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AGENDA 

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 
Meeting Notice 

Date:  Tuesday, January 23, 2018; 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: Alberto Quintanilla 

1. Roll Call

2. Chair’s Report – INFORMATION

3. Executive Director’s Report – INFORMATION
In lieu of the Executive Director’s Report this month, the Executive Director will present the Annual
Report during Item 12

Consent Agenda 

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

5. [Final Approval] Allocation of $110,000 in Prop K Funds for One Request, with
Conditions, and Appropriation of $180,000 in Prop K Funds for One Request –
ACTION*
Projects: (BART) Daly City BART Station Bus & Shuttle Circulation Improvements
($110,000); (SFCTA) Peer Review for Downtown Extension Operational Studies ($180,000)

6. [Final Approval] Approve San Francisco's Project Priorities for the Local
Partnership Program Competitive Grant Program – ACTION*

7. [Final Approval] Adopt the Balboa Area Transportation Demand Management
Framework [NTIP Planning] Final Report – ACTION*

End of Consent Agenda 

8. [Final Approval on First Appearance] Approve revisions to the Fiscal Year
2017/18 Transportation Fund for Clean Air Program of Projects – ACTION*

9. Presentation of the San Francisco Transportation Task Force 2045 Final Report –
INFORMATION*

Page 

3 

13 

49 

67 

73 

81 

1



Board Meeting Agenda 

Page 2 of 2 

10. Presentation on the Voter Survey Prepared for the San Francisco Transportation
Task Force 2045 – INFORMATION*

11. Update on the Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) Regulatory Landscape:
An Overview of Current TNC Regulation in California and Across the Country –
INFORMATION*

12. Adopt the 2017 Annual Report – ACTION*
The Transportation Authority’s enabling legislation requires the preparation and adoption of an
Annual Report by January of each year “on the progress to achieve the objectives of completion of
the projects in the adopted county transportation expenditure plan” (Section 131303 of the California
Public Utilities Code). Adoption of the Annual Report also ensures compliance with the annual
reporting requirements in Section 2(d) of the Transportation Authority’s Administrative Code.

Other Items 

13. 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.

14. Public Comment

15. Adjournment

85 

139 

165 

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

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

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; (415) 252-3100; www.sfethics.org. 
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DRAFT MINUTES 

 

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 

Tuesday, January 9, 2018 
 

1. Roll Call 

Chair Peskin called the meeting to order at 10:06 a.m. 

Present at Roll Call: Commissioners Breed, Cohen, Peskin, Ronen, Sheehy, and Tang (6) 

Absent at Roll Call: Commissioners Farrell, Fewer (entered during Item 4), Yee (entered 
during item 5), Kim (entered during item 7), and Safai (entered during item 7) (5) 

Consent Agenda 

2. Approve the Minutes of  the December 12, 2017 Meeting – ACTION 

3. [Final Approval] Programming $2,813,264 in San Francisco’s One Bay Area Grant Cycle 2 
Funds to the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency for the Safe Routes to 
School Non-Infrastructure Project, with Conditions – ACTION 

There was no public comment. 

Commissioner Tang moved to approve the Consent Agenda, seconded by Commissioner Breed. 

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

 Ayes: Commissioners Breed, Cohen, Peskin, Ronen, Sheehy, and Tang (6) 

 Absent: Commissioners Farrell, Fewer, Kim, Safai, and Yee (5) 

End of  Consent Agenda 

4. Election of  Chair and Vice Chair for 2018 – ACTION 

Commissioner Cohen moved to nominate Commissioner Peskin for Chair of  the Transportation 
Authority and Commissioner Tang for Vice Chair of  the Transportation Authority, seconded by 
Commissioner Breed. 

Commissioner Ronen thanked Chair Peskin and Vice Chair Tang for their guidance the previous 
year and willingness to serve as chair and vice chair this year. She said that taking on the leadership 
meant a lot to the city and took a great deal of  work and sacrifice in addition to their jobs as 
members of  the Board of  Supervisors.  

Vice Chair Tang thanked Commissioner Ronen and mentioned that together with Chair Peskin 
they were able to overhaul the Safe Routes to School project. She thanked the Transportation 
Authority staff, and all involved city departments, and suggested that the Board review the new 
staffing structure. She welcomed any further comments and suggestions from the Board. 
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Chair Peskin thanked Vice Chair Tang for her leadership in reforming Safe Routes to School, and 
stated that it was a major accomplishment. He said that the Board celebrated a milestone relative 
to the city-wide Vision Zero strategy. He said that ended last year with a 41% reduction in 
pedestrian and cyclists’ fatalities since 2013, but emphasized that the Board would not stop until 
it got to zero. He said that the Board had engaged in thoughtful discussions around project delivery, 
including the Downtown Caltrain Extension, Better Market Street, and Geary and Van Ness Bus 
Rapid Transit and had initiated independent analysis to evaluate the Prop K sales tax expenditure 
plan. Chair Peskin said that the Board had learned a lot about Transportation Network Companies 
(TNCs) and their impact on the city’s public transit system, streets and congestion and thanked 
the Transportation Authority staff  for their work on TNCs. He mentioned that the Board had 
undertaken an ambitious plan to identify a local contribution of  $100 million annually that would 
be placed before the voters in November towards the over $22 billion projected unfunded need 
for transportation and operations through 2045. He thanked the Transportation Task Force 2045, 
which spent the last half  year getting critical feedback, after the sales tax failed in 2016, and stated 
that he was honored to continue to serve as chair and looked forward to working with the Board 
and the citizens of  San Francisco in 2018. 

There was no public comment. 

Commissioner Peskin was elected Chair and Commissioner Tang was elected Vice Chair by the 
following vote: 

 Ayes: Commissioners Breed, Cohen, Fewer, Peskin, Ronen, Sheehy, and Tang (7) 

 Absent: Commissioners Farrell, Kim, Safai, and Yee (4) 

Commissioner Yee made a motion to rescind the vote, seconded by Commissioner Safai. The vote 
was rescinded without objection. 

Commissioner Cohen moved to nominate Commissioner Peskin for Chair of  the Transportation 
Authority and Commissioner Tang for Vice Chair of  the Transportation Authority, seconded by 
Commissioner Breed. 

Commissioner Peskin was elected Chair and Commissioner Tang was elected Vice Chair by the 
following vote: 

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

 Absent: Commissioner Farrell (1) 

5. Allocation of  $110,000 in Prop K Funds for One Request, with Conditions, and 
Appropriation of  $180,000 in Prop K Funds for One Request – ACTION 

Mike Pickford, Senior Transportation Planner and Eric Cordoba, Deputy Director for Capital 
Projects, presented the item per the staff  memorandum. 

Chair Peskin thanked the Transportation Authority staff  for the peer review and acknowledged 
the Transit Joint Powers Authority (TJPA) for agreeing to delay the record of  decision until a 
meaningful and honest peer review was conducted. He hoped for a plan that would avoid a cut 
and cover construction method at the throat section approaching the Transbay Transit Center or 
on Townsend Street and avoided years of  surface disruption, as well as resolving the two-track 
versus three-track issue. He said that he looked forward to receiving an update in April.  
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During public comment, Ronald Lebrun commented that money was being much better spent 
compared to the previous downtown rail extension allocation request and that he felt it was 
unfortunate that members of  the public were not  involved, but understood that a workshop was 
being organized. He assured the Board that the downtown extension project would work, because 
previously he had taken the successful timetable from the London Olympics and figured out a 
way to use the same timetable for the South of  Market and a similar track configuration without 
any surface impacts. He reminded the Board that there were existing legislation and case law which 
mandated what must be achieved to qualify for Prop 1A high speed rail funds and said that he 
would be writing again to remind the Board of  what the issues were. 

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

The item was approved without objection by the following vote: 

 Ayes: Commissioners Breed, Cohen, Fewer, Peskin, Ronen, Sheehy, Tang and Yee (8) 

 Absent: Commissioners Farrell, Kim, and Safai (3) 

6. Approve San Francisco’s Project Priorities for the Local Partnership Program Competitive 
Grant Program – ACTION 

Oscar Quintanilla, Transportation Planner, presented the item per the staff  memorandum. 

There was no public comment. 

Commissioner Fewer moved to approve the item, seconded by Commissioner Ronen. 

 The item was approved without objection by the following vote: 

 Ayes: Commissioners Breed, Cohen, Fewer, Peskin, Ronen, Sheehy, Tang and Yee (8) 

  Absent: Commissioners Farrell, Kim, and Safai (3) 

7. Adopt the Balboa Area Transportation Demand Management Framework [NTIP 
Planning] Final Report – ACTION 

Commissioner Yee introduced the item and summarized the key points from his letter that was 
included in the agenda packet.  

Jeremy Shaw, Planner at San Francisco Planning Department, presented the item.  

Commissioner Cohen commented that free tuition for City College would create a unique impact 
on districts with satellite campuses and affiliations to the larger main campus. She asked what 
considerations were taken to mitigate the impacts of  traffic into neighborhoods and to ensure that 
students could travel to and between campuses in an efficient and cost-effective manner.  

Mr. Shaw asked if  Commissioner Cohen was referring specifically to the Ocean campus or all the 
campuses. 

Commissioner Cohen stated that she was referring to all the campuses and mentioned that District 
10 had a campus that was not too far from the T-line, but that the distance could be a challenge 
for others. She said that it would be more efficient if  there was a shuttle bus that connected the 
campuses together.  

Mr. Shaw said that the San Francisco Planning Department and the San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency (SFMTA) were excited to be working with City College and had begun a 
conversation around the college’s Facilities Master Plan. He said that part of  the advantage of  the 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Framework was that there had already been a lot 
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of  work done by the city and that some of  the measures that were in the city's TDM program 
could be used system wide for City College. 

Commissioner Cohen asked if  the City College Facilities Plan was still in the conceptual 
development phase.  

Mr. Shaw said that the project was still in the conceptual development phase and that interests in 
shuttles and last mile needs for students could be addressed at all of  the campuses as part of  the 
Facilities Plan.  

Commissioner Yee commented that the final report was a framework and not meant to solve every 
issue. He said that the Framework was contingent on further studies by both City College and the 
Balboa Reservoir development. He acknowledged that he was hoping the Framework would have 
more concrete suggestions to mitigate some of  the current issues. For example, he said that traffic 
congestion was high during commute hours with cars coming off  the freeway, people looking for 
parking at City College, and people being dropped off  and picked in front of  the Balboa BART 
station. He said the Balboa area was rich in public transportation, where many lines converged, 
giving some students the option to take public transit. He observed that City College was a campus 
of  people where the age of  the students was not necessarily all 18 and 19 and that most students 
worked and/or had families. He said that for the development to succeed many issues,  including 
housing, needed to be addressed.  

During public comment Christine Hanson commented that the TDM Framework was based on 
the larger Nelson Nygaard Existing Conditions Report that was once visible from a link on the 
San Francisco Planning Department website, but was now only viewable if  you knew where to 
look. She said that the information on City College's parking was collected during the last week 
of  class and no data existed during evening classes. She said that the TDM Framework resolution 
stated that once approved, the Framework would serve to advise transportation decision-making 
in the Balboa area, for City College, and around future development at the Balboa Reservoir site, 
but the TDM Framework had only been presented to the City College Board of  Trustees one time. 
She said that about 45% of  City College students, who she surveyed, said they had 30 minutes or 
less to get to school and would lose out if  the framework was adopted. She said that City College 
was not growing its enrollment, but instead trying to return its enrollment to prior levels, and she 
urged the Board to not approve the proposed framework because it would hurt the school that 
was still trying to recover from its prior accreditation situation. 

Harry Bernstein commented that the process regarding the Balboa Reservoir land had been 
fraudulent and that nothing valid would follow from the City Planners’ initial and continuing 
assertions that the student parking area for City College was underutilized. He said that no number 
of  manipulated photographs or data made that a true statement and that parking was the absolute 
lifeblood of  a commuter college and City College of  San Francisco was the largest such entity in 
the state. He said it was growing once again, thanks to the Free City College initiative, and urged 
the Board to not adopt the TDM Framework. 

Vicky Legion commented that she had taught at City College for 22 years and was a member of  
the Save City College Coalition. She said the Nelson Nygaard TDM Framework was flawed and 
she thought the plan was part of  a strategy to cannibalize City College property for real estate 
development. She said the land had been used by City College since 1957 and during full-size 
enrollment the upper and lower Reservoir parking lots would be full five days a week. She said 
that at the Balboa Park Station Community Advisory Committee meetings, members of  the public 
asked why utilization was counted from 10:30 at night to midnight and during finals week when 
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students were not attending, but never received a response. She asked the Board to reject the TDM 
final report.  

Rita Evans commented that the Balboa Area TDM Framework in its current form was 
fundamentally flawed and should not be approved by the Board. She said that the report did not 
accurately reflect the views and concerns of  residents who had shown up at public hearings over 
the past few years and knew that it was essential that the new residents use public transportation, 
bike and walk or that part of  the city would be in permanent gridlock. She said to address the last-
mile issue for transit connections, neighbors have repeatedly called for a developer-funded shuttle 
to operate between the proposed development and the Balboa Park station, but the final report 
barely mentioned the shuttle and did not suggest that the developer fund it. She said another  area 
of  concern was the parking demand that the neighborhood will have to absorb and that the city 
departments kept pointing to the existing ineffective Residential Parking Permit program as a 
solution. She said the city had been in the process of  revising the program for years, but in its 
existing form it did not work and the total cost for the program, in terms of  both time and money, 
was borne exclusively by existing residents. She said the program cost should be borne by the 
developers.  

Steve Martin Pinto said that the Balboa Reservoir project would bring a traffic bomb the likes of  
which the neighborhood had never seen before and believed it was crucial that it be managed 
correctly. He said the TDM report made no real effort to improve the existing transportation 
infrastructure or provided viable transportation alternatives for the residents and future City 
College students. He said that bus lines were inadequate to meet current and future demands and 
would experience a decline of  service due to impeded traffic flow. He said the item had not been 
addressed to the community's satisfaction and strongly encouraged the board to reject the TDM 
report until further accurate analysis was complete. 

Michael Ahrens, member of  the Westwood Park Association Board of  Directors and the Balboa 
Reservoir Citizens Advisory Committee, commented that the report was not based on any facts 
or numbers and that the Facilities Committee at City College  had stated that they did not support 
the report. He said that it did not make sense to remove 2,000 parking spaces, when the college 
was now free, and interested in increasing enrollment. He said that an adequate analysis would 
conclude that there was no alternative other than to retain that parking space.  

After public comment, Commissioner Yee asked if  the Balboa Reservoir development was going 
to conduct its own TDM study to account for its impacts.   

Mr. Shaw replied in the affirmative. 

Commissioner Yee asked if  the Balboa Reservoir development had plans for a shuttle service for 
City College students.  

Mr. Shaw replied that he believed so, but could not give a definite response. He said that the 
developers were aware of  the comments from the public and that the report recommended further 
studying a shuttle as part of  the rigorous impacts analysis the developer had to do, in coordination 
with the SFMTA to understand the impact the development would have on public transportation 
and general access in the area.  

Commissioner Cohen stated that she would vote against the item and believed that more parking 
and infrastructure was needed for City College. She said that there needed to be more due diligence 
and asked why no City College stakeholders were present at the meeting. She said that she had 
personal experience with Avalon Bay and believed it was a difficult development company to work 
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with. She said that she wanted to go on the record early and stated that she believed Avalon Bay 
would create a lot of  problems and mentioned previous times that labor partners had come to the 
Board raising concerns of  union labor not being hired for jobs. She said that the Board needed to 
be mindful and respectful of  the people who had been living around City College for generations 
and mentioned that the Balboa Station Community Advisory Committee had advised against the 
project. She observed that she did not hear anybody speaking in support of  the TDM Framework 
other than the Planning Department and she would be voting no. 

Commissioner Yee said that he appreciated Commissioner Cohen's point of  view, but mentioned 
that the framework was only the beginning. He said that the issues of  parking and transportation 
needed further study and that the Balboa Reservoir Development, City College, and City officials 
needed to sit down and solve future parking issues. He said that the City could require the 
developers to pay for residential parking permits, because it would affect surrounding 
neighborhoods that would have students parking further away. He said that he believed that there 
was other land around City College that could be developed as a parking lot. He asked the Board 
to support the Framework, which would be a resource to the developers and City College as they  
come up with concrete solutions. 

Commissioner Safai mentioned that Districts 7 and 11 would be impacted by the future 
development and that the concerns surrounding the high levels of  traffic around the Balboa area 
were legitimate. He said that he knew that the Balboa Station Community Advisory Committee, 
City College Facilities Committee, and others had reservations about the project, but felt the 
reservations were not necessarily about the final report, but about the long-term plan. He said that 
the concerns of  the public would be looked at in the developer’s impact analysis and addressed in 
negotiations with the developer, including the possibility of a shuttle and the amount of  available 
parking, and that the concerns of  the neighbors were real. He said that he had similar reservations 
to those of  Commissioner Cohen, but felt comfortable moving forward with approving the TDM 
Framework. 

Commissioner Yee said that he had discussed potentially moving the M-Line from St. Francis 
Circle or from the West Portal tunnel to go underground into Park Merced and had requested that 
the city study keeping the K-Line underground from the same point. He stated that he believed 
traffic congestion would decline if  the K-Line was underground all the way to the Balboa BART 
station, but  that studies were Needed to confirm if  this was true. 

Commissioner Breed asked for more information on the community outreach and follow-through 
that was highlighted in the resolution. She asked information was incorporated into the report 
because of  the additional public outreach performed after the item was heard at the 
Transportation Authority’s Citizens Advisory Committee meeting. 

Mr. Shaw stated that at the request of  Commissioner Yee, the Planning Department returned to 
the community many times to hear their concerns. He said that part of  the challenge was finding 
a way to stick with what was written in the scope of  work for this grant while acknowledging there 
were community concerns that this project could not possibly address. He said that the Planning 
Department changed a lot of  the TDM recommendations or refined them to make sure the 
community's concerns were addressed and mentioned that additional data was collected and the 
recommendations would be refined based on future data collection when City College or the 
Balboa Reservoir developer conducted their analysis. He said that for the issues that the TDM 
Framework could not address, the Planning Department wanted to make sure that those concerns 
were included in the final report. He said that safety at transit stops at night was a significant 

8



 
 
 

  Page 7 of 9 

concern that needed to be addressed throughout the neighborhood and beyond and was included 
in the final report.  

Mr. Shaw said that since the TDM Framework was not a capital plan, there were limits to what it 
could do. He said many community members were invited, during the third and fourth edits, to 
attend a Planning Department workshop and talk about ways to get more of  the community 
concerns into the document, and this informed the most recent version. 

Commissioner Breed asked if  it was accurate that many of  the recommendations were based on 
the Planning Department's recommendation of  what could be done for the community, and that 
information was put into the report. Mr. Shaw stated that the recommendations came from a 
variety of  sources and started with best practices and the consultant’s knowledge of  San Francisco. 
He said there was input from City College staff, from the two Community Advisory Committees, 
and that the last round of  edits focused on a lot more details around data and topics beyond TDM. 
He said that the Planning Department acknowledged that there was always more outreach that 
needed to be done and their intent and hope was that the process and the feedback that they 
received about the process would inform future planning.  

Commissioner Breed asked about the outreach to City College specifically, because she had heard 
in the comments that there was only one presentation at their board meeting. Mr. Shaw stated that 
the document was first initiated and scoped in late 2015 and there had been ongoing coordination 
meetings with facilites staff  at City College. He said that part of  the challenge was that City College 
was going through its own facilities master plan effort, which limited opportunities for city staff  
to present.  He added that City staff  would be happy to return to talk to City College. He continued 
by noting that the facilities master plan was going through a reboot and there was a new chancellor, 
facilities manager, and project manager dedicated to the reservoir and parking concerns. He said 
that all those changes represented an opportunity to improve on the outreach process. 

Commissioner Breed wanted to clarify that the final report was just a guide and could be changed 
She said her understanding was that the report facilitated a better understanding of  what the 
challenges were in the area and what recommendations could be used to fix those challenges. She 
said that she wanted to make it clear that there still was a lengthy process associated with moving 
anything forward. Mr. Shaw confirmed that this was true and stated that the framework created 
the space and opportunity for an unprecedented collaboration between staff  of  both City College 
and the City. 

Commissioner Cohen asked what the attendance what was like at the outreach meetings and the 
Community Advisory Committee meetings. Mr. Shaw stated that the meetings were always well 
attended, and the smaller workshops were intended to have neighborhood representatives dig into 
the text and ideas. He said that there were two or three of  those meetings, with five or seven 
neighborhood representatives. 

Commissioner Cohen suggested continuing the item to allow new City College staff  the 
opportunity to fully review the TDM framework final report and found it interesting that not one 
member of  the public was speaking in favor of  the item. 

Commissioner Cohen moved to continue the item, seconded by Commissioner Breed. 

Commissioner Yee stated that the item was going to be brought to the Board more than six 
months ago, but was continued to allow for further outreach. He said that he did not believe 
continuing the item would bring significant changes and reiterated that he was okay with the final 
report because there was going to be other studies being done. He said those studies would take 
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into consideration some of  the drawbacks and issues that had been raised during the TDM 
Framework and carry them into the next process.  

Commissioner Cohen asked when and where the outreach was conducted. Mr. Shaw referenced 
one of  the slides in his presentation that summarized the outreach meetings.  He explained that 
the Planning Department appreciated that the reservoir process and framework document were 
both interrelated and distinct efforts. He said that the framework was not designed to resolve the 
reservoir challenges, but was meant to be a strong foundation that allowed different agencies to 
talk. He acknowledged the public comments, but did not think that there was only opposition in 
the neighborhood. He mentioned that there were a couple of  Community Advisory Committee 
meetings where the Planning Department provided previous drafts of  the document and there 
were no comments against or objections towards advancing the document to the Board. He 
confirmed Commissioner Yee's statements that additional outreach efforts were conducted and 
stated that the outreach would continue through future actionable plans, including data collection 
and the environmental process. 

Commissioner Cohen moved to withdraw her request to continue the item, seconded by 
Commissioner Breed. 

Commissioner Yee moved to approve the item, seconded by Commissioner Kim. 

 The item was approved without objection by the following vote: 

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

  Absent: Commissioner Farrell (1) 

8. Update on the Caltrain Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project and Communications 
Based Overlay Signal System Positive Train Control Project – INFORMATION 

Chair Peskin thanked Michelle Bouchard for their earlier meeting and introduced Jim Hartnett, 
General Manager and CEO at San Mateo County Transit District, Chief  Officer of  Caltrain, and 
head of  SamTrans. 

Jim Hartnett and Michelle Bouchard, Chief  Operating Officer at Caltrain, presented the item. 

During public comment Roland Lebrun commented that an internet search of  the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) website showed Caltrain had no progress on the positive train 
control project over the last year and stated that the Positive Train Control Plan had not been 
approved by the FRA. He said that Caltrain’s electrification project would not have adequate 
capacity for bike spaces per train and he expressed concern about the overall cost of  the project. 

After public comment, Executive Director Chang thanked Caltrain staff  for their partnership with 
the Transportation Authority and helping bring federal funding forward for electrification. She 
said that the Transportation Authority would continue to support the electrification project and 
the business plan development effort underway. She thanked Caltrain for their support of  the 
Downtown Caltrain Extension and Regional Measure 3. She said that level boarding, grade 
separations, and coordinating with the state rail plan would be important goals moving forward, 
and mentioned that the upper doors mentioned in the slides would be part of  that conversation. 
She said that the Transportation Authority continued to participate in the technical groups for the 
Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project and Positive Train Control. 
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9. Presentation on the Voter Survey Prepared for the San Francisco Transportation Task 
Force 2045 – INFORMATION 

Chair Peskin motioned to continue item 9. Item 9 was continued without objection. 

There was no public comment. 

10. Update on the Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) Regulatory Landscape: An 
Overview of  Current TNC Regulation in California and Across the Country – 
INFORMATION 

Chair Peskin motioned to continue item 10. Item 10 was continued without objection. 

There was no public comment. 

Other Items 

11. Introduction of  New Items – INFORMATION 

There were no new items introduced. 

12. Public Comment 

During public comment Andrew Yip spoke about civil liberty and human rights. 

Mr. Rice spoke against the demolition of  the old Bay Bridge and felt it could have been used to 
reduce traffic. congestion. He said that the bridge could have been reinforced with diagonal braces 
and pressure tested to reduce the flow of  traffic.  

Ace Washington spoke about the many changes he has witnessed in San Francisco and City Hall 
over the years.  

13. Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned at 11:53 a.m. 
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BD012318 RESOLUTION NO. 18-30 

Page 1 of 4 

RESOLUTION ALLOCATING $110,000 IN PROP K FUNDS FOR ONE REQUEST, WITH 

CONDITIONS, AND APPROPRIATING $180,000 IN PROP K FUNDS FOR ONE 

REQUEST 

WHEREAS, The Transportation Authority received two requests for a total of $290,000 in 

Prop K local transportation sales tax funds, as summarized in Attachments 1 and 2 and detailed in 

the attached allocation request forms (Attachment 5); and 

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

categories: Downtown Extension to a Rebuilt Transbay Terminal and Facilities - BART; and 

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

Authority Board has adopted a Prop K 5-Year Prioritization Program (5YPP) for the Facilities-

BART programmatic category; and 

WHEREAS, BART’s Daly City BART Station Bus & Shuttle Circulation Improvements 

request is consistent with the relevant 5YPP; and 

WHEREAS, The proposed appropriation for the Peer Review for Downtown Extension 

Operational Studies requires a Strategic Plan amendment as detailed in the enclosed allocation 

request form; and 

WHEREAS, After reviewing the requests, Transportation Authority staff recommended 

allocating a total of $110,00 in Prop K funds for one request, with conditions, and appropriating 

$180,000 in Prop K funds for one request, as described in Attachment 3 and detailed in the attached 

allocation request forms, which include staff recommendations for Prop K allocation amounts, 

required deliverables, timely use of funds requirements, special conditions, and Fiscal Year Cash 

Flow Distribution Schedules; and 

13



BD012318 RESOLUTION NO. 18-30 

Page 2 of 4 

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; 

now therefore, be it 

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

as detailed in the enclosed allocation request form for the Peer Review for Downtown Extension 

(DTX) Operational Studies project; and be it further  

RESOLVED, That the Transportation Authority hereby allocates $110,00 in Prop K funds 

for one request, with conditions, and appropriates $180,000 in Prop K funds for one request, as 

described in Attachment 3 and detailed in the allocation request forms; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the Transportation Authority finds the allocation and appropriation of 

these funds to be in conformance with the priorities, policies, funding levels, and prioritization 

methodologies established in the Prop K Expenditure Plan and Strategic Plan, as well as the relevant 

Prop K 5YPP; 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 

14



BD012318 RESOLUTION NO. 18-30 

Page 3 of 4 

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 Strategic Plan and the relevant 5YPP are hereby amended, as appropriate.  

Attachments (5): 
1. Summary of  Applications Received
2. Project Descriptions
3. Staff  Recommendations
4. Prop K Allocation Summaries – FY 2017/18
5. Prop K/AA Allocation Request Forms
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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 75,104,115$           34,050,084$      39,920,643$      645,389$           97,600$             97,600$  
Current Request(s) 290,000$  205,000$           85,000$             -$  -$  -$  
New Total Allocations 75,394,115$           34,255,084$      40,005,643$      645,389$           97,600$             97,600$  

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

CASH FLOW

Strategic 
Initiatives

0.9% Paratransit
8.1%

Streets & 
Traffic Safety

18.6%

Transit
72.4%

Prop K Investments To Date

Strategic 
Initiatives

1.3% Paratransit
8.6%

Streets & 
Traffic Safety

24.6%Transit
65.5%

Investment Commitments, per Prop K Expenditure Plan

M:\Board\Board Meetings\2018\Memos\01 Jan 9\Prop K\Prop K Grouped ATT 1-4 BD 2018.01.09
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Attachment 5.
San Francisco County Transportation Authority 

Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

FY of Allocation Action: 2017/18

Project Name:

Grant Recipient:

Prop K EP category:

Prop K EP Line Number (Primary): 5 Current Prop K Request:
Prop K Other EP Line Numbers:

Prop AA Category:

Current Prop AA Request:

Supervisorial District(s):

Map or Drawings Attached? Yes

Other Items Attached? Yes

Planning/Conceptual Engineering (PLAN)

-$  

District 06

REQUEST

Transportation Authority-led peer review of three operational studies with differing conclusions regarding the 
extension of Caltrain and of California High-Speed Rail to the Transbay Transit Center. The peer review will 
inform key policymaker decisions regarding the operational advantages of a 2-track vs. a 3-track approach to 
the Transbay Transit Center and the operational ramifications of various alignment options for the approach.

Fourth and King St to First and Mission St (location of Rebuilt Transbay Terminal)

Brief Project Description (type below)

Detailed Scope, Project Benefits and Community Outreach (type below)

Project Location (type below)

Project Phase (select dropdown below)

See detailed scope description, next page.

Caltrain Downtown Extension to a Rebuilt Transbay Terminal: (EP-5)

180,000$  

Peer Review for Downtown Extension (DTX) Operational Studies 

San Francisco County Transportation Authority

EXPENDITURE PLAN INFORMATION

Page 1 of 15
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Type of Project in the Prop K 
5YPP/Prop AA Strategic Plan?

Is the requested amount greater than 
the amount programmed in the 

relevant 5YPP or Strategic Plan?

Prop K 5YPP Amount: Prop AA Strategic 
Plan Amount:n/a

Funding the Peer Review for Downtown Extension (DTX) Operational Studies requires a Prop K Strategic 
Plan amendment to the Downtown Extension to a Rebuilt Transbay Terminal category to program 
$180,000 in unprogrammed capacity to the subject project in FY 2017/18. The amendment would increase 
financing costs in the category by 0.03% over the 30-year life of the Prop K Expenditure Plan, and result in 
a minor increase of $100,622 (0.003%) in anticipated financing costs for the Prop K program as a whole 
over the life of the program. 

Please describe and justify the necessary amendment:

5YPP/STRATEGIC PLAN INFORMATION

Greater than Programmed Amount

Named Project

Page 2 of 15
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Detailed Scope, Project Benefits and Community Outreach (type below)
In response to a request made by Chair Peskin at the October 17 Board meeting, the Transportation
Authority will conduct a peer review of three operational studies related to the extension of Caltrain and 
the California High-Speed Rail program to the Transbay Transit Center.  The intent is to inform key 
policymaker decisions regarding the operational advantages of a 2-track vs. a 3-track approach to the 
Transbay Transit Center and the operational ramifications of various alignment options for the 
approach.

The operations studies include: 
1) Transbay Transit Center, San Francisco DTX, Value Engineering Study prepared by SENER

Engineering & Systems, Inc. (SENER) dated September 2017;
2) Train Operations Analysis of Two versus Three Mainline Tracks for the San Francisco Downtown

Rail Extension prepared by Parsons Transportation Group dated October 31, 2017;
3) Railyard Alternatives and I-280 Boulveard (RAB) Feasibility Study Conceptual Planning Analysis

dated June 19, 2017 developed on behalf of the San Francisco Planning Department.

A Peer Review Panel composed of senior managers with substantial rail operations experience, 
particularly with commuter and inter-city rail lines, has been selected. Panel members include: John Flint, 
Senior VP, T.Y. Lin International (TYLIN), John shall act as Chair and be responsible for the coordination 
in the performance of the review of all panel members; Les Elliott, President, The Elliott Group; David 
Nelson, Director of Transit Planning, JACOBS; Gene Skoropowski, Program Manager, TYLIN; Mike 
Marino, Director of Rail Transit, Port Authority of New York and New Jersey.  

Each Panel Member will review the three operations studies noting similarities and differences in 
assumptions, analytic methods and conclusions/recommendations. The panel will also develop questions 
for key stakeholders to further understand the studies, validity of the assumptions and reasonableness of 
the conclusions. Individual meetings will be held with each stakeholder and their consultants to review 
their studies, approach and conclusions. Questions developed during the document review process will 
be posed to each stakeholder group to allow a full understanding of the stakeholder's position relative to 
the number of tracks and alignment approaching the Transbay Transit Center. Stakeholders will include: 
1) The owner of 235, 201, 215 and 217 Second Street, Robert Birmingham and his consultant SENER;
2) City of San Francisco Planning Deparment and its consultant SMA Rail Consulting - RAB Study; 3)
TJPA and it's consultants PARSONS and Carl Wood; and 4) Caltrain and CHSRA including CHSRA's
Early Train Operator, DB Engineering and Consulting.

The Peer Review Panel members will develop their preliminary observations and recommendations 
based on their review of the respective documents and the results from the one-on-one interviews, 
including their understanding of the difference between the studies and the validity of the assumptions 
leading to the differences. Preliminary findings and recommendations will be presented to all the 
stakeholders in a workshop setting with a opportunity for stakeholders to respond, ask questions and 
provide additional information. A draft report will be prepared by the Panel describing its analysis and 
findings. The draft will be submitted electronically to the Transportation Authority and stakeholders for 
review and comment. Following receipt of the stakeholder comments, the panel will develop responses to 
comments and distribute to stakeholders. The panel will convene a conference call(s) with the 
stakeholders to address/resolve any remaining questions. 

The final report will be submitted to the Transportation Authority and stakeholders in electronic format. 
The Chair of the Peer Review Panel will present the findings to the Transportation Authority Citizens 
Advisory Committee and Board of Commissioners.
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Project Name:

Environmental Type:

Quarter Calendar Year Quarter Calendar Year
Planning/Conceptual Engineering (PLAN) Jan-Mar 2018 Apr-Jun 2018
Environmental Studies (PA&ED)
Right-of-Way
Design Engineering (PS&E)
Advertise Construction
Start Construction (e.g. Award Contract)
Operations (i.e., paratransit)
Open for Use
Project Completion (means last eligible 
expenditure) Oct-Dec 2018

Document Review - Dec 11-22, 2017
Stakeholders Meetings - Jan 25-26, 2018
Workshop - Week of Feb 5, 2018
Draft Report - Feb 12-24, 2018
Comment Resolution - Feb 26-Mar 16, 2018
Final Report - Mar 19-30, 2018
SFCTA CAC presentation - Mar 28, 2018
SFCTA Board presentation - April 10, 2018

Peer Review for Downtown Extension (DTX) Operational Studies 

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE

PROJECT DELIVERY MILESTONES

Enter dates below for ALL project  phases, not just for the current request, based on the best information 
available. For PLANNING requests, please only enter the schedule information for the PLANNING phase.

Start End

Provide dates for any COMMUNITY OUTREACH planned during the requested phase(s). Identify 
PROJECT COORDINATION with other projects in the area (e.g. paving, MUNI Forward) and relevant 
milestone dates (e.g. design needs to be done by DATE to meet paving schedule).   List any timely use-of-
funds deadlines (e.g. federal obligation deadline). If a project is comprised of MULTIPLE SUB-
PROJECTS, provide milestones for each sub-project. For PLANNING EFFORTS, provide start/end dates 
for each task. 

SCHEDULE DETAILS

Phase 

N/A

Page 4 of 15

23



San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Project Name:

Fund Source Planned Programmed Allocated Total
Prop K 180,000$       -$  -$  180,000$       
Prop AA -$  -$  -$  -$               

-$  -$  -$  -$               
-$  -$  -$  -$               
-$  -$  -$  -$               
-$  -$  -$  -$               

Total: 180,000$       -$               -$               180,000$       

Phase Total Cost
Prop K -    
Current 
Request

Prop AA - 
Current 
Request

Planning/Conceptual 
Engineering (PLAN) 180,000$       180,000$       

Environmental 
Studies (PA&ED) -$  -$  

Right-of-Way -$  -$  
Design Engineering 
(PS&E) -$  -$  -$  

Construction (CON) -$  -$  -$  
Operations 
(Paratransit) -$  -$  

Total: 180,000$       180,000$       -$               

% Complete of Design: n/a as of n/a
Expected Useful Life: n/a Years

Fund Source FY 2017/18 FY 2018/19 FY 2019/20 FY 2020/21 FY 2021/22+ Total
Prop K 180,000$       -$  -$  -$  -$  180,000$         
Prop AA -$  -$  -$  -$  -$  -$  

COST SUMMARY 

Use the table below to enter the proposed reimbursement schedule for the current request.  Prop K and  
Prop AA policy assume these funds will not be reimbursed at a rate greater than their proportional share of 
the funding plan for the relevant phase unless justification is provided for a more  aggressive reimbursement 
rate.  If the current request is for multiple phases, please provide separate reimbursement schedules by 
phase. If the proposed schedule exceeds the years available, please attach a file with the requested 
information.

Show total cost for ALL project phases (in year of expenditure dollars) 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.

Source of Cost Estimate

PROPOSED REIMBURSEMENT SCHEDULE FOR CURRENT REQUEST (instructions as noted below)

consultant's cost estimate based on scope

Peer Review for Downtown Extension (DTX) Operational Studies 

FUNDING PLAN - FOR CURRENT REQUEST
Enter the funding plan for the phase(s) that are the subject of the CURRENT REQUEST. Totals should 
match those shown in the Cost Summary below.

Page 5 of 15
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

MAJOR LINE ITEM BUDGET

LABOR DETAIL BY MAJOR LINE ITEM (BY AGENCY BY TASK)

Page 7 of 15
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

T.Y. Lin International (continued)

Est'd Total
Hours        Rate Budget

Page 8 of 15
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Page 9 of 15
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Page 10 of 15
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Last Updated: 1/2/2018 Res. No: Res. Date:

Project Name:

Grant Recipient:

Action Amount
Prop K 
Appropriation 180,000$     

Total: 180,000$     

180,000$     -$  

12/31/2018

Action Amount Fiscal Year

Trigger: 

Deliverables:
1.

2.

3.

4.

Special Conditions:
1.

2.

TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY RECOMMENDATION 
This section is to be completed  by Transportation Authority Staff.

Phase

On completion of Task 4 (anticipated by February 24, 2018), 
provide an electronic copy of the Draft Report.

Presentations to the CAC (anticipated March 28, 2018) and Board 
(anticipated April 10, 2018) following completion of the Final 
Report.

On completion of Task 6 (anticipated by March 30, 2018), provide 
an electronic copy of the Final Report.

On completion of Task 5 (anticipated by March 16, 2018), provide 
an electronic copy of the Comment Resolution.

Intended Future 
Action

San Francisco County Transportation Authority

Fund Expiration Date: 

Peer Review for Downtown Extension (DTX) Operational Studies 

Funding 
Recommended:

The recommendation includes a concurrent Prop K Strategic Plan 
amendment to program $180,000 in unprogrammed capacity in 
the Caltrain Downtown Extension to a Rebuilt Transbay Terminal 
category to the subject project in Fiscal Year 2017/18. See 
attached amendment for details.

Total Prop K Funds:

Justification for multi-phase 
recommendations and notes for 

multi-sponsor recommendations:

Eligible expenses must be incurred prior 
to this date.

Phase

Total Prop AA Funds:

Planning/Conceptual Engineering (PLAN)

Page 11 of 15
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Last Updated: 1/2/2018 Res. No: Res. Date:

Project Name:

Grant Recipient:

TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY RECOMMENDATION 
This section is to be completed  by Transportation Authority Staff.

San Francisco County Transportation Authority

Peer Review for Downtown Extension (DTX) Operational Studies 

Notes:
1.

Prop K Prop AA
0.00% No Prop AA

See Above See Above

SFCTA Project 
Reviewer: CP

Sponsor:

SGA Project Number: 105-901xxx Name:

Phase: Fund Share: 100.00%

Fund Source FY 2017/18 FY 2018/19 FY 2019/20 FY 2020/21 FY 2021/22+ Total
Prop K $180,000 $180,000

Cash Flow Distribution Schedule by Fiscal Year 

SGA PROJECT NUMBER

San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Peer Review for Downtown Extension (DTX) Operational 
Studies 

Planning/Conceptual Engineering (PLAN)

Metric
Actual Leveraging - Current Request

Actual Leveraging - This Project

The TJPA has agreed to the attached oversight protocol for 
Phases 1 and 2 of the Transbay Transit Center program.

Page 12 of 15
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

FY of Allocation Action: 2017/18 Current Prop K Request: 180,000$            
Current Prop AA Request: -$  

Project Name:

Grant Recipient:

Project Manager         Grants Section Contact

Name:

Title:

Phone:

Email:

Peer Review for Downtown Extension (DTX) Operational Studies 

Eric Cordoba

Deputy Director Capital Projects

(415) 522-4812

eric.cordoba@sfcta.org

CONTACT INFORMATION

1) The requested sales tax and/or vehicle registration fee revenues will be used to supplement and under no
circumstance replace existing local revenues used for transportation purposes.

San Francisco County Transportation Authority

Maria Lombardo

Chief Deputy Director

(415) 522-4802

maria.lombardo@sfcta.org

Required for Allocation Request Form Submission
Initials of sponsor staff member verifying the above statement

EC

Page 13 of 15
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form
SFCTA OVERSIGHT PROTOCOL FOR

THE TRANSBAY TRANSIT CENTER AND CALTRAIN DOWNTOWN EXTENSION

Page 14 of 14
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

MAPS AND DRAWINGS

Page 15 of 15
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Attachment 5.
San Francisco County Transportation Authority 

Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

FY of Allocation Action: 2017/18

Project Name:

Grant Recipient:

Prop K EP category:

Prop K EP Line Number (Primary): 20 Current Prop K Request:

Supervisorial District(s):

Map or Drawings Attached? Yes

Other Items Attached? No

Construction (CON)

N/A

REQUEST

Access improvements in and around the bus circulation area of the Daly City BART Station. Project will 
upgrade an existing pedestrian ramp that provides access to the BART station and connecting bus routes 
including the MUNI 14R Mission Rapid and 28 19th Avenue to make it ADA compliant. 

The Daly City BART Station serves as a major transfer point for commuters between the Peninsula/South 
Bay and San Francisco. Currently the station is served by four BART lines, four Muni bus routes, five 
SamTrans bus routes, three private shuttle services, and three paratransit services. Prop K funds will cover 
San Francisco's share of the costs to upgrade an existing access ramp from the upper parking lot to lower-
level bus stops to make it ADA compliant. Upgrading the ramp will also allow MUNI to use the bus stop at 
the upper level parking lot to pick up passengers for the 28 line, providing operational flexibility and reducing 
operational costs. The entire project also includes scope that is not funded with Prop K, including staff, 
consultant, and construction contract resources to re-pave the back parking lot, stripe parking stalls and 
crosswalk, and number the stalls.

Daly City BART Station

Brief Project Description (type below)

Detailed Scope, Project Benefits and Community Outreach (type below)

Project Location (type below)

Project Phase (select dropdown below)

Facilities-Rehabilitation, upgrade and replacement of existing facilities: 
(EP-20)

110,000$  

Daly City BART Station Bus & Shuttle Circulation Improvements

Bay Area Rapid Transit District

EXPENDITURE PLAN INFORMATION

Page 1 of 11
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Type of Project in the Prop K 
5YPP/Prop AA Strategic Plan?

Is the requested amount greater 
than the amount programmed in 

the relevant 5YPP or Strategic 
Plan?

Prop K 5YPP Amount:
Prop AA 

Strategic Plan 
Amount:

550,000$  

5YPP/STRATEGIC PLAN INFORMATION

Less than or Equal to Programmed Amount

Named Project

Page 2 of 11
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Project Name:

Environmental Type:

Quarter Calendar Year Quarter Calendar Year
Planning/Conceptual Engineering (PLAN)
Environmental Studies (PA&ED)
Right-of-Way
Design Engineering (PS&E) Apr-Jun 2017 Jul-Sep 2017
Advertise Construction Jul-Sep 2017
Start Construction (e.g. Award Contract) Jan-Mar 2018
Operations (i.e., paratransit)
Open for Use Jul-Sep 2018
Project Completion (means last eligible 
expenditure) Oct-Dec 2018

Daly City BART Station Bus & Shuttle Circulation Improvements

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE

PROJECT DELIVERY MILESTONES

Enter dates below for ALL project  phases, not just for the current request, based on the best information 
available. For PLANNING requests, please only enter the schedule information for the PLANNING phase.

Start End

Provide dates for any COMMUNITY OUTREACH planned during the requested phase(s). Identify 
PROJECT COORDINATION with other projects in the area (e.g. paving, MUNI Forward) and relevant 
milestone dates (e.g. design needs to be done by DATE to meet paving schedule).   List any timely use-of-
funds deadlines (e.g. federal obligation deadline). If a project is comprised of MULTIPLE SUB-
PROJECTS, provide milestones for each sub-project. For PLANNING EFFORTS, provide start/end dates 
for each task. 

SCHEDULE DETAILS

Phase 

Categorically Exempt

Page 3 of 11
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Project Name:

Fund Source Planned Programmed Allocated Total
Prop K -$  110,000$       -$  110,000$       
State Transportation 
Improvement 
Program (STIP)(San 
Mateo)

-$  -$  200,000$       200,000$       

BART funds -$  -$  25,000$         25,000$         
-$  -$  -$  -$               

Total: -$               110,000$       225,000$       335,000$       

Phase Total Cost
Prop K -    
Current 
Request

Prop AA - 
Current 
Request

Planning/Conceptual 
Engineering (PLAN) -$  -$  
Environmental 
Studies (PA&ED) -$  -$  
Right-of-Way -$  -$  
Design Engineering 
(PS&E) 40,000$         -$  -$  
Construction (CON) 295,000$       110,000$       -$  
Operations 
(Paratransit) -$  -$  

Total: 335,000$       110,000$       -$               

% Complete of Design: 100% as of 7/25/2017
Expected Useful Life: 80 Years

Fund Source FY 2017/18 FY 2018/19 FY 2019/20 FY 2020/21 FY 2021/22+ Total
Prop K 25,000$         85,000$         -$  -$  -$  110,000$         

COST SUMMARY 

Use the table below to enter the proposed reimbursement schedule for the current request.  Prop K and  
Prop AA policy assume these funds will not be reimbursed at a rate greater than their proportional share of 
the funding plan for the relevant phase unless justification is provided for a more  aggressive reimbursement 
rate.  If the current request is for multiple phases, please provide separate reimbursement schedules by 
phase. If the proposed schedule exceeds the years available, please attach a file with the requested 
information.

Show total cost for ALL project phases (in year of expenditure dollars) 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.

Source of Cost Estimate

PROPOSED REIMBURSEMENT SCHEDULE FOR CURRENT REQUEST (instructions as noted below)

Design for this contract was done as part 
of a larger project so cost is approximate.

100% design

Daly City BART Station Bus & Shuttle Circulation Improvements

FUNDING PLAN - FOR CURRENT REQUEST
Enter the funding plan for the phase(s) that are the subject of the CURRENT REQUEST. Totals should 
match those shown in the Cost Summary below.

Page 4 of 11
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Last Updated: 12/19/2017 Res. No: Res. Date:

Project Name:

Grant Recipient:

Action Amount
Prop K 
Allocation 110,000$      

Total: 110,000$      

110,000$      -$  

9/30/2019

Deliverables:
1.

2.

Special Conditions:
1.
2.

Notes:
1.

2.

3. The subject request is part of a broader transit enhancement 
project at the Daly City BART station to which the Transportation 
Authority allocated $507,980 in Prop AA funds in March 2016 to 
construct new bus layover spaces in the upper parking lot.

TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY RECOMMENDATION 
This section is to be completed  by Transportation Authority Staff.

With quarterly progress reports provide 2-3 photos of before 
conditions and work being performed. Upon project completion, 
provide 2-3 digital photos of completed work. 

Bay Area Rapid Transit District

Fund Expiration Date: 

Daly City BART Station Bus & Shuttle Circulation Improvements

Funding 
Recommended:

Prop K funds will only be used for the ramp accessibility upgrade 
portion of the project scope.

Total Prop K Funds:
Eligible expenses must be incurred prior 
to this date.

BART executed the construction contract for this project in 
December 2017, per guidance from Caltrans that it would risk 
losing State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) funds if 
the contract was not executed by December 29, 2017. 

Phase

Total Prop AA Funds:

Construction (CON)

Page 6 of 11
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Last Updated: 12/19/2017 Res. No: Res. Date:

Project Name:

Grant Recipient:

TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY RECOMMENDATION 
This section is to be completed  by Transportation Authority Staff.

Bay Area Rapid Transit District

Daly City BART Station Bus & Shuttle Circulation Improvements

Prop K Prop AA
67.16% No Prop AA
67.16% No Prop AA

SFCTA Project 
Reviewer:

P&PD

Sponsor:

SGA Project Number: 120-xxxxxx Name:

Phase: Fund Share: 32.84%

Fund Source FY 2017/18 FY 2018/19 FY 2019/20 FY 2020/21 FY 2021/22+ Total
Prop K $25,000 $85,000 $110,000

Cash Flow Distribution Schedule by Fiscal Year 

SGA PROJECT NUMBER

Bay Area Rapid Transit District
Daly City BART Station Bus & Shuttle Circulation 
Improvements

Construction (CON)

Metric
Actual Leveraging - Current Request

Actual Leveraging - This Project

Page 7 of 11
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

FY of Allocation Action: 2017/18 Current Prop K Request: 110,000$            
Current Prop AA Request: -$  

Project Name:

Grant Recipient:

Project Manager         Grants Section Contact

Name:

Title:

Phone:

Email:

Daly City BART Station Bus & Shuttle Circulation Improvements

Hamed Tafaghodi

Project Manager

(510) 287-4871

htafagh@bart.gov

CONTACT INFORMATION

1) The requested sales tax and/or vehicle registration fee revenues will be used to supplement and under no
circumstance replace existing local revenues used for transportation purposes.

Bay Area Rapid Transit District

Nicole Foletta

Principal Planner

(510) 874-7346

nfolett@bart.gov

Required for Allocation Request Form Submission
Initials of sponsor staff member verifying the above statement

NF

Page 8 of 11
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

MAPS AND DRAWINGS

Page 9 of 11
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Page 10 of 11
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Agenda Item 5 

Memorandum 
Date: January 3, 2018 
To: Transportation Authority Board 
From: Anna LaForte – Deputy Director for Policy and Programming 
Subject: 1/9/2018 Board Meeting: Allocation of $110,000 in Prop K Funds for One Request, 

with Conditions, and Appropriation of $180,000 in Prop K Funds for One Request, with 
Conditions 

DISCUSSION 

Attachment 1 summarizes the subject allocation 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. Attachment 5 includes the Allocation Request Form for each 
project, with more detailed information on scope, schedule, budget and funding. Attachment 3 
summarizes the staff recommendations for the requests, highlighting special conditions and other 
items of interest.  

FINANCIAL IMPACT 

The recommended action would allocate $110,000 and appropriate $180,000 in Fiscal Year (FY) 
2017/18 Prop K sales tax funds. The allocation and appropriation would be subject to the Fiscal 
Year Cash Flow Distribution Schedules contained in the attached Allocation Request Forms. 

Funding the Peer Review for DTX Operational Studies requires a Prop K Strategic Plan 
amendment to the Downtown Extension to a Rebuilt Transbay Terminal category to program 
$180,000 in unprogrammed capacity to the subject project in FY 2017/18. The amendment would 

RECOMMENDATION       ☐ Information      ☒ Action

• Allocate $110,000 in Prop K sales tax funds to the Bay Area Rapid
Transit District for one request:

1. Daly City BART Station Bus & Shuttle Circulation
Improvements

• Appropriate $180,000 in Prop K sales tax funds for one request:
2. Peer Review for Downtown Extension (DTX) Operational

Studies

SUMMARY 

We are presenting two requests totaling $290,000 in Prop K sales tax 
funds to the Board for approval. Attachment 1 lists the requests, 
including requested phase(s) and supervisorial district(s) for each 
project. Attachment 2 provides a brief description of each project. 
Attachment 3 contains the staff recommendations. 

☒ Fund Allocation
☒ Fund Programming
☐ Policy/Legislation
☐ Plan/Study
☐ Capital Project

Oversight/Delivery
☐ Budget/Finance
☐ Contracts
☐ Other:
__________________

46



Agenda Item 5 

Page 2 of 2

increase financing costs in the category by 0.03% over the 30-year life of the Prop K Expenditure 
Plan, and result in a minor increase of $100,622 (0.003%) in anticipated financing costs for the Prop 
K program as a whole over the life of the program. See Attachment 5 for details.  

Attachment 4 shows the total approved FY 2017/18 allocations and appropriations to date, with 
associated annual cash flow commitments as well as the recommended allocations and cash flow 
amounts that are the subject of this memorandum. 

Sufficient funds are included in the 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 

No CAC meeting was held in December 2017. 

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS 

Attachment 1 – Summary of  Applications Received 
Attachment 2 – Project Descriptions 
Attachment 3 – Staff  Recommendations 
Attachment 4 – Prop K Allocation Summaries – FY 2017/18 
Attachment 5 – Prop K/AA Allocation Request Forms (2)  
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BD012318  RESOLUTION NO. 18-31 
  

Page 1 of 4 

RESOLUTION APPROVING SAN FRANCISCO’S PROJECT PRIORITIES FOR THE 

LOCAL PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM COMPETITIVE GRANT PROGRAM 

 

WHEREAS, On April 28, 2017, the Governor of California signed the Road Repair and 

Accountability Act of 2017, also known as Senate Bill (SB) 1, a transportation funding package of 

more than $50 billion over the next 10 years that increases funding for local streets and roads, multi-

modal improvements, and transit operations; and 

WHEREAS, SB 1 created the Local Partnership Program (LPP) and appropriates $200 

million annually to be allocated by the California Transportation Commission (CTC) to local or 

regional agencies that have sought and received voter approval of or imposed fees solely dedicated 

to transportation; and 

WHEREAS, On October 18, 2017, the CTC adopted program guidelines that allocate 50% 

of the program ($100 million annually) through a Competitive Program to local or regional 

transportation agencies that sought and received voter approval of transportation sales tax, tolls, or 

that have imposed fees; and 

WHEREAS, On October 20, 2017, the CTC released the first LPP call for projects for the 

Competitive Program, covering Fiscal Year (FY) 2017/18 through FY 2019/20, with applications 

due on January 30, 2018 and up to $300 million available statewide; and 

WHEREAS, the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (Transportation Authority) 

is an eligible applicant as it administers Proposition K, a half-cent local transportation sales tax 

program approved by San Francisco voters in November 2003, and Proposition AA, an additional 

$10 vehicle registration fee approved by San Francisco voters in November 2010, both with 

revenues dedicated to fund transportation investments as outlined in the corresponding voter 

approved Expenditure Plan; and   
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BD012318  RESOLUTION NO. 18-31 
  

Page 2 of 4 

WHEREAS, the LPP program guidelines allow eligible applicants to identify a different 

entity as implementing agency, which assumes responsibility and accountability for the use and 

expenditure of program funds as established by the CTC; and 

WHEREAS, LPP Competitive Program are available for construction only, require a dollar-

for-dollar match, and in the case of jurisdictions with a population between 700,000 and 1,499,999 

people such as San Francisco, has a minimum grant request of $3 million; and 

WHEREAS, the CTC will give higher priority to projects that can commence construction 

earlier, leverage more committed funds per program dollar, are more cost effective, demonstrate 

quantifiable air quality improvements, including a significant reduction in vehicle-miles traveled, and 

demonstrate regional and community support; and 

WHEREAS, the Transportation Authority received requests to support the nomination of 

three projects from the Port of San Francisco (SF Port) and San Francisco Public Works (SFPW) as 

detailed in Attachments 1 and 2; and 

WHEREAS, the Transportation Authority considered the LPP Competitive Program 

guidelines, and assessed each project’s potential to be competitive in this funding cycle; and 

WHEREAS, the Transportation Authority staff recommendation is to submit project 

applications to the LPP Competitive Program in the following priority order: (1) Mission Bay Ferry 

Landing, (2) Jefferson Street Improvements Phase II, (3) Better Market Street Segment 1; now, 

therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, That the Transportation Authority hereby approves the proposed project 

priority as required by the LPP Competitive Program guidelines; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That as a condition of submitting project applications to the aforementioned 

Competitive Program, the Executive Director shall impose such terms and conditions as are 

necessary for SF Port and SFPW to comply with LPP guidelines including timely use of funds and 
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BD012318  RESOLUTION NO. 18-31 
  

Page 3 of 4 

reporting requirements. 

 
Attachments (2): 

1. Project Nominations for LPP Competitive Program 
2. Project Information Forms 
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Project Information Form

Category:
Subcategory: 
Fiscal Year of Allocation:

Project Name:

Project Location:

Project Supervisorial District(s):

Project Description:

Purpose and Need:

Community Engagement/Support:

Implementing Agency:
Project Manager:
Phone Number:
Email:

Type:

Status:

Completion Date:

The Mission Bay Ferry Landing and water taxi project will serve more than 350,000 annual weekday passengers 
plus 125,000 people traveling for special events.  Located adjacent to the Mission Bay Priority Development 
Area (PDA) and within the Port of San Francisco PDA, the ferry will provide a critical link between the fastest 
growing neighborhood of San Francisco and the East and North bays. Ferry service will provide access to jobs, 
housing, and entertainment. The Mission Bay area has been experiencing major growth and development since 
2000, and this growth is anticipated to continue through 2030. This epicenter of development includes the U.C. 
San Francisco -Mission campus; the Golden State Warriors Chase Center scheduled to open in 2019; and the 
growth of the surrounding neighborhoods of Mission Bay, Dogpatch, Potrero Hill and the Central Waterfront. 
The ferry landing would sit within a half mile of approximately 11,000 new housing units (including affordable 
to moderate, low, and very low-income households), seven million square feet of new office and commercial 
space, and 41 acres of new public open space. Multiple transit connections such as the T/Central subway, 22, 
and 55 bus lines are located within walking and biking distance. 
The ferry will help ensure that growth in the area is sustainable by alleviating overcrowding on San Francisco 
and regional transit services, reducing vehicle trips to the neighborhood and relieving stress on the Transbay 
Corridor. The ferry landing provides resiliency in the event of an earthquake or other unplanned event. The 
project will also promote Vision Zero by keeping cars off of San Francisco’s streets and promoting walking, 
bicycling, and transit for the first or last mile of the journey, as ferry riders find themselves in a transit-rich, 
walkable, and bikeable neighborhood. 

6 & 10

The Port has coordinated with various stakeholders during the concept planning phase of the project including: 
WETA, Pier 70 Dry Dock Operations,  Golden Gate Bridge Highway Transportation District, UCSF, Mission 
Bay Development Group, and other project stakeholders. Recent presentations on the project have been made 
to the Bay Area Council, Central Waterfront Advisory Board, and South Beach Harbor Neighborhood 
Association. For previous grant applications, the Port has gathered more than ten letters of support from: 
elected officials (Assemblymember David Chiu and Senator Scot Weiner); businesses (including the Mission Bay 
Life Science Community and UCSF); and neighborhood organizations (including Bayview Residents Improving 
Their Environment and The South Beach, Rincon, Mission Bay Neighborhood Association).

Port of San Francisco

Jonathan Roman 

415-274-0619

jonathan.roman@sfport.com

The Port is proposing to construct the Mission Bay Ferry Landing and water taxi landing on San Francisco Bay, 
within the Port’s Mission Bay/Central Waterfront area. The Project entails construction of a single-float, two-
berth Ferry Landing to provide regional ferry service. The design of the Ferry Landing and  water taxi facility will 
conform to the current Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards for accessible design. The Ferry 
Landing will consist of multiple components: construction of a pier, gangway, and float; dredging of the 
proposed dredge boundary for safe navigation and approach to the Ferry Landing; and landside and utility 
improvements associated with the Ferry Landing. 

City of San Francisco Planning Department CEQA Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration

Environmental Evaluation submitted May 2017; Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration Admin Draft in 
process

05/01/18

Environmental Clearance

Local Partnership Program - Competitive Program Call for Projects
Infrastructure

2018/19

The Mission Bay Ferry Landing will be located on San Francisco Bay, along the Port’s Southern Waterfront in 
the Mission Bay/Central Waterfront area. The proposed Ferry Landing would be located near the intersection of 
Terry Francois Boulevard and 16th Street, adjacent to Agua Vista Park and nearby the planned Mission Bay 
Front Park. The Water Taxi will be located approximately 400 feet south of the Ferry Landing along Terry 
Francois Boulevard. The sites are located completely on Port of San Francisco property.

Project Information

Transit Facilities

Mission Bay Ferry Landing 

Page 1 of 3
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Project Information Form

Project Delivery Milestones Status Work

Phase % Complete
In-house - 

Contracted - 
Both

Month Year Month Year

Planning/Conceptual Engineering (30%) 100% Contracted January 2017 September 2017

Environmental Studies (PA&ED) 60% Contracted January 2017 November 2018

Design Engineering (PS&E) 30% Contracted September 2017 December 2018

R/W Activities/Acquisition

Advertise Construction 0% Contracted November 2018 April 2019

Start Construction (e.g. Award Contract) 0% Contracted April 2019

Start Procurement (e.g. rolling stock)

Project Completion (i.e. Open for Use) 0% January 2021

Start Date End Date

Comments/Concerns

Page 2 of 3
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Project Information Form

Category:
Subcategory: 
Fiscal Year of Allocation:

Project Name:
Project Location:
Project Supervisorial District(s):

Project Description:

Community Engagement/Support:

Implementing Agency:
Project Manager:
Phone Number:
Email:

Type:
Status:
Completion Date:

3

Since 2006, the project has engaged a variety of community members, property owners, and business interests. 
The project has received enthusiastic support from San Francisco leaders, as well as the local community. The 
late Mayor Edwin M. Lee considered this project a priority of the city and was instrumental in funding Phase I, as 
well as the design process for Phase II. District 3 Supervisor Aaron Peskin has also written of his support for 
completing the Jefferson Street Phase II project.  

Department of Public Works

David Froehlich

(415) 558-4041

david.froehlich@sfdpw.org

Phase II of the Jefferson Streetscape Improvements Project completes the remaining 3 blocks of the streetscape 
design developed from the Fisherman's Wharf Public Realm Plan. The project  includes the installation of 
narrowed geometrically patterned streets, widened sidewalks, pedestrian scale lights, bike parking, new 
landscaping, trees, and public seating. 

CEQA

Completed

09/25/12

Environmental Clearance

Local Partnership Program - Competitive Program Call for Projects
Infrastructure

2018/19

Jefferson Street, between Powell Street and Jones Street

Project Information

Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Improvements

Jefferson Street Improvements, Phase II

The comprehensive Jefferson Street project envisioned in the Fisherman’s Wharf Public Realm Plan (FWPRP) 
was broken into two phases, the first of which was completed in 2013 between Hyde and Jones. In 2014, an 
average of 150,412 people visited SF each day. Fisherman's Wharf (FW) is the second most visited neighborhood 
and Pier 39 is the top attraction . This project’s impact would be wide-ranging. FW has larger blocks in 
comparison with city centers, which have comparable levels of pedestrian activity. Longer blocks are less 
pedestrian-friendly, necessitating additional investments to compensate for this inadequacy. Other challenges 
include the lack of a coherent pedestrian network, the lack of a cycling network, narrow and congested sidewalks, 
and an uninviting and poor streetscape.

The Jefferson Street Improvement project will widen pedestrian footpaths along the entire lenght of Jefferson 
because the current sidewalk width is inadequate for the volume of pedestrians, forcing pedestrians to navigate in 
a crowded and cluttered landscape with narrow, congested, and uninviting sidewalks; crowding at crossings 
caused by long signal phases; and heavy vehicular traffic causing insecurity, noise and pollution. Jefferson Street is 
in the latest High Injury Network, a tool created by San Francisco Department of Public Health to prioritize 
investments that reduce traffic related deaths and severe injuries. 

A redesigned Jefferson plays the central role in the vision to create a walkable district, prioritizing fewer cars, 
widened sidewalks, and a safe two-way bicycle route along the Bay. The project will help complete a gap in the 
Bay Trail, a 400 mile-long recreation path that runs around the entire SF Bay. Most of the trail is off-street, but at 
FW, it becomes undefined and cyclists must navigate chaotic streets mixed with complex traffic: double decker 
tourist buses, street cars, amphibious vehicles, trucks, three wheeled scooters, horse and wagons, private cars, 
segways, and pedestrians. 

Purpose and Need:
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Project Information Form

Project Delivery Milestones Status Work

Phase % Complete
In-house - 

Contracted - 
Both

Month Year Month Year

Planning/Conceptual Engineering (30%) 100% In-house June 2008 April 2012
Environmental Studies (PA&ED) 100% In-house Jan 2012 Sept 2012

Design Engineering (PS&E) 95% In-house Feb 2016 June 2018

R/W Activities/Acquisition 100% In-house Jan 2012 Sept 2012

Advertise Construction 0% In-house July 2018 Dec 2018
Start Construction (e.g. Award Contract) 0% Contracted Jan 2019 Jan 2020
Start Procurement (e.g. rolling stock) 0% Contracted Jan 2019 Jan 2020

Project Completion (i.e. Open for Use) 0% Jan 2020

Start Date End Date

Comments/Concerns
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Project Information Form

Category:
Subcategory: 
Fiscal Year of Allocation:

Project Name:
Project Location:
Project Supervisorial District(s):

Project Description:

3,5,6

Better Market Street will completely reconstruct San Francisco's premier boulevard and important regional transit 
corridor from Octavia Boulevard to the Embarcadero. Phase 1, subject of this request, will address the needs of 
Market Street between 6th and 8th Streets. The project prioritizes transit, provides safe pedestrian access for 
people of all ages and abilities, builds safe bicycle facilities and quality public spaces and streetscapes.

Local Partnership Program - Competitive Program Call for Projects
Infrastructure

2019/20

Market Street between Steuart and Octavia

Project Information

Transit, Bike, and Pedestrian Improvements

Better Market Street Segment 1

The project will address the following needs on Market Street:
1. Build transit’s core capacity along Market Street in order to accommodate growth from new housing
developments, transit service, and transit connections.
2. Accommodate growing bicycle traffic, increase safety, and decrease conflicts of bicyclists with transit and
pedestrians.
3. Revitalize Market Street as the City’s premier pedestrian boulevard through streetscape and safety
improvements
Phase 1 of the project will address these needs on Market Street between 6th and 8th Streets, with the following
scopes:
Core Capacity Improvements including: • Wider and longer transit boarding islands for more customer and
bus capacity • Consolidated and relocated stops to improve transit efficiency • New center boarding islands 
located only at Civic Center BART/Muni Metro Station to allow the F and 9/9R to improve performance along
the corridor • Relocated curbside boarding islands that provide more regularly-spaced local service along the 
corridor (mid-block between 8th and 7th streets & near 6th Street) • ADA accessible curb ramps and streetcar 
access ramps (“mini-highs”) at all F-line (historic streetcar) stops • Upgraded transit shelters • Red Muni-only 
lanes in the two center lanes • New F-Line track loop at McAllister and Charles J Brenham to allow additional 
streetcar service between Powell and Fisherman’s Wharf • Full repaving of roadway including base repair • New
concrete bus pads at bus stop locations • Replacement and upgrade of traffic signals including provision of larger,
more visible signal heads and bicycle signals where needed • Transit signal priority • New CCTV cameras at
intersections and center boarding islands • Private vehicular restrictions to speed bus service and reduce conflicts 
with Muni (Figures 8 and 9: Proposed Vehicle Restrictions) • Protected cycling facility along length of the 
corridor to attract bicyclists of all ages • New striping to clearly define bicycle circulation including jug-handles 
and intersection markings • Clearly marked pedestrian crossings • Traction power upgrades to provide power for 
increased transit service on surface routes and in the Muni Metro • New Overhead Contact System (OCS)
installation to support changed geometries and increased service
Streetscape Enhancements include: • Simplifying north side intersections to make it easier and safer to cross 
by eliminating two-stage crossings • Shortening crossing distances • Changing cross streets to right angles •
Extending sidewalks to shorten crossings (e.g. bulb outs) • Realigning and reconstructing crosswalks • Adding 
new curb ramps at all intersection crossings and on transit islands • Installing Audible Pedestrian Signals and
Pedestrian Countdown Signals throughout • Ensuring minimum 15’ wide pedestrian through-way everywhere 
and generous sidewalk widths that prioritize human-scale movement • Replacing sidewalk bricks to improve 
accessibility, providing all users with improved traction and narrower joints that meet current ADA standards •
Modernizing wayfinding systems (bicycle and pedestrian) • Planting new and replacement trees with improved
subsurface conditions to improve overall health of the urban forest on Market Street • Installing streetscape 
improvements and furnishings • Adding Public Art
State of Good Repair include: • Replace streetcar tracks • Replace OCS poles and wires • Replace the sewer on
the street and abandon century old existing brick sewer • Replace aging water distribution infrastructure •
Replace conduit and wiring for streetlight service • Add SFPUC Power Enterprises conduit for future electric 
distribution • Add conduit for high-speed internet connectivity

Purpose and Need:

Page 1 of 3
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Project Information Form

Community Engagement/Support:

Implementing Agency:
Project Manager:
Phone Number:
Email:

Type:
Status:
Completion Date:

Project Delivery Milestones Status Work

Phase % Complete
In-house - 

Contracted - 
Both

Month Year Month Year

Planning/Conceptual Engineering (30%) 25% In-house Oct 2018 April 2019
Environmental Studies (PA&ED) 25% Both Jan 2015 April 2019

Design Engineering (PS&E) 10% In-house April 2019 Dec 2019

R/W Activities/Acquisition N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Advertise Construction 0% In-house Jan 2020
Start Construction (e.g. Award Contract) 0% Contracted June 2020
Start Procurement (e.g. rolling stock) N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Project Completion (i.e. Open for Use) 0% N/A June 2022

The Better Market Street project has clear and diverse support form community members, merchant groups, and 
key businesses who look forward to the improvements that the project will bring. Advocacy organizations 
representing multiple transportation modes, including walking, bicycling, and public transportation, have 
participated in our planning process and are on board. Contractor associations support the project and the jobs it 
will bring to the City. The project has incorporated input, ideas, and support from local Community Benefit 
Districts and Business Improvement Districts. Environmental and arts organizations recognize their role in 
improving San Francisco's premier corridor and are backing the project. Workforce development and affordable 
housing organizations also support the plan and understand how improving Market Street will benefit San 
Francisco's less fortunate populations. 
In an often divided City, the one thing many people agree on is the need for a Better Market Street.

Department of Public Works

Simon Bertrang

526-558-4045

simon.bertrang@sfdpw.org

Any delay to the environmental phase schedule would require the project to be designed at-risk (i.e. in advance of obtaining environmental clearance) to meet 
the LPP timely use of funds requirements for the start of construction.  Environmental clearance is underway for the entire Better Market Street project.

Start Date End Date

CEQA: EIR NEPA: EA

Ongoing

04/01/19

Environmental Clearance

Comments/Concerns
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Memorandum 

Date: January 3, 2018 
To: Transportation Authority Board 
From: Anna LaForte – Deputy Director for Policy and Programming 
Subject: 01/09/18 Board Meeting: Approve San Francisco’s Project Priorities for the Local 

Partnership Program (LPP) Competitive Grant Program 

DISCUSSION  

Background. 

The Road Repair and Accountability Act of 2017, also known as SB 1, is a transportation funding 
package that increases funding for local streets and roads, multi-modal improvements, and transit 

RECOMMENDATION ☐ Information ☒ Action 

• Approve San Francisco’s Project Priorities for Senate Bill 1 (SB1) 
Local Partnership Program (LPP) Competitive Grant Program: 

1. Mission Bay Ferry Landing (Port of San Francisco (SF Port))
2. Jefferson Street Improvements Phase II (San Francisco Public

Works (SFPW))
3. Better Market Street Segment 1 (SFPW)

• Authorize the Executive Director to enter into agreements
designating SF Port and SFPW as the implementing agencies for the
aforementioned projects in compliance with LPP guidelines.

SUMMARY 

The Transportation Authority is an eligible applicant for the LPP 
Competitive Grant Program. The current call for projects will program 
up to $300 million statewide in Fiscal Years (FYs) 2017/18 - 2019/20 
with applications due to the California Transportation Commission 
(CTC) on January 30, 2018. LPP guidelines allow eligible applicants to 
identify a different entity as the implementing agency.  Eligible 
applicants must establish project priorities if submitting multiple 
applications. The Transportation Authority received three project 
nomination requests from SF Port and SFPW. After considering LPP 
guidelines and assessing each project’s potential to be competitive in 
this funding cycle, we recommend submitting project applications for 
the amounts shown in the priority order shown below. A minimum 1:1 
match is required and only the construction phase is eligible for 
funding.  The minimum grant size is $3 million. 

1. Mission Bay Ferry Landing (SF Port) - $11 million
2. Jefferson Street Improvements Phase II (SFPW) - $6.5 million
3. Better Market Street Segment 1 (SFPW) -  $40.18 million

☐ Fund Allocation
☒ Fund Programming
☐ Policy/Legislation
☐ Plan/Study
☐ Capital Project

Oversight/Delivery
☐ Budget/Finance
☐ Contract/Agreement
☐ Other:
__________________
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operations. The funding package, estimated at more than $50 billion over 10 years, was signed by 
Governor Brown on April 28, 2017 and both expands existing programs (e.g. the Active 
Transportation Program, and the State Transportation Improvement Program), and directs the state 
to create new programs to support local and regional transportation priorities. 

SB 1 created the LPP and appropriates $200 million annually to be allocated by the CTC to local or 
regional transportation agencies that have sought and received voter approval of  or imposed taxes 
or fees solely dedicated to transportation. The CTC adopted program guidelines on October 18 that 
allocate 50% of  the program through a Formulaic Program and 50% through a Competitive 
Program. Last month, the Transportation Authority programmed San Francisco’s share of  LPP 
Formulaic Program funds to two SFPW street resurfacing projects. The first LPP call for projects 
for the Competitive Program is currently underway.  

The LPP Competitive Program guidelines establish that project nominations will be considered in 
two groups: one for project nominations from jurisdictions with voter-approved taxes or fees, and 
the other for project nominations from jurisdictions with self-imposed fees.  As administrator of  the 
Prop K transportation sales tax and the Prop AA vehicle registration fee, the Transportation 
Authority is an eligible applicant for the voter-approved portion of  the Competitive Program, while 
the City and County of  San Francisco is an eligible applicant for the self-imposed fees portion 
through the Transportation Sustainability Fee.  

LPP Competitive Program Highlights. 

The LPP Competitive Program has broad project eligibility criteria, including projects that improve 
the state highway system, improve transit facilities or expand transit services, improve local roads, or 
improve bicycle and pedestrian safety, among others. According to the LPP guidelines, Competitive 
Program funds are available for construction only and require a dollar-for-dollar match. In the case 
of jurisdictions with a population between 700,000 and 1,499,999 people such as San Francisco, 
there is a minimum grant request of $3 million, meaning a minimum $6 million construction phase. 

According to the LPP guidelines, the CTC will give higher priority to projects that can commence 
construction earlier, leverage more committed funds per program dollar, are more cost-effective, 
demonstrate quantifiable air quality improvements including a significant reduction in vehicle-miles 
traveled (VMT), and demonstrate regional and community support. Projects must have fully 
committed funding by July 1 of the year of LPP programming or funds will be lost to the project 
and returned to the CTC. 

Project Nominations. 

In October, we distributed information about the LPP Competitive Program call for projects to city 
departments, regional transit operators and other project sponsors through the Transportation 
Authority’s Technical Working Group.  We received requests to support the nomination of the 
following three projects for the LPP Competitive Program.   

• SF Port submitted one nomination request: $11 million in LPP funds for the Mission Bay Ferry
Landing project to fund the construction of a two-berth ferry landing and a water taxi landing in
Mission Bay, providing regional ferry service to a rapidly growing part of the city.

• SFPW submitted two nomination requests: $40.18 million in LPP funds for Better Market Street
Segment 1 to fund transit, bicycle and pedestrian improvements on Market Street, between 6th

and 8th Street; and $6.5 million in LPP funds for Jefferson Street Improvements Phase II for the
construction of the remaining 3 blocks of the streetscape design for Fisherman’s Wharf,
between Powell Street and Jones Street.

64



Agenda Item 6 

Page 3 of 4

Project information is summarized in Attachment 1 with more detail provided in the Project 
Information Forms included in Attachment 2. 

Recommended LPP Competitive Program Priorities.  

After considering LPP guidelines and assessing project status and potential to be competitive in the 
call for projects, we recommend submitting San Francisco’s project nominations in the following 
priority order.  We have listed some of the key project information upon which our rationale for 
priority order is based. 

1. Mission Bay Ferry Landing ($11 million in FY 2018/19):
• Design close to 65% complete, with environmental clearance expected in May 2018.

Project schedule has construction starting in spring 2019, subject to funding availability.
• Provides regional ferry services to and from Mission Bay, expected to serve over 350,000

annual weekday passengers and 125,000 passengers for special events. Project would
reduce vehicle trips and greenhouse gas emissions, and relieve stress on the Transbay
corridor.

• Funding plan overmatches the LPP funds with developer fees ($6 million), private
contributions ($5 million being pursued from UCSF), and other sources including
Regional Measure 3 ($13 million).   To be competitive and meet LPP requirements, SF
Port needs to secure full funding by July 1, 2018.

2. Jefferson Street Improvements Phase II ($6.5 million in FY 2018/19):
• Design is at 95%, environmental clearance has been obtained, project is ready to

advertise for construction as soon as July 2018, subject to funding availability.
• Improves bicycle and pedestrian safety for a 3-block segment on the High Injury

Network, in the second most visited neighborhood of  San Francisco. However, it’s
difficult to quantify air quality or VMT reduction benefits that would result from the
project.

• Funding plan depends on SFPW securing $6.1 million in local match funds, likely from
the General Fund, in FY 2018/19.

3. Better Market Street Segment 1 ($40.18 million in FY 2019/20):
• Design is at 10%, with state and federal environmental clearance for the overall project

expected to be completed by mid-2019. Any delays in obtaining environmental clearance
could put the LPP funds at risk if  SFPW is unable to meet the LPP timely use of  fund
requirements, and might require City departments (i.e. SFPW and SFMTA) to design the
project at-risk (i.e. before obtaining environmental clearance).

• Transit, pedestrian, and bicycle corridor of  regional importance, serving San Francisco
residents, workers, and visitors. Project is a key component of  the Bay Area Core
Capacity Transit Study.

• Segment 1 has $40.18 million in Prop A General Obligation Bond funds secured to
match the LPP request and fully fund the construction phase.

We’ve consulted with the Mayor’s Office on the proposed recommendation. Given that the City and 
the Transportation Authority can submit projects for consideration under different “groups” within 
the Competitive Program (one for project nominations from jurisdictions with voter-approved taxes 
or fees, and the other for project nominations from jurisdictions with self-imposed fees), we’ve 
agreed on a strategy where the Transportation Authority would submit the three projects in the 
above noted order for the voter approved funding “group”, and the City will submit Jefferson, Mission 
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Bay Ferry Landing, and Better Market Street (in that order) for the self-imposed fees “group”. The 
intent is to maximize the funding awarded to San Francisco by tapping all available “groups”. 

Next Steps. 

Following Board approval of the project priorities for the LPP Competitive Program, we will submit 
project nominations to CTC jointly with SF Port and SFPW before the January 30 deadline. The 
CTC is scheduled to release staff recommendations on April 25, 2018 and adopt the Program of 
Projects at its May 16, 2018 meeting.   

We believe that the strong emphasis on “shovel ready” projects for this new competitive grant 
program covering FYs 2017/18 - 2019/20 following so closely on the heels of several other SB 1 
funding cycles (e.g. LPP – Formula funds, Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program, Active 
Transportation Program, SB 1 street resurfacing formula funds) is why we received so few project 
nominations – rather than a lack of demand.  We are already initiating conversations with San 
Francisco project sponsors and Board members to identify projects for future LPP Competitive 
Program funding cycles along with the required matching funds to ensure that we have a strong 
pipeline of competitive projects. This project pipeline development will be one of many 
considerations that go into the upcoming Prop K 5-Year Prioritization Program updates, a process 
that will commence later this calendar year. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT 

There are no impacts to the Transportation Authority’s adopted FY 2017/18 budget associated with 
the recommended action. 

CAC POSITION 

No CAC meeting was held in December 2017. 

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS 

Attachment 1 – Project Nominations for LPP Competitive Program 
Attachment 2 –Project Information Forms  
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RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE BALBOA AREA TRANSPORTATION DEMAND 

MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK [NTIP PLANNING] FINAL REPORT 

WHEREAS, The Balboa Area Transportation Demand Management Framework 

(Framework) was recommended by Commissioner Yee for $100,000 in Prop K sales tax funds from 

the Transportation Authority’s Neighborhood Transportation Improvement Program (NTIP); and 

WHEREAS, The study area was defined to include three subareas: 1) City College of San 

Francisco Ocean Campus; 2) the 17-acre Balboa Reservoir site; and 3) portions of the Westwood Park, 

Ingleside, and Sunnyside neighborhoods; and 

WHEREAS, the Framework was initiated with the aim of engaging the Balboa Area 

community to develop a set of neighborhood-based transportation demand management (TDM) 

strategies to address community-identified barriers to travel in the area, including traffic congestion, 

walkability issues, personal security concerns, bikeway gaps, parking availability, transit cost, and Muni 

service; and  

WHEREAS, The planning effort was led by the San Francisco Planning Department (SF 

Planning) in partnership with Commissioner Yee’s office and coordinated closely with the San 

Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) and City College; and 

WHEREAS, The Framework recommendations were informed by technical analysis, 

neighborhood travel behavior surveys, and feedback from the Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory 

Committee, the Balboa Park Station Community Advisory Committee neighborhood associations, 

and the public; and 

WHEREAS, The proposed TDM Framework presents a menu of recommended strategies to 

reduce vehicle-miles traveled (VMT), auto trips, traffic congestion, and transportation costs, including 

strategies related to land use, parking, bicycling, mobility management, transit, and infrastructure 
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improvements; and 

WHEREAS, Once approved, the Framework will serve to advise transportation decision-

making in the Balboa Area, in particular for City College and around future development at the Balboa 

Reservoir site; and 

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

the Framework’s Final Report and unanimously adopted a motion of support for its adoption; and 

WHEREAS, Based on public input received, after the Citizens Advisory Committee meeting 

Commissioner Yee requested that SF Planning conduct additional outreach to address outstanding 

concerns expressed by members of the public, and the resulting feedback was incorporated into the 

enclosed final report; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, That the Transportation Authority hereby adopts the enclosed Balboa Area 

TDM Framework [NTIP Planning] Final Report; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the Executive Director is hereby authorized to prepare the document for 

final publication and distribute the document to all relevant agencies and interested parties. 

Enclosure: 
1. Balboa Area TDM Framework [NTIP Planning] Final Report
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Memorandum 

Date: January 3, 2018 
To: Transportation Authority Board 
From: Amber Crabbe – Assistant Deputy Director for Policy and Programming 
Subject: 1/9/18 Board Meeting: Adoption of the Balboa Area Transportation Demand 

Management Framework [NTIP Planning] Final Report 

DISCUSSION  

Background. 

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). 

The Balboa Area TDM Framework project was led by SF Planning with the aim of engaging the 
community to develop a set of neighborhood-based transportation demand-management strategies in 
the Balboa Area. Attachment 1 shows the study area, which includes three subareas of focus: 1) City 
College of San Francisco Ocean Campus; 2) the 17-acre Balboa Reservoir site that is currently being 
developed through the City’s Public Lands for Housing program; and 3) portions of the Westwood 
Park, Ingleside, and Sunnyside neighborhoods. 

Steady investment has been improving transit, walking, and biking around the Balboa Park BART 
station. However, the community has identified a number of barriers to travel in the area, including 
traffic congestion, walkability issues, personal security concerns, bikeway gaps, parking availability, 

RECOMMENDATION       ☐ Information      ☒ Action 

Adopt the Balboa Area Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
Framework [NTIP Planning] Final Report. 

SUMMARY 

The Balboa Area TDM Framework project was recommended by 
Commissioner Yee for $100,000 in Prop K sales tax funds from the 
Neighborhood Transportation Improvement Program (NTIP) to engage 
the community in developing physical and operational measures to 
encourage sustainable travel choices and reduce vehicle-miles traveled, 
auto trips and traffic congestion in the Balboa Area. The project’s draft 
final report, prepared by the San Francisco Planning Department (SF 
Planning), is included as an enclosure in this packet with a cover memo 
from Commissioner Yee that outlines the study’s context, lessons 
learned, and next steps.  

☐ Fund Allocation
☐ Fund Programming
☐ Policy/Legislation
☒ Plan/Study
☐ Capital Project

Oversight/Delivery
☐ Budget/Finance
☐ Contract/Agreement
☐ Procurement
☐ Other:
__________________
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transit cost, and Muni service. At the same time, the study area is anticipating increases in City College 
enrollment due to the new Free City College program and the City is slated to build 1,100 mixed-
income housing units on the Balboa Reservoir site, resulting in increased demand and parking loss for 
City College.  Given limited roadway right-of-way, transit infrastructure, and financial resources, there 
is a need to better manage travel demand.  

The proposed Balboa Area TDM Framework presents potential strategies to reduce vehicle-miles 
traveled (VMT), auto trips, traffic congestion, and transportation costs (both financial costs and level 
of effort required).  The project and its recommendations were informed by technical analysis, 
neighborhood travel behavior surveys, and feedback from the Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory 
Committee, the Balboa Park Station Community Advisory Committee, neighborhood associations, 
and the public.    

Recommendations. 

The Framework recommends considering a broad menu of physical and operational TDM strategies 
in the study area: 

• Land use: build new affordable housing with on-site child care facilities.
• Parking: “right size” the parking at City College and new Balboa Reservoir site; implement

parking pricing strategies; dedicate parking spaces for shared vehicles; expand Residential
Parking Permit zone.

• Bicycling: provide secure bike parking with repair shop; provide bike sharing.
• Mobility management: employ a dedicated mobility management staff; implement a ride

matching program; implement a car sharing program.
• Transit: provide real time transit information; implement a mandatory transit pass programs

for students and new residents.
• Infrastructure improvements: plan and construct Ocean and Geneva Avenue corridor

pedestrian and bicycle safety improvements; close gaps in the bicycle network; retime signals.

The report includes an indication of each strategy’s cost and potential impact.  Rather than prescribing 
which measures to pursue, it is meant to serve as a resource for the community, the City, City College, 
and the Balboa Park Reservoir developer and to help frame current and future efforts to encourage 
sustainable travel choices. While the recommended TDM strategies can be implemented 
independently of one another, employing them concurrently could improve their effectiveness and 
increase community benefits.   

Additional Community Engagement. 

The public process that went into developing the Framework was more complex than initially 
anticipated, with multiple rounds of  community feedback.  After the Transportation Authority 
Citizens Advisory Committee was briefed on the draft final report on May 24, 2017, Commissioner 
Yee requested that SF Planning conduct additional outreach to address concerns raised by members 
of  the public, primarily about parking loss, safety, transit service, and data collection.   Commissioner 
Yee’s cover letter that accompanies the draft final report outlines these concerns, as well as lessons 
learned through developing the Framework.   
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The most significant community concerns related to parking, specifically: 

• Whether the timing of  the parking needs assessment conducted for the Framework resulted
in an accurate estimate for City College.

• Concerns about the impact of  increased demand for parking due to the new Free City College
program paired with the removal of  current City College parking once the Balboa Reservoir
site is developed.

• How to ensure neighborhood parking isn’t exacerbated due to increased vehicle travel to those
major trip generators.

• How to ensure working students can maintain affordable access to campus, recognizing some
of  them will need to drive regardless of  the TDM measures in place.

The feedback received from outreach and community review of  the Framework is summarized in the 
“Community Concerns, Barriers, and Opportunities” section of  the enclosed draft final report. SF 
Planning staff  presented the revised draft final report to the Balboa Park Station Area Community 
Advisory Committee in November, 2017 and has had several follow up discussions with members of  
the Balboa Reservoir Community Advisory Committee and the broader community.   

Next Steps. 

Once approved, the report will serve to advise transportation decision-making in the Balboa area. Of 
particular importance is its role as a resource for the new Balboa Reservoir development, where the 
City and community members are currently working with the selected developer to ensure sufficient 
mitigation measures and transportation improvements that will maintain access to City College and 
limit traffic impacts on the surrounding neighborhood.   

While the process of  preparing the report led to a greater understanding of  community concerns, the 
Framework should be considered as a platform for future work.  A more detailed, implementable 
TDM plan will require further public engagement, technical analysis, and study of  potential strategies. 
To continue current momentum, the report recommends a Balboa Area Working Group comprised 
of  representatives from City departments, City College, and the developer/property manager of  the 
Balboa Reservoir site to further explore opportunities to coordinate TDM measures and other capital 
improvements. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT 

The recommended action would not have an impact on the adopted Fiscal Year 2017/18 budget. 

CAC POSITION 

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

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS 

Attachment 1 – Framework Study Area 
Enclosure 1 – Draft Final Report 
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Balboa Area Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Framework Study Area 
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RESOLUTION APPROVING REVISIONS TO THE FISCAL YEAR 2017/18 

TRANSPORTATION FUND FOR CLEAN AIR PROGRAM OF PROJECTS AND 

AUTHORIZING THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR TO REVISE AGREEMENTS WITH THE 

SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY FOR THE USE OF THESE 

FUNDS 

WHEREAS, On July 25, 2017, the Board approved the FY 2017/18 TFCA Program of 

Projects with $726,760 to fully fund three projects and partial funding two projects as shown in 

Attachments 1 and 2 (Resolutions 18-01 and 18-02); and 

WHEREAS, The resolution approving the FY 2017/18 TFCA Program of Projects included 

a condition that release of the funding for the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s 

(SFMTA’s) Bike Share Phase 4 Expansion was subject to the bike share operator, Motivate, and 

local bike rental companies signing an agreement between the parties intended to mitigate the 

impacts of the bike share program on the local and family-owned bicycle rental companies that have 

long operated on the border of Districts 2 and 3.; and  

WHEREAS, To date, no agreement has been signed; and 

WHEREAS, The Transportation Authority is required to submit the FY 2017/18 TFCA 

project list to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Air District) by February 2, 2018, or 

funds may be redirected to other projects in the region; and 

WHEREAS, The approved FY 2017/18 program of projects includes two partially funded 

SFMTA projects, the Alternative Fuel Taxicab Incentive Program and Short-Term Bicycle Parking, 

which would be able to accept the TFCA funds freed up from the bike share project; now, 

therefore, be it  

RESOLVED, That the Transportation Authority hereby approves reprogramming all 

$255,000 in TFCA County Program Manager funds from the SFMTA’s Bike Share Phase 4 
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Expansion project to the SFMTA’s Alternative Fuel Taxicab Incentive Program, in the amount of 

$170,036, and the SFMTA’s Short-Term Bicycle Parking project, in the amount of $84,964, as 

shown in Attachments 1 and 2; and be it further 

RESOLVED, That the Executive Director is authorized to execute revised funding 

agreements with the SFMTA to pass-through these funds for implementation of these 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 funds. 

 
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: January 17, 2018 
To: Transportation Authority Board 
From: Anna LaForte – Deputy Director for Policy and Programming 
Subject: 01/23/18 Board Meeting: Approve revisions to the Fiscal Year 2017/18 Transportation 

Fund for Clean Air Program of Projects 

DISCUSSION 

Background.  

The TFCA Program was established to fund the most cost-effective transportation projects that 
achieve emission reductions from motor vehicles in accordance with the Air District’s Clean Air Plan. 
Funds are generated from a $4 surcharge on the vehicle registration fee collected by the Department 

RECOMMENDATION       ☐ Information      ☒ Action   

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

SUMMARY 

Reprogram all $255,000 in TFCA County Program Manager funds from 
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s (SFMTA’s) Bike 
Share Phase 4 Expansion to two partially-funded TFCA projects: 

• Alternative Fuel Taxicab Incentive Program ($170,036 to the 
SFMTA) 

• Short-Term Bicycle Parking ($84,964 to the SFMTA) 

In July 2017, the Board approved the FY 2017/18 TFCA Program of 
Projects with a condition that release of TFCA funding for the Bike Share 
Phase 4 Expansion was subject to Motivate and local bike rental 
companies signing an agreement between the parties intended to mitigate 
the impacts of the bike share program on the local and family-owned 
bicycle rental companies that have long operated on the border of 
Districts 2 and 3. To date, no agreement has been signed. We are required 
to submit the FY 2017/18 TFCA project list to the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (Air District) by February 2, 2018, or funds may be 
redirected to other projects in the region. With concurrence from Chair 
Peskin, we recommend re-programming all $255,000 in TFCA funds 
from the bike share project to the aforementioned SFMTA projects as 
shown in Attachments 1 and 2. Board approval of this time sensitive item 
is necessary on its first appearance to meet the Air District’s deadline and 
retain the TFCA funds for San Francisco projects.  

☐ Fund Allocation 
☒ Fund Programming 
☐ Policy/Legislation 
☐ Plan/Study 
☐ Capital Project 

Oversight/Delivery 
☐ Budget/Finance 
☐ Contracts 
☐ Procurement 
☐ Other: 
__________________ 
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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% 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. 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.  

Proposed Revised FY 2017/18 TFCA Program of Projects. 

Attachment 1 details the Board-adopted program of projects with the “Approved TFCA Amount” 
column reflecting the amount of FY 2017/18 TFCA funds approved by the Board in July 2017.  As 
noted above, we are required to submit a final list of FY 2017/18 TFCA projects to the Air District 
by February 2 or risk losing the funds for San Francisco. Given that the condition that Motivate and 
local bike rental companies sign an agreement between the parties to mitigate impacts of the bike 
sharing program on local bike rental companies has not been met, we have not been able to execute 
a TFCA funding agreement with the SFMTA for the bike share project.  After consulting with Chair 
Peskin, rather than risking loss of TFCA funds to San Francisco, we recommend re-programming the 
bike share funds to the SFMTA’s Alternative Fuel Taxicab Incentive Program ($170,036) and Short 
Term Bike Parking ($84,964) projects. This allows us to meet the Air Districts’ deadline and preserve 
those funds for San Francisco.    SFMTA staff has no objection to the proposed changes. 

The recommended changes would fully fund the SFMTA’s original TFCA request for the taxicab 
incentive program and allow the SFMTA to install 330 bike racks citywide, an increase over the 160 
racks that are currently funded by TFCA.  Attachment 1 shows the recommended revisions to the 
program of projects with the programming changes shown under the “Proposed Revised TFCA 
Amount” column.  Attachment 2 shows a high level summary of the proposed revised program of 
projects. 

Next Steps. 

Following Board approval, we will work with SFMTA staff to revise the grant agreements for the 
Alternative Fuel Taxicab Incentive Program and Short Term Bike Parking, pending Board action.   We 
will also submit the revised FY 2017/18 TFCA Program of Projects to the Air District before its 
February 2, 2018 deadline. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT 

Revenues and expenditures for the TFCA program are included in the Transportation Authority’s 
adopted FY 2017/18 budget.  After updating the grant agreements to reflect the revised programming, 
if  there are any changes to proposed TFCA expenditures this fiscal year, we will incorporate them 
into the mid-year budget revision for the agency.   

CAC POSITION 

The CAC was briefed on this item at its May 24, 2017 meeting and unanimously adopted a motion of  
support for the original recommendation. The CAC will be briefed on the revised recommendation 
at its January 24, 2018 meeting. 
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS 
Attachment 1 – FY 2017/18 TFCA Program of Projects - Detailed Recommendation 
Attachment 2 - FY 2017/18 Draft Revised TFCA Program of Projects - Summary Recommendation 
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Memorandum 

Date: January 18, 2018 
To: Transportation Authority Board 
From: Maria Lombardo – Chief Deputy Director 
Subject: San Francisco Transportation 2045 Task Force Report 

DISCUSSION 

The city’s transportation system is multi-modal, multi-operator, complex—and crucial to the 
livability and affordability of San Francisco. The city has seen a boom in population, employment 
and tourism since 2010, and by 2040, San Francisco is expected to add an additional 73,400 housing 
units and 275,000 new jobs. As the city continues to grow, both in population and employment, the 
transportation system struggles to keep up with an increasing demand for mobility and accessibility. 
It is imperative today to identify and advance solutions to these shortfalls if we seek to ensure a 
continued vibrant and sustainable city into the future. 

The Transportation 2045 Task Force was comprised of nearly 60 representatives of the city’s 
neighborhoods, businesses, civic organizations, advocacy groups and agency staff who were asked to 
provide their perspectives on San Francisco’ transportation system’s needs and potential revenue 
sources to help meet those needs.  

The text below summarizes the key content of the draft final Task Force Report. 

RECOMMENDATION    ☒ Information   ☐ Action 

None. This is an information item.  

• SUMMARY
In early 2017, San Francisco Mayor Edwin M. Lee and the Board of 
Supervisors jointly announced the creation of a Transportation 2045 
Task Force, to identify transportation funding needs and gaps in 
resources and explore the potential for new local transportation 
revenue measures from now through the year 2045. Meeting over the 
course of seven months, and building on the work of the city’s previous 
transportation planning efforts, the Task Force developed a menu of 
options that could help close the transportation funding gap. The Task 
Force process concluded in December 2017 with five 
recommendations to be submitted to the Transportation Authority 
Board, the Board of Supervisors, the Mayor’s office and the San 
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) Board. At the 
January 23 Board meeting, we will present the enclosed draft final 
report. 

☐ Fund Allocation
☐ Fund Programming
☐ Policy/Legislation
☐ Plan/Study
☐ Capital Project

Oversight/Delivery
☐ Budget/Finance
☐ Contract/Agreement
☒ Other: Task Force
Report
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Chapter 2: Transportation System Needs Assessment.  This chapter elaborates on the projects 
and programs that need funding based on a comprehensive needs assessment that staff from 
agencies including the SFMTA, San Francisco Public Works and the Transportation Authority 
compiled.  The needs assessment was largely based on existing information such as the 2017 San 
Francisco Transportation Plan and SFMTA’s Capital Improvement Program.  

In all, after netting out existing and anticipated revenues for transportation, agency staff presented 
an estimated $22 billion funding gap for San Francisco’s transportation system through 2045. That 
estimate of unfunded need encompasses everything from roadway maintenance needs and unfunded 
bicycle projects, to Muni service and facility upgrade and expansion to funding gaps for large 
regional projects like the Caltrain Downtown Extension.  

Task Force members each had a varied set of priorities, but overall recognized that these 
investments are crucial to every aspect of life in San Francisco.  

Chapter 3: Potential Revenue Sources for Transportation. The T2045 Task Force reviewed a list 
of nearly 30 locally-controlled revenue sources (see Appendix B in the enclosed report for a detailed 
list of all sources) that could help San Francisco better meet its transportation funding needs. This 
chapter provides details on each source, and presents various factors to consider when debating 
between sources to pursue. The diverse voices on the Task Force were brought together to reflect 
the broader community’s perspectives, and in doing so, brought to light disparate views about how 
transportation projects should be funded.  

Chapter 4: Task Force Recommendations. The report’s recommendations reflect both the Task 
Force’s agreements about the need for additional funding for a wide range of transportation 
investments, and the passionate discussions on potential sources for those revenues. The group 
successfully narrowed down this long list to four that were most promising for a 2018 ballot, 
without reaching a consensus on a single source.   

The final recommendations present the proceedings of the Task Force, and are intended to provide 
policy-makers with insight into various viewpoints, as they grapple with these very same questions.    

Recommendation #1: Base the Expenditure Plan on the November 2016 Proposition J’s Six 
Investment Categories 

These investment categories were broadly supported by Task Force members.  

1. Transit Service and Affordability 

2. Muni Fleet, Facilities and Infrastructure 

3. Transit Optimization and Expansion 

4. Regional Transit and Smart Systems Management 

5. Vision Zero, Safer and Complete Streets 

6. Street Resurfacing 

 

Recommendation #2: Seek a package of local revenues sources, and continue to advocate 
for additional federal, state and regional funds, to support San Francisco’s transportation 
priorities 
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Task Force members recognized the needs of the city’s transportation system far exceed what 
existing revenue sources can meet. Further, they recognized that while local revenue sources are 
tremendously important, they alone cannot close the funding gap. Using local revenue sources as 
leverage as much as possible non-local funds is an essential part of the solution, and local revenues 
allow San Francisco to remain competitive for nonlocal funds. 

Recommendation #3: Top 2018 revenue sources 

Four potential revenue sources for 2018 received a significantly higher numbers of votes from Task 
Force members than the other potential sources, though none has a clear majority of support at this 
time. These four sources are: 

• Sales Tax, estimated annual revenue = $50-$150 million 

• Gross Receipts: Commercial Property Rent Tax Increase, estimated annual revenue = 
$13-$100 million 

• Vehicle License Fee (VLF) - San Francisco (SB 1492), estimated annual revenue = $12-
$73 million 

• Gross Receipts: Platform/Gig Economy Tax, estimated annual revenue = $8-$30 million 

Recommendation #4: Continue research, development, and, as appropriate, seek state 
legislation for Congestion Pricing and Transportation Network Companies Fees 

Congestion pricing is a system that uses fees to control roadway demand, and uses revenues to fund 
a package of transportation improvements. Transportation Network Companies Fees would charge 
per-trip or per-vehicle fees on companies that use online-enabled platforms to connect passengers 
with drivers using personal, non-commercial vehicles for trips, such as Uber and Lyft. Many Task 
Force members support these revenue sources for San Francisco, though the city would require 
state authorization before they could be implemented locally. There would also need to be further 
research and development to better understand how to structure and administer these revenue 
sources to meet the city’s goals.  

Recommendation #5: Support a General Obligation bond in 2024 for Transportation 

This was a recommendation of the T2030 Task Force in 2013. It is included in the City’s Capital 
Plan, and received overwhelming support from T2045 Task Force members.  

Next Steps: The final Task Force report and its recommendations will be submitted to the Mayor’s 
office, the Board of Supervisors, the SFMTA Board and our Board. This will memorialize the 
contributions of the Task Force. Further, as the conversation about local revenues for 
transportation in San Francisco continues, this report will continue to serve as a resource to help 
provide an understanding of the trade-offs between different sources and different transportation 
investments, with the hopes of enabling a higher level of investment in our city’s transportation 
systems.  

FINANCIAL IMPACT 

None. This is an information item. 

 

CAC POSITION 
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None. This is an information item. We will be presenting this item to the CAC at its January 24 
meeting along with the voter survey results that the Board will hear on January 23. 

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS 

Enclosure 1 – San Francisco Transportation 2045 Task Force Report 
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Agenda Item 11

Memorandum 

Date: November 15, 2017 
To: Transportation Authority Board 
From: Jeff Hobson – Deputy Director for Planning 
Subject: 12/12/17 Board Meeting: TNC Regulatory Landscape 

RECOMMENDATION       ☒ Information      ☐ Action  

• Receive an update on Transportation Network Company studies

SUMMARY 

This memo summarizes a report prepared by Transportation Authority 
staff that documents regulations for Transportation Network 
Companies (TNCs) such as Uber and Lyft in California at the state and 
local authority levels. The report also compares those regulations to 
sister cities in the United States according to the ten Guiding Principles 
for Emerging Mobility Services and Technologies adopted by the Board 
in June 2017. The TNC Regulatory Landscape document is the second 
in a series of reports, coordinated with the San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Authority (SFMTA), related to TNCs and their impacts 
in San Francisco.  

☐ Fund Allocation

☐ Fund Programming

☐ Policy/Legislation

☒ Plan/Study

☐ Capital Project
Oversight/Delivery

☐ Budget/Finance
☐ Contracts
☐ Procurement
☐ Other:
__________________

DISCUSSION  

Background. 

The rapid expansion of ride-hail companies across the country over the last seven years has led to a 
wide range of new policy and legislative measures at both state and local levels. At the state level, 
regulation of TNCs is driven primarily by concerns around safety, liability, and fares. In addition, 
dozens of cities and counties across the country have enacted their own policies to regulate TNC 
operation within their boundaries.  

The TNC Regulatory Landscape report documents two core areas of interest: 1) How TNCs are 
regulated in California; and 2) What is the TNC regulatory framework in other jurisdictions? 

TNC Regulation in California. 

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) oversees statewide policies for TNCs. The 
CPUC has enacted a series of regulations over the past several years related to safety and vehicle 
operations, including training programs, background checks, vehicle inspections and drug and 
alcohol policies; data reporting, including trip origin destination and fare data; labor requirements 
that establish TNC drivers as independent contractors; equitable access requirements that prohibit 
discrimination among TNC customers; and registration, permitting and fees which include a gross 
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receipts fee of 0.33% of gross California revenue.  The CPUC is currently engaged in phase 3 of 
rulemaking and will continue to develop policies related to accessible vehicle requirements, the 
incidental transportation of minors, public safety, and autonomous vehicles.   

Alongside the CPUC, several commercial vehicle regulations by the Department of Motor Vehicles 
(DMV) apply to TNCs as well. These include safety issues such as hands-free phone requirements; 
drivers’ license registration requirements; and limiting drive time for drivers to 10 hours before 
drivers must take an 8-hour break. 

Data Transparency. 

The Transportation Authority, alongside the SFMTA and City Attorney’s, office have repeatedly 
requested data and information provided to the CPUC related to their regulating and enforcement 
efforts; however, our requests have been denied. 

TNC Regulatory Framework in other Jurisdictions. 

Most states now have TNC regulatory frameworks in place, but the extent of the rules and 
regulations vary widely. In most cases, states with major metropolitan centers allow those 
jurisdictions to establish more specific regulations or provide financial support from state fees to 
mitigate local impacts. The fees levied in various cities are used to contribute to local planning needs; 
improve employee training including for taxis; and improve disability access to both the TNC 
services and other mobility needs in general. 

Future Studies. 

Future reports will address topics such as roadway safety, congestion, transit demand, transit 
operations, equity, disabled access, land use and curb management.  We anticipate issuing the next 
report in early 2018. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT 

None.  This is an information item. 

CAC POSITION 

None.  This is an information item. The CAC will be briefed at its January 24 meeting. 

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS 

Attachment 1 – The TNC Regulatory Landscape: An Overview of Current TNC Regulation in 
California and Across the country (Draft Report) 

140



The TNC Regulatory Landscape
An Overview of Current TNC Regulation

in California and Across the Country

DECEMBER, 2017

D R A F T

141



THE TNC REGULATORY LANDSCAPE: AN OVERVIEW OF CURRENT TNC REGULATION 

IN CALIFORNIA AND ACROSS THE COUNTRY  |  DRAFT REPORT

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY • DECEMBER 2017

Contents
Executive Summary 1

How are TNCs regulated in California? 1

What is the TNC Regulatory Framework 
in Other Jurisdictions?  1

Introduction  2
How are TNCs regulated in California? 2

State Regulation in California 2

Local Planning, Policies, and Regulation 
     in San Francisco 6

What is the TNC Regulatory Framework 
     in Other Jurisdictions? 10

Case Study Examples of TNC-related Issues 10

Conclusion  16
Appendix 1: Comparison of TNC-Related Regulations 
     Across Sister Cities by Guiding Principle 17
Appendix 2: Expanded Comparison of 
     TNC-Related Regulations Across Sister Cities 
     by Guiding Principle 18

S A N  F R A N C I S C O  C O U N T Y 
T R A N S P O R T A T I O N  A U T H O R I T Y

1455 Market Street, 22nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103
tel 415.522.4800 fax 415.522.4829
email info@sfcta.org web www.sfcta.org

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
We wish to thank the following individuals who contributed to 
the development of this report:

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

WARREN LOGAN, Senior Planner
TILLY CHANG, Executive Director
JEFF HOBSON, Deputy Director of Planning
JOE CASTIGLIONE, Deputy Director of Technology, Data, and 
Analysis

SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY

ED REISKIN, Director
VIKTORIYA WISE, Chief of Staff for Sustainable Streets Division
DARTON ITO, Director of Innovation
KATE TORAN, Director of Taxi and Accessibility Services

JOHN KNOX-WHITE, Program Manager

SAN FRANCISCO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT

EVA CHEONG, Director of Airport Services - Operations & Security
ANGUS DAVOL, Transportation Planner - Landside Operations

SAN FRANCISCO CITY ATTORNEY’S OFFICE

SUSAN CLEVELAND-KNOWLES, Deputy City Attorney

PHOTO CREDITS

Uncredited photos are from the Transportation Authority photo library. The 
photographers cited below, identified by their screen names, have made their 
work available for use on flickr Commons: Follow the link for use and licensing 
information.

Front cover (top left) and contents page: SFMTA Photo | sfmta.com/photo 
Front cover (bottom): Son of Groucho, https://flic.kr/p/6MKSNp
p. 4: Uber
p. 5: California DMV
p. 7: San Francisco International Airport
p. 8: Gildardo Sánchez, https://flic.kr/p/aqKKzA
p. 10: Salim Virji, https://flic.kr/p/5JJxKo

REPORT DESIGN: Bridget Smith, SFCTA

142



PAGE 1

THE TNC REGULATORY LANDSCAPE: AN OVERVIEW OF CURRENT TNC REGULATION 

IN CALIFORNIA AND ACROSS THE COUNTRY  |  DRAFT REPORT

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY • DECEMBER 2017

Executive Summary
The rapid expansion of Transportation Network Compa-
nies (TNCs) across the country over the last seven years has 
led to a wide range of new policy and legislative measures 
at both state and local levels. As of June 2017, 48 states 
and the District of Columbia have passed legislation to 
regulate TNCs statewide in some form.1 At the state level, 
regulation of TNCs is driven primarily by concerns around 
safety, insurance, and fares.2 In addition, dozens of cities 
and counties across the country have enacted their own 
policies to regulate TNC operations within their boundar-
ies. Policy responses at the local level are driven primarily 
by concerns around safety, mobility for all modes, acces-
sibility, data sharing, and congestion management. Some 
jurisdictions and transit agencies are also initiating pilots 
and marketing partnerships, typically in an effort to en-
hance first/last mile transit access.

The purpose of this report is to provide an overview of ex-
isting state and local regulations in San Francisco, Califor-
nia and across the country. The report is also intended to 
inform the San Francisco County Transportation Author-
ity (the Transportation Authority or TA) Board, state and 
local policymakers in other arenas, and the general public 
of potential paths forward for TNC policy.

This is the second in a series of reports and studies to ad-

1 “Transportation Network Companies (TNC) Legislation,” 17 June 2017. Transportation 
Policy Research Center, Texas A&M Transportation Institute. Retrieved from https://tti.
tamu.edu/policy/technology/tnc-legislation/.
2 National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners. (2017). Report of the NARUC 
Task Force on Transportation.

dress important analytic and policy topics regarding TNCs. 
Future reports will address additional topics in depth, in-
cluding the effects of TNCs on roadway congestion, public 
transit operations and ridership, disabled access, safety, 
and equity. 

The report is structured around two primary questions: 

HOW ARE TNCS REGULATED IN 
CALIFORNIA?
The California Public Utilities Commission (PUC) generally 
oversees statewide policies for TNCs, and is currently en-
gaged in Phase III of a rulemaking process to refine regu-
lations for these companies. In addition to existing state 
regulations, there are local business registration require-
ments and airport permit requirements in place in some 
areas of the state, including San Francisco. 

WHAT IS THE TNC REGULATORY 
FRAMEWORK IN OTHER JURISDICTIONS?
Most states now have TNC regulatory frameworks in place, 
but the extent of the rules and regulations vary widely. In 
most cases, states with major metropolitan centers allow 
those jurisdictions to establish more specific regulations 
or provide financial support from state fees to mitigate lo-
cal impacts.3

3 Most state constitutions permit local jurisdictions to develop their own regulatory 
ordinances in areas where state and federal governments have not explicitly established 
exclusive regulatory power, provided that those ordinances do not conflict with state or 
federal laws.
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Introduction
The rapid expansion of Transportation Network Compa-
nies (TNCs) across the country over the last seven years 
has led to a wide range of new policy and legislative mea-
sures at both state and local levels. As of December 2017, 
48 states and the District of Columbia have passed legisla-
tion to regulate TNCs and TNC drivers and vehicles state-
wide in some form.4 At the state level, regulation of TNCs 
is driven primarily by concerns around safety, insurance, 
and fares.5 At the local level, dozens of cities and counties 
across the country have enacted their own policies to regu-
late TNC operation within their boundaries. 

The purpose of this report is to provide an overview of ex-
isting state and local TNC regulatory frameworks within 
California and across the country. This report also is in-

4 “Transportation Network Companies (TNC) Legislation,” 17 June 2017. Transportation 
Policy Research Center, Texas A&M Transportation Institute. Retrieved from https://tti.
tamu.edu/policy/technology/tnc-legislation/.
5 National Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners. (2017). Report of the NARUC 
Task Force on Transportation.

tended to inform the San Francisco County Transporta-
tion Authority Board, state and local policymakers in other 
arenas, and the general public of potential paths forward 
for TNC policy.

This report addresses the following key questions:

 • How Are TNCs Regulated in California?

 • What is the TNC Regulatory Framework in Other Ju-
risdictions?

This report is the second in a series of reports and stud-
ies addressing important analytic and policy topics about 
TNCs. The first report, TNCs Today, provided the first com-
prehensive estimates of TNC activity in San Francisco. The 
“Future Research” section below describes additional top-
ics that the Transportation Authority and San Francisco 
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) will address in 
upcoming reports. 

How are TNCs Regulated in 
California?

STATE REGULATION IN CALIFORNIA

California Public Utilities Commission
In California, the California Public Utilities Commission 
(CPUC) generally oversees regulation and permitting of 
Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) such as Uber 
and Lyft as charter-party carriers.6

Pursuant to Article XII of the California Constitution and 
the Charter-party Carriers’ Act, California Public Utilities 
Code sections 5351, et seq., the CPUC generally has regula-
tory authority over the transportation of passengers for 
compensation. In 2013, the CPUC issued Decision 13-09-
045 which established its regulatory authority over TNCs. 
However, taxicab service rendered wholly within the cor-
porate limits of a single city or city and county are exempt 
from CPUC regulation when these services are licensed or 
regulated by local ordinance.7

The CPUC is currently in Phase III of a rulemaking pro-
cess for regulations for TNCs. Rulemaking is the process 
by which the CPUC passes policies and regulations on 
specific topics related to that industry. The CPUC invites 

6 California Public Utilities Commission Decision 13-09-045, “Order Instituting Rulemak-
ing on Regulations Relating to Passenger Carriers, Ridesharing, and New Online-Enabled 
Transportation Services” (2013).
7 California Public Utilities Code § 5353.

comments from public agencies, private companies and 
groups to participate in the rulemaking process by issuing 
questions and prompts to which those parties may provide 
feedback and persuasive arguments. Ultimately, the CPUC 
gathers those comments to the rulemaking process and is-
sues orders based on its decisions.

Key rules and regulations determined in Phase I and II of 
the rulemaking process are outlined below. 

TNC OPERATION: Under CPUC regulations, TNCs may pro-
vide only pre-arranged trips. They may not accept “street 
hails,” or passengers flagging the vehicle from the street 

LOCAL AUTHORITY AND STATE PREEMPTION

Each California city derives from the California Con-
stitution the same power to adopt and enforce within 
its city limits ordinances regulating private businesses 
as the California State Legislature; however, a city 
may not adopt ordinances that conflict with state law. 
A local ordinance conflicts with state law when the 
Legislature has made clear its intent to preempt local 
regulation over a specific subject. For example, the 
State Legislature can preempt local legislative author-
ity by passing laws establishing statewide regulatory 
structures that leave no room for local regulation or 
prohibit local municipalities from further regulating an 
activity. In other circumstances, the State Legislature 
can carve out local exceptions to state pre-emption, 
allowing local governments that meet certain criteria 
to have certain regulatory authority, even though the 
state retains regulatory authority for most of the state.
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who have not requested the ride using the app. However, 
drivers have no geographic restrictions, and may operate 
anywhere within the state, with the exception of airports, 
where they may only operate under the authorization of 
the airport. All TNC vehicles must display consistent trade 
dress—company colors or logos—that is visible at a dis-
tance of 50 feet for identification. As with many of the 
CPUC requirements, there is no publicly available data on 
whether and how TNCs have complied with these require-
ments. However, the CPUC did include the issue of public 
access to TNC data in Phase III of its rulemaking and has 
accepted comments on whether the Commission should 
establish a website portal for TNC data; and whether the 
Commission should share TNC trip data with interested 
California government entities in July, 2017. Various par-
ties including San Francisco International Airport, SFMTA, 
the Transportation Authority, the San Francisco City At-
torney’s Office, and Los Angeles Department of Trans-
portation submitted comments strongly encouraging the 
CPUC to share TNC travel data with the public or, at a mini-
mum, with other governmental entities. 

VEHICLE SAFETY AND VEHICLE INSPECTIONS: The CPUC re-
quires TNC drivers to have a 19-point inspection of their ve-
hicles at a California Bureau of Automotive Repair-licensed 
facility before providing service and again annually or ev-
ery 50,000 miles thereafter, whichever occurs first. TNCs 
are also required to maintain records of all vehicles used for 
TNC services. There is no publicly available data on whether 
and how TNCs have complied with these requirements. 

CONSUMER SAFETY AND BACKGROUND 

CHECKS: TNCs are required to complete 
national criminal background checks 
of all prospective drivers, and must ex-
clude any drivers who have been con-
victed within the past seven years of 
driving under the influence of drugs 
or alcohol, fraud, sexual offenses, use 
of a motor vehicle to commit a felony, 
a crime involving property damage 
and/or theft, acts of violence, or acts 
of terror. Drivers with convictions for 
reckless driving, driving under the in-
fluence, hit and run, or driving with a 
suspended or revoked license are also 
excluded, as are those with more than 
three points on their driving records 
for lesser offenses. All drivers must be 
21 or older, and must have at least one 
year of driving experience. On October 
4, 2017, the CPUC issued a Proposed 

Decision declining to require TNCs to conduct fingerprint 
(biometric) criminal background checks for its drivers. 

CONSUMER SAFETY AND INSURANCE: TNC drivers are required 
to provide proof of the TNC’s commercial insurance in the 

CPUC TNC PHASE III RULEMAKING

The CPUC is currently in Phase III of a rulemaking 
process on regulations relating to TNCs. The scope of 
issues to be considered in Phase III currently includes 
the following:

•	Track 1: Criminal background check requirements 
applicable to TNCs*

•	Track 2: Uber’s Legal Status, Part I.

•	Track 3: TNC data: (a) Should the Commission 
establish a website portal for TNC data; and (b) 
Should the Commission share TNC trip data with 
interested California government entities?

•	Track 4: Is Uber a TNC? 

•	Track 5: Accessible vehicle requirements for 
TNCs.

•	Track 6: Requirements that should be applicable 
to TNCs concerning the incidental transportation 
of minors

•	Track 7: Additional requirements that should be 
applicable to TNCs to ensure public safety

•	Track 8: Regulation of Autonomous Vehicles

* On October 4, 2017, the CPUC issued a Proposed Decision for Track 1.
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event of a collision.8 The CPUC also requires all TNCs to 
have a zero-tolerance drug and alcohol policy for all driv-
ers. There is no publicly available data on whether and how 
TNCs have complied with these requirements. However, 
the CPUC filed an order in 2017 instituting an official in-
vestigation into Uber’s failure to comply with the zero tol-
erance requirements after finding that the company failed 
to promptly suspend drivers and/or investigate 151 out of 
154 complaints received from members of the public.9 

ROADWAY SAFETY AND DRIVER TRAINING: To promote safety, 
TNCs are required to provide driver training programs and 
report on the number of drivers completing the course. 
The San Francisco Bicycle Coalition has also provided ad-
ditional safety training videos to the TNCs for use by TNC-
drivers to reduce conflicts with bicyclists in San Francisco. 
There is no publicly available data on whether and how 
TNCs have complied with the CPUC requirements. 

VEHICLE ACCESSIBILITY: TNCs are required to allow passen-
gers to indicate whether they require a wheelchair-accessi-
ble vehicle or a vehicle otherwise accessible to individuals 
with disabilities, and must provide an annual report to the 
CPUC Safety and Enforcement Division detailing the num-
ber and percentage of customers who requested accessible 
vehicles, and how often the TNC was able to comply with 
requests for accessible vehicles. Currently, data from these 
reports are not made publicly available by the CPUC, ex-

8 California Public Utilities Code § 5442. 
9 “Order Instituting Investigation and Order to Show Cause Why the Commission Should 
Not Impose Appropriate Fines and Sanctions on Rasier-CA LLC.” California Public Utilities 
Commission. April 6, 2017.

cept in high-level annual summaries.10 CPUC also requires 
TNCs to submit an accessibility plan with annual updates; 
a plan on “avoiding the divide between the able and dis-
abled communities”; and a report detailing the company’s 
driver training program. These accessibility plans are not 
made public.

TNCs have partnered with automakers and rental car 
companies to provide TNC drivers with new vehicles. The 
programs are designed for would-be TNC drivers whose ve-
hicles do not meet TNC vehicle standards. TNC drivers are 
offered lower per-week and per-month vehicle rental rates 
and unlimited mileage in exchange for providing TNC driv-
ing services. TNC drivers pay their rental rates from their 
TNC trip wages. The sub-prime rental program has drawn 
concern because drivers struggle to pay for their rental 
fees when TNC companies lower fares to compete with one 
another. As a consequence, TNC drivers are encouraged to 
drive more miles when customer fare rates drop to com-
pensate for the income loss.11 

LABOR AND EMPLOYMENT STATUS: The employment status of 
TNC drivers is an unresolved issue in California. Currently, 
TNCs assert that their drivers are independent contrac-
tors who use their platform; however, ongoing class action 
lawsuits are challenging that status designation and assert 

10 California Public Utilities Commission. “Summary of Transportation Network Com-
panies’ Annual Reports 2014 and 2015 submissions.” (2015). http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/
uploadedFiles/CPUC_Website/Content/Safety/Presentations_for_Commission_Meet-
ing/2840_PowerPointforthe11515Meeting.pdf
11 Bloomberg Technology. “Inside Uber’s Auto-Leasing Machine, Where Almost Anyone 
Can Get a Car.” May 31, 2016. Retrieved from https://www.bloomberg.com/news/ar-
ticles/2016-05-31/inside-uber-s-auto-lease-machine-where-almost-anyone-can-get-a-car
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that these drivers are, in fact, employees.12 For its part, the 
CPUC does not regulate the employment status of TNC 
drivers and that generally, because TNC drivers are specifi-
cally considered ‘not professional,’ the regulations remain 
generally silent regarding employment status.

ACCOUNTABILITY AND REGISTRATION FEES: The CPUC cur-
rently assesses a $1,000 fee upon a company’s initial ap-
plication as a TNC, with a $100 annual fee due thereafter 
to maintain the registration. In addition, 0.33% of a TNC’s 
gross California revenues, plus a $10 administrative fee, 
are collected by the CPUC on a quarterly basis as part of 
overall fees and paid into the CPUC’s Transportation Re-
imbursement Account (PUCTRA) for the purpose of fund-
ing any expenses incurred by the CPUC in regulating TNCs, 
TNC drivers, and TNC vehicles.13 While TNCs cannot own 
their own fleets of vehicles, there is currently no limit to 
the number of TNC drivers or vehicles that can be associ-
ated with each TNC permit.

ACCOUNTABILITY AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS: CPUC re-
quires TNCs to report quarterly on the following: provision 
of accessible vehicles; service provided by zip code; prob-
lems reported about drivers; hours logged by drivers; miles 
logged by drivers; and drivers completing a driver train-
ing course.14 In January 2016, Uber was fined $7.6 million 

12 In March 2017, Lyft settled Cotter v. Lyft Inc., No. 13-cv-04065 (N.D. Cal.) for $27 
million and agreed to a set of conditions in order for its drivers to retain their status as 
independent contractors. The settlement was challenged by a number of parties, including 
Teamsters groups who supported unionization of TNC drivers. Unionization is possible 
only if drivers are accorded employee status. O’Connor v. Uber Technologies, Inc., No. 
3:13-cv-03826-EMC (N.D. Cal.). A proposed settlement was rejected in the most recent 
lawsuit, James et al v. Kalanick et al, was filed Los Angeles Superior Court in June 2017 and 
is currently pending.
13 California Public Utilities Commission. D.13-09-045, Regulatory Requirements item 
P, p. 33. Retrieved from http://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M077/
K192/77192335.PDF.
14 Transportation License Section, State of California Public Utilities Commission. “Re-
quired reports TNCs must provide the CPUC.” Accessed at http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/General.
aspx?id=3989 on August 17, 2017.

for failure to meet data reporting requirements in 2014. 
The company subsequently provided all required reports.15 
However, it is not currently known to what extent TNCs 
are complying with these reporting requirements. Infor-
mation that has been reported is not currently available 
to other public agencies or to the general public. In June 
2017, San Francisco City Attorney Dennis Herrera filed a 
public records request to the CPUC to release all annual re-
ports submitted by TNCs since 2013, in addition to other 
data the CPUC has collected on congestion, public safety, 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, effect on public transit 
operation and parking, and other areas relevant to main-
taining San Francisco’s transportation networks.16 The 
CPUC declined to provide this information.

California Department of Motor Vehicles
TNC OPERATION: Under the California Vehicle Code, the 
California Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) regulates 
all drivers’ (whether TNC or otherwise) use of wireless 
communication devices (cell phone) while operating a mo-
tor vehicle. As of 2017, drivers are prohibited from hold-
ing and operating a cell phone and driving. The cell phone 
must be mounted to the center console or windshield and 
not obstruct their view of the road. Furthermore, the driv-
er may only use a feature or function on the phone that 
requires only one motion, a single swipe, or touch.17 

DRIVER’S LICENSES AND VEHICLE REGISTRATION REQUIRE-

MENTS: The DMV regulates license issuance for all individ-
ual vehicle drivers, including those who drive for TNCs, as 
well as the registration for all motor vehicles. The vehicles 
currently used by TNC drivers must be personal non-com-
mercial vehicles. In 2015, DMV briefly issued and then re-
tracted guidance that any passenger vehicle used for hire, 
compensation, or profit must be registered as a commer-
cial vehicle.18 The DMV’s definition of “personal” vehicles 
includes vehicles that a private individual owns, leases, or 
rents for a period of less than 30 days.19 

ACCOUNTABILITY AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS: TNCs are 
also required to participate in the DMV’s Employer Pull 
Notice (EPN) Program. The EPN Program adds a code to 
the driver’s license of each participating driver and sends 
the employer the driver’s record annually to a TNC or 
whenever the driver has a conviction, failure to appear, 
collision, license suspension or revocation, or other action 

15 David Pierson. Los Angeles Times. “Uber fined $7.6 million by California utilities commis-
sion.” (14 January 2016).
16 City Attorney of San Francisco. “Herrera orders Uber, Lyft to provide data on driver 
practices, accessibility and service.” (5 June 2017).
17 California Vehicle Code §23123.5.
18 California Department of Motor Vehicles. Vehicle Industry News. “Converting from Auto 
to Commercial Plates.” (5 January 2015).
19 California State (Assem.) Bill no. 2763 “Transportation Network Companies: Personal 
Vehicles.”

ESTIMATED CPUC FEES GENERATED FROM TNCS 

The project team has not been able to determine how 
much revenue has been generated from TNC fees paid 
to the CPUC and how these fees have been used. The 
last public data point on San Francisco revenue is from 
2015, when Uber reported San Francisco trip revenues 
of $500 million/year, growing at about 200% per year.* 
Based on that reporting, CPUC would have collected 
$1.65 million from Uber alone in 2015 from San Fran-
cisco trips. Given ongoing growth of TNC ridership and 
other companies in the market, it is likely that CPUC is 
collecting over $10 million per year in TNC fees in San 
Francisco alone.**
* “Uber CEO Reveals Mind-Boggling New Statistic That Skeptics Will Hate.” Business 
Insider. 19 January 2015. Retrieved from http://www.businessinsider.com/uber-
revenue-san-francisco-2015-1.
** San Francisco Transportation Authority estimate based on stated 200% growth.
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against the driving privilege.20 The program enables TNCs 
to regularly check the driving records of their drivers.21 

Under the California Vehicle Code, all drivers must submit 
a Traffic Accident Report to the DMV within 10 days fol-
lowing a collision if (1) the resulting property damage was 
more than $1000, (2) any person was injured as a result of 
the collision, or (3) the collision resulted in a fatality.22 

CONSUMER AND DRIVER SAFETY AND DRIVING TIME: The Ve-
hicle Code prohibits any driver transporting passengers 
for compensation from driving for more than 10 consecu-
tive hours or for more than 10 hours spread over a total 
of 15 consecutive hours. After that period has elapsed, 
the driver must rest for at least 8 hours. In addition, com-
pensated drivers cannot drive for more than 12 hours in 
a 24-hour period without an 8-hour rest.23 Uber does not 
currently limit driving time in California.24 Lyft requires a 
6-hour break for every 14 hours of driving time for drivers 
in most of the country, including California (which does 
not meet the DMV’s restrictions).25 Numerous media re-
ports have reported that TNC drivers in San Francisco rou-
tinely exceed the DMV’s requirements.26 The project team 
is unaware of any enforcement of these regulations by the 
CPUC. It is also unclear what mechanisms exist to enforce 
maximum drive time restrictions across multiple plat-
forms (e.g. TNC drivers who drive for both Uber and Lyft).

AUTONOMOUS VEHICLES: TNC companies have also ex-
pressed interest in using autonomous vehicles in the fu-
ture, although TNCs are currently prohibited from owning 
their own fleets of vehicles. In 2014, the California DMV 
issued regulations on the testing of autonomous vehicles. 
As of June 2017, the DMV has issued Autonomous Vehicle 
Testing Permits to over 30 companies.27 Proposed regula-
tions on the deployment and use of autonomous vehicles 
on California streets were released for public comment in 
March and October 2017. Final regulations are still under 
development. The CPUC has pending Phase III.B rulemak-
ing regarding potential regulations for TNCs’ use of au-
tonomous vehicles for passenger transportation services 
(Track 8) but the dates for filing opening and reply com-

20 California Vehicle Code § 1808.1
21 California Public Utilities Code § 5444.
22 California Vehicle Code § 16000
23 California Vehicle Code § 21702.
24 Uber. “CPUC Requirements: San Francisco.” Retrieved from https://www.uber.com/
drive/san-francisco/resources/cpuc-information/.
25 Lyft. “Taking breaks and time limits in driver mode.” Retrieved from https://help.lyft.
com/hc/en-us/articles/214585717-Taking-breaks-and-time-limits-in-driver-mode.
26 See for example Carolyn Said, San Francisco Chronicle. “Long-distance Uber, Lyft drivers’ 
crazy commutes, marathon days, big paychecks.” (February 18, 2017). Eric Newcomer and 
Olivia Zaleski, Bloomberg Businessweek. “When Their Shifts End, Uber Drivers Set Up Camp 
in Parking Lots Across the U.S.” (January 23, 2017).
27 California State Department of Motor Vehicles. “Testing of Autonomous Vehicles.” 
(2017). Retrieved from https://www.dmv.ca.gov/portal/dmv/detail/vr/autonomous/test-
ing/.

ments have not yet been determined.

LOCAL PLANNING, POLICIES, AND REGU-
LATION IN SAN FRANCISCO

San Francisco Municipal Transportation 
Agency 
The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFM-
TA) is charged with operating Muni, San Francisco’s rail 
and bus public transit system; regulating parking and traf-
fic including enforcement; administering taxicab rules and 
regulations; and planning and designing for San Francisco 
streets. The SFMTA Board of Directors consists of seven 
members appointed by the Mayor and confirmed by the 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors.

TAXICAB REGULATIONS: While taxis share many features 
with TNCs, State law provides that cities and counties 
regulate taxicab transportation services by adopting local 
regulations.28 In San Francisco, as the result of a Charter 
Amendment, the Board of Supervisors transferred the 
regulation of taxis from the former Taxi Commission to 
the SFMTA on March 1, 2000.29 The SFMTA develops and 
enforces rules and regulations related to the issuance of 
taxicab medallions and the operation of taxicabs and oth-
er for-hire vehicles throughout the city.30 SFMTA also as-
sesses annual fees for taxicab permit holders and drivers 
and implements the Clean Taxi Policy. Today, nearly 100 
percent of the San Francisco taxicab fleet is comprised of 
clean vehicles.31 

TRANSPORTATION ENGINEERING: As a user of public rights-
of-way, TNCs are also affected by transportation engineer-
ing decisions. SFMTA is responsible for making decisions 
about the installation and modification of traffic control 
devices, including traffic signs, traffic striping, traffic sig-
nals and color curb markings. SFMTA is also responsible 
for curb regulations on city streets. This includes resi-
dential parking regulations, installing metered parking, 
and designating color curbs—red, blue, yellow and white 
zones. To that end, SFMTA allows businesses to request 
white zones on the curb fronting their businesses to facili-
tate passenger loading.32 SFMTA does not have jurisdiction 
over streets on Port or Recreation and Park property.

PARKING AND TRAFFIC ENFORCEMENT: SFMTA also has en-
forcement duties that apply to all vehicles on city streets, 

28 California Government Code § 53075.5. 
29 San Francisco Charter § 8A.101(b); Board of Supervisors Ordinance No. 303-08.
30 San Francisco Transportation Code § 1100.
31 San Francisco Office of the Mayor. “San Francisco Taxis Surpass Emissions Goal.” (2 Feb-
ruary 2012). Retrieved from http://sfmayor.org/san-francisco-taxis-surpass-emissions-goal.
32 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency. Installation Requests: New Color Curb. 
https://www.sfmta.com/services/streets-sidewalks/installation-requests/new-color-curb
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including TNCs. Parking Control Officers are responsible 
for enforcing the City’s parking regulations. Enforcement 
consists of various details including general meter enforce-
ment, color curbs, double parking, abandoned autos, resi-
dential permit parking, standing or stopping in unpermit-
ted zones, etc. Parking Control Officers also help support 
peak hour travel, respond to emergencies, and facilitate 
special events by directing traffic around the city. 

San Francisco Police Department
The Police Department (SFPD) treats TNC vehicles the 
same as any other passenger vehicle. They have the author-
ity to issue moving violations including speeding, illegal U-
turns, transit and bicycle lane violations. In the September 
2017 San Francisco Land Use and Transportation Com-
mittee hearing, SFPD presented traffic violations statistics 
over a three-month period between April and June. Dur-
ing this period, the SFPD recorded 2,656 transit violations 
in the South of Market, Financial District and Mission 
District neighborhoods, of which 1,723 violations were 
made by TNC drivers (approximately 65%). The majority 
of those violations were from TNC drivers traveling in a 
transit-only lane (1,144 of 1,715 violations). Because the 
SFPD only noted whether the vehicle included TNC trade 
dress, it is unclear whether the TNC drivers was actively 
providing a TNC trip or driving for personal use.33 

San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority 
The Transportation Authority’s mission 
is to make travel safer, healthier, and 
easier for all. The Transportation Author-
ity plans, funds, and delivers local and re-
gional projects to improve travel choices 
for residents, commuters, and visitors 
throughout the city.

CONGESTION MANAGEMENT: The Transpor-
tation Authority serves as the Conges-
tion Management Agency (CMA) for San 
Francisco County,34 and as such is tasked 
with developing congestion management 
strategies and adopting a Congestion 
Management Program for San Francisco. 
The Transportation Authority Board consists of the eleven 
members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, act-
ing as Transportation Authority Commissioners. As the 
county CMA, one of the Transportation Authority’s key 
roles is to understand traffic patterns affecting congestion 

33 Curbed San Francisco. “Lyft, Uber Commit 64 Percent of Downtown SF Traffic Violations.” 
Accessed at https://sf.curbed.com/2017/9/26/16367440/lyft-uber-traffic-citations-sfpd-
board-supervisors.
34 San Francisco County Transportation Agency. “Congestion Management.” Retrieved 
from http://www.sfcta.org/congestion-management.

and develop programs to manage congestion within San 
Francisco. The Transportation Authority is collaborating 
with SFMTA to understand and measure the impacts that 
TNCs, as a relatively new mode of transportation, have in 
San Francisco. The first in a series of reports, TNCs Today, 
estimated that over 5,700 TNC vehicles operate on San 
Francisco streets at peak weekday times, with over 6,500 
TNC vehicles on the street on Friday evenings—over 15 
times the number of taxicabs on the street at these times 
of day.35 

San Francisco Mayor’s Office
In a May 2017 open letter to city agencies and emerging 
mobility companies, Mayor Ed Lee expressed his concerns 
about the safety and traffic implications of ride-hailing ve-
hicles double parking, blocking bike lanes and impeding 
transit lanes. In his letter, the Mayor called on the SFMTA 
and emerging mobility companies, like Uber and Lyft, to 
work together on a pilot project. Under the Mayor’s direc-
tion, SFMTA has been meeting with several emerging mo-
bility companies to determine how such a pilot would be 
developed, implemented and measured.36

San Francisco International Airport 
San Francisco International Airport (SFO or Airport) is-
sues permits to TNCs that provide transportation servic-
es at the Airport, and was one of the first airports in the 

country to create an airport permit process for TNCs.37 The 
City and County of San Francisco owns and operates SFO, 
although the Airport is located in San Mateo County. The 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission held authority 

35 TNCs Today: A Profile of San Francisco Transportation Network Company Activity.
36 San Francisco Examiner. “Mayor Lee to tackle Uber, Lyft Traffic Congestion Through 
Pilot Program.” Accessed at http://www.sfexaminer.com/mayor-lee-tackle-uber-lyft-traffic-
congestion-pilot-program/
37 The California State Aeronautics Act of the Public Utilities Code grants the State agency 
powers and jurisdiction over airports in California.
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over SFO until 1970, when the Airport Commission was 
created as the result of a Charter Amendment and tasked 
with the operation and management of the Airport. Today, 
the Airport Commission develops rules and regulations for 
the safe and efficient operation of the Airport. 

TNC OPERATION: To operate at SFO, TNCs must be permit-
ted by the CPUC; apply for and obtain an Airport oper-
ating permit;38 and comply with all CPUC and SFO Rules 
and Regulations. Similar to the CPUC, the Airport issues 
permits to TNCs, not individual drivers; however, drivers 
must comply with the requirements of their TNC’s operat-
ing permit and the Airport’s Rules and Regulations con-
cerning parking and traffic.39 

Permit conditions include restrictions on passenger drop-
off and pick-up locations. The Airport requires TNCs to 
pick up and drop off passengers on the Departures level in 
white zones designated for passenger loading/unloading, 
although pick-up/drop-off locations can change depending 
on congestion. In-app messaging directs TNC passengers 
to the appropriate level and location for pick-ups, and pas-
sengers select a terminal and door number for their pick-up 
location when requesting a ride. In terminals where the Air-
port has restricted TNC pick-ups to specific areas, the TNC 
apps display only the allowed terminal doors to passengers. 

CONSUMER SAFETY AND INSUR-

ANCE: SFO requires TNCs to 
list the City and County of 
San Francisco as an additional 
insured on the TNC operator’s 
certificate of insurance. 

ACCOUNTABILITY, PERMITTING 

AND ADMINISTRATION FEES: Per-
mit conditions for all com-
mercial ground transportation 
modes, including TNCs, in-
cludes the payment of per-trip 
fees. These fees are set annu-
ally based on a cost recovery 
model and are currently $3.80 
per trip for TNCs. In 2016, the 
Airport collected $21,817,219 
in TNC fee revenue from a 
total of 5,709,336 trips—a 
75% increase from 2015. 40 

38 Under San Francisco Administrative Code § 2A.171(b), the issuance and revocation of 
operating permits at SFO is at the sole discretion of the Airport Director.
39 The Airport Commission, City and County of San Francisco. (21 October 2014). Rules 
and Regulations, San Francisco International Airport. Retrieved from http://media.flysfo.
com/media/sfo/about-sfo/sfo-rules-and-regulations.pdf.
40 San Francisco International Airport. Transportation Network Companies: Monthly Trip 
Report, April 2017.

ACCOUNTABILITY AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS: The Air-
port requires TNCs to submit trip activity records monthly 
as supporting documentation for their trip fees. TNCs must 
also provide real-time TNC vehicle activity, as tracked by 
their drivers’ TNC apps, to the Airport’s tracking system. 
The Airport’s TNC permit requires TNC drivers to keep their 
apps open for the entire time they are on Airport premises. 
A ‘ping’ is sent when a TNC vehicle enters the geo-fenced 
space; another ‘ping’ occurs when a passenger is dropped 
off; a third ping occurs when a passenger is picked up; and 
a final ‘ping’ occurs when the TNC vehicle exits the Airport 
premises. 

ENFORCEMENT: The terms of the Airport’s ground trans-
portation permits allow the Airport to issue fines to per-
mittees for violations of the permit terms or the Airport’s 
Rules and Regulations. SFPD and Airport Ground Trans-
portation Compliance officers issue citations to TNC driv-
ers who are in violation, but the associated administrative 
fine is issued to the TNC that holds the operating permit. 
The Airport’s real-time TNC tracking system allows officers 
to determine which TNC platform the driver is using and 
which TNC should be issued the fine.

San Francisco City Attorney’s Office
The City Attorney’s Office 
(CAO) provides legal services 
to the Mayor, Board of Super-
visors and City departments. 
In June, 2017, the CAO issued 
a Public Records Act request to 
the CPUC for various records 
including copies of all TNC an-
nual reports submitted to the 
CPUC. That request for records 
was denied. The CAO has also 
issued administrative subpoe-
nas to Uber and Lyft aimed at 
ensuring that these companies’ 
estimated 45,000 drivers in 
San Francisco do not create a 
public nuisance by jeopardizing 
public safety, discriminating or 
otherwise violating local and 
state laws. The subpoenas seek 
travel data and other informa-
tion from these companies in-
cluding four years of records 
in eight categories, including 

miles and hours logged by drivers, incentives that encour-
age drivers to “commute” to San Francisco from as far away 
as Fresno or Los Angeles, driver guidance and training, ac-
cessible vehicle information, and the routes taken by these 

150



PAGE 9

THE TNC REGULATORY LANDSCAPE: AN OVERVIEW OF CURRENT TNC REGULATION 

IN CALIFORNIA AND ACROSS THE COUNTRY  |  DRAFT REPORT

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY • DECEMBER 2017

drivers in San Francisco.41 

San Francisco Treasurer and Tax Collector 
Office
The San Francisco Office of the Treasurer and Tax Collector 
is responsible for collecting taxes, fees and other revenues 
for the City and County of San Francisco. Their office gen-
erally requires that TNC drivers who are independent con-
tractors register with the City as a business. 

ACCOUNTABILITY AND BUSINESS REGISTRATION: In general, 
each driver conducting business as an independent con-
tractor in San Francisco must register as a business within 
fifteen days of beginning operations in the city. TNCs op-
erating in the city are required to provide contact informa-
tion for their drivers to the Treasurer and Tax Collector’s 
Office, if requested to do so, to facilitate enforcement of 
the registration requirement. Although Uber challenged 
the City’s authority to obtain driver information in a May 
2017 lawsuit, the Superior Court upheld the Tax Collec-
tor’s right to obtain such information from the TNCs.42 

41 City Attorney of San Francisco. “Herrera Seeks Court Orders Requiring Uber and 
Lyft to Follow the Law.” July 21, 2017. Retrieved from https://www.sfcityattorney.
org/2017/07/21/herrera-seeks-court-orders-requiring-uber-lyft-follow-law/
42 Uber Technologies, Inc. v. City and County of San Francisco Office of the Treasurer-Tax 
Collector, San Francisco Superior Court, CPF-17-515627, decided June 22, 2017, on appeal 
to the First District Court of Appeal, A152024; City and County of San Francisco v. Uber Tech-
nologies, San Francisco Superior Court, CPF-17-515663, decided June 22, 2017, on appeal 

This decision is on appeal. According to data provided by 
the Treasurer and Tax Collector’s Office and analyzed by 
the Transportation Authority, approximately 21,000 TNC 
drivers have complied with the registration requirement.43 
It has been estimated that as many as 45,000 TNC drivers 
may operate in San Francisco, based on the number of let-
ters sent by the Treasurer and Tax Collector’s office to po-
tential TNC drivers, notifying them of the requirement to 
register as a business with the City.44 All businesses includ-
ing TNC drivers are required to renew the Business Regis-
tration Certificates annually and pay a tax ($91 for driv-
ers with $100,000 or less in San Francisco gross receipts) 
if they expect to drive on San Francisco streets for seven 
days or more that year.45 Senate Bill 182, signed by the 
Governor on October 13, 2017, and effective on January 
1, 2018, limits the TNC drivers subject to the City’s reg-
istration requirement to those drivers who are domiciled 
within the city and who operated as drivers for more than 
30 days in the preceding fiscal year. 

to the First District Court of Appeal, A152003.
43 The San Francisco County Transportation Authority. (June 2017). TNCS Today: A Profile 
of San Francisco Transportation Network Company Activity.
44 “Mayor Lee to tackle Uber, Lyft traffic congestion through pilot program.” San Francisco 
Examiner. 15 May 2017. http://www.sfexaminer.com/mayor-lee-tackle-uber-lyft-traffic-
congestion-pilot-program/.
45 San Francisco Business and Tax Regulations Code §§ 6.2-12; 853; 855(e)(1); 856.
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What is the TNC Regulatory 
Framework in Other Jurisdic-
tions? 

The following cities (New York City, Seattle, Chicago and 
Boston) were chosen because their regulatory frameworks 
(whether at the state or local level) all vary, allowing for a 
rich comparison of approaches. This summary table is pro-
vided solely for comparison purposes and is not intend-
ed to recommend any specific policies whether locally in 
San Francisco or for California State agencies. Moreover, 
policies and regulations are compared strictly by Guiding 
Principle, and represent varying levels of authority across 
jurisdictions, including state and municipal agencies.

See Table 1: Comparison of TNC-related Regulations Across 
Sister Cities by Guiding Principle, p. 14.

CASE STUDY EXAMPLES OF 
TNC-RELATED ISSUES
The following section identifies specific examples of state 
and local TNC regulations that offer a broad cross section 
of approaches compared with those in place in California 
today. 

State Regulatory Authority

As of June 2017, 48 states and the District of Columbia 
have passed TNC legislation to regulate TNCs in some 
form.46,47 The majority of states have established state-

46 Vermont and Oregon have yet to pass TNC legislation at the state level, although TNCs 
are subject to municipal regulations in cities such as Portland and Salem, Oregon, and 
Burlington, Vermont.
47 Transportation Policy Research Center, Texas A&M Transportation Institute. “Transpor-
tation Network Companies (TNC) Legislation.” Retrieved from https://tti.tamu.edu/policy/

wide regulatory frameworks that preempt local control. 
At the state level, regulation of TNCs is driven primarily 
by concerns around safety, insurance, and rates.48 States 
have pursued a range of different approaches in establish-
ing rules and regulations. 

The following describes examples of two ways other states 
have approached regulating TNCs, compared to California. 
Colorado established a higher flat permit fee for each TNC 
operating within the state, rather than the primarily reve-
nue-based fee that California assesses. In Massachusetts, 
TNCs are assessed both a per-trip surcharge and a revenue-
based fee. Unlike California, that state has also established 
a dedicated TNC Division within its Department of Public 
Utilities to oversee regulation of TNCs. Both Colorado and 
Massachusetts have stricter background check requirements 
than California; details of each state’s checks are examined in 
the paragraphs below.

Colorado: Annual Permit Fees

The Colorado Public Utilities Commission (Colorado PUC) 
has jurisdiction over the regulation of all TNCs operat-
ing within Colorado. In 2014, Colorado became the first 
state to legislatively address TNCs when the Colorado 
Legislature passed Senate Bill 14-125, defining which ser-
vices qualified as TNCs and creating a limited regulatory 
structure for TNCs. TNCs operating in Colorado are ex-
empt from the regulation for common carriers, contract 
carriers, and motor carriers, but must be permitted by the 
Colorado PUC. They must also file a certificate of insurance 
with the Colorado PUC for at least $1 million in primary 
liability coverage per occurrence and conduct safety in-
spections of vehicles operating in their networks before 
approving drivers and annually thereafter. TNCs are also 
required to conduct background checks of all drivers, in-
cluding obtaining criminal history records and driving his-
tory reports. They must also ensure that drivers in their 
networks have personal automobile liability insurance 
that acknowledges their status as TNC drivers. No training 
program is required.49 Drivers may not drive or be logged 
into the TNC network longer than 12 consecutive hours, 
and TNCs are required to keep records of time logs. As in 
California, TNCs must display trade dress while in service, 
and may operate statewide with no geographic restric-
tions. The annual permit fee, currently set at $111,25050, 
is adjusted based on the Colorado PUC’s direct and indirect 
costs of regulating TNCs.51 
technology/tnc-legislation/.
48 Report of the NARUC Task Force on Transportation. p.7
49 Colo. Code Regs. 723-6 (2015).
50 Colo. Revised Statue § 40-10.1-606(2) (2016).
51 Del Collo, C. (2016, December). “Issue Brief: Transportation Network Companies.” 
Colorado Legislative Council Staff. p.2
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Massachusetts: TNC Fees as a Per-Trip Surcharge 
and State-Run Background Checks

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts enacted Chapter 
187 of the Acts of 2016 in August 2016 to create a new TNC 
Division within the Department of Public Utilities (DPU) 
to regulate TNCs. While parts of the law went into effect in 
November 2016, DPU is currently engaged in a rulemaking 
process to develop and adopt a state regulatory framework 
by November 2017. Goals of the legislation include trans-
parent pricing, properly marked and inspected vehicles,52 
clear insurance standards,53 authorization for the Massa-
chusetts Port Authority to allow service at Boston Logan 
International Airport54 and the Boston Convention and 
Exhibition Center (BCEC), and extensive background check 
requirements.55 TNCs operating in Massachusetts must 
conduct a full state Criminal Offender Record Information 
(CORI) background check, including sex offender registry 
status, and a bi-annual national commercial background 
check on their drivers. These background checks, which 
include a review of state CORI and whether the driver is 
a registered sex offender but do not include fingerprint-
ing, are currently some of the strictest in the nation, and 
more stringent than the background checks now required 
in California. In November 2016, TNC companies Uber and 
Lyft agreed to let the Commonwealth run the background 
checks on their drivers in exchange for the right to access 
Logan Airport. The Commonwealth’s background checks 
disqualified over 8,000 Uber and Lyft drivers—over 11 
percent of the current driver pool—who had passed the 
companies’ own background checks.56

To fund the new TNC Division, TNCs will pay a surcharge 
based on intrastate operating revenues from the previous 
year. The DPU is currently engaged in a rulemaking process 
to create regulations for TNCs.57 The legislation also in-
cludes a $0.20/trip fee to be assessed on every TNC trip.58 
The fee is intended to be paid by the TNC company, rather 
than by the rider, to create a Transportation Infrastructure 

52 2016, August 5. Chapter 187 of the Acts of 2016, “An Act Regulation Transportation 
Network Companies.” Section 2-3.
53 2016, August 5. Chapter 187 of the Acts of 2016, “An Act Regulation Transportation 
Network Companies.” Sections 2.
54 2016, August 5. Chapter 187 of the Acts of 2016, “An Act Regulation Transportation 
Network Companies.” Section 11.
55 2016, August 5. Chapter 187 of the Acts of 2016, “An Act Regulation Transportation 
Network Companies.” Section 4.
56 Vaccaro, A. and D. Adams. (2017, April 5). “Thousands of current Uber, Lyft drivers fail 
new background checks.” Boston Globe. Retrieved from https://www.bostonglobe.com/
business/2017/04/05/uber-lyft-ride-hailing-drivers-fail-new-background-checks/aX3pQy-
6Q0pJvbtKZKw9fON/story.html.
57 “Transportation Network Company Division Overview.” Energy and Environmental 
Affairs: Commonwealth of Massachusetts. http://www.mass.gov/eea/grants-and-tech-
assistance/guidance-technical-assistance/agencies-and-divisions/dpu/dpu-divisions/
transportation-network-company-division/
58 Massachusetts Department of Public Utilities. DPU 17-81 TNC Rulemaking Order & 
Regulations. (24 March 2017).

Enhancement Trust Fund.59 Of the $0.20 fee, 5 cents pro-
vides financial assistance for the taxicab industry; 10 cents 
is allocated to cities and towns based on number of TNC 
trips originating there to address TNC impacts; and 5 cents 
goes to the Commonwealth Transportation Fund.60With 
the exception of the Massachusetts Port Authority, local 
municipalities and other state agencies are not permitted 
to impose taxes on or require additional licenses, permits, 
or operational requirements from TNCs.

Local Regulatory Authority in Other States
Local municipalities have long held regulatory authority 
over taxicab and other livery services, and in many areas, 
counties, cities, and towns regulate TNCs as well, either 
under existing taxicab regulations or under new TNC-spe-
cific regulations. Local ordinances to regulate TNCs typi-
cally focus on safety, mobility for all modes, accessibility, 
and congestion management. As with state TNC laws, local 
ordinances employ a wide range of approaches to regulat-
ing TNC operators, drivers, and vehicles. 

The following cases illustrate several notable local regula-
tory structures. In New York City, TNCs are regulated un-
der the city’s longstanding Taxi & Limousine Commission; 
TNC drivers and taxicab drivers are subject to the same 
rules. New York also requires TNCs to provide trip data, 
and is actively using these data to understand impacts on 
the city’s transportation networks. In Philadelphia, TNCs 
pay a percentage of gross revenues in fees that help to 
fund both the cost of regulation and the city’s schools. For 
approximately a year, Austin required fingerprint-based 
background checks, prompting two major TNCs to leave 
the city. Chicago and Seattle both assess per-trip accessibil-
ity fees to create accessibility funds that offset the cost of 
making accessible transportation available to passengers 
with disabilities. Chicago also uses per-trip fees to incen-
tivize TNC drivers to provide more rides in underserved 
areas of the city. Each of these cases offers policy ideas for 
exploration and consideration.

New York City: Regulation of TNCs Under Taxicab 
Authority and Use of TNC Data to Understand 
Transportation Patterns

In New York City, TNCs operate under the jurisdiction of 
the New York City Taxi & Limousine Commission (TLC). 
TNCs pay a $500 fee per company for a three-year e-hail 
app provider license. They are subject to a set of regula-
tions defined by the TLC, including transparent pricing 
and trip data reporting. All TNC drivers are required to be 

59 ibid.
60 Massachusetts Bill H.4570, 189th Legislature (2015-2016).
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licensed with the TLC. The TLC requires prospective TNC 
drivers to take a drug test and be fingerprinted, just as it 
does prospective taxicab drivers. In addition, drivers must 
have a TLC-licensed vehicle with commercial insurance. In 
April 2017, the New York State Legislature passed a law 
as part of the state’s 2018 budget to allow TNCs to oper-
ate statewide, except within New York City, under a single 
license. Within New York State, counties and cities with 
populations of over 100,000 may pass local laws to opt out 
of the law by enacting local ordinances to prohibit TNC 
pickups within their jurisdictions, but may not otherwise 
regulate them.61 Cities with populations of over one mil-
lion are not covered by the state legislation; New York City 
will continue to regulate TNCs within its borders. 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: TNC Fees as a Percent 
of Gross Revenue

The Philadelphia Parking Authority (PPA), which has long 
held the authority to regulate taxicabs and limousines in 
Philadelphia,62 now also has jurisdiction over TNCs within 
the city under legislation adopted by the Pennsylvania 
General Assembly in 2016.63 The same legislation granted 
the Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission jurisdiction 
over TNCs that operate in the rest of the state.64 Within 
Philadelphia, the PPA collects a $50,000 application fee 
for each TNC permit. TNCs are also required to pay an as-
sessment of 1.4 percent of gross fares for all rides that 
originate in Philadelphia; two thirds of funds generated 
go to the School District of Philadelphia, while one third 
remains with the PPA.65 

Chicago, Illinois: TNC Driver and Vehicle Licensing 
and Per-Trip Fees

In June 2016, the Chicago City Council passed rules on 
ridehailing platforms that require TNCs to be licensed with 
the City and pay an annual fee of $10,000. TNC drivers 
must acquire either a public chauffeur license or a City of 
Chicago TNC chauffeur license issued by their TNC through 
an online application. The City assesses a $0.40/trip fee, 
a $0.02/trip fee to fund administrative costs, and an ad-
ditional $0.10/ride fee for each ride in a TNC vehicle that 
is not wheelchair-accessible to support an accessibility 
fund. TNCs may claim a credit of 50 percent of the $0.40 
fee ($0.20/trip) if the trip includes a pick-up or drop-off in 

61 New York State Senate Bill S2009C. Section 14. P.115.
62 Germantown Cab Co. v. Philadelphia Parking Authority.” 20 January 2012. http://case-
law.findlaw.com/pa-supreme-court/1591853.html.
63 “Advanced Notice of Proposed Rulemaking - Transportation Network Companies.” 
Philadelphia Parking Authority. 25 July 2017. http://www.philapark.org/2017/07/advance-
notice-of-proposed-rulemaking-transportation-network-companies/.
64 Report of the NARUC Task Force on Transportation.
65 Pennsylvania Senate Bill 984. Regular Session 2015-16.

an area designated as an underserved area. There is also a 
separate TNC airport surcharge of $5.40. Chicago recently 
approved raising the city’s $0.52 per trip TNC fee by 15 
cents in 2018 and an additional 5 cents in 2019 to pay for 
transit improvements. 66

Chicago prohibits TNC drivers from operating any TNC 
vehicle for more than 10 hours in a 24-hour period and 
prohibits TNC vehicles from being driven, even if by more 
than one driver, for more than 10 hours in that period.67 
Initially, Chicago also sought to implement fingerprint-
based background checks of prospective TNC drivers, but 
did not pursue this after a commission tasked with study-
ing the value and fairness of fingerprinting recommended 
against it for both TNC and City employees.68

Austin, Texas: Fingerprint-Based Background 
Checks & Subsequent State Preemption

In December 2015, the Austin City Council approved an 
ordinance69 regulating TNCs within the city limits to ad-

66 Spielman, F. (2017, November 21). “Emanuel’s 2018 Budget PAsses With Only Three 
dissenting Votes.” Chicago Sun-Times. Retrieved from https://chicago.suntimes.com/news/
city-council-poised-to-approve-emanuels-8-6-billion-budget/.
67 Chicago, Illinois Municipal Code, Chapter 9-115.
68 Spielman, F. (2017, March 7). “Alderman: City won’t fingerprint Uber, Lyft drivers, city 
workers.” Chicago Sun-Times. Retrieved from http://chicago.suntimes.com/news/alderman-
city-wont-fingerprint-uber-lyft-drivers-city-workers/.
69 City of Austin Ordinance No. 20151217-075, “An Ordinance Amending City Code 
Chapter 13-2 Relating to Transportation Network Companies (TNCs) and Terminating TNC 
Operating Agreements.” (2016).

UNDERSTANDING TNC TRIP PATTERNS IN NYC 

New York City is one of the few jurisdictions for 
which TNