCA Program of  Projects – Detailed Recommendation
2. FY 2017/18 TFCA Program of  Projects – Summary Recommendation
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Memorandum 

Date: June 6, 2017 

To: Transportation Authority Board 

From: Anna LaForte – Deputy Director for Policy and Programming 

Subject: 06/13/17 Board Meeting: Approval of the Fiscal Year 2017/18 Transportation Fund for 

Clean Air Program of Projects 

DISCUSSION 

Background. 

The Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) Program was established to fund the most cost-
effective transportation projects that achieve emission reductions from motor vehicles in accordance 
with the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (Air District) Clean Air Plan. Funds are 
generated from a $4 surcharge on the vehicle registration fee collected by the Department of Motor 
Vehicles in San Francisco. 40% of the funds are distributed on a return-to-source basis to Program 
Managers for each of the nine counties in the Air District. The Transportation Authority is the 
designated County Program Manager for the City and County of San Francisco. The remaining 60% 

RECOMMENDATION ☐ Information      ☒ Action

Approve the Fiscal Year 2017/18 Transportation Fund for Clean Air 
(TFCA) Program of Projects 

SUMMARY 

Program $726,760 in TFCA County Program Manager funds for five 
projects: 

 Emergency Ride Home ($41,832 to San Francisco Environment)

 Bike Share Phase 4 Expansion ($255,000 to the SFMTA)

 Alternative Fuel Taxicab Incentive Program ($79,964 to the
SFMTA)

 Paratransit Sedans ($270,000 to the SFMTA)

 Short Term Bicycle Parking ($79,964 to the SFMTA)

As the San Francisco TFCA County Program Manager, the 
Transportation Authority annually develops the Program of Projects for 
San Francisco’s share of TFCA funds. Projects come from a portion of 
a $4 vehicle registration fee in the Bay Area and are used for projects that 
reduce motor vehicle emissions. With $726,760 available for projects, we 
are recommending fully funding three requests (Bike Share Phase 4 
Expansion, Emergency Ride Home, and Paratransit Sedans) and partially 
funding two requests (Short-Term Bike Parking and the Alternative Fuel 
Taxicab Incentive Program) as shown in Attachments 2 and 3. 

☐ Fund Allocation

☒ Fund Programming

☐ Policy/Legislation

☐ Plan/Study

☐ Capital Project
Oversight/Delivery

☐ Budget/Finance

☐ Contracts

☐ Procurement

☐ Other:
__________________

44



Agenda Item 6 

Page 2 of 4 

of the revenues, referred to as the TFCA Regional Fund, are distributed to applicants from the nine 
Bay Area counties via programs administered by the Air District. 

On March 7, 2017 we issued the Fiscal Year (FY) 2017/18 TFCA San Francisco County Program 
Manager call for projects. We received five project applications by the April 28, 2017 deadline, 
requesting $1,116,832 in TFCA funds compared to $726,760 available. 

Available Funds. 

As shown in the table below, the amount of available funds is comprised of estimated FY 2017/18 
TFCA revenues, interest income, and de-obligated funds from completed and canceled prior-year 
TFCA projects. 

Unused funds from earlier projects were de-obligated and made available for the 2017/18 call for 
projects. These funds came from four projects that were completed under budget over the past year 
and one project that was cancelled without any expenses having been reimbursed. The cancelled 
project, the San Francisco Environment sponsored University of San Francisco (USF) Bike Chalet, 
could not move forward because the revised project cost estimate exceeded funds available. We will 
remain in contact with USF as they develop alternate bike parking concepts. After netting out 6.25% 
for Transportation Authority staff administrative expenses as allowed by the Air District, the estimated 
amount available to program to projects is $726,760. 

Prioritization Process. 

We evaluated the TFCA project applications following the Board adopted prioritization process for 
developing the TFCA Program of Projects shown in Attachment 1. The first step involved screening 
projects to ensure eligibility according to the Air District’s TFCA guidelines. One of the most 
important aspects of this screening was ensuring a project’s cost effectiveness (CE) ratio was calculated 
correctly and was low enough to be eligible for consideration. The Air District’s CE ratio, described 
in detail in Attachment 1, is designed to measure the cost effectiveness of a project in reducing air 
pollutant emissions and to encourage submittal of projects that leverage funds from non-TFCA 
sources. CE ratio limits vary by project type: for 2017/18 the limit for Ridesharing Projects, which 
encompasses transit and transportation demand management projects, is $150,000 per ton of 
emissions reduced, the limit for the Bicycle Projects and Alternative Fuel Light-Duty Vehicles 
categories is $250,000 per ton of emissions reduced and the limit for Bike Share projects is $500,000 
per ton of emissions reduced. 

We performed our review of the CE ratio calculations in consultation with project sponsors and the 
Air District. The focus was to ensure that the forms were completed correctly, that values other than 

Estimated TFCA Funds Available for Projects 

FY 2017/18 

Estimated TFCA Revenues (FY 2017/18)  $736,049 

Interest Income $1,882 

De-obligated Funds from Prior Cycles $34,832 

Total Funds $772,763 

6.25% Administrative Expense ($46,003) 

Total Available for Projects $726,760 
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default values had adequate justification, and that assumptions were consistently applied across all 
project applications for a fair evaluation. Inevitably, as a result of our review, we had to adjust some 
of the submitted CE worksheets. In these cases, we worked with the project sponsor to determine the 
correct CE ratio and whether or not it exceeded the Air District’s CE threshold. 

We then prioritized projects that passed the eligibility screening using factors such as project type (e.g., 
first priority to zero emission projects), cost effectiveness, program diversity, project delivery (i.e., 
readiness), and other considerations (e.g., a sponsor’s track record for delivering prior TFCA projects). 
Our prioritization process also considered carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions reduced by each project. 
CO2 emissions are estimated in the Air District’s CE worksheets, but are not a factor in the CE 
calculations. 

Staff Recommendation. 

Attachment 2 shows the five candidate projects and other information including a brief project 
description, total project cost, and the amount of TFCA funds requested. We are recommending fully 
funding three of the five candidate projects and partially funding the other two. Three of the five 
projects recommended for funding are zero emissions non-vehicles projects, which is the top priority 
project type in the Transportation Authority’s prioritization criteria. 

We are recommending full funding for Bike Share Phase 4 Expansion, Emergency Ride Home and 
Paratransit Sedans. We are recommending partial funding for Short Term Bike Parking, which is 
scalable and the least cost effective application, and for Alternative Fuel Taxicab Incentive Program, 
which is also scalable, a lower priority project type, and because a recent rule change has increased the 
maximum age and mileage of taxis, resulting in a temporary decline in demand for new vehicles. 

TFCA Policy Waiver Required: The Paratransit Sedans project application for $270,000 from the 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) requires the Air District to waive certain 
TFCA policies so that the cost effectiveness of the project can reflect the air quality benefits of 
replacing existing medium-duty “cutaway” paratransit vehicles with light-duty hybrid vehicles. As 
written, the TFCA policies only provide for counting the emissions benefits of purchasing an 
alternative fuel vehicle in the same weight class as a gasoline vehicle that could hypothetically have 
been purchased instead, which would show a much smaller emissions reduction than the proposed 
project. We expect the Air District Board to decide whether to waive TFCA policy as requested 
sometime this fall. Should the Air District not grant the TFCA policy waiver, the SFMTA would not 
be able to move forward with the project. For this reason, we are recommending a contingency list to 
provide funds to fully fund Short Term Bike Parking and provide additional funds for the Alternative 
Fuel Taxicab Incentive Program, should the waiver not be granted. 

Schedule for Funds Availability. 

We expect to enter into a master funding agreement with the Air District by July 2017 after which we 
will issue grant agreements for the recommended FY 2017/18 TFCA funds. Pending timely review 
and execution of the grant agreements by the Air District and project sponsors, we expect funds to 
be available for expenditure beginning in August or September 2017. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT 

The estimated total budget for the recommended FY 2017/18 TFCA program is $772,763. This 
includes $726,760 for the five proposed projects and $46,003 for administrative expenses. The latter 
is consistent with Air District rules, which allow the Transportation Authority to set aside up to 6.25% 
of  each year’s annual income to use for administrative expenses. Revenues and expenditures for the 
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TFCA program are included in the proposed Transportation Authority’s FY 2017/18 budget, which 
will be considered for adoption by the Transportation Authority Board in June 2017. 

CAC POSITION 

The CAC was briefed on this item at its May 24, 2017 meeting and unanimously adopted a motion of  
support for the staff  recommendation. 

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS 

Attachment 1 - FY 2017/18 TFCA Local Expenditure Criteria 
Attachment 2 - FY 2017/18 TFCA Program of Projects – Detailed Staff Recommendation 
Attachment 3 - FY 2017/18 TFCA Program of Projects – Summary of Staff Recommendation 
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Attachment 1 

Fiscal Year 2017/18 Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) 

LOCAL EXPENDITURE CRITERIA (Adopted 2/28/17) 

 

The following are the Fiscal Year 2017/18 Local Expenditure Criteria for San Francisco’s TFCA County 
Program Manager Funds. 

ELIGIBILITY SCREENING 

In order for projects to be considered for funding, they must meet the eligibility requirements 
established by the Air District’s TFCA County Program Manager Fund Policies for Fiscal Year 2017/18. 
Consistent with the policies, a key factor in determining eligibility is a project’s cost effectiveness (CE) 
ratio. The TFCA CE ratio is designed to measure the cost effectiveness of  a project in reducing motor 
vehicle air pollutant emissions and to encourage projects that contribute funding from non-TFCA 
sources. TFCA funds budgeted for the project are divided by the project’s estimated emissions 
reduction. The estimated reduction is the weighted sum of  reactive organic gases (ROG), oxides of  
nitrogen (NOx), and particulate matter (PM) emissions that will be reduced over the effective life of  the 
project, as defined by the Air District’s guidelines. 

TFCA CE is calculated by inputting information provided by the applicant into the Air District’s CE 
worksheets. Transportation Authority staff  will be available to assist project sponsors with these 
calculations, and will work with Air District staff  and the project sponsors as needed to verify 
reasonableness of  input variables.  The worksheets also calculate reductions in carbon dioxide (CO2) 
emissions, which are not included in the Air District’s official CE calculations, but which the 
Transportation Authority considers in its project prioritization process. 

Consistent with the Air District’s Guidelines, in order to be eligible for Fiscal Year 2017/18 
TFCA funds, a project must meet the CE ratio for emissions (i.e., ROG, NOx, and PM) 
reductions as specified in the guidelines for each project type. Projects that do not meet the 
appropriate CE threshold cannot be considered for funding. 

PROJECT PRIORITIZATION 

Candidate projects that meet the cost effectiveness thresholds will be prioritized for funding based on 
the two-step process described below:  

Step 1  TFCA funds are programmed to eligible projects, as prioritized using the Transportation 
Authority Board-adopted Local Priorities (see next page). 

Step 2 – If  there are TFCA funds left unprogrammed after Step 1, the Transportation Authority will 
work with project sponsors to develop additional TFCA candidate projects. This may include 
refinement of  projects that were submitted for Step 1, but were not deemed eligible, as well as new 
projects.  This approach is in response to an Air District policy that does not allow County Program 
Managers to rollover any unprogrammed funds to the next year’s funding cycle. If  Fiscal Year 2017/18 
funds are not programmed by November 2017, funds can be redirected (potentially to non-San 
Francisco projects) at the Air District’s discretion. New candidate projects must meet all of  the TFCA 
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eligibility requirements, and will be prioritized based on the Transportation Authority Board’s adopted 
Local Priorities.  

Local Priorities 

The Transportation Authority’s Local Priorities for prioritizing TFCA funds include the following 
factors: 

Project Type – In order of  priority: 

1) Zero emissions non-vehicle projects including, but not limited to, bicycle and pedestrian facility 
improvements, transit priority projects, traffic calming projects, and transportation demand 
management projects;  

2)  Shuttle services that reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT); 

3)  Alternative fuel vehicles and alternative fuel infrastructure; and 

4)  Any other eligible project. 

Emissions Reduced and Cost Effectiveness – Priority will be given to projects that achieve high CE 
(i.e. a low cost per ton of  emissions reduced) compared to other applicant projects. The Air District’s 
CE worksheet predicts the amount of  reductions each project will achieve in ROG, NOx, PM, and CO2 
emissions. However, the Air District’s calculation only includes the reductions in ROG, NOx, and PM 
per TFCA dollar spent on the project. The Transportation Authority will also give priority to projects 
that achieve high CE for CO2 emission reductions based on data available from the Air District’s CE 
worksheets. The reduction of  transportation-related CO2 emissions is consistent with the City and 
County of  San Francisco’s 2013 Climate Action Strategy. 

Project Delivery – Priority will be given to projects that are ready to proceed and have a realistic 
implementation schedule, budget, and funding package.  Projects that cannot realistically commence in 
calendar year 2018 or earlier (e.g. to order or accept delivery of  vehicles or equipment, begin delivery of  
service, award a construction contract, start the first TFCA-funded phase of  the project) and be 
completed within a two-year period will have lower priority. Project sponsors may be advised to 
resubmit these projects for a future TFCA programming cycle. 

Program Diversity – Promotion of  innovative TFCA projects in San Francisco has resulted in 
increased visibility for the program and offered a good testing ground for new approaches to reducing 
motor vehicle emissions. Using the project type criteria established above, the Transportation Authority 
will continue to develop an annual program that contains a diversity of  project types and approaches 
and serves multiple constituencies. The Transportation Authority believes that this diversity contributes 
significantly to public acceptance of  and support for the TFCA program. 

Other Considerations – Projects that are ranked high in accordance with the above local expenditure 
criteria may be lowered in priority or restricted from receiving TFCA funds if  either of  the following 
conditions applies or has applied during Fiscal Years 2015/16 or 2016/17: 

• Monitoring and Reporting – Project sponsor has failed to fulfill monitoring and reporting 
requirements for any previously funded TFCA project. 

• Implementation of  Prior Project(s) – Project sponsor has a signed Funding Agreement for a 
TFCA project that has not shown sufficient progress; the project sponsor has not implemented 
the project by the project completion date without formally receiving a time extension from the 
Transportation Authority; or the project sponsor has violated the terms of  the funding 
agreement. 
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BD061317 RESOLUTION NO. 17-XX 

Page 1 of 4 

RESOLUTION MODIFYING THE GEARY CORRIDOR BUS RAPID TRANSIT LOCALLY 

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE TO RELOCATE THE WESTBOUND TRANSITION FROM 

CENTER-RUNNING TO SIDE-RUNNING BUS-ONLY LANES ONE BLOCK WEST, TO 

THE BLOCK BETWEEN 27TH AND 28TH AVENUES 

WHEREAS, The purpose of the Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Project (“Geary BRT” or 

“Project”) is to improve the speed, reliability, and quality of public transportation service along the 

Geary corridor while also increasing pedestrian safety, enhancing the streetscape, and maintaining 

multimodal circulation; and 

WHEREAS, On January 5, 2017, through Resolution 17-21, the Transportation Authority 

certified the Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Project (“Geary BRT” or “Project”) Final 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) prepared in compliance with the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA); adopted findings and conclusions required by CEQA, including a Statement of 

Overriding Considerations; adopted a Mitigation, Monitoring, and Reporting Program; approved the 

Hybrid Alternative with modifications as the Geary BRT Project; and selected the Hybrid Alternative 

with modifications as the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA); and 

WHEREAS, The Federal Transit Administration is the lead agency under the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and is preparing a separate Final Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS); and 

WHEREAS, The selected LPA includes segments of side-running and center-running 

dedicated bus lanes with a transition from center-running lanes to side-running lanes between 26th and 

27th Avenues; and 

WHEREAS, Stakeholders expressed concerns that the proposed outbound bus-only lane 

transition between 26th and 27th Avenues would compromise the parking supply and access to 
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loading spaces in front of the Holy Virgin Cathedral; and 

WHEREAS, The Transportation Authority and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation 

Agency (SFMTA) now propose to modify the outbound transition design by moving it one block west 

to between 27th and 28th Avenues, thereby reducing potential loading conflicts and increasing the 

parking supply on these blocks while maintaining the project’s benefits to transit riders, pedestrians, 

and other corridor users; and 

WHEREAS, The Transportation Authority and SFMTA have notified stakeholders on the 

affected blocks of Geary Boulevard of the proposed change via mail, door-to-door merchant outreach, 

and meetings with stakeholder organizations, and affected stakeholders did not identify any concerns 

with the proposed design modification; and  

WHEREAS, In response to the proposed modification to the location of the transition, on 

May 19, 2017, the Transportation Authority completed an Addendum to the project EIR under 

CEQA, finding that the proposed modification would not cause any new significant environmental 

impacts, would not increase the severity of any previously identified significant effects, and does not 

provide new information of substantial importance that would change the conclusions set forth in the 

FEIR; and 

WHEREAS, Selection of an LPA is required under NEPA and the proposed design change 

would constitute a modification to the previously selected LPA; and 

WHEREAS, At its May 24, 2017 meeting, the Citizens Advisory Committee was briefed on 

the subject request and unanimously adopted a motion of support for the staff recommendation; now, 

therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, That the Transportation Authority has reviewed and considered the Geary Final 

EIR, the Addendum to the Geary BRT EIR published on May 19, 2017, and the record as a whole, 

and finds that the Geary EIR is adequate for use by the Transportation Authority for the actions taken 
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herein, and incorporates the CEQA Findings contained in Resolution 17-21 as though fully set forth 

herein; and be it further 

RESOLVED, The Transportation Authority further finds that since the Final EIR was 

finalized, there have been no substantial project changes and no substantial changes in project 

circumstances that would require major revisions to the Final EIR due to the involvement of new 

significant environmental effects or an increase in the severity of previously identified significant 

impacts, and there is no new information of substantial importance that would change the 

conclusions set forth in the Final EIR; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the Transportation Authority hereby modifies the Geary BRT LPA to 

relocate the westbound transition from center-running to side-running bus-only lanes one block west, 

to the block between 27th and 28th Avenues. 

Attachment: 
1. Addendum to the Geary BRT EIR
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Addendum to Environmental Impact Report 
Addendum Date: May 19, 2017 

Project Title: Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Project 

EIS/EIR: Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Project, EIR Certified January 5, 2017 

Project Sponsor: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA)  

Project Sponsor Contact:  Liz Brisson, (415) 701-4791 

Lead Agency: San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) 

Staff Contact: Colin Dentel-Post, (415) 522-4836 

Background 

The Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project comprises a package of transit and pedestrian 

improvements along 6.5 miles of City streets referred to herein as “the Geary corridor.” The Geary 

corridor encompasses the entirety of Geary Boulevard/Geary Street from Market Street west to 48th 

Avenue. The corridor also includes portions of Market, Mission, 1st, Fremont, and Beale Streets (to 

connect to the Transbay Terminal) as well as the one-way portion of O’Farrell Street between Van Ness 

and Market Street.  

The Geary BRT Project would add dedicated bus lanes, upgraded bus stops/shelters, improved 

pedestrian crossing features, transit and traffic signal upgrades, and other features intended to provide 

faster, more reliable bus service and a safer pedestrian environment on the Geary corridor as well as on 

adjacent portions of intersecting side streets.  

The purpose of the Geary BRT Project is to: 

• Improve transit performance on the corridor as a key link in the City’s rapid transit network to

improve the passenger experience and promote high transit use

• Improve pedestrian conditions and pedestrian access to transit

• Enhance transit access and the overall passenger experience, while maintaining general vehicular

access circulation

Project Description 

The Project would implement physical roadway and lane changes between Market and 34th Streets, but 

would also implement bus service amenities and improvements between the Transbay Transit Center and 

48th Avenue. The Project would result in bus-only lanes along the Geary corridor from the Transbay 

Terminal to 34th Avenue. Bus-only lanes, currently installed on Geary and O’Farrell Streets between 

Market and Gough Streets enhance transit service by separating bus traffic from regular (mixed-flow) 

traffic. This separation would reduce bus delays and improve reliability. In addition to bus-only lanes, the 

Project includes numerous transit and pedestrian supportive elements, including but not limited to bus 

and pedestrian bulb outs and pedestrian safety zones to help expedite access and loading, traffic signal 

upgrades, upgraded station amenities, and resurfacing of mixed-flow traffic lanes.   
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Approval Actions 

On January 5, 2017, SFCTA certified a Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Geary Corridor 

BRT Project. In addition to certifying the EIR, SFCTA approved the Geary BRT project and selected a 

locally preferred alternative (LPA), hereafter referred to as the “BRT Project” or “Project.” SFCTA filed 

a Notice of Determination on January 6, 2017.  

Previously, in October 2015, SFCTA and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) had jointly published 

a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/EIR. The certified Final EIR responded to several 

hundred public comments on the Draft EIS/EIR.  

Although the Draft EIS/EIR had been prepared as a joint document to meet requirements of both federal 

and state environmental laws, SFCTA and FTA agreed in December 2016 to prepare separate final 

documents. A Final EIS and Record of Decision (ROD) for the Geary Corridor BRT Project are expected 

to be issued by FTA in 2017.  

Since certification of the Final EIR and selection of the LPA, one project modification related to the 

location of the transition from center-running to side running bus-only lanes, and one project refinement 

related to construction phasing have been identified. The remainder of this document describes these 

changes, and evaluates their potential for environmental impacts not previously addressed in the Draft 

or Final EIR.   

Proposed Modification: Outer Richmond Transition Area  

The Project as described in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR assumed a transition from center- to side-

running bus lanes in the Outer Richmond neighborhood between 26th and 27th Avenues (see Figure 1). 

As shown in Figure 1, both eastbound and westbound buses were proposed to transition to or from 

center/side-running lanes between 26th and 27th Avenues.  

As proposed in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR, this design would eliminate nine of the 18 existing 

angled on-street parking spaces on the north side of Geary between 26th and 27th Avenues due to a 

combination of the conversion of existing angled spaces to parallel spaces and installation of buffer areas 

between spaces. On the north side of Geary between 27th and 28th Avenues, the design as proposed in 

the Draft EIS/EIR would add one parallel parking space to the existing seven parallel parking spaces 

(eight parallel spaces would result).  

The northern side of the block between 26th and 27th Avenues is occupied by the Holy Virgin Cathedral 

(6210 Geary Boulevard), a religious and community facility. To better accommodate the parking and 

loading concerns of the facility, the agencies have proposed to modify the transition, as shown below in 

Figure 2. 

As shown in Figure 2, the westbound transition would shift one block to the west, to the block between 

27th and 28th Avenues. In other words, the center running bus lane would continue for one additional 

block west. Buses would therefore transition from center running to side running lanes between 27th and 

28th Avenues.  
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Figure 1. Hybrid Alternative Bus Lane Configuration between 26th and 28th Avenues 
Proposed in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR 

 

 

Figure 2. Hybrid Alternative Bus Lane Configuration Change between 26th and 28th 
Avenues Proposed in the Final EIS 
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No parking buffer areas would be installed on the north side of Geary (immediately adjacent to the 

Cathedral) between 26th and 27th Avenues, thus preserving two additional parking spaces (retaining 11 

of the existing 18 spaces). With this design, the number of parking spaces remaining on the north side of 

Geary between 27th and 28th Avenues would not change relative to the project as proposed in the Draft 

EIS/EIR and the Final EIR: a total of eight parallel spaces, an increase of one space over existing 

conditions. 

See the discussion of Parking and Loading conditions below for a complete accounting of parking 

changes between the original and revised proposed designs. 

The eastbound transition would remain as proposed in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR, between 26th 

and 27th Avenues on the south side of Geary Boulevard. No modification to the eastbound transition is 

proposed. 

To achieve the proposed modification depicted in Figure 2, the following changes to roadway striping 

aspects of the approved project would be necessary.  

• Additional red roadway coloring (denoting a bus-only lane) in the westbound innermost (closest 

to center) lane for approximately one third of Geary between 27th and 28th Avenues.  

• Striping of parking buffers on the north side of Geary between 27th and 28th Avenues, instead 

of between 26th and 27th Avenues as previously proposed, resulting in the provision of two 

additional parking spaces between 26th and 27th Avenues. 

The proposed modification would retain the existing planted median between 27th and 28th Avenues. 

The proposed modification would not increase the need for excavation or median removal relative to 

what was disclosed in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR. 

In addition to the proposed physical shift in bus-only lanes, the proposed modification shown in Figure 2 

would require operational changes to transit signal timing/queue jumps.  

A queue jump is the term used to describe the efficient transition of buses from dedicated, bus-only lanes 

to mixed-flow traffic lanes. The intent of a queue jump is to use traffic signal timing to allow a bus to 

enter mixed traffic flow in a priority position so as to reduce delay and improve reliability.  

Prior to the proposed modification, the westbound transit signal queue jump was to have been located at 

26th Avenue; eastbound, the queue jump was to have been at 27th Avenue. With the proposed 

modification, both transit signal queue jumps would be located at 27th Avenue. Based on analysis 

conducted by SFMTA, this change in queue jumps would not require any change to pedestrian signal 

timing at either 26th or 27th Avenues. Indeed, the consolidation of both queue jumps to one intersection 

would allow for more efficient signal coordination. 

Analysis of Potential Environmental Effects of Project Modification 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 provides for the use of an addendum to document the basis of a lead 

agency’s decision to not require a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR for a project that is already adequately 

covered in an existing certified EIR but where one of the conditions listed in CEQA Section 21166 

(CEQA Guidelines Section 15162) arises—namely project changes, new information, or changed 

circumstances. The lead agency’s decision to use an addendum must be supported by substantial evidence 

that the conditions that would trigger the preparation of a Subsequent EIR, as provided in CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15162, are not present. 
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This addendum provides analysis to determine whether the modified project would result in any new 

significant environmental impacts, result in substantial increases in the severity of previously identified 

effects, or necessitate implementation of additional or considerably different mitigation measures than 

those identified in the Final EIR. 

Transit Conditions:  The transition from center- to side-running bus-only lanes would remain 

operationally the same as described in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR, except that transit vehicles in 

the westbound direction would change from the center-running transit-only lane to the side-running 

transit-only lane one block further west. This change would not result in delays to transit operations; 

westbound transit would have the benefit of one additional block of center bus-only lane, potentially 

enhancing transit performance beyond what was identified in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR for the 

Hybrid Alternative/LPA. 

Transit travel time variability is a measure of how well buses adhere to their schedule. Factors that affect 

transit delay also affect transit reliability, including dwell time. The Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR 

determined that travel time reliability would improve with all build alternatives as compared to the No 

Build Alternative.  The proposed revision would not substantially change transit travel time variability 

from what was disclosed in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR for the Hybrid Alternative/LPA, such that 

a new or worsened transit impact would occur.  

Automobile Traffic:  The Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR used several evaluation metrics to measure the 

performance of the Hybrid Alternative/LPA in future year conditions in order to identify whether any 

adverse effects related to automobile traffic would occur. These metrics included: auto travel time, 

intersection delay/level of service (LOS), system-wide multi-modal delay, and vehicle miles traveled 

(VMT)/vehicle hours traveled (VHT). The methodology, which utilized several analysis tools, is detailed 

in Section 3.4.3 of the Draft EIS/EIR. 

The analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR concluded that none of the build alternatives, including 

the Hybrid Alternative/LPA, would adversely affect overall circulation or travel times for automobiles in 

the Geary corridor in 2020 or 2035. In terms of intersection LOS, the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR 

found that the Hybrid Alternative/LPA would result in adverse effects at four study intersections on 

Geary Boulevard, and four additional locations off the Geary corridor. No feasible mitigation measures 

were identified to reduce these adverse impacts. All of these intersections were east of Park Presidio 

Boulevard.  

The proposed modification would not inhibit multimodal access in the corridor. Roadway capacity would 

not change with the shift of the transition point one block west. As such, the proposed modification 

would not result in worsened LOS at any of the study intersections relative to what was disclosed in the 

Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR.   

Pedestrian and Bicycle Transportation: The Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR analyzed the potential for 

the alternatives to result in adverse impacts to pedestrian and bicycle modes of transportation. The 

analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR was based on technical reports prepared for the Geary BRT 

Project, including a Pedestrian Safety Analysis and Recommendations report (Appendix D8 of the Draft 

EIS/EIR). The Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR examined the potential for the alternatives to affect 

pedestrians and persons bicycling in terms of pedestrian delay, sidewalk conditions, pedestrian safety, 

access for seniors and persons with disabilities, and bicycle delay. 
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The Draft EIS/EIR determined there would be no adverse effects to pedestrian and bicycle conditions 

along the Geary corridor as a result of the build alternatives and thus no avoidance, minimization or 

mitigation measures related to pedestrians or bicycles were identified. 

The revised transition point relocation would not change conditions for pedestrians as no change to 

pedestrian facilities or pedestrian crossing signals would be included.  

Bicyclists along the corridor would experience the bus moving from the center- to the side-running lane 

one block further west when traveling in the westbound direction. This change would not result in any 

new hazardous conditions for bicyclists. In sum, the proposed modification would not result in additional 

adverse effects on pedestrian delay, sidewalk conditions, pedestrian safety, access for seniors and persons 

with disabilities, or bicycle delay. 

Parking and Loading Conditions: The Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR analyzed the potential for the 

build alternatives to result in adverse parking impacts. The analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR 

was based on detailed parking studies prepared for the Geary BRT Project. The Draft EIS/EIR and Final 

EIR examined the potential for the build alternatives to affect parking supply in the project area. The 

Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR found no adverse parking effects as a result of the build alternatives and 

thus did not identify avoidance, minimization or mitigation measures related to parking. 

At present, on the block of Geary between 26th and 27th Avenues, immediately fronting Holy Virgin 

Cathedral (the northern curb face), there are 18 on-street angled parking spaces. Of the 18 on-street 

angled spaces, six are marked as a white zone for use of passenger loading during certain days/times and 

one is a parking space for people with disabilities.   

On the block of Geary between 27th and 28th Avenues, one block west of the Cathedral, the north side 

of Geary currently has seven parallel parking spaces and a 38 local bus stop at the corner of Geary and 

28th Avenue. 

As set forth in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR, the design as originally proposed would have required 

removal of nine of the 18 on-street spaces on the north face of Geary between 26th and 27th Avenues 

due to conversion of the spaces from angled to parallel and to accommodate parking buffers. The 

removed spaces would have been parking spaces, so there would be no change in the number of passenger 

loading spaces.  

The proposed transition relocation would retain 11 of the existing on-street parking spaces and white 

zones on the north face of Geary between 26th and 27th Avenues. Between 27th and 28th Avenues, the 

transition relocation would not affect parking from what was assumed in the Draft EIS/EIR: a total of 

eight parallel spaces, an increase of one space over existing conditions. In other words, the proposed 

relocation of the transition would result in a gain of two on-street parking spaces relative to what was 

disclosed in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR. The white zone would remain on the block face in front 

of the cathedral, leaving loading conditions there the same as the previous design proposal. Therefore, 

the proposed modification would not result in any adverse parking effects. 

Construction-Period Transportation Conditions:  The Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR analyzed the 

potential for construction impacts, including impacts to traffic, transit, parking, pedestrians, and cyclists, 

that could result during construction of the build alternatives. The proposed modification would not 

result in any substantially different or additional construction activities than what was already disclosed 

in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR. The changes to the westbound transition would generally entail the 

same type of construction activities as previously described and disclosed in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final 
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EIR for this area. Construction of the westbound bus only-lane would be extended one block and 

activities previously anticipated to occur between 26th and 27th avenues would shift to between 27th and 

28th Avenues. This would not substantially change any of the construction period transportation 

conditions described in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR.   

Visual Resources:  The Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR analyzed the potential for the build alternatives 

to result in adverse visual impacts. The Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR found that construction of the 

build alternatives would result in temporary declines in visual quality, while operation of the build 

alternatives would not have adverse visual effects. 

The proposed relocation of the transition point would not result in any substantial changes regarding 

visual resources than what was already disclosed in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR. The only change 

would be a difference in the color and striping of paint between 26th and 28th Avenues. The 27th Avenue 

transition shift would not require removal of the median or its landscaping between 27th and 28th 

Avenues and would have similar visual effects to those described in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR. 

Therefore, the proposed modification would not result in any new or worsened visual effects relative to 

what was described in the Draft EIS/EIR. 

Cultural Resources:  The Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR analyzed the potential for the alternatives to 

result in adverse impacts to archaeological resources and historic architecture. The analysis was based on 

technical reports prepared for the Geary BRT Project, including an Archaeological Sensitivity Assessment 

and a Historic Resources Inventory and Evaluation Report. The Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR found 

that the build alternatives had the potential to encounter previously unrecorded archaeological resources 

but would have no adverse effects on historic architectural resources. 

The westward shift of the westbound bus-only lane center- to side-running transition to the block 

between 27th and 28th Avenues would not require median removal on that block and, hence, would not 

require associated excavation which would have the potential to encounter unknown archaeological 

resources. No historic architectural resources are present at the location of the 27th Avenue center- to 

side-running bus-only lane transition shift. Therefore, the proposed modification would not result in any 

new or worsened effects to cultural resources relative to what was described in the Draft EIS/EIR and 

Final EIR. 

Utilities:  The Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR analyzed the potential for the alternatives to affect utilities 

and service systems, including utility relocations and modifications, stormwater management system 

capacity, potable and emergency service water supply capacities, solid waste collection capacity, and 

electricity demand and capacity. 

The changes to the westbound transition from center- to side-running bus-only lanes would not require 

any additional utility relocations, would not change the amount of impervious surfaces, would not change 

any plans for landscaping or irrigation, and would not substantially affect BRT ridership (and thereby 

solid waste generation). Therefore, the proposed modification would not result in any new or worsened 

effects to utilities relative to what was described in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR. 

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gases:  The Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR considered the potential for 

the alternatives to result in increased emissions of air pollutants during both construction and operation 

(including greenhouse gases [GHGs]) and to conform to pertinent requirements of the Clean Air Act. 

The Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR found that construction of any of the build alternatives would generate 

short-term criteria pollutant emissions; however, these construction-period emissions would not exceed 

the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) thresholds for health risk significance. 
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Project operation was found to result in decreased regional vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and, hence, an 

associated decrease in air pollutant emissions. 

The changes to the westbound transition at 27th Avenue would entail the same construction activities as 

previously described in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR; construction for the westbound lane would 

simply be shifted one block further west. The proposed modification would not have any substantial 

effect on bus operations and would, thus, retain anticipated benefits to air quality over the No Build 

Alternative. Therefore, no new or worsened effects to air quality relative to what was disclosed in the 

Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR would occur. 

Noise and Vibration:  The Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR evaluated the potential for construction and 

operation of the alternatives to result in substantial increases in noise and/or vibration. Use of heavy 

equipment during construction and demolition and changes in noise from bus activity would have the 

potential to affect noise and vibration along the Geary corridor. While project construction would 

temporarily and intermittently increase ambient noise levels over the approximate 90- to 130-week 

construction schedule, the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR found that temporary construction noise effects 

would not be adverse for the build alternatives with adherence to the San Francisco Noise Ordinance, 

equipping impact tools with intake and exhaust mufflers, and obtaining a noise permit for nighttime work 

from Public Works. 

The 27th Avenue bus lane transition shift would alter roadway striping and the location of the transit 

signal queue jump, but would not require additional median removal or other intensive construction 

activities beyond what was described in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR and, thus, would not create 

new or worsened noise and vibration effects. Therefore, the proposed modification would not result in 

any new or worsened effects of noise and vibration relative to what was described in the Draft EIS/EIR 

and Final EIR. 

Energy:  The Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR assessed the direct and indirect effects of the project 

alternatives on energy consumption. Construction of the build alternatives would require indirect 

consumption of fossil fuels, labor, and construction materials; while these expenditures would be 

irrecoverable, they are not in short supply. The build alternatives were found to result in a slight reduction 

in direct transportation energy use. Thus, the project was found not to have any adverse energy effects. 

The proposed modification would involve the same level of construction-period energy consumption as 

previously analyzed; the location of the transition would simply shift one block west. As this change 

would not substantially affect bus operations, the same benefits of reduced transportation energy use 

would still occur. Therefore, no new or worsened effects related to energy use would occur relative to 

what was described in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR. 

Biological Resources:  The Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR analyzed potential effects of the alternatives 

to biological resources. Construction-period effects to biological resources were found to be limited to 

trees protected under the Urban Forestry Ordinance, birds, nests, and eggs protected under the Migratory 

Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), and potential for introduction or increases in noxious weeds associated with 

ground disturbance. Project operation would not affect biological resources, as the Geary corridor is 

urbanized with little to no indigenous vegetation and no known special-status species. 
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The proposed modification would not require removal of any additional trees; the median and trees 

between 27th and 28th Avenues would remain. The shift would entail the same construction activities, 

which would be shifted one block further west. Therefore, no new or worsened effects to biological 

resources would occur relative to what was described in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR. 

Cumulative Scenario:  Since the proposed modification would not have any additional impacts as 

described above, this change would not have impacts that would be cumulatively considerable for any of 

the topics described above. 

Other Environmental Topics: The Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR analyzed the potential for significant 

impacts in the areas listed below. Under all of these topics, the analysis concluded that there was a less 

than significant impact or mitigation measures were identified to reduce such impacts to less than 

significant levels.  

Since the proposed modification would be limited to a one-block extension in the length of westbound 

bus-only lanes and the minor physical and operational changes described herein, the modified project 

would not result in additional impacts beyond those identified in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR in 

the following areas. 

• Land Use/Population and Housing

• Geology/Soils/Seismic/Topography

• Hazards/Hazardous Materials

• Hydrology and Water Quality

• Public Services and Recreation

• Mineral Resources

• Agriculture/Forest Resources

Further, Section 7.6 of the Draft EIS/EIR noted that the Project would not have any foreseeable capacity 

to alter wind patterns or result in shadowing effects on public park areas or open spaces. None of the 

proposed modifications change the nature of the project such that effects to wind patterns or shadowing 

of public parks/open space might occur.  

Conclusion 

Based on the foregoing, it is concluded that the analyses conducted and the conclusions reached in the 

Final EIR, certified on January 5th, 2017, remain valid and unchanged. The proposed modification to the 

27th Avenue bus lane transition would not cause new significant impacts not identified in the Final EIR 

or an increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. Further, no substantial changes 

have occurred with respect to circumstances surrounding the Project that will cause significant 

environmental impacts or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified significant effects. 

Finally, no new information has become available that shows that (1) the Project will cause significant 

environmental impacts not discussed in the previous Final EIS/EIR, (2) significant effects will be 

substantially more severe, or (3) new or different feasible mitigation measures or alternatives from those 

adopted will substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the project. Therefore, no 

supplemental environmental review is required beyond this addendum. 
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Proposed Refinement: Construction Phasing 

In Section 4.15 of the Draft EIS/EIR, SFCTA and SFMTA disclosed that any of the build alternatives 

would be of such a scale that some type of phased implementation was anticipated. The Draft EIS/EIR 

noted that “phased implementation would allow service improvements to be implemented more quickly 

and over time based on funding availability.”  

The Draft EIS/EIR identified elements of a potential phased approach, specifically noting that an initial 

phase of construction could include traffic signal modifications, construction of bus bulbs, 

implementation of side-running bus lanes, changes to right-turn pockets, and bus stop relocations.  

The Draft EIS/EIR (p. 4.15-10) noted that “construction phasing would depend on the Build Alternative 

selected, the availability of funding, and other factors. Therefore a detailed phasing plan is unavailable at 

this stage and would thus be too speculative to analyze.” Since certification of the Final EIR and selection 

of the Hybrid Alternative as the LPA, SFCTA and SFMTA have refined their plans for construction 

phasing, and have divided the project into two primary construction phases (Phase I and Phase II) that 

would occur in succession. The refined construction phasing plans also include anticipated separate utility 

modifications.  

As illustrated in Figure 3 below, Phase I would entail work east of Stanyan Street where BRT would 

operate in side-running bus-only lanes. Phase II would include work west of Stanyan Street, where BRT 

operations would be in predominantly center-running bus-only lanes.1 The project would still be 

constructed using the Staggered Multiple Block Segment Approach described in Section 4.15 of the Draft 

EIS/EIR. 

The Draft EIS/EIR provided several types of timeframe estimations for the build alternatives.  

Table 4.15-3 in the Draft EIS/EIR estimated the total duration of active construction periods, assuming 

continuous construction proceeding along both sides of the corridor in multiple segments simultaneously, 

to be 100 weeks (approximately 2 years) for the Hybrid Alternative (and now LPA), exclusive of any 

coordinated separate utility work. (“Coordinated” utility work was assumed to be performed with 

construction of any of the build alternatives, consistent with the City of San Francisco’s policy to 

consolidate projects that would require tearing up/replacing streets).  

The Draft EIS/EIR also estimated that the total construction duration, including inactive periods, would 

extend from two to four years, depending on the alternative selected. Alternative 2, featuring side-running 

bus-only lanes, was assumed to be on the lower end of that schedule, with Alternatives 3 and 3-

Consolidated, entailing substantial street reconstruction through the Fillmore area, assumed on the higher 

end.  

The Draft EIS/EIR further noted that for any given block, active construction of the project (not 

including utility work) was estimated to last between one to five months, depending on construction 

activities, scheduling, and operations.  

1 Proposed bicycle improvements on Geary between Masonic and Presidio Avenues (construction of Class I bicycle 
lanes in both directions on this block) would be the one exception to the geographic limits separating the Phase I and 
Phase II limits. These bicycle improvements include reconfiguring the center median island to accommodate a new 
dedicated bicycle facility. Due to the longer design schedule for these improvements, they would be implemented 
through the contracting mechanism used to deliver the Phase II improvements west of Stanyan Street. All transit 
improvements in this area, including bus-only lanes, bus stop consolidation and a transit signal queue jump, would still 
be part of Phase I. 
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As noted in Section 4.15.2.1 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the possibility of construction phasing (which was 

not specifically determined at the time) would not increase the intensity of active construction but would 

break the active construction into smaller phases that would be implemented over a longer period of 

time. 

The more detailed construction phasing plan that has been developed by SFMTA for the Hybrid 

Alternative/LPA would still be expected to result in a total construction duration (both active and 

inactive) of about four years, which is consistent with the higher end of the overall estimate provided in 

the Draft EIS/EIR.  

Phase I and Phase II would each be expected to take approximately 100 weeks, including both active and 

inactive periods and anticipated separate utility work. With more information now available with regard 

to specific phasing activities and SFMTA’s recent experience with similar projects, the duration of 

construction activities on any given block could take up to 12 months for areas with a larger scope of 

work inclusive of active and inactive periods, depending on construction scheduling, construction 

operations, and the extent of the utility work involved. The majority of blocks would have a shorter 

anticipated construction duration. 

As described in the Draft EIS/EIR, this discrete phasing would not increase the intensity of active 

construction, as the same project elements (e.g., side- and center-running bus-only lanes, BRT stops) 

would be constructed. In fact, the modifications to the Hybrid Alternative/LPA described in the Final 

EIR have removed some of the previously proposed construction activities that would have been more 

intensive—specifically, no longer demolishing the Webster Street bridge and no longer constructing 

block-long BRT bus bulbs between Spruce and Cook Streets. As a result of these changes to the Hybrid 

Alternative/LPA, localized construction impacts anticipated in the Draft EIS/EIR, such as noise 

associated with bridge demolition and temporary lane modifications to construct bus bulbs, would not 

occur in these areas.  

Overall, the refined construction phasing for the Hybrid Alternative/LPA would not result in any 

different construction-period environmental effects, other than clarification as to when and where such 

effects would occur. In general, construction activities during Phase I would be less intensive than those 

in Phase II—Phase I primarily would involve roadway restriping for side-running bus-only lanes and 

construction of pedestrian improvements, while Phase II would entail median removal to accommodate 

center-running bus-only lanes. Accordingly, air quality effects would be localized, first occurring in the 

geographic area of Phase I (i.e., east of Stanyan), and later in Phase II (i.e., west of Stanyan). 

Overall air pollutant emissions from construction activities would be similar to those described in the 

Draft EIS/EIR. Construction emissions thresholds are based on daily emissions.  In the Draft EIS/EIR, 

it was noted that the Hybrid’s emissions of criteria pollutants would fall well below the thresholds. Given 

that the scope of improvements is similar to what was described in the Draft EIS/EIR and Final EIR, 

no exceedance of daily emissions thresholds would be anticipated. Estimated daily construction emissions 

described in Table 4.15-6 of the Draft EIS/EIR represented anticipated upper limits. With the phasing 

and project changes, actual emissions would be expected to be similar or lower on a daily basis but could 

occur over a longer period of time—from five months to 12 months at select locations with coordinated 

utility work. The project would still adhere to the City’s Clean Construction Ordinance (Section 6.25 of 

the San Francisco Administrative Code) as described in the Draft EIS/EIR. 

Similarly, temporary and intermittent construction-period noise and vibration effects would also be 

localized to the geographic areas where active construction was occurring, as described in the Draft 

EIS/EIR. Demolition of the Steiner Street bridge, which would occur during Phase I, would be the 
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EIS/EIR. Demolition of the Steiner Street bridge, which would occut during Phase I, would be the
noisiest project element due to the use of jack hammers and similar impact equipment. Median removal
in Phase II would also generate temporary noise and vibration effects, though these would be at a

greater distance from sensitive receptors as they would occur in the center of Geary.

\7ith the refined phasing for the Hybrid Alternative/LPÂ, construction-period transportation impacts
described in the Draft EIS/EIR for the corridor as a whole would first be concentrated in Phase I
(Market to Stanyan). During Phase II, all construction wotk, with the exception of bicycle

improvements between Masonic and Presidio, would occur west of Stanyan. The Transportation
Management Plan (TMP) described in Section 4.1,5.5 of the Draft EIS/EIR would include
consideration of the refined construction phasing for the Hybrid Alternative/LPA to manage

transportation impacts resulting from cons truction activities.

In sum, overall construction impacts of the Hybrid Alternative/LPA yould be the same as those

described in the Draft EIS/EIR. The project would still include similar construction activities as

described in the Draft EIS/EIR, with the project modifications to retain the Webster Street bridge and

to not construct blockJong bus bulbs on the block of Geary between Spruce and Cook Streets resulting
in a slightly lower overall level of construction activity. The refined construction phasing plans would
simply spread out the construction of project imptovements over time and space. No new avoidance,

minimization, or mitigation measures would be required.

Notification

This addendum shall be made zvztlable on the SFCTA website through substantial completion of
project construction. The SFCTA shall send an email to the Project list notifying interested paties
of the addendum.

Determination

I do hereby cetiS' that the above determination has been made pursuant to State a¡dLoczl
requirements.

s

C

Tilly Chang
Executive Directot

cc:

Date

E. Reiskin, L. Bdsson - SFMT-A.

A. Pearson - City Attomey's Office
EC, CDP

L2
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Memorandum 

Date: June 6, 2017 

To: Transportation Authority Board 

From: Eric Cordoba – Deputy Director for Capital Projects 

Subject: 06/13/17 Board Meeting: Relocation of the Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit Westbound 

Bus Lane Transition One Block West and Update of the Locally Preferred Alternative 

DISCUSSION 

Background. 

The purpose of  the Geary Corridor BRT Project is to improve the speed, reliability, and quality of  
public transportation service along the Geary corridor while also increasing pedestrian safety, 
enhancing the streetscape, and maintaining multimodal circulation. It is a signature project in the 
voter-approved Prop K Expenditure Plan. 

The 6.5-mile Geary corridor is served by the Muni 38 Geary Local, Rapid, and Express bus routes 
and includes Geary Boulevard, Geary Street, O’Farrell Street, and portions of  other streets the routes 
traverse. Physical improvements are proposed along the corridor generally between Market Street and 
34th Avenue. The Geary BRT project would add dedicated bus lanes, upgraded bus stops, improved 
pedestrian safety features, transit and traffic signal upgrades, and other features intended to provide 
faster, more reliable bus service and a safer pedestrian environment along the Geary corridor. 

As lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), on January 5, 2017 the 
Transportation Authority certified the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Project and 
adopted the Hybrid Alternative with modifications as the Locally Preferred Alternative (LPA). 

Previously, in October 2015, the Transportation Authority and the Federal Transit Administration 

RECOMMENDATION ☐ Information      ☒ Action

Relocate the Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Westbound Bus 
Lane Transition One Block West and Update the Locally Preferred 
Alternative 

SUMMARY 

In response to concerns that the design for a westbound bus-only lane 
transition from the center of the street to the side of the street between 
26th and 27th Avenues would compromise parking and loading access in 
front of the Holy Virgin Cathedral, the Transportation Authority and San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency now propose to modify the 
transition design by moving it one block west to between 27th and 28th 
Avenues. Outreach to other area stakeholders has not identified any 
concerns with the proposed design modification. Revising the design as 
proposed requires approval of a modification to the adopted LPA. 

☐ Fund Allocation

☐ Fund Programming

☐ Policy/Legislation

☐ Plan/Study

☐ Capital Project
Oversight/Delivery

☐ Budget/Finance

☐ Contract/Agreement

☐ Procurement

☒ Other:
Environmental Review
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(FTA) had jointly published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/EIR. Although the Draft 
EIS/EIR had been prepared as a joint document to meet requirements of  both federal and state 
environmental laws, SFCTA and FTA agreed in December 2016 to prepare separate final documents. 
A Final EIS and Record of  Decision (ROD) for the Geary Corridor BRT Project are expected to be 
issued by FTA in 2017. 

Proposed Design Change. 

The adopted LPA for the Geary BRT project includes bus-only lanes along the side of  the street 
between Market Street and Palm Avenue, center-running bus-only lanes between Palm Avenue and 
26th Avenue, and side-running bus-only lanes between 27th Avenue and 34th Avenue. At the western 
end of  the center-running segment, the bus-only lanes would transition between the center and the 
side of  the street in the block between 26th Avenue and 27th Avenue. This movement would be 
accomplished with the assistance of  an exclusive bus signal phase, or queue jump. 

During public outreach in 2016, after the release of  the Draft EIS/EIR and close of  the public 
comment period, neighborhood stakeholders in the block between 26th and 27th Avenues raised 
concerns about outbound buses transitioning to the side of  the street and the potential for 
compromised access to passenger loading zones on the north side of  the street in front of  the Holy 
Virgin Cathedral. In addition, stakeholders have requested that BRT designs be optimized in this area 
to retain as many parking spaces as possible. 

In response, the project team developed and vetted a revised design which moves the outbound bus-
only lane transition west to the block between 27th Avenue and 28th Avenue, resulting in one additional 
block of  outbound center-running bus-only lane. There are no loading zones on the north side of  this 
block, so there is less potential for conflicts between transitioning buses and curbside activity. In 
addition, the revised design preserves two additional parking spaces in this area. 

Outreach. 

In early 2017, the project team conducted outreach to share the revised design with residents, 
businesses, and others on the affected blocks. Outreach to the affected blocks included a multilingual 
mailer sent to all addresses on Geary Boulevard between 26th Avenue and 28th Avenue, door-to-door 
visits to merchants, and meetings with community institutions such as Holy Virgin Cathedral and the 
Richmond Senior Center. Although stakeholders’ views on the Geary BRT project as a whole varied, 
the outreach did not identify any concerns with the proposed design modification and many 
stakeholders were supportive of  the change due to the additional parking it would preserve. 

Environmental Review. 

The Transportation Authority has completed an Addendum to the project EIR under CEQA, finding 
that the proposed modification would not cause any new significant environmental impacts or increase 
the severity of  any previously identified significant effects. Among other topic areas considered, the 
proposed change would not substantially change transit or traffic travel times or pedestrian conditions 
in the corridor.  

Refined Construction Phasing. 

Separate from the proposed design change, the CEQA Addendum also includes a discussion of  
refined plans for construction phasing of  the Geary BRT project. Although the Draft EIS/EIR and 
Final EIR anticipated phased construction of  the project, the project team has continued to refine the 
proposed phasing plan. Phase I would entail work east of  Stanyan Street, where BRT would operate 
in side-running bus-only lanes. Phase II would include work west of  Stanyan Street, where BRT 
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operations would be in predominantly center-running bus-only lanes, as well as bicycle improvements 
between Masonic Avenue and Presidio Avenue.  

As noted in the Draft EIS/EIR, phased construction would not increase the intensity of  active 
construction but would break the active construction into smaller phases that would be implemented 
over a longer period of  time. The overall duration of  construction in the corridor is still planned to 
occur within four years, consistent with the higher end of  the estimate provided in the Draft EIS/EIR, 
including both active construction periods and inactive periods. Phase I and Phase II would each be 
expected to take approximately 100 weeks, including both active and inactive periods and anticipated 
separate utility work. The Draft EIS/EIR stated that for any given block, the active construction 
period of  the project (not including utility work) was estimated to last between one to five months, 
depending on construction activities, scheduling, and operations. With more information now 
available, the duration of  construction activities on any given block could take up to 12 months for 
areas with a larger scope of  work, inclusive of  active and inactive periods and any utility work. Most 
blocks would have a shorter anticipated construction duration. 

As described in the Draft EIS/EIR, phased construction would not increase the intensity of  active 
construction, as the same project elements would be constructed. The refined construction phasing 
described in the Addendum would simply spread out the construction of  project improvements over 
time and space. Thus, the refined phasing would not result in any different construction-period 
environmental effects, other than clarification as to when and where effects would occur. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT 

The recommended action would not have an impact on the adopted Fiscal Year 2016/17 budget, and 
would not have any significant effect on the project cost. 

CAC POSITION 

The CAC will was briefed on this item at its May 24, 2017 meeting and unanimously adopted a motion 
of  support for the staff  recommendation. 

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS 

Attachment 1 – Addendum to the Geary BRT Environmental Impact Report 
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RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION 

AUTHORITY FISCAL YEAR 2017/18 ANNUAL BUDGET AND WORK PROGRAM 

WHEREAS, Pursuant to State statutes (PUC Code Sections 131000 et seq.), the 

Transportation Authority must adopt an annual budget for Fiscal Year (FY) 2017/18 by June 30, 2017; 

and  

WHEREAS, As called for in the Transportation Authority’s Fiscal Policy (Resolution 16-56) 

and Administrative Code (Ordinance 16-01), the Board shall set both the overall budget parameters 

for administrative and capital expenditures, the spending limits on certain line items, as well as to 

adopt the budget prior to June 30 of each year; and 

WHEREAS, The Transportation Authority’s proposed FY 2017/18 Work Program includes 

activities in four major functional areas: 1) Plan, 2) Fund, 3) Deliver and 4) Transparency and 

Accountability; and 

WHEREAS, These categories of activities are organized to efficiently address the 

Transportation Authority’s designated mandates, including overseeing the Prop K Sales Tax 

Expenditure Plan, functioning as the Congestion Management Agency (CMA) for San Francisco, 

acting as the Local Program Manager for the Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) program, 

and administering the $10 Prop AA vehicle registration fee; and 

WHEREAS, The agency’s organizational approach also reflects the principle that all activities 

at the Transportation Authority contribute to the efficient delivery of transportation plans and 

projects, even though many activities are funded with a combination of revenue sources and in 

coordination with a number of San Francisco agencies as well as and federal, state and regional 

agencies; and 

WHEREAS, Attachment 1 contains a description of the Transportation Authority’s proposed 
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Work Program for FY 2017/18; and 

WHEREAS, Attachment 2 displays the proposed budget in a format described in the 

Transportation Authority’s Fiscal Policy; and 

WHEREAS, Total revenues are projected to be $130.8 million and sales tax revenues, net of 

interest earnings, are projected to be $106.5 million, or 81.5% of FY 2017/18 revenues; and 

WHEREAS, Total expenditures are projected to be about $360.6 million, and of this amount, 

capital project costs are $273.4 million, or 75.8% of total projected expenditures, with 2.7% of 

expenditures budgeted for administrative operating costs, and 21.5% for debt service and interest 

costs; and 

WHEREAS, The estimated level of sales tax capital expenditures will likely trigger the need to 

issue a fixed rate sales tax revenue bond up to a maximum of $300 million in the beginning of FY 

2017/18, and the issuance of the proposed sales tax revenue bond will be the subject of a separate 

Transportation Authority Board action; and 

WHEREAS, Anticipated debt service costs of $77.6 million are related to the continuation of 

the Revolving Credit Agreement and for a proposed $300 million sales tax revenue bond that includes 

re-financing $46 million of the $140 million Revolving Credit Agreement with a sales tax revenue 

bond; and 

WHEREAS, The division of revenues and expenditures into the sales tax program, CMA 

program, TFCA program, and Prop AA program on Attachment B reflects the four distinct 

Transportation Authority responsibilities and mandates; and 

WHEREAS, At its May 24, 2017 meeting, the Citizens Advisory Committee was briefed on 

the subject request and unanimously adopted a motion of support for the staff recommendation; now, 

therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, That the attached San Francisco County Transportation Authority FY 2017/18 
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Budget and Work Program are hereby adopted. 

Attachments (2): 
1. FY 2017/18 Work Program
2. FY 2017/18 Budget
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Proposed Fiscal Year 2017/18 Annual Work Program 
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Page 1 of 8 

The Transportation Authority’s proposed Fiscal Year (FY) 2017/18 Work Program includes activities in five 
major divisions overseen by the Executive Director: 1) Policy and Programming, 2) Capital Projects, 3) Planning, 
4) Technology, Data and Analysis, and 5) Finance and Administration. The Executive Director’s office is
responsible for directing the agency in keeping with the annual Board-adopted goals, for the development of
the annual budget and work program, and for the efficient and effective management of staff and other
resources. Further, the Executive Director’s office is responsible for regular and effective communications with

the Board, the Mayor’s Office, San Francisco’s elected representatives at the state and federal levels and the
public, as well as for coordination and partnering with other city, regional, state and federal agencies.

The agency’s work program activities address the Transportation Authority’s designated mandates and 
functional roles. These include: serving as the transportation sales tax administrator and Congestion 

Management Agency (CMA) for San Francisco, acting as the Local Program Manager for the Transportation 

Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) program and administering the $10 Prop AA vehicle registration fee. The 

Transportation Authority is also operating as the Treasure Island Mobility Management Agency (TIMMA). 

The TIMMA FY 2017/18 Work Program will be presented to the TIMMA Board as a separate item. Our 
work program also reflects the multi-disciplinary and collaborative nature of our roles in planning, funding 
and delivering transportation projects and programs across the city, while ensuring transparency and 
accountability in the use of taxpayer funds. 

Long-range, countywide transportation planning and CMA-related policy, planning and coordination are 
at the core of the agency’s planning functions. In FY 2017/18, we will continue to implement 
recommendations from the 2013 San Francisco Transportation Plan (SFTP), while we advance Connect 
SF (previously known as the Long-Range Transportation Planning Project) as part of our multi-agency 
partnership with the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), Planning Department, 
and others. This will include transit and freeway modal studies, as well as a continued emphasis on demand 
management policies. We will also continue to further corridor, neighborhood and community-based 
transportation plans under our lead, while supporting efforts led by others. 

We will undertake new planning efforts meant to inform and respond to emerging trends and policy areas 
(e.g. transportation network companies and autonomous vehicles). This strategic area of focus for our 
planning work includes planning for mobility as a service (MaaS) and “active congestion management,” 
such as the mobility management work on Treasure Island. Active congestion management encompasses 
the planning, design, implementation, and potentially regulation or operation of infrastructure or 
operational tools to optimize travel demand across modes for a given area in real time. 

Most of the FY 2017/18 activities listed below are strong multi-divisional efforts, often lead by the Planning 
Division in close coordination with Transportation, Data and Analysis; Capital Projects; and the Policy and 
Programming Divisions. Proposed activities include: 

Active Congestion Management: 

 Freeway Corridor Management Study (FCMS) Phase 2: Complete Phase 2 corridor planning study in close
coordination with city, regional and state agencies to advance a feasible set of near-term freeway
management projects for US 101 and I-280 corridors, including potential managed lanes connecting
San Francisco to San Mateo and Santa Clara counties along US 101. Advance initial SF corridor through
Caltrans project development process and initiate environmental review Participate in the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission’s (MTC’s) Managed Lanes Implementation Study and position SF’s
corridor for Regional Measure 3 (RM3) and Senate Bill 1 (SB1) funds (e.g. Congested Corridor

74



Attachment 1 
Proposed Fiscal Year 2017/18 Annual Work Program 

 Program 

 
 
 
 

  Page 2 of 8 
 

Program). 

 Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) Perks: Complete an evaluation of the travel incentives pilot program conducted 
in partnership with BART. The pilot program tested the use of incentives to shift peak period travel 
demand into San Francisco on BART, using gamification and technology to generate changes in travel 
patterns. 

SFTP Implementation and Board Support:  

 Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Environmental Clearance and Design Support: Complete federal 
environmental review of the Geary Corridor BRT Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS), transition project lead to the SFMTA, support the SFMTA’s efforts to enter the project 
into the Federal Transit Administration’s Small Starts program to secure federal funds, and 
provide engineering support and oversight as the SFMTA advances design of the near-term 
and core BRT projects.  

 Neighborhood Transportation Improvement Program: Continue implementation of the sales tax-funded 
Neighborhood Transportation Improvement Program (NTIP), identified as a new equity 
initiative in the 2013 SFTP. We will continue to work closely on identification and scoping of 
new NTIP planning and capital efforts, including advancing recommendations from recently 
completed plans, in coordination with Board members and SFMTA’s NTIP Coordinator, as 
well as to monitor and provide support to underway NTIP efforts led by other agencies.  

 Vision Zero Ramps Study: Complete Phase 1 and continue Phase 2 of the Freeway Ramp Vision Zero 
Safety Assessment of pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicle conflicts and road safety on local San 
Francisco streets associated with I-80 on- and off- ramps, including developing recommendations 
for 10 ramps. Phase 1 is funded by a District 6 NTIP Planning grant. Phase 2 is funded by a 
Caltrans Partnership Planning grant. 

 Late Night Transportation Study Phase II: In partnership with the San Francisco Entertainment 
Commission and the Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD), we have led 
several elements of the Late Night Transportation Study Phase II. This year we will advance 
service recommendations and support transit operators and stakeholders in advocating for 
funding (RM3, SB1, MTC Lifeline Transportation Program (LTP)) to implement needed 
services. We will also explore ways to potentially partner with private mobility services to serve 
late-night needs. 

Long Range, Countywide, and Inter-Jurisdictional Planning: 

 SFTP Update: In collaboration with San Francisco agencies and regional partners, complete a minor 
update of the 2013 SFTP in parallel with the completion of Plan Bay Area 2040 and as one of the 
early deliverables of Connect SF. This work includes, reporting on relevant transportation and 
demographic trends, progress implementing recommendations since the last update, incorporating 
new sector work performed by the Transportation Authority and others, and updating project 
costs and funding. 

 Emerging Mobility Services & Technologies: This year we will complete our policy study in collaboration 
with the SFMTA, to establish a policy framework, objectives, and metrics to evaluate potential 
impacts and assess whether and how new mobility services and transportation technologies, 
including autonomous vehicles, are helping San Francisco meet its primary SFTP goals related to 
healthy environment, livability, economic competitiveness, and state of good repair in addition to 
other transportation lenses such as equity and affordability. The outputs of this project will serve 
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as a policy memorandum supporting Connect SF and the next update of the SFTP, as well as 
shaping current policy initiatives in this area. 

 Support Statewide and Regional Planning Efforts: Continue to support studies at the state and regional levels 
including the California High-Speed Rail Authority’s Environmental Impact Report, the California 
State Transportation Agency’s Statewide Rail Plan, Caltrans’ Transportation Plan and Statewide 
Bicycle Plan and Transit Plans. 

Transportation Forecasting and Analysis: 

 Travel Forecasting and Analysis for Transportation Authority Studies: Provide modeling, data analysis, technical 
advice and graphics services to support efforts such as SFTP, subsequent phases of FCMS, 
Treasure Island program, the Congestion Management Program (CMP), Emerging Mobility 
Services and Technology transit ridership and traffic congestion impact studies, and Travel 
Demand Management strategy effectiveness research. 

 Modeling Service Bureau: Provide modeling, data analysis, and technical advice to city agencies and 
consultants in support of many projects and studies. Expected service bureau support this year 
for partner agencies and external parties is to be determined. 

 Data Warehouse and Research Support: Continue to serve as a data resource for city agencies, consultants, 
and the public and enhance data management and dissemination capabilities by initiating 
implementation of a data warehouse and visualization tools to facilitate easy access to travel data,  
review and querying of datasets, and supporting web-based tools for internal and external use. 
Analyze and publish important results from the 2012 California Household Travel Survey. Support 
researchers working on topics that complement and enhance our understanding of travel behavior. 
Potential topics include: gather and analyze trip data on Transportation Network Companies and 
acquire or partner with private big data sources; explore the fusion of multiple geographic data 
sources such as cell phone data with transit fare card, vehicle location, and passenger data; 
investigate bicycle route choice data before and after the implementation of bicycle infrastructure 
projects. 

 Model Consistency/Land Use Allocation: Complete the requirements for model consistency in coordination 
with MTC as a part of the CMP update. Participate in Bay Area Model Users Group. Continue 
supporting the refinement of the Bay Area land use growth allocation model with the Planning 
Department, the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) and MTC. Coordinate land use 
analysis activities in cooperation with these same agencies. 

 Travel Demand Model Enhancements: Continue to implement SF-CHAMP and Dynamic Traffic 
Assignment model improvements, with special emphasis on transit reliability and model 
performance. In conjunction with MTC and the Puget Sound Regional Council, continue 
development of a dynamic transit assignment model that will enhance our ability to analyze the 
impacts of service reliability and crowding on transit trip-making. In collaboration of MTC, the 
San Diego Association of Governments, Puget Sound Regional Council, and ARC, continue 
development of an open-source activity-based travel demand model platform. 

 

The agency was initially established to serve as the administrator of the Prop B half-cent transportation 
sales tax (superseded by the Prop K transportation sales tax in 2003). This remains one of the agency’s 
core functions, which has been complemented and expanded upon by several other roles which have 
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subsequently been taken on including acting as the administrator for Prop AA and the TFCA County 
Program, and serving as CMA for San Francisco. We serve as a funding and financing strategist for San 
Francisco projects; we advocate for discretionary funds and legislative changes to advance San Francisco 
project priorities; provide support to enable sponsors to comply with timely-use-of-funds and other grant 
requirements; and seek to secure new sources of revenues for transportation-related projects and 
programs. The work program activities highlighted below are typically led by the Policy and Programming 
Division with support from all agency divisions. 

Fund Programming and Allocations: Administer the Prop K sales tax, Prop AA vehicle registration fee, and TFCA 
programs, which the agency directly allocates or prioritizes projects for grant funding; oversee calls for projects 
and provide project delivery support and oversight for the LTP, One Bay Area Grant (OBAG), and county 
share State Transportation Improvement Program in our role as CMA. Provide technical, strategic and 
advocacy support for a host of other fund programs, such as the new revenues to be generated and distributed 
under SB1, the State’s Cap-and-Trade and Active Transportation Programs, and federal competitive grant 
programs. Notable efforts planned for FY 2017/18 include: 

 Prop K Strategic Plan Model Update: The Prop K Strategic Plan model is the financial planning tool that 
guides implementation of the sales tax program. In preparation for the 2018 Strategic Plan and 5-
Year Prioritization Program quadrennial updates, we will be exploring the potential to fund 
another cycle of Neighborhood Transportation Improvement Program grants and administration, 
as well as upgrading the model to increase functionality and make it more user friendly and easier 
to maintain for Policy and Programming Division staff. 

 Prop K Customer Service and Efficiency Improvements: This ongoing multi-division initiative will continue to 
improve the Transportation Authority’s processes to make them more user friendly and efficient 
for both internal and external customers, while maintaining a high level of transparency and 
accountability appropriate for administration of voter-approved revenue measures. Planned 
improvements include design and implementation of an online allocation request form, upgrades 
to mystreetsf.com – our interactive project map, and ongoing enhancements to the Portal – our 
web-based grants management database used by our staff and project sponsors. 

 Implement the 2017 Prop AA Strategic Plan: We will work closely with project sponsors and continue to 
support delivery of projects underway, as well as advance new projects with funds programmed 
in the 2017 Prop AA Strategic Plan (pending approval by the Board in May).. 

 OBAG Cycle 2: In March 2017 we released a call for projects for $42.3 million in OBAG 2 funds.  
Project applications were due to us in April 2017, and we anticipate our programming 
recommendations will be submitted to MTC in mid-2017.  In the fall, we will work to advance our 
project priorities through the MTC approval process and work with project sponsors to obligate 
the FY 2017/18 federal funds. 

 LTP and Community Based Transportation Plans (CBTPs): In late summer 2017 we anticipate MTC will approve 
LTP guidelines enabling us to program an estimated $2.5 million in LTP funds through a 
competitive call for projects, with project priorities due to MTC by the end of 2017. MTC will 
also embark upon a new round of CBTP funding, and we anticipate we will receive approximately 
$175,000 to update some of our existing CBTPs in Communities of Concern or to implement new 
ones. 

 Federal-Aid Sponsor Support and Streamlining Advocacy: Our staff will continue to provide expertise in grants 
administration for federally funded projects and to play a leadership role in supporting regional 
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efforts to streamline the current federal-aid grant processes and provide input to new guidelines 
being promulgated as a result of the federal Fixing America’s Surface Transportation (FAST) Act. 

Capital Financing Program Management: Jointly led by the Finance and Administration Division and the Policy and 
Programming Division, and in close coordination with our Financial Advisors, we will continue to provide 
effective and efficient management of our debt program to enable accelerated delivery of sales-tax funded 
capital projects at the lowest possible cost to the public. We anticipate issuing a sales tax revenue bond in the 
first half of the fiscal year, and using the bond to re-finance the recent $46 million Revolver draw and to finance 
anticipated capital expenditures over the next three years. 

Plan Bay Area 2040: As CMA, continue to coordinate San Francisco’s input to Plan Bay Area 2040 during the final 
stage of project approval in summer 2017. After Plan adoption, engage in subsequent implementation efforts 
around affordable housing, economic vitality, and resilience. This involves close coordination with San 
Francisco agencies, the Mayor’s office, and our ABAG and MTC Commissioners, as well as coordination with 
Bay Area CMAs, regional transit agencies and other community stakeholders. 

SB1: Engage with state and regional agencies to coordinate advocacy as the program guidelines are developed 
in order to ensure a fair distribution of revenues that is beneficial to San Francisco’s interests. Seek discretionary 
funding for our agency’s priorities, particularly with regard to our Treasure Island work and US 101/280 
Express Lanes, and support other City and regional agencies’ applications. Ensure our Board and MTC 
Commissioners are engaged in the process of prioritizing funds. 

New Revenue Advocacy: Advocate for San Francisco priorities and new local, regional, state and federal funds 
by providing Board member staffing, issue advocacy at various venues (such as at MTC committees, Bay 
Area CMA meetings, and SPUR) and ongoing coordination with, and appearances before, the MTC, 
California Transportation Commission, and federal agencies. Notable efforts planned for FY17/18 
include: 

 RM3: We will continue to lead efforts to set priorities for an additional bridge toll on state owned 
bridges to fund projects that alleviate congestion on bridge corridors. 

 Task Force 2045: Work closely with our Board members, the Mayor’s Office, the SFMTA and key 
stakeholders to target the 2018 ballot for consideration of a new local revenue measure. 

Legislative Advocacy: We will continue to monitor and take positions on state legislation affecting San 
Francisco’s transportation programs, and develop strategies for advancing legislative initiatives beneficial 
to San Francisco’s interests and concerns at the state and federa l level. Working with other toll operators 
through the California Toll Operations Committee, we will identify and engage in legislative efforts to 
support our future Treasure Island work and other managed lanes efforts. Our advocacy builds off of 
SFTP recommendations, the agency’s adopted legislative program (e.g. includes Vision Zero, new 
revenue, and project delivery advocacy), and is done in coordination with the Mayor’s Office, the Self -
Help Counties Coalition, and other city and regional agencies. 

Funding and Financing Strategy: Provide funding and financing strategy support for Prop K signature projects, many 
of which are also included in MTC’s Regional Transit Expansion Agreement. Examples include: Caltrain 
Electrification, Central Subway, Transbay Transit Center/Downtown Extension and Van Ness Avenue and 
Geary Corridor BRT. Continue to serve as a funding resource for all San Francisco project sponsors, including 
brokering fund swaps, as needed. 
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The timely and cost-effective delivery of Transportation Authority-funded transportation projects and 
programs requires a multi-divisional effort, led primarily by the Capital Projects Division with support from 
other divisions. As in past years, the agency focuses on providing engineering support and overseeing the 
delivery of the Prop K sales tax major capital projects, such as the Presidio Parkway, the SFMTA’s Central 
Subway, Radio Replacement and facility upgrade projects; the Transbay Transit Center/Caltrain Downtown 
Extension; and Caltrain Electrification. The agency is also serving as lead agency for the delivery of certain 
projects, such as the I-80/Yerba Buena Island (YBI) Interchange Improvement Project and I-280/Balboa 
Park Area Freeway Ramps projects, which typically are multi-jurisdictional in nature and often involve 
significant coordination with the Caltrans. Key delivery activities for FY 2017/18 include the following: 

Transportation Authority  Lead Construction: 

 I-80/YBI West Bound (WB) On-Off Ramps Project and YBI Bridge Structures: Continue to lead construction of new I-
80/YBI WB on-off ramps on the east side of YBI. Construction activities for the I-80/East Side YBI 
Ramps Improvement Project began in February 2014 and are anticipated to be complete in late 2017. 
Work with Caltrans, BATA, Treasure Island Development Authority (TIDA), and the U.S. Coast 
Guard on implementation (supplemental environmental analysis, final design and right of way 
certification) of the YBI west bound on-off ramps (Phase 2) Southgate Road Realignment project. 
Continue supplemental environmental analysis, final engineering and design of the West Side Bridges 
and prepare for construction. Prepare for Construction Manager/General Contractor (CM/GC) 
implementation of the West Side Bridges project. Continue coordination activities with Caltrans, 
BATA, the OEWD and TIDA. 

 Presidio Parkway Project: Continue supporting Caltrans through the final stages of project delivery of the 
Phase 2 project, including landscaping components. Work with Caltrans to ensure compliance with 
conditions associated with prior allocations of federal economic stimulus funds; actively assist Caltrans 
with oversight of the public-private partnership (P3) contract including implementation of various 
programs outlined in the contract such as the Workforce Development Program and the Underutilized 
Disadvantaged Business Enterprise Program. In FY 2017/18, we anticipate completing the P3 study 
that is comparing the effectiveness of delivering Phase 1 of the project using the more traditional 
design-bid-build model, with Phase 2 which is being delivered as a P3. We anticipate construction 
close-out for Phase 2 by spring 2018. 

Transportation Authority  Lead Project Development: 

 Quint-Jerrold Connector Road: Coordinate with city agencies on right of way issues with Union Pacific 
Railroad and Caltrain and advance design and support the Quint Street Bridge Replacement project. 

Transportation Authority  Project Delivery Support: 

 Caltrain Early Investment Program and California High-Speed Rail Program: Coordinate with the California High-Speed 
Rail Authority (CHSRA) and city agencies on high-speed rail issues affecting the city; work with 
Caltrain, MTC, the Mayor’s Office and other Peninsula and regional stakeholders to monitor and 
support delivery of the Caltrain Early Investment Program including the Communications Based 
Overlay Signal System and Electrification projects. Continue to work closely with aforementioned 
stakeholders to fully fund electrification and support delivery of the blended system to the Peninsula 
corridor that extends to the new Transbay Transit Center. 

 Central Subway: Project management oversight; scope/cost/schedule and funding assessment and 
strategy. 

 Transbay Transit Center/Caltrain Downtown Extension: Project management oversight and provide support for 
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Board member participation on other oversight bodies (Transbay Joint Powers Authority, Board of 
Supervisors), assist with funding assessment and strategy and participate on Planning Department-led 
Railyard Alternatives and I-280 Boulevard Feasibility Study. 

 Van Ness Avenue BRT: Oversee SFMTA construction efforts including environmental compliance and 
general project oversight. Work closely with SFMTA and an inter-agency project team to maintain 
project integrity and quality while controlling budget and schedule.  

 Vision Zero: Continue to support the Vision Zero Committee and agency staff in delivering the program 
of projects that will enable San Francisco to achieve the goal of Vision Zero. 

 Engineering Support: Provide engineering support, as needed, for other Transportation Authority-led 
planning and programming efforts. 

 

This section of the work program highlights ongoing agency operational activities, and administrative processes 
to ensure transparency and accountability in the use of taxpayer funds. It includes ongoing efforts lead by the 
Finance and Administration Division (e.g. accounting, human resources, procurement support), by the 
Transportation, Data and Analysis Division (e.g. Information Technology and systems integration support), 
and by the Executive Office (e.g. Board operations and support, budgeting and communications) as listed 
below: 

 Board Operations and Support: Staff Board meetings including standing and ad hoc committees, Vision Zero 
Committee and Treasure Island Mobility Management Agency meetings. 

 Audits: Prepare, procure, and manage fiscal compliance and management audits. 

 Budget, Reports and Financial Statements: Develop and administer Transportation Authority budget, including 
performance monitoring, internal program and project tracking. Monitor internal controls and 
prepare reports and financial statements. 

 Accounting and Grants Management: Maintain payroll functions, general ledger and accounting system, 
including paying, receiving and recording functions. Manage grants and prepare invoices for 
reimbursement. 

 Debt Management and Oversight: Monitor financial and debt performance, analyze finance options and 
develop recommendations, issuing and managing debt. 

 Systems Integration: Ongoing enhancement and maintenance of the enterprise resource planning system 
(business management and accounting software) to improve accounting functions, general ledger 
reconciliations and financial reporting, as well as enabling improved data sharing with the  Portal 
(web-based grants management database used by agency staff and project sponsors). 

 Contract Support: Oversee procurement process for professional consultant contracts, prepare 
contracts, and manage compliance for contracts and associated Memoranda of Agreement and 
Understanding. 

 Disadvantaged Business Enterprise and Local Business Enterprise: Administer program, review and update policy 
for any new state and federal requirements, conduct outreach and review applications and award 
certifications. 

 Communications and Community Relations: Execute the agency’s communications strategy with the general 
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public, the agency’s board, various interest groups and other government agencies. This is 
accomplished through various means, including fostering media and community relations, developing 
strategic communications plans for projects and policy initiatives, disseminating agency news and 
updates through ‘The Messenger’ newsletter, supporting public outreach and helping coordinate 
events to promote the agency’s work. This year the agency plans to develop an agency-wide strategic 
communications plan to institutionalize best practices. We will also continue participating in racial 
equity training and multi-agency working groups. 

 Website Maintenance: Update content and maintain and enhance interactive project delivery reporting 
features such as the mystreetsf.com project map. 

 Policies: Maintain and update Administrative Code, Rules of Order, fiscal, debt, procurement, 
investment, travel, and other policies. 

 Human Resources: Administer recruitment, personnel and benefits management and office procedures. 
Conduct or provide training for staff. Advance agency workplace excellence initiatives through staff 
working groups, training and other means. 

 Office Management and Administrative Support: Maintain facilities and provide procurement of goods and 
services and administration of services contracts. Staff front desk reception duties. Provide assistance 
to the Clerk of the Board as required with preparation of agenda packets and minutes, updates to 
website and clerking meetings. 

 Legal Issues: Manage routine legal issues, claims and public records requests. 

  Provide internal development and support; maintain existing technology systems 
including phone and data networks; develop new collaboration tools to further enhance efficiency and 
technological capabilities; and expand contact management capabilities. 
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Memorandum 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

June 6, 2017

Transportation Authority Board 

Cynthia Fong – Deputy Director for Finance and Administration 

Subject: 06/13/17 Board Meeting: Adoption of the Proposed Fiscal Year 2017/18 Budget and 

Work Program 

DISCUSSION 

Update. Since the presentation of  the preliminary FY 2017/18 annual budget at the April CAC 
meeting and based on continued discussions with project sponsors, we have increased the Prop K 
capital projects budget by $25 million. This change is primarily due to the delay in what were 
anticipated to be FY 2016/17 expenditures for the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s 
(SFMTA) Radio Communications System & Computer-Aided Dispatch Replacement ($18.8 million) 
and Central, Control and Communications ($4.7 million) projects. The SFMTA is using other funding 
sources first, therefore pushing these expenditures into FY 2017/18. The impact of  this change will 
increase our total capital projects cost to $273.4 and decrease our fund balance to $59.4 million. We 
will continue to monitor capital spending closely during the upcoming year through a combination of  
cash flow needs for allocation reimbursements, progress reports, and conversations with project 
sponsors, particularly for our largest grant recipient, the SFMTA. 

Background. Pursuant to State statutes (California Public Utilities Code Sections 131000 et seq.) the 

Transportation Authority must adopt an annual budget by June 30 of each year. As called for in the 

Transportation Authority’s Fiscal Policy (Resolution 16-56) and Administrative Code (Ordinance 16-

01), the Board shall set both the overall budget parameters for administrative and capital expenditures, 

the spending limits on certain line items, as well as adopt the budget prior to June 30 of each year. 

Organization. The Transportation Authority’s proposed FY 2017/18 Work Program 
includes activities in four major functional areas: 1) Plan, 2) Fund, 3) Deliver and 4) Transparency 
and Accountability.

RECOMMENDATION       ☐ Information      ☒ Action   

Adopt the proposed Fiscal Year 2017/18 Budget and Work Program 

SUMMARY 

The purpose of this memorandum is to present the Transportation 
Authority’s proposed Fiscal Year (FY) 2017/18 annual budget and work 
program and seek its adoption.  The June 13 Board meeting will serve as 
the official public hearing prior to final consideration of the Annual 
Budget and Work Program at the June 27 Board meeting. 

☐ Fund Allocation

☐ Fund Programming

☐ Policy/Legislation

☐ Plan/Study

☐ Capital Project
Oversight/Delivery

☒ Budget/Finance

☐ Contracts

☐ Procurement

☐ Other:
__________________
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These categories of  activities are organized to efficiently address the Transportation Authority’s 
designated mandates, including overseeing the Prop K Sales Tax Expenditure Plan, functioning as 
the Congestion Management Agency (CMA) for San Francisco, acting as the Local Program 
Manager for the Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) program and administering the $10 
Prop AA vehicle registration fee. Our organizational approach also reflects the principle that all 
activities at the Transportation Authority contribute to the efficient delivery of  transportation 
plans and projects, even though many activities are funded with a combination of  revenue 
sources and in coordination with a number of  San Francisco agencies as well as federal, state and 
regional agencies. 

The Transportation Authority is segregating its functions as the Treasure Island Mobility Management 
Agency (TIMMA) as a separate legal and financial entity effective July 1, 2017. The TIMMA FY 
2017/18 Budget and Work Program will be presented to the TIMMA Board as a separate item at its 
June 20 meeting. 

Attachment 1 contains a description of  the Transportation Authority’s proposed work program for 
FY 2017/18. Attachment 2 displays the proposed budget in a format described in the Transportation 
Authority’s Fiscal Policy. The division of  revenues and expenditures into the Sales Tax program, CMA 
program, TFCA program and Prop AA program in Attachment 2 reflects the four distinct 
Transportation Authority responsibilities and mandates. Attachment 3 shows a more detailed version 
of  the proposed budget and Attachment 4 provides additional descriptions of  line items in the budget. 

Revenues. Total revenues are projected to be $130.8 million and are budgeted to decrease by an 
estimated $6.6 million from the FY 2016/17 Amended Budget, or 4.8%, which is primarily due to the 
substantial completion of  the I-80/Yerba Buena Island Interchange Improvement construction 
project in October 2016, funded by federal and state grant funds. 

Sales tax revenues, net of  interest earnings, are projected to be $106.5 million, or 81.5% of  revenues, 
is a decrease of  $1.7 million from the sales tax revenues expected to be received by the Transportation 
Authority in FY 2016/17. Sales tax revenues have recovered from the FY 2009/10 low; however, FY 
2017/18 is projecting a slight decrease compared to prior year based on indications of  a recent 
slowdown in San Francisco’s economy, as well as across the state and nation. 

Expenditures. Total expenditures are projected to be about $360.6 million. Of  this amount, capital 
project costs, most of  which are awarded as grants to agencies like the SFMTA are $273.4 million. 
Capital projects costs are 75.8% of  total projected expenditures, with 2.7% of  expenditures budgeted 
for administrative operating costs, and 21.5% for debt service and interest costs. Capital expenditures 
in FY 2017/18 of  $273.4 million are budgeted to increase by $39.9 million, or 17.1%, from the FY 
2016/17 Amended Budget, which is primarily due to an anticipated higher capital expenditures for 
the Prop K program overall. 

Debt service costs of  $77.6 million are for costs related to the continuation of  the Revolving Credit 
Agreement and for a proposed $300 million sales tax revenue bond that includes re-financing $46 
million of  the $140 million Revolving Credit Agreement with a sales tax revenue bond. The intention 
of  re-financing is to preserve our ability to quickly access cash in the Revolving Credit Agreement, if  
needed. This line item also includes debt issuance costs and related underwriter fees funded from 
bond proceeds. 

Other Sources and Uses. The Other Financing Sources (Uses) section of  the Line Item Detail for 
the FY 2017/18 budget includes inter-fund transfers (for example between the sales tax and CMA 
funds). These transfers represent the required local match or appropriation of  Prop K to federal grants 
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such as the Surface Transportation Program and South of  Market Freeway Ramp Intersection Safety 
Improvement Study (also known as Vision Zero Ramps). In addition, the estimated level of  sales tax 
capital expenditures for FY 2016/17 and FY 2017/18 will likely trigger the need to issue a fixed rate 
sales tax revenue bond up to a maximum of  $300 million in the beginning of  FY 2017/18. While the 
2013 Strategic Plan anticipated the bond, the precise timing of  the bond issue will depend on our 
analyses of  Prop K capital project cash needs and our ongoing analysis of  credit market conditions. 
The size and duration of  needed financing will be easier to forecast following receipt of  FY 2016/17 
third quarter invoices. We will bring a separate request for approval to issue the proposed $300 million 
sales tax revenue bond in the next few months.  

Fund Balance. The budgetary fund balance is generally defined at the difference between assets and 
liabilities, and the ending balance is based on previous year’s audited fund balance plus the current 
year’s budget amendment and the budgeted year’s activity. There is a positive amount of  $59.4 million 
in total fund balances, as a result of  the anticipated bond issuance.  

Next Steps. A public hearing will precede consideration of the FY 2017/18 Annual Budget and Work 

Program at the Transportation Authority’s June 13 Board meeting. The Board will consider final 

adoption of the Annual Budget and Work Program at its June 27 meeting. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT 

As described above. 

CAC POSITION 

The CAC was briefed on this item at its May 24, 2017 meeting and unanimously adopted a motion 
of support for the staff recommendation.

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS 

Attachment 1 – Proposed Work Program 
Attachment 2 – Proposed Budget 
Attachment 3 – Proposed Budget – Line Item Detail
Attachment 4 – Line Item Descriptions 
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TOTAL PROJECTED REVENUES ...................................................................... $130,788,330 

The following chart shows the composition of  revenues for the proposed FY 2017/18 budget. 

Prop K Sales Tax Revenues:  ....................................................................................................... $106,530,189 

The budgeted revenues for the Sales Tax program are from a voter-approved levy of  0.5% sales tax in 
the County of  San Francisco for transportation projects and programs included in the voter-approved 
Expenditure Plan. The 2003 Prop K Sales Tax Revenue’s Expenditure Plan includes investments in 
four major categories: 1) Transit; 2) Streets and Traffic Safety; 3) Paratransit services for seniors and 
disabled people and 4) Transportation System Management/Strategic Initiatives. Based on Fiscal Year 
(FY) 2016/17 revenues to date, the Transportation Authority projects FY 2017/18 sales tax revenues 
to decrease compared to the budgeted revenues for FY 2016/17 by 1.6% or $1.7 million. The sales 
tax revenue projection is net of  the Board of  Equalization’s charges for the collection of  the tax and 
excludes interest earnings budgeted in Interest Income. Sales tax revenues have recovered from the 
FY 2009/10 low; however, FY 2017/18 is projecting a slight decrease compared to prior year based 
on indications of  a recent slowdown in San Francisco’s economy, as well as across the state and nation. 

Vehicle Registration Fee for Transportation Improvements Program (Prop AA) Revenues: 
 ............................................................................................................................................................. $4,834,049 

These revenues (excluding interest earnings budgeted in Interest Income) fund projects that will be 
delivered under Prop AA’s Expenditure Plan. This measure, approved by San Francisco voters in 
November 2010, collects an additional $10 vehicle registration fee on motor vehicles registered in San 
Francisco. Revenues must be used to fund projects included in the voter-approved Expenditure Plan, 
such as local road repairs, pedestrian safety improvements, and transit reliability improvements. This 

88



Attachment 4 
Line Item Descriptions 

 

 Page 2 of 6 

amount is net of the Department of Motor Vehicle’s charges for the collection of these fees. Prop AA 
Revenues for FY 2017/18 are based on the Prop AA Strategic Plan. 

Interest Income: ................................................................................................................................... $287,571 

Most of  the Transportation Authority’s investable assets are deposited in the City’s Treasury Pool. 
Based on the average interest income earned over the past year, the deposits in the Pooled Investment 
Fund are assumed to earn approximately 0.8% for FY 2017/18. The level of  Transportation Authority 
deposits held in the pool during the year depends on the Prop K capital project reimbursement 
requests. The budget cash balance consists largely of  allocated Prop K funds, which are invested until 
invoices are received and sponsors are reimbursed. In addition, we are assuming to earn approximately 
0.3% interest income on the proposed $300 million sales tax revenue bond in FY 2017/18. 

Congestion Management Agency (CMA) Programs Federal, State and Regional Grant Revenues: 
 ........................................................................................................................................................... $18,396,590 

The CMA program revenues (excluding Other Revenues) for FY 2017/18 will be used to cover 
ongoing staffing and professional/technical service contracts required to implement the CMA 
programs and projects, as well as for large projects undertaken in the Transportation Authority’s role 
as CMA. The FY 2017/18 budget includes $15.2 million from federal, state and regional funding for 
work on the I-80/Yerba Buena Island (YBI) Interchange Improvement Project and YBI Bridge 
structures (collectively known as YBI Project). CMA revenues are also comprised of  federal, state and 
regional grant funds, including funds received from the Federal Highway Administration, Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission (MTC), and the California Department of  Transportation (Caltrans). 
Several of  these grants are project-specific, such as those for the BART Travel Incentives Program, 
Strategic Highway Research Program, Transit Reliability Research Project, and South of  Market 
Freeway Ramp Intersection Safety Improvement Study (also known as Vision Zero Ramps project). 
Other funding sources, such as federal Surface Transportation Program and state Planning, 
Programming, and Monitoring funds, can be used to fund a number of  eligible planning, 
programming, model development, and project delivery support activities, including the Freeway 
Corridor Management Study and San Francisco Transportation Plan update. Regional CMA program 
revenues include technical and travel demand model services provided to City agencies in support of  
various projects. 

Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) Program Regional Revenues: ................................ $737,931 

The TFCA Vehicle Registration Fee Revenues (excluding interest earnings included in Interest Income 
above) are derived from a $4 surcharge on vehicles registered in the nine Bay Area counties and must 
be used for cost-effective transportation projects which reduce motor vehicle air pollutant emissions. 
Budgeted revenues are based on a funding estimate provided by the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District, which administers these revenues. 

Other Revenues:  .......................................................................................................................................$2,000 

Other revenues budgeted in FY 2017/18 include a nominal contribution from the San Francisco 
Department of  Environment for shared office space.  

TOTAL PROJECTED EXPENDITURES ............................................................ $360,643,449 

The Transportation Authority’s Total Expenditures projected for the budget year are comprised of  
Capital Expenditures of  $273.4 million, Administrative Operating Expenditures of  $9.7 million, and 
Debt Service Expenditures of  $77.6 million. 
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The following chart shows the composition of  expenditures for the proposed FY 2017/18 budget. 
 

 

CAPITAL EXPENDITURES ................................................................................. $273,368,530 

Capital expenditures in FY 2017/18 are budgeted to increase from the FY 2016/17 Amended Budget 
by an estimated 17.1%, which is primarily due to an anticipated higher capital expenditures for the 
Prop K program overall, most of  which are awarded as grants to agencies like the San Francisco 
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). Project expenditures by Program Fund are detailed 
below. 

Sales Tax Program Expenditures: ............................................................................................... $250,472,242 

The estimate for sales tax capital expenditures reflects a combination of estimated cash flow needs for 
existing allocations based on review of reimbursements, project delivery progress reports and 
conversations with project sponsors, as well as anticipated new allocations estimated for FY 2017/18. 
The anticipated largest capital project expenditures include the SFMTA’s vehicle procurements, Radio 
Communications System & Computer-Aided Dispatch Replacement and Central, Control and 
Communications projects.   

CMA Programs Expenditures: ...................................................................................................... $16,493,328 

This line item includes staff time and technical consulting services such as planning, programming, 
engineering, design, environmental, or programming services, which are needed in order to fulfill the 
Transportation Authority’s CMA responsibilities under state law. Included are various planning efforts 
and projects such as the Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit project, Freeway Corridor Management 
Study, San Francisco Transportation Plan update, Strategic Highway Research Program, South of 
Market Freeway Ramp Intersection Safety Improvement Study (also known as Vision Zero Ramps), 
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and travel demand model services. Also included is the additional construction and engineering 
activities for the YBI Bridge Structures and YBI Southgate Road Realignment Improvement project, 
which is supported by federal and state funding. 

TFCA Program Expenditures: ........................................................................................................... $645,660 

This line item covers projects to be delivered with TFCA funds, a regional program administered by 
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District, with the Transportation Authority serving as the 
County Program Manager for San Francisco. These monies must be used for cost-effective 
transportation projects which reduce motor vehicle air pollutant emissions. The TFCA capital 
expenditures program includes carryover prior year projects with multi-year schedules as well as 
projects not anticipated to be completed in FY 2016/17. It also includes an estimate for expenditures 
for the FY 2017/18 program of projects, which is scheduled to be approved by the Board in June 
2017. 

Vehicle Registration Fee for Transportation Improvements Program (Prop AA) Expenditures:
 ............................................................................................................................................................. $5,757,300 

This line item includes projects that will be delivered under the voter-approved Prop AA Expenditure 
Plan. Consistent with the Expenditure Plan, the revenues will be used for design and construction of 
local road repairs, pedestrian safety improvements, transit reliability improvements, and travel demand 
management projects. The Prop AA capital expenditures include new FY 2017/18 projects based on 
the approved Prop AA Strategic Plan, and carryover prior year projects with multi-year schedules as 
well as projects not anticipated to be completed in FY 2016/17. The largest capital project 
expenditures include the Brannan Street Pavement Renovation project, the Broadway Chinatown 
Streetscape Improvement project, and the Muni Metro Station Enhancements project. 

ADMINISTRATIVE OPERATING EXPENDITURES ......................................... $9,683,951 

Operating expenditures include personnel expenditures, administrative expenditures, Commissioner-
related expenditures, and equipment, furniture and fixtures. 

Personnel: ........................................................................................................................................... $6,647,964 

Personnel costs are budgeted at a higher level by 3.3% compared to the FY 2016/17 Amended Budget. 
In December 2016, through Resolution 17-17, the Board approved a staff  reorganization plan to 
address staff  capacity and sustainability issues given the ongoing ambitious work programs, Board 
interest in expanding and enhancing certain aspects of  the work program and are needed to support 
our agency’s role as the Treasure Island Mobility Management Agency. The reorganization plan 
included adding five new positions, raising the agency’s total staff  from 41 to 46 full time equivalents, 
and reclassification of  two positions. The FY 2017/18 budget reflects the addition of  two of  the five 
approved new positions and two promotions. Capacity for merit increases is also included in the pay-
for-performance and salary categories; however, there is no assurance of  any annual pay increase. 
Transportation Authority employees are not entitled to cost of  living increases. All salary adjustments 
are determined by the Executive Director based on merit only. 

Non-Personnel: ................................................................................................................................. $3,035,987 

This line item includes typical operating expenditures for office rent, telecommunications, postage, 
materials and office supplies, printing and reproduction equipment and services, and other 
administrative support requirements for all Transportation Authority activities, along with all 
administrative support contracts, whether for City-supplied services, such as the City Attorney legal 
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services and the Department of  Technology cablecast services, or for competitively procured services 
(such as auditing, legislative advocacy, outside computer system support, etc.). Also included are funds 
for ongoing maintenance and operation of  office equipment; computer hardware; licensing 
requirements for computer software; and an allowance for replacement furniture and fixtures. This 
line item also includes Commissioner meeting fees, and compensation for Commissioners’ direct 
furniture, equipment and materials expenditures. Non-personnel expenditures in FY 2017/18 are 
budgeted to increase from the FY 2016/17 Amended Budget by an estimated 18.6%, which is 
primarily due an increase in office rent, additional legal services related to the Geary Corridor Bus 
Rapid Transit project, financial advisory services related to the Strategic Plan model update, and 
independent analysis and oversight services. 

DEBT SERVICE EXPENDITURES ...................................................................... $77,590,968 

In June 2015, the Transportation Authority substituted its $200 million commercial paper notes 
(Limited Tax Bonds), Series A and B with a $140 million tax-exempt revolving credit loan agreement 
(Revolver Credit Agreement). By 2021, it is expected that the Revolving Credit Loan, which financed 
past capital expenditures, will be fully repaid. As of  April 10, 2017, $140 million of  the Revolving 
Credit Agreement is outstanding. This line item also assumes a continuation of  the current Revolving 
Loan Agreement and a $22 million repayment against the outstanding $140 million balance. 

Debt service expenditures in FY 2017/18 are budgeted to increase by $55.3 million from prior year, 
which is primarily due to re-financing $46 million of  Revolving Credit Agreement with a proposed 
sales tax revenue bond. The intention of  re-financing is to preserve our ability to quickly access cash 
in the Revolving Credit Agreement, if  needed. This line item also includes debt issuance costs and 
related underwriter fees funded from bond proceeds. 

OTHER FINANCING SOURCES/USES……………………………………..…$329,939,491 

The Other Financing Sources/Uses section of  the Line Item Detail for the FY 2017/18 budget 
includes inter-fund transfers (for example between the sales tax and CMA funds). These transfers 
represent the required local match or appropriation of  Prop K to federal and state grants such as the 
Surface Transportation Program and Vision Zero Ramps. In addition, the estimated level of  sales tax 
capital expenditures for FY 2016/17 and FY 2017/18 will likely trigger the need to issue a fixed rate 
bond up to a maximum of  $300 million in the beginning of  FY 2017/18. The proposed $300 million 
sales tax revenue bond will be paying approximately $254 million of  planned capital expenditures, 
based on the 2013 Strategic Plan, and re-financing the $46 million of  Revolving Credit Agreement 
drawn down in April 2017 per Resolution 17-26. While the 2013 Strategic Plan anticipated the bond, 
the precise timing of  the bond issue will depend on our analyses of  Prop K capital project cash needs 
and our ongoing analysis of  credit market conditions. We will continue to monitor and forecast capital 
spending closely during the upcoming year through a combination of  evaluating cash flow needs for 
allocation reimbursements, project delivery progress reports and conversations with project sponsors, 
particularly our largest grant recipient, the SFMTA. The size and duration of  needed financing will be 
easier to forecast following receipt of  FY 2016/17 third quarter invoices. We will bring a separate 
request for approval to issue the proposed $300 million sales tax revenue bond in the next few months.  

BUDGETARY FUND BALANCE FOR CONTINGENCIES……………………. $11,136,424 

The Transportation Authority’s Fiscal Policy directs that the Transportation Authority shall allocate 
not less than five percent (5%) and up to fifteen percent (15%) of  estimated annual sales tax revenues 
as a hedge against an emergency occurring during the budgeted fiscal year. In the current economic 
climate, a budgeted fund balance of  $10.7 million, or 10% of  annual projected sales tax revenues, is 
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set aside as a program and operating contingency reserve. The Transportation Authority has also set 
aside $483,405 or about 10% as a program and operating contingency reserve respectively for the Prop 
AA Program. 

93



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This Page Intentionally Left Blank 

94



BD061317 RESOLUTION NO. 17-XX 

Page 1 of 5 

RESOLUTION EXECUTING ANNUAL CONTRACT RENEWALS AND OPTIONS FOR 

VARIOUS ANNUAL PROFESSIONAL SERVICES IN AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED 

$1,409,230 AND AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO MODIFY CONTRACT 

PAYMENT TERMS AND NON-MATERIAL CONTRACT TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

WHEREAS, The Transportation Authority annually contracts with City and County of San 

Francisco departments and outside firms for certain professional support services in areas where 

factors like cost, work volume, or the degree of specialization required would not justify the use of 

permanent in-house staff; and 

WHEREAS, In order to support its ongoing operations, the Transportation Authority will 

execute annual professional services contracts with the Office of the City Attorney for general legal 

counsel for $100,000, and with the Department of Technology for video production services for 

Transportation Authority and Treasure Island Mobility Management Agency Board and Committee 

meetings for $50,000; and 

WHEREAS, In October 2010, through Resolution 11-15, the Transportation Authority 

awarded three-year consultant contracts, with options to extend for two additional one-year periods, 

to Nixon Peabody LLP and Squire Patton Boggs LLP, in a combined total amount not to exceed 

$400,000 for bond counsel and disclosure counsel services; and 

WHEREAS, During Fiscal Year (FY) 2017/18, we anticipate a higher level of effort due to 

additional bond counsel and disclosure counsel services related to issuance of a proposed $300 

million sales tax revenue bond and a proposal to extend or replace the existing revolving credit loan; 

and 

WHEREAS, The proposed action will exercise the first of two options of the initial contract 

in an amount not to exceed $355,000; and 
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WHEREAS, In August 2015, through Resolution 15-50, the Transportation Authority 

awarded three-year consultant contracts, with options to extend for two additional one year periods, 

to Nossaman LLP and Wendel, Rosen, Black & Dean LLP, in an amount not to exceed $750,000 

for general legal counsel services; and 

WHEREAS, The proposed action will exercise the first of two options of the initial contract 

and maintain the annual contract amount of $250,000; and 

WHEREAS, The small staff size of the Transportation Authority does not yet warrant full-

time, in-house technical support, so most technical maintenance and support tasks are outsourced to 

a professional consultant team that comes to the Transportation Authority offices on an as-needed 

basis; and 

WHEREAS, In October 2014, through Resolution 15-11, the Transportation Authority 

awarded a three-year consultant contract, with two additional one-year extension options, to SPTJ 

Consulting in an amount not to exceed $550,000 for computer network and maintenance services; 

and 

WHEREAS, The proposed action will exercise the second of two options of the initial 

contract and maintain the annual contract amount of $200,000; and 

WHEREAS, The Transportation Authority has regular needs to communicate with the 

public, the media, policymakers, and key stakeholders in partner agencies, and the private and non-

profit sectors on a wide range of agency and project-specific matters; and 

WHEREAS, In February 2014, through Resolution 14-54, the Transportation Authority 

awarded three-year consultant contracts, with options to extend for two additional one-year periods, 

to Civic Edge Consulting (formerly Barbary Coast Consulting) and Davis & Associates 

Communications, Inc., in a combined total not to exceed $525,000, for on-call strategic 

communications, media and community relations professional services; and 
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WHEREAS, Since then, the consultant teams have provided development support of an 

agency-wide communications strategy, ongoing agency-wide external communications, as well as 

project-specific outreach and communications; and 

WHEREAS, For the upcoming year, we forecast continuous need for assistance with 

strategic communications, media relations and outreach related to various projects; and 

WHEREAS, The proposed action will exercise the second of two options of the initial 

contracts in a combined amount not to exceed $185,800; and 

WHEREAS, In January 2011, through Resolution 11-37, the Transportation Authority 

awarded a three-year consultant contract, with an option to extend for two additional one-year 

periods, to KNN Public Finance, Inc. in a total amount not to exceed $250,000 for financial 

advisory services; and 

WHEREAS, During FY 2017/18, we anticipate a higher level of effort due to additional 

financial advisory services related to issuance of a proposed $300 million sales tax revenue bond and 

a proposal to extend or replace the existing revolving credit loan; and 

WHEREAS, The proposed action will exercise the first of two options of the initial contract 

in an amount not to exceed $185,000; and 

WHEREAS, In June 2015, through Resolution 15-58, the Transportation Authority awarded 

a three-year consultant contract, with an option to extend for two additional one-year periods, to 

Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Co., LLP in an amount not to exceed $300,000 for annual audit services; 

and 

WHEREAS, The proposed action will exercise the first of two options of the initial contract 

in an amount not to exceed $83,430; and 

WHEREAS, The proposed annual contract renewals for various annual professional 

services, total to a combined amount not to exceed $1,409,230, will be funded by a combination of 
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federal and state grants, funding from other agencies through memoranda of agreement, and Prop K 

funds; and 

WHEREAS, Sufficient funds have been identified for these contracts in the proposed FY 

2017/18 budget and work program; and 

WHEREAS, At its May 24, 2017 meeting, the Citizens Advisory Committee considered the 

subject request and unanimously adopted a motion of support for the staff recommendation; now, 

therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, That the Executive Director is hereby authorized to execute annual contract 

renewals and options for various annual professional services in an amount not to exceed 

$1,409,230; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the Executive Director is authorized to modify contract payment terms 

and non-material contract terms and conditions; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That for the purposes of this resolution, “non-material” shall mean contract 

terms and conditions other than provisions related to the overall contract amount, terms of 

payment, and general scope of services; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That notwithstanding the foregoing and any rule or policy of the 

Transportation Authority to the contrary, the Executive Director is expressly authorized to execute 

agreements and agreement amendments that do not cause the total contract value, as approved 

herein, to be exceeded and that do not expand the general scope of services. 
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Memorandum 

Date: June 6, 2017 

To: Transportation Authority Board 

From: Cynthia Fong – Deputy Director for Finance and Administration 

Subject: 06/13/17 Board Meeting: Execute Contract Renewals and Options for Various Annual 

Professional Services in an Amount Not to Exceed $1,409,230 

DISCUSSION 

Background. The Transportation Authority manages administrative costs through successful 

contract negotiations and through the transfer of certain routine professional service tasks to in-house 

staff. The Transportation Authority annually contracts for certain professional support services in 

areas where factors like cost, work volume, or the degree of specialization required would not justify 

the use of permanent in-house staff. Services requested from outside firms include general legal 

counsel services, video production services for Board and Committee meetings, audit services, 

financial advisory services, bond and disclosure counsel services, on-call strategic communications, 

media and community relations professional services, and computer network and maintenance 

services. The contract amounts proposed are annual limitations, as these professional support services 

are provided through contracts where costs are incurred only when the specific services are used. 

RECOMMENDATION  ☐ Information      ☒ Action

Execute contract renewals and options for various annual professional 
services in an amount not to exceed $1,409,230: 

 Office of the City Attorney ($100,000)

 Department of Technology ($50,000)

 Nixon Peabody and Squire Patton Boggs LLP ($355,000)

 Nossaman LLP and Wendel, Rosen, Black & Dean LLP
($250,000)

 SPTJ Consulting ($200,000)

 Civic Edge Consulting and Davis & Associates Communications,
Inc. ($185,800)

 KNN Public Finance ($185,000)

 Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Co., LLP ($83,430)

SUMMARY 

The purpose of this memorandum is to present the annual contract 
renewals and options for Fiscal Year (FY) 2017/18 and seek their 
approval. 

☐ Fund Allocation

☐ Fund Programming

☐ Policy/Legislation

☐ Plan/Study

☐ Capital Project
Oversight/Delivery

☐ Budget/Finance

☒ Contracts

☐ Procurement

☐ Other:
__________________
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Contracts. Attachment 1 provides summary information for the proposed contracts for FY 2017/18. 

Below are brief descriptions of the recommended services and amounts. 

Office of the City Attorney ............................................................................................................. $100,000 

The Office of the City Attorney (City Attorney) provides verbal and written legal representation, 

advice and counsel on matters related to the routine operations of the Transportation Authority, 

contracts and interagency agreements, labor matters, Brown Act, and California Public Records Act. 

The Transportation Authority also utilizes the City Attorney for litigation activities when appropriate. 

Department of Technology ............................................................................................................. $50,000 

The Department of Technology records and telecasts all Transportation Authority Board and 

Committee meetings held at City Hall with a regularly scheduled playback date and time for public 

review. In FY 2017/18, we will continue to utilize the Department of Technology to provide record 

and telecast services of Vision Zero Committee meetings to support the City’s efforts to take 

comprehensive and coordinated actions to improve pedestrian and cyclist safety in the near-term and 

of the Treasure Island Mobility Management Agency (TIMMA) meetings to implement elements of 

the Treasure Island Transportation Implementation Plan in support of the Treasure Island/Yerba 

Buena Island Development Project. 

Nixon Peabody and Squire Patton Boggs LLP....................................................................... $355,000 

In October 2010, through Resolution 11-15, the Transportation Authority awarded three-year 

consultant contracts, with options to extend for two additional one year periods, to Nixon Peabody 

LLP and Squire Patton Boggs LLP, in a combined total amount not to exceed $400,000 for bond 

counsel and disclosure counsel services. The proposed action will exercise the first of two options of 

the initial contract. During FY 2017/18, we anticipate a higher level of effort due to additional bond 

counsel and disclosure counsel services related to issuance of a proposed $300 million sales tax 

revenue bond and a proposal to extend or replace the existing revolving credit loan. Attachment 2 

provides brief descriptions of the work assigned to both firms. 

Nossaman LLP and Wendel, Rosen, Black & Dean LLP ................................................... $250,000 

In August 2015, through Resolution 15-50, the Transportation Authority awarded three-year 

consultant contracts, with options to extend for two additional one year periods, to Nossaman LLP 

and Wendel, Rosen, Black & Dean LLP, in an amount not to exceed $750,000 for general legal counsel 

services. The proposed action will exercise the first of two options of the initial contract. Attachment 

3 provides brief descriptions of the work assigned to both legal teams. 

SPTJ Consulting ............................................................................................................................... $200,000 

The staff size of the Transportation Authority does not warrant full-time, in-house technical support, 

so most technical maintenance and support tasks are outsourced to a professional consultant team 

that comes to the Transportation Authority offices on an as-needed basis. In October 2014, through 

Resolution 15-11 and based on the results of a competitive process, the Transportation Authority 

awarded a three-year consultant contract with two additional one-year extension options to SPTJ 

Consulting, in an amount not to exceed $550,000, for computer network and maintenance services. 

In addition to maintenance and ongoing tasks, SPTJ Consulting has been instrumental in the 
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development of a secure and robust hardware and database setup, providing server updates, system 

maintenance, and security management for the Transportation Authority’s Enterprise Resource 

Planning (accounting) software, Microsoft Dynamics AX. In addition, the team is continuously 

providing operating system and software updates, and file server and backup system upgrades. 

Furthermore, the team helped with the implementation of advanced reporting functions and increased 

office hours on site in order to be more responsive to staff requests. For the upcoming year, SPTJ 

Consulting will continue to provide similar maintenance and ongoing tasks in addition to several larger 

system upgrade tasks. The proposed action will exercise the second of two options of the initial 

contract. 

Civic Edge Consulting and Davis & Associates Communications, Inc. ......................... $185,800 

The Transportation Authority has regular needs to communicate with the public, the media, 

policymakers, and key stakeholders in partner agencies and the private and non-profit sectors on a 

wide range of agency and project-specific matters. In February 2014, through Resolution 14-54 and 

based on the results of a competitive process, the Transportation Authority awarded three-year 

consultant contracts, with options to extend for two additional one year periods, to Civic Edge 

Consulting (formerly Barbary Coast Consulting) and Davis & Associates Communications, Inc., in a 

combined total not to exceed $525,000, for on-call strategic communications, media and community 

relations professional services. Since then, the consultant teams have provided development support 

of an agency-wide communications strategy, ongoing agency-wide external communications, as well 

as project-specific outreach and communications. Attachment 4 provides brief descriptions of the 

work assigned to both consultant teams. For the upcoming year, we forecast continuous need for 

assistance with strategic communications, media relations and outreach related to various projects. 

The proposed action will exercise the second of two options of the initial contracts. 

KNN Public Finance ...................................................................................................................... $185,000 

In January 2011, through Resolution 11-37, the Transportation Authority awarded a three-year 

consultant contract, with an option to extend for two additional one year periods, to KNN Public 

Finance, Inc. in a total amount not to exceed $250,000 for financial advisory services. The proposed 

action will exercise the first of two options of the initial contract. During FY 2016/17, we anticipate 

a higher level of effort due to additional financial advisory services related to issuance of a proposed 

$300 million sales tax revenue bond and a proposal to extend or replace the existing revolving credit 

loan. 

Vavrinek, Trine, Day & Co., LLP.................................................................................................. $83,430 

In June 2015, through Resolution 15-58, the Transportation Authority awarded a three-year 

consultant contract, with an option to extend for two additional one year periods, to Vavrinek, Trine, 

Day & Co., LLP, in an amount not to exceed $300,000 for annual audit services. The proposed action 

will exercise the first of two options of the initial contract. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT 

The proposed FY 2017/18 budget includes sufficient funds to accommodate the recommended 
action. The proposed contracts will be funded by a combination of  federal and state grants, funding 
from other agencies through memoranda of  agreement, and Prop K funds. 
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CAC POSITION 

The CAC considered this item at its May 24, 2017 meeting and unanimously adopted a motion of  
support for the staff  recommendation. 

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS 

Attachment 1 – Proposed FY 2017/18 Professional Services Expenditures 
Attachment 2 – Bond Counsel and Disclosure Counsel Services Work Assignments 
Attachment 3 – General Legal Counsel Services Work Assignments 
Attachment 4 – On-Call Strategic Communications, Media and Community Relations Task Orders 
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Attachment 2: 
Bond Counsel and Disclosure Counsel Services Work Assignments 

Completed and Current Task Orders 

Prime Consultant Work Assignment Description Amount 

Nixon Peabody General and Bond Counsel $319,863 

Squire Patton Boggs LLP Disclosure Counsel1 $0 

Total Work Assignments Awarded to Date $319,863 

1 Disclosure counsel services will be call upon for activities related to the issuance of  a proposed $300 million sales tax revenue 
bond. 
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Attachment 3: 
General Legal Counsel Services Work Assignments 

Completed and Current Task Orders 

Prime Consultant Work Assignment Description Amount 

Nossaman LLP 

General Legal Services2 $277,230 

Presidio Parkway $37,432 

Yerba Buena Island Ramps $27,793 

Geary Bus Rapid Transit $18,681 

Vision Zero $10,000 

San Francisco Transportation Plan $6,775 

Treasure Island Mobility Management Agency $5,529 

Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit $3,002 

Quint-Jerrold Connector Road $342 

Total Work Assignments Awarded to Nossaman LLP $386,784 

Wendel, Rosen, Black & 
Dean LLP 

Treasure Island Mobility Management Agency $32,760 

General Legal Services2 $25,000 

Yerba Buena Island Ramps and Bridge Structures $24,500 

I-280 Balboa Park Interchange $15,000 

Total Work Assignments Awarded to Wendel, Rosen, Black & Dean LLP $97,260 

Total Work Assignments Awarded to Date $484,044 

2 General legal services encompasses activities such as attending Board and Committee meetings, advising on records requests 
and personnel matters, as well as providing legal services for Transportation Authority initiatives not covered by separate work 
assignments. 
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Attachment 4: 
On-call Strategic Communications, Media and Community Relations Task Orders 

Completed and Current Task Orders 

Prime Consultant Task Order Description Amount 

Civic Edge Consulting 
(formerly Barbary Coast 
Consulting) 

Overall Communications3 $228,650 

Geary Corridor BRT $218,975 

BART Travel Incentives Program $65,000 

Treasure Island Mobility Management Agency $29,125 

Geneva-Harney BRT $28,675 

Quint-Jerrold Connector Road $7,350 

San Francisco Parking Supply and Utilization Study $1,531 

Total Task Orders Awarded to Barbary Coast Consulting $579,306 

Davis & Associates 
Communications, Inc. 

San Francisco Transportation Plan 2050 $39,988 

Overall Communications1 $20,000 

Communications Assessment $16,843 

Chinatown Community-Based Transportation Plan $11,417 

Total Task Orders Awarded to Davis & Associates Communications, Inc. $88,248 

Total Task Orders Awarded to Date $667,554 

3 Overall communications encompasses activities such as overall image development and branding of  the Transportation 
Authority and creating communication materials, including translating documents to comply with Title VI requirements. In 
addition, consultant teams monitor legislative, community and media activity for various Transportation Authority projects 
and provide comprehensive support services for Transportation Authority initiatives not covered by separate task orders. 
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Memorandum 

Date: June 6, 2017 

To: Transportation Authority Board 

From: Jeff Hobson – Deputy Director of Planning 

Subject: 06/13/17 Board Meeting: Update on Emerging Mobility Services and Technologies, 

Including Transportation Network Companies 

DISCUSSION 

Background. 

The San Francisco Charter mandates Transit First – charging the City and County of San Francisco 
with providing for the safe and efficient movement of people and goods in San Francisco. In the last 
decade, San Francisco has seen dramatic growth of many emerging mobility services and technologies 
that present opportunities while also challenging that core policy. These services and technologies 
include everything from mobile applications that connect passengers with demand-responsive 
transportation vehicles to self-driving and connected vehicles. While they each provide new 
conveniences, access, and mobility options, their impacts remain unclear with respect to our 
established policies and goals. 

Definition and Inventory of Emerging Mobility Services. 

We have developed the following proposed definition for this field: An “emerging mobility service or 

technology” is any private or nonprofit transportation services that automates at least three of the 

following characteristics: driving, routing, reservations/orders, vehicle tracking, billing, customer 

RECOMMENDATION       ☒ Information      ☐ Action

None. This is an information item. 

SUMMARY 

This memo provides an update on the range of activities we are 
conducting relevant to Emerging Mobility Services and Technologies. 
We seek input on draft Guiding Principles that will shape upcoming 
evaluation activities as well as policy and program responses. The draft 
Principles were collaboratively developed by the Transportation 
Authority and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Authority 
(SFMTA) and are based on existing local policies. The memo also 
provides updates on a definition of this sector, existing conditions, 
legislative developments at the local and state levels, and recent research 
by others on Transportation Network Companies.  Staff has also been 
researching TNC activity in San Francisco as part of this project and will 
provide an update on our findings.  

☐ Fund Allocation

☐ Fund Programming

☒ Policy/Legislation

☒ Plan/Study

☐ Capital Project
Oversight/Delivery

☐ Budget/Finance

☐ Contracts

☐ Procurement

☐ Other:
__________________
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feedback, matching/sharing, crowd-sourced routing, and/or (un)locking. This definition includes a 

wide range of services. 

For each of the different types of service, we have developed a draft description of the existing 

services, including a description of the sub-types of services, the services’ background and approach, 

and examples of usage in San Francisco. This description is based entirely on existing data. As such, 

the data are spotty, often only including gross numbers for the services/company as a whole. The 

existing conditions largely point to the need for additional research in order to evaluate these services 

and technologies. 

Draft Guiding Principles - Request for CAC Feedback. 

New mobility services and technology are developing at a rapid pace. Transportation Authority and 

SFMTA staff have established a set of draft Guiding Principles for Emerging Mobility Services and 

Technologies (see Attachment 1). These draft principles are based on the city’s adopted goals of 

providing for safe, reliable, sustainable and equitable transportation choices now and in the future. 

These goals reflect the major policy themes and priorities contained in myriad city and countywide 

plans and policies including our Transit First Policy, San Francisco Transportation Plan, San Francisco 

Congestion Management Program, SFMTA Strategic Plan, Climate Action Strategy, and Vision Zero 

Strategy among many others. 

The joint agency study team will use these principles as a framework to evaluate these services and 

technologies; identify areas for improvement or policy intervention; identify outstanding questions to 

shape future areas of research and study; and proactively develop pilots and programs to address 

research questions. 

Recent Legislative and Regulatory Activities. 

As these services have grown, there have been an increasing number of legislative and regulatory 

activities at the local and state levels. 

 SFTMA/Transportation Authority Joint Letter on Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV)

Autonomous Vehicle Regulations: On April 20, Transportation Authority Executive Director

Tilly Chang and SFMTA Director Ed Reiskin sent a joint letter to the California Department

of Motor Vehicles, commenting on DMV’s Proposed Autonomous Vehicle (AV) Driverless

Testing and Deployment Regulations (see Attachment 2). This letter gives detailed comments

on how to ensure AVs complement our city’s efforts to provide streets that are safe for all.

 Senate Bill (SB) 182, on Transportation Network Company (TNC) Business Licenses, would

allow TNC drivers to obtain only a single business license to operate in all local jurisdictions

statewide, irrespective of where they operate their business (see Attachment 4). The

Transportation Authority and the Board of Supervisors adopted “Oppose” positions, and

SFMTA Director Reskin also sent a letter in opposition. The bill has passed out of the Senate

and is now going through the committee process in the Assembly.

 Board of Supervisors Resolution on TNC Data-sharing: On April 4, 2017, the Board of

Supervisors unanimously adopted a resolution urging the state legislature to amend relevant

codes to allow local jurisdictions to access trip data for TNCs and to permit and conduct

enforcement of TNCs as warranted to ensure safety and disability access, and to manage

congestion (see Attachment 3).
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Research on TNCs. 

 We have also been tracking several threads of research on TNCs. Of particular interest are the

following two studies: Schaller Consulting’s release of Unsustainable? The Growth of App-

Based Ride Services and Traffic, Travel and the Future of New York City.  New York is unique

in the nation in requiring public reporting of TNC data on trips provided in New York City.

Schaller’s report finds that TNC ridership initially grew by attracting passengers away from

taxis. As TNC ridership continued to grow, however, TNCs have attracted more riders from

transit, walking, and biking. The report estimates that between 2013 and 2016, TNCs increased

vehicle miles traveled by 7% in the most congested parts of the city. The report concludes

with several recommendations, including improving public transit and implement road pricing.

The detailed report, and a briefer overview, is available at

http://schallerconsult.com/rideservices/unsustainable.htm.

 For several reasons, these data may not be directly representative of San Francisco’s

experience. The transit system is the largest in the U.S. and the TNC industry is governed in a

very different way in New York than in any other part of the country. Further, some in the

TNC industry have questioned some of the methodology and data in the report. Nonetheless,

we look forward to learning more from the New York experience.

 Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC)/UC Berkeley study: In fall 2015, UC Berkeley

and the NRDC embarked on a study to assess the climate impacts of TNCs and convened a

technical advisory committee on which our Executive Director participates. The study will use

passenger and driver surveys to try to understand how people are using TNCs: what portion

of TNC riders were previously driving, using transit, walking, or biking? Crucially, the study

will also use data from Uber and Lyft in several major metropolitan areas, including San

Francisco, to validate survey data against actual ridership data. When complete, we expect the

analysis will provide a significant advance in our understanding of the TNC phenomenon.

 Transportation Authority staff have also been undertaking our own research on TNC activity

in San Francisco. We plan to bring an update on this work to the Board meeting as well.

FINANCIAL IMPACT 

None. This is an information item. 

CAC POSITION 

None. This is an information item. 

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS 

Attachment 1 – Proposed Guiding Principles for Emerging Mobility Services & Technology 
Attachment 2 – SFMTA/Transportation Authority Joint Letter to California Department of Motor 

Vehicles, on DMV’s Proposed Autonomous Vehicle (AV) Driverless Testing and 
Deployment Regulations 

Attachment 3 – San Francisco Board of Supervisors Resolution 114-17 
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DRAFT Guiding Principles for 

Management of Emerging Mobility Services and Technologies 

Safety Safety is a top priority. Emerging Mobility Services and Technologies must be 

consistent with the City and County of San Francisco’s responsibilities for ensuring 

public safety and achieving Vision Zero.  

Transit Emerging Mobility Services and Technologies must complement rather than compete 

with public transit services, and must support and account for the operational needs of 

public transit. 

Equity All people, regardless of age, race, color, national origin, income level or any other 

protected category, should benefit from Emerging Mobility Services and Technologies, 

and no group shall be disadvantaged.  

Disabled Access Persons with disabilities, including those who require accessible vehicles, are entitled to 

receive the same or comparable level of access as persons without disabilities.  

Sustainability Emerging Mobility Services and Technologies must support sustainability, including 

helping to meet the city’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions reduction goals and 

supporting efforts to increase the resiliency of the transportation system.  

Congestion The effects of Emerging Mobility Services and Technologies on traffic congestion must 

be considered, including the resulting impacts on road safety, modal choices, 

emergency vehicle response time, transit performance and reliability, and air quality. 

Accountability In order to ensure that the service is consistent with these Guiding Principles, Emerging 

Mobility Services and Technologies providers must share relevant data so that the City 

can effectively evaluate the services’ impact on the transportation system.  

Labor and 

Consumers 

Emerging Mobility Services and Technologies must consider fairness in pay, labor 

policies and practices, and equitable access to services. Emerging Services and 

Technologies should support San Francisco’s local hire principles.  

Financial Impact The potential for Emerging Mobility Services and Technologies to have a negative 

financial impact on delivery of publicly-provided transportation services and 

infrastructure will be considered.   

Use of Guiding Principles: The SFCTA and SFMTA will use these Guiding Principles to shape our 

approach to Emerging Mobility Services and Technologies. For the SFMTA, these Guiding Principles 

will serve as a framework for the consistent application of policies and programs. The SFCTA will use 

these Guiding Principles to evaluate these services and technologies; identify ways to meet city goals, and 

shape future areas of studies, policies and programs. Every Guiding Principle may not be relevant to every 

consideration associated with Emerging Mobility Services and Technologies, and in some cases a service 

may not meet all of the principles consistently.  SFMTA and SFCTA Directors and staff will consider 

whether a service or technology is consistent with the Guiding Principles, on balance.  If a service provider 

or technology does not support these Guiding Principles, SFMTA and SFCTA will work with the service 

provider to meet the principles, or may choose to limit their access to City resources. 
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April 24, 2017 

Brian G. Soublet, Deputy Director/Chief Counsel 

Department of Motor Vehicles 

Legal Affairs Division 

P.O. Box 932382, MS C-244 

Sacramento, CA 94232-3820 

RE: DMV Proposed Autonomous Vehicle Driverless Testing and Deployment Regulations 

Dear Mr. Soublet: 

The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), on behalf of the City and 

County of San Francisco, together with the San Francisco County Transportation Authority 

(SFCTA) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Department of Motor Vehicles’ 

(DMV) proposed regulations for the testing and deployment of driverless vehicles.  

As the manager of ground transportation in San Francisco, the SFMTA is charged by the City 

Charter to enable a safe, effective, sustainable transportation system.  The SFMTA sees the 

potential for autonomous vehicles in our city to advance the goals for our transportation 

system, but only if done right.  We are currently home to many technology-enabled 

transportation advances that are not consistently supportive of city policy.  We want to ensure 

that autonomous vehicles (AVs) in San Francisco complement our city’s efforts, rather than 

working against them. That means that AVs need to be able to operate safely in complex 

environments like San Francisco, where pedestrians, buses, cable cars, bicyclists and trucks 

are central to the life of the street.  It also means their operation should be governed such that 

it reduces congestion, and is supportive of city policy goals with respect to accessibility, 

affordability, air quality, and other integral aspects of our transportation system. 

San Francisco recognizes the important benefits that AVs may bring to city streets, particularly 

in the area of safety. If deployed appropriately, AVs can help San Francisco achieve its Vision 

Zero goal of ending traffic fatalities, by eliminating excessive speeding and other dangerous 

driving behaviors, and by reducing the number of cars on our streets.  A clear, standardized 

approach to AV regulation will enable San Francisco, other local jurisdictions, and the state of 

California to guard and advance the public interest while enabling the benefits that AV 

technology promises.  Thus San Francisco supports an approach that allows the private sector 

to move ahead with the testing and deployment of autonomous vehicles without undue 

bureaucratic hurdles or procedural requirements, but ensures no adverse outcomes. 

We believe that the proposed regulations, in part, rely too heavily on the AV manufacturers’ 

self-certification of safety of technology, and in those cases we suggest strengthening 

validation requirements and adding safety benchmarks that the technology used must meet. 

Furthermore, it is critical that trust in the private sector be paired with maximum 

transparency, particularly when it comes to safety and collisions. We therefore make several 
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FILE NO. 170306 RESOLUTION NO. 114-17 

1 [Urging the California State Legislature to Amend the California Vehicle and Public Utilities 
Codes Related to Regulation of Transportation Network Companies] 

2 

3 Resolution urging the California state legislature to amend the California Vehicle and 

4 Public Utilities Codes to enable local jurisdictions to access trip data for 

5 Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) and to permit and conduct enforcement of 

6 TNCs as warranted to ensure safety and disability access, and manage congestion. 

7 

8 WHEREAS, The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) is 

9 responsible for the operation and management of San Francisco city streets under the City's 

1 o Transit First policy and is leading the city's Vision Zero initiative and implementation of the 

11 City's Transit First Policy, in an effort to combat traffic congestion and carbon emissions; and 

12 WHEREAS, The San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) is the county 

13 congestion management agency and its adopted long-range countywide transportation plan 

14 calls for study of the ridesharing sector leading to recommendations for management of this 

15 rapidly growing sector; and 

16 WHEREAS, Pursuant to these roles, both agencies have made repeated requests to 

17 the CA PUC for annual reports submitted by each TNC detailing the number of rides 

18 requested by customers and accepted/not accepted by TNC drivers within each zip code 

19 where the TNC operates and provision of trips in accessible vehicles, and the CA PUC has 

20 consistently denied these requests; and 

21 WHEREAS, In denying local requests for TNC data, CA PUC cited the current 

22 Commission Decision (D. 13-09-045) that requires TNCs to provide verified reports to the it's 

23 Safety and Enforcement Division (SEO) documenting operational data and requires TNCs to 

24 file these reports confidentially unless in Phase II the Commission requires public reporting 

25 

Supervisors Peskin; Fewer, Yee, Ronen 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1 
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1 from Transportation Charter Party (TCP) companies, and therefore D. 13-09-045 prohibits 

2 SEO from releasing the information SFMTA and SFCTA requested; and 

3 WHEREAS, The CA PUC further cited provisions of the California Evidence Code 

4 Section 1040(b)(2) that authorize the Commission to refuse to disclose official information if 

5 disclosure is against the public interest, and stated that ".,.the Commission has determined 

6 that preserving confidentiality outweighs disclosure in the interests of justice at least until 

7 Phase II of this rulemaking;" and 

8 WHEREAS, San Francisco Board of Supervisors seeks a public hearing on the basis of 

9 the public interest claims of the CA PUC in favor of TNCs over local jurisdictions and on the 

10 status of the Phase 11 Rulemaking; and 

11 WHEREAS, There is growing concern and evidence that the large number of TNCs 

12 operating in San Francisco is having a negative effect on congestion, safety and equitable 

13 access based on 1) the City Treasurer's estimate that up to 50,000 TNC drivers are required 

14 to apply for business permits in order to drive for TNC companies, 2) corridor-level data from 

15 San Francisco International Airport which shows that the rate of TNC use more than tripled 

16 during January 2015 to October 2016, while BART SFO extension ridership declined over the 

17 same period; 3) news reports of TNC drivers operating for excessive hours potentially 

18 jeopardizing passenger and traffic safety; and 4) the average number of monthly paratransit 

19 trips provided by wheelchair accessible ramp taxis has declined markedly over the past three 

20 years, a decline SFMTA attributes to the rise of TNCs and decreasing availability in on-

21 demand service for people with disabilities; and 

22 WHEREAS, Given the scale of TNC services in California and given the small number 

23 of CA PUC transportation enforcement staff who are expected to conduct statewide 

24 enforcement of TN Cs, a recent independent audit of the CA PUC's Transportation 

25 Enforcement Branch (TEB) indicated that TEB is not meeting its mandated activities; and 

Supervisors Peskin; Fewer, Yee, Ronen 
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1 WHEREAS, The impact of TNC service is experienced at the local level and SFMTA 

2 has expertise in regulating private transportation modes and could enhance the public safety 

3 by conducting enforcement; and 

4 WHEREAS, A recent study of New York City TNC activity estimated that TNCs 

5 added 600 million miles of vehicular traffic and account for 3.5% of vehicle miles driven by all 

6 vehicles and its author advises cities experiencing similar conflicts with TNCs to seek 

7 regulatory authorities to manage TNCs, among other strategies; now, therefore, be it 

8 RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Board of Supervisors urges the California State 

9 Legislature to amend the Vehicle and Public Utilities Code to permit CA PUC to share TNC 

1 O trip data with local California jurisdictions; and, be it 

11 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Board of Supervisors urges the 

12 California State Legislature to allow local jurisdictions to Permit TNC operations and conduct 

13 Enforcement aswarranted to ensure safety and access, and manage congestion; and, be it 

14 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the City Lobbyist for the City and County of San 

15 Francisco shall advocate for this policy; and, be it 

16 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the San Francisco Board of Supervisors hereby directs 

17 the Clerk of the Board to transmit copies to the members of San Francisco State Legislative 

18 Delegation with a request to take any and all action necessary to achieve the objectives of this 

19 resolution. 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Supervisors Peskin; Fewer, Yee, Ronen 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 3 

114



City and County of San Francisco 

Tails 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

Resolution 

File Number: 170306 Date Passed: April 04, 2017 

Resolution urging the California state legislature to amend the California Vehicle and Public Utilities 
Codes to enable local jurisdictions to access trip data for Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) 
and to permit and conduct enforcement of TN Cs as warranted to ensure safety and disability 
access, and manage congestion. 

April 04, 2017 Board of Supervisors - ADOPTED 

Ayes: 11 - Breed, Cohen, Farrell, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Sheehy, 
Tang and Yee 

File No. 170306 

Unsigned 
Mayor 

I hereby certify that the foregoing 
Resolution was ADOPTED on 4/4/2017 by 
the Board of Supervisors of the City and 
County of San Francisco. 

4/14/2017 
Date Approved 

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution, not being signed by the Mayor within the time limit 
as set forth in Section 3.103 of the Charter, or time waived pursuant to Board Rule 2.14.2, 
became effective without his approval in accordance with the provision of said Section 3.103 of 
the Charter or Board Rule 2.14.2. 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 

City and County of San Francisco Page 15 Printed at 10:13 am 011415117 
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Memorandum 

Date: 

To: 

From: 

June 6, 2017

Transportation Authority Board 

Anna LaForte – Deputy Director for Policy & Programming 

Subject: 06/13/17 Board Meeting: Update on the Kearny Street Multimodal Implementation Plan 

[NTIP Planning]  

DISCUSSION 

Background. 

The Kearny Street Multimodal Implementation Plan was recommended by former Commissioner 

Christensen for $100,000 in Prop K sales tax funds from the Transportation Authority’s 

Neighborhood Transportation Improvement Program (NTIP) in 2015, and was revised in spring 2016 

by Commissioner Peskin. The NTIP is intended to strengthen project pipelines and advance the 

delivery of community-supported neighborhood-scale projects, especially in Communities of Concern 

and other underserved neighborhoods and areas with at-risk populations (e.g. seniors, children, 

and/or people with disabilities). 

Kearny Street is a major street in the Financial District of San Francisco that carries multiple 

transportation modes including drivers, transit riders (the 30 Stockton, 8 Bayshore and the 8AX and 

8BX Bayshore Express), people walking, and people biking. The street has been identified as a Vision 

Zero High-Injury Corridor, indicating a high number of severe injuries or fatalities to people using the 

street. The Kearny/Montgomery corridor was also flagged as a key corridor for improving facilities 

for people biking as part of the SFMTA 2013 Bicycle Strategy. 

Project Goals & Objectives. 

RECOMMENDATION       ☒ Information      ☐ Action

None. This is an information item. 

SUMMARY 

The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) has 
worked with Commissioner Peskin’s office to refine the scope of the 
Kearny Street Multimodal Implementation Plan [NTIP Planning]. This 
project will engage the community and other relevant stakeholders, and 
gather input and data to support possible future street designs for 
Kearny, Montgomery and Stockton Streets that will enhance travel safety 
and performance for pedestrians, transit customers, and bicyclists. 
SFMTA staff will present on this item. 

☐ Fund Allocation

☐ Fund Programming

☐ Policy/Legislation

☒ Plan/Study

☐ Capital Project
Oversight/Delivery

☐ Budget/Finance

☐ Contract/Agreement

☐ Procurement

☐ Other:
__________________
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This NTIP project will help to advance comprehensive enhancements along Kearny Street between 

Market and Broadway, including a potential reduction in the number of travel lanes, traffic signal 

timing and phasing modifications, bus stop optimization, and examining Kearny, Stockton and 

Montgomery streets for new bicycle and transit facilities. The goal of the project is to collect 

information to support future decisions on the scale and shape of transportation improvements in 

this area. 

Specifically, the project goals include: 

 Identifying the links between transportation and economic development in Chinatown;

 Evaluating traffic, bicycle, and transit patterns in the north-south corridor centered on Kearny

Street;

 Developing a detailed understanding of parking and loading needs in Chinatown that would

be affected by future projects; and,

 Evaluating the effects of a scramble phase at the Columbus/Stockton/Green intersection.

Public Outreach. 

The SFMTA will participate in Portsmouth Square project workshops occurring over the summer, 

and will host a public meeting in January 2018 in cooperation with community organizations and the 

Commissioner’s office. 

Schedule. 

This project will kick off in June 2017, with significant community outreach and engagement occurring 

in September 2017. The final report will be presented to the Board for adoption in early 2018. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT 

None. This is an information item. 

CAC POSITION 

None. This is an information item. 

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS 

Attachment 1 – Revised Prop K Allocation Request Form 
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

FY of Allocation Action: 2015/16

Project Name:

Implementing Agency:

EXPENDITURE PLAN INFORMATION

Prop K Category:

Prop K Subcategory:

Prop K EP Project/Program:

Prop K EP Line Number (Primary): 44 Current Prop K Request:

Prop K Other EP Line Numbers:

Prop AA Category:

Current Prop AA Request:

Supervisorial District(s):

Kearny Street Multimodal Implementation Plan [NTIP Planning]

SCOPE

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

D. TSM/Strategic Initiatives

ii. Transportation/Land Use Coordination

Gray cells will 
automatically 
be filled in.

b. Transportation/Land Use Coordination

100,000$  

The full scope of work begins on the next page.

Sufficient scope detail should be provided to allow Authority staff to evaluate the reasonableness of the proposed budget and 
schedule.  If there are prior allocations for the same project, provide an update on progress. Describe any outreach activities 
included in the scope.   Long scopes may be provided in a separate Word file. Maps, drawings, etc. should be provided on 
Worksheet 7-Maps.or by inserting additional worksheets.

Project sponsors shall provide a brief explanation of how the project was prioritized for funding, highlighting: 1) project 
benefits, 2) level of public input into the prioritization process, and 3) whether the project is included in any adopted plans, 
including Prop K/Prop AA 5-Year Prioritization Program (5YPPs).  Justify any inconsistencies with the adopted Prop K/Prop 
AA Strategic Plans and/or relevant 5YPPs.

Indicate whether work is to be performed by outside consultants and/or by force account.

-$  

3

M:\CAC\Meetings\Memos\2017\05 May\D3 NTIP\SFMTA Kearny NTIP - Revised.xlsx, 1-Scope Page 1 of 13
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Scope 

The SFMTA requests $100,000 in Prop K NTIP planning funds to engage the community, the 
Supervisor’s Office and other relevant stakeholders to gather data that will support a future planning 
process for Kearny Street (and also potentially Montgomery Street & Stockton Street) that will 
enhance travel safety and performance for pedestrians, transit customers, and bicyclists. This District 
3 Neighborhood Transportation Improvement Program (NTIP) planning study was developed in 
response to input from the Supervisor’s office. Project deliverables and recommendations will respond 
to Supervisor and community concerns. The Transportation Authority’s NTIP was developed to build 
community awareness of, and capacity to provide input to, the transportation planning process and 
to advance delivery of community supported neighborhood-scale projects. 

Background 

Kearny Street is a major street in the Financial District of San Francisco that carries multiple 
transportation modes including drivers, transit riders (the 30 Stockton, 8 Bayshore and the 8AX and 
8BX Bayshore Express), people walking, and people biking. The street has been identified as a Vision 
Zero High Injury Corridor, indicating a high number of severe injuries or fatalities to people using the 
street. The Kearny/Montgomery corridor was also flagged as a key corridor for improving facilities 
for people biking as part of the SFMTA 2013 Bicycle Strategy. 

This NTIP project will help to advance comprehensive enhancements along Kearny Street between 
Market and Broadway, including a potential reduction in the number of travel lanes, traffic signal 
timing and phasing modifications, bus stop optimization, and examining Kearny, Stockton and 
Montgomery streets for new bicycle and transit facilities. The goal of the project is to collect 
information to support future decisions on the scale and shape of transportation improvements in 
this area.   

This proposal will build upon transportation planning studies and projects in various phases of 
development within District 3, including: the Columbus Avenue Multimodal Project; the Broadway 
Chinatown Streetscape Improvement Project; the Cable Car Safety and Reliability Project (Powell 
Street); the Chinatown Neighborhood Transportation Plan; the Portsmouth Square Area Project; and 
the Central Subway, which will begin revenue service to Chinatown Station in 2019.  
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Project Goals 

A. Identifying the links between transportation and economic development in Chinatown. 

The Chinatown community is concerned about the economic vitality of their district and the 
effects that changes to the transportation network may have on Chinatown business. This 
project proposes to study this link by deploying an intercept survey targeting the travel 
behavior of shoppers and interviewing merchants about transportation’s effects on their 
business. 

B. Evaluating traffic, bicycle, and transit patterns in the north-south corridor centered on Kearny St 

Owing to its central location, the north-south corridor consisting of Kearny St, Montgomery 
St, and Stockton St is a critical part of the road, transit, and bike networks. Travel patterns will 
be determined from Bluetooth sensor data and traffic counts in order to gain understanding 
as to how this corridor is used by travelers. Bluetooth sensors placed at locations such as 
Kearny & Market, Broadway Tunnel, or Columbus & Stockton can reveal the preferred routes 
through the corridor for a specific trip profile, e.g. North Beach residents headed for the Bay 
Bridge, 101 travelers headed for Chinatown, etc. 

C. Developing a detailed understanding of parking and loading needs in Chinatown that would be affected by 
future projects. 

Curb space is at a premium in Chinatown, and changes to the transportation network could 
affect the amount of space available for on-street parking and commercial loading. The study 
will collect data on loading patterns, space occupancy, and parking turnover, to ensure that 
this space is being used in the most efficient manner. 

D. Evaluating the effects of a scramble phase at the Columbus/Stockton/Green intersection. 

The six-legged intersection of Columbus, Stockton, and Green is a key intersection in the 
North Beach neighborhood that is relied upon by travelers of all modes. Recently, concerns 
have been raised that the intersection does not work well for pedestrians. In the past, staff 
have proposed bulbs to reduce crossing distances, and the community has requested City staff 
evaluate the intersection for the suitability of a scramble phase. 

Outreach 

Outreach for this project will be primarily undertaken by a community-based organization, with 
support from the Commissioner’s office and SFMTA.  The community partner will assist with the 
preparation of the project meeting, prepare materials, and document public comments.  Potential 
stakeholder groups include the Chinatown Community Development Center, the San Francisco 
Bicycle Coalition, Walk San Francisco, the San Francisco Planning Department, and other community 
organizations as identified/requested.   

The project will culminate in a publically-available report addressing each of the above project goals 
and providing recommendations to inform future street designs. The SFMTA will also host one public 
meeting in cooperation with community organizations and the Commissioner’s office, which will 
present information, analysis and recommendations contained in the report, receive feedback, and 
gather public input on possible future street designs. 
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SFMTA Tasks and Deliverables 

Task Deadline Deliverable 

1. Review Existing Conditions: site
visits and review of previous studies
(e.g. Chinatown Neighborhood
Transportation Plan)

Jun 2017 N/A 

2. Collect traffic volume, transit
ridership and bicycle data Jul 2017 Traffic volume, transit ridership and 

bicycle counts 

3. Administer intercept survey Sep 2017 Intercept survey results 

4. Collect traffic routing data Aug 2017 Traffic O-D table and route choice 
information  

5. Collect parking occupancy & loading
data Aug 2017 Parking occupancy & loading data 

6. Conduct feasibility study on
scramble at Columbus / Stockton /
Green

Nov 2017 Staff report 

7. Staff Analysis Dec 2017 Staff report 

8. Public Meeting Jan 2018 Public Meeting 

9. Final Report Jan 2018 Summary report 
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Project Results 

The project will inform improvements to Kearny Street, and potentially also to Montgomery Street 
and Stockton Street.  A staff report summarizing the findings of the studies will be published and 
presented to the SFMTA Board, the Board of Supervisors, and the Chinatown community. At the end 
of the project, a community meeting will be held where staff will present the data collected along with 
the results of the accompanying analysis. Community members will have the opportunity to comment 
on the report and to articulate their vision for a future Kearny Street. All feedback received from the 
community will be included in the final staff report and inform future capital projects on Kearny 
Street. 

Benefits 

This project will support the following goals from the SFMTA Strategic Plan: 

1. Safety: Create a safer transportation experience for everyone.

Kearny Street is identified as one of San Francisco’s high-injury pedestrian corridors in need
of targeted improvements.

2. Travel Choices: Make transit, walking and bicycling the most attractive and preferred means
of travel.

Research into the travel behaviors of people in this area will help facilitate better designs that
accommodate existing behaviors and promote these modes of transportation.

3. Livability: Improve the environment and quality of life in San Francisco.

This project will research the connection between transportation and economic development.
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Revised 5/19/17

FY 2015/16

Project Name:

Implementing Agency:

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE

Type : Completion Date

(mm/dd/yy)

Status: 

Start Date End Date
Quarter Fiscal Year Quarter Fiscal Year

1 2017/18 3 2017/18

Prepare Bid Documents

- - 3 2017/18
Project Closeout (i.e., final expenses incurred) - - 3 2017/18

Kearny Street Multimodal Implementation Plan [NTIP Planning]

SCHEDULE COORDINATION/NOTES

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

N/A

Environmental Studies (PA&ED)

PROJECT DELIVERY MILESTONES
Enter dates for ALL project phases, not just for the current request.  Use July 1 as the start of the fiscal 
year.  Use 1, 2, 3, 4 to denote quarters and XXXX/XX for the fiscal year (e.g. 2010/11). Additional schedule 
detail may be provided in the text box below.

Provide project delivery milestones for each sub-project in the current request and a schedule for public 
involvement, if appropriate.  For planning efforts,  provide start/end dates by task here or in the scope (Tab 
1).  Describe coordination with other project schedules or external deadlines (e.g., obligation deadlines) that 
impact the project schedule, if relevant.

Design Engineering (PS&E)

Planning/Conceptual Engineering

Procurement (e.g. rolling stock)
Project Completion (i.e., Open for Use)

R/W Activities/Acquisition

Advertise Construction
Start Construction (e.g., Award Contract)
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

FY 2015/16

Project Name:

Implementing Agency:

COST SUMMARY BY PHASE - CURRENT REQUEST

Cost for Current Request/Phase

Yes/No Total Cost
Yes

COST SUMMARY BY PHASE - ENTIRE PROJECT

Total Cost
100,000$               

100,000$              
 

% Complete of Design: N/A as of 

Expected Useful Life: N/A Years

N/A

Kearny Street Multimodal Implementation Plan [NTIP Planning]

Construction
Procurement (e.g. rolling stock)

$100,000

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

Allocations will generally be for one phase only.  Multi-phase allocations will be considered on a case-by-case basis. 

Enter the total cost for the phase or partial (but useful segment) phase (e.g. Islais Creek Phase 1 construction) covered by the 
CURRENT funding request.  

Planning/Conceptual Engineering
Environmental Studies (PA&ED)
Design Engineering (PS&E)
R/W Activities/Acquisition

Source of Cost Estimate

$100,000

Show total cost for ALL project phases based on best available information.  Source of cost estimate (e.g. 35% design, vendor 
quote) is intended to help gauge the quality of the cost estimate, which should improve in reliability the farther along a project is 
in its development.

Similar previous efforts

Total:

Design Engineering (PS&E)

Construction
Procurement (e.g. rolling stock)

R/W Activities/Acquisition

Environmental Studies (PA&ED)
Planning/Conceptual Engineering

$0$100,000

Prop AA -            
Current Request

p
              Current 

Request
$100,000
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Revised 5/19/2017

Work Breakdown by Task Budget by Task Subtask 

Task 1. Review Existing Conditions 2,000$                

Task 2. Collect Volume Data 3,000$                

Task 2A Traffic Volumes 1,000$             

Task 2B Transit Ridership 1,000$             

Task 2C Bicycle Volumes 1,000$             

Task 3. Intercept Survey 35,000$              

Task 3A Draft Survey Instrument 2,000$             

Task 3B Conduct Survey 25,000$           

Task 3C Administer Survey 3,000$             

Task 3D Merchant Interviews 5,000$             

Task 4. Collect Traffic Route Data 8,000$                

Task 4A Deploy & Retrieve Sensors 2,500$             

Task 4B Sensor Use Fee 5,500$             

Task 5. Collect Loading & Parking Data 20,000$              

Task 5A Gather Existing Data 2,000$             

Task 5B Loading Study 10,000$           

Task 5C Parking Occupancy Study 8,000$             

Task 6. Scramble Feasibility Study 2,000$                

Task 7. Staff Analysis 5,000$                

Task 8. Public Meeting 23,000$              

Task 7A Preparation & Materials 5,000$             

Task 7B Public Meeting 17,000$           

Task 9. Final Report 2,000$                

TOTAL 100,000$         

Project Budget By Cost

SFMTA SSD Engineering Staff 44,000$              

SFMTA SSD Shop Labor 2,500$                

Consultant 48,000$              

Materials 5,500$                

TOTAL 100,000$         

MAJOR LINE ITEM BUDGET
1. Provide a major line item budget, with subtotals by task and phase.  More detail is required the farther along the 

project is in the development phase.  Planning studies should provide task-level budget information. 
2. Requests for project development should include preliminary estimates for later phases such as construction.  

3. Support costs and contingencies should be called out in each phase, as appropriate.  Provide both dollar amounts 
and % (e.g. % of construction) for support costs and contingencies. 

4. For work to be performed by agency staff rather than consultants, provide base rate, overhead multiplier, and 
fully burdened rates by position with FTE (full-time equivalent) ratio.  A sample format is provided below. 

5.  For construction costs, please include budget details. A sample format is provided below.  Please note if work 
will be performed through a contract. 

6.  For any contract work, please provide the LBE/SBE/DBE goals as applicable to the contract. 
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

FY 2015/16

Project Name:

Prop K Funds Requested:

5-Year Prioritization Program Amount:  (enter if appropriate)

Planned Programmed Allocated Total
$100,000 $100,000

$0
$0

$100,000 $0 $0 $100,000

Actual Prop K Leveraging - This Phase: $100,000
Total from Cost worksheet

$100,000

$100,000

Total:

40.48%

Enter the funding plan for the phase or phases for which Prop K/Prop AA funds are currently being requested. Totals should 
match those shown on the Cost worksheet.

0.00%

Prop K

Kearny Street Multimodal Implementation Plan [NTIP Planning]

If the amount requested is inconsistent (e.g., greater than) with the Prop K/Prop AA Strategic Plan amount and/or the 5-Year 
Prioritization Program (5YPP), provide a justification in the space below including a detailed explanation of which other project 
or projects will be deleted, deferred, etc. to accommodate the current request and maintain consistency with the 5YPP and/or 
Strategic Plan annual programming levels.

FUNDING PLAN - FOR CURRENT PROP K REQUEST

Fund Source

Expected Prop K Leveraging per Expenditure 
Plan
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Is Prop K/Prop AA providing local match funds for a state or federal grant?

 
 $ Amount % $

Planned Programmed Allocated Total
$100,000 $100,000

$0
$0

$100,000 $100,000 100,000$               

0.00% 100,000$               
Expected Prop K Leveraging per Expenditure Plan: 40.48% Total from Cost worksheet

100.00%
.

Prop K Funds Requested:

Cash Flow
% Reimbursed 

Annually Balance

$70,000 70.00% $30,000
$30,000 30.00% $0

0.00% $0
0.00% $0
0.00% $0

$100,000

Fund Source
Required Local Match

No 

$100,000

Total:

Actual Prop K Leveraging - Entire Project:

Actual Prop AA Leveraging - Entire Project:

FUNDING PLAN  - FOR ENTIRE PROJECT (ALL PHASES)

FISCAL YEAR CASH FLOW DISTRIBUTION FOR CURRENT PROP K REQUEST

Fund Source

Use the table below to enter the proposed cash flow distribution schedule (e.g. the maximum Prop K/Prop AA funds that are 
guaranteed to be available for reimbursement each fiscal year) for the current request.  If the schedule is more aggressive than 
the Prop K/Prop AA Strategic Plan and/or 5YPP, please explain in the text box below how cash flow for other projects and 
programs will be slowed down to accommodate the current request without exceeding annual cash flow assumptions made in 
the Strategic Plan.

Total:

FY 2016/17

Prop K

Fiscal Year

FY 2015/16

Enter the funding plan for all phases (environmental studies through construction) of the project. This section may be left blank 
if the current request covers all project phases.  Totals should match those shown on the Cost worksheet.

Sponsor Request - Proposed Prop K Cash Flow Distribution Schedule
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Revised 5/19/17

This section is to be completed  by Authority Staff.

Last Updated: 10.21.2015 Resolution. No. 2016-018 Res. Date:

Project Name:

Implementing Agency:
Phase:

Funding Recommended: Prop K Allocation

Total:

Cash Flow Distribution Schedule by Fiscal Year (for entire allocation/appropriation)

Source
% 

Reimbursable

Prop K EP 44 100.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
100%

Cash Flow Distribution Schedule by Fiscal Year & Phase (for entire allocation/appropriation)

Source Fiscal Year
Maximum 

Reimbursement

Prop K EP 44 FY 2017/18 $100,000

$100,000

Prop K/Prop AA Fund Expiration Date: Eligible expenses must be incurred prior to this date.09.30.2018

$0

Total: $100,000

$0

Total:
$0

$0
$0

Fiscal Year

$0

$0

Balance

Kearny Street Multimodal Implementation Plan [NTIP Planning]

10/27/2015

AUTHORITY RECOMMENDATION 

Notes (e.g., justification for multi-phase recommendations, 
notes for multi-EP line item or multi-sponsor 
recommendations):

$100,000

Amount
$100,000

FY 2017/18

$100,000

Maximum 
Reimbursement

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

$0

Planning/Conceptual Engineering

Phase

Planning/Conceptual Engineering

100%

Cumulative % 
Reimbursable

100%

100%

100%

Balance

100%

$0
$0
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Revised 5/19/17

This section is to be completed  by Authority Staff.

Last Updated: 10.21.2015 Resolution. No. 2016-018 Res. Date:

Project Name:

Implementing Agency:

Kearny Street Multimodal Implementation Plan [NTIP Planning]

10/27/2015

AUTHORITY RECOMMENDATION 

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

Action Fiscal Year Phase
Future Commitment to:

Trigger: 

Deliverables:
1.

2.

3.

4.

Special Conditions:
1.

2.

Notes:
1.

Supervisorial District(s): 3 100%

Sub-project detail? No If yes, see next page(s) for sub-project detail.

SFCTA Project Reviewer: Planning Project # from SGA:

Quarterly progress reports shall provide a percent complete by task and percent complete for the overall 
project scope in addition to the requirements described in the Standard Grant Agreement.

Following Board adoption (anticipated March 2018), submit final report.

With the quarterly progress report submitted following the completion of Task 6 (anticipated January 15, 
2017) (Scramble feasibility study), provide a memo summarizing the evaluation and recommendation for 
the suitability of a scramble phase at the Columbus/Stockton/Green intersection.

With the quarterly progress report submitted following the completion of Tasks 2-5 (anticipated October 
15, 2017) (Collect traffic volume, Intercept survey, Collect traffic route data, Collect loading & parking 
data), provide a memo summarizing all information collected, with emphasis on the intercept survey results. 

Prior to Board adoption, (anticipated March 2018), SFMTA will present a draft final report, including key 
findings, recommendations, next steps, implementation, and funding strategy to the CAC and Board.

Prop K proportion of 
expenditures - this phase:

Amount

The Transportation Authority will only reimburse SFMTA up to the approved overhead multiplier rate for 
the fiscal year that SFMTA incurs charges.

144.907065
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority                      
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Revised 5/19/17

FY of Allocation Action: 2015/16 Current Prop K Request:

Current Prop AA Request:

Project Name:

Implementing Agency:

Signatures

Project Manager Grants Section Contact

Name (typed):

Title:

Phone:

Fax:

Email:

Address:

Signature:

Date:

Kearny Street Multimodal Implementation Plan [NTIP Planning]

100,000$                   

1 South Van Ness Ave             
San Francisco, CA 94103

Joel Goldberg

Manager, Capital Procurement & M

415.701.4499

joel.goldberg@sfmta.com

1 South Van Ness Ave            
San Francisco, CA 94103

Engineer

415 701 5691

dan.howard@sfmta.com

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

Dan Howard

By signing below, we the undersigned verify that: 1) the requested sales tax and/or vehicle registration fee 
revenues shall be used to supplement and under no circumstance replace existing local revenues used for 
transportation purposes and 2) the requested sales tax and/or vehicle registration fee funds will not be used to 
cover expenses incurred prior to Authority Board approval of the allocation.

-$                             
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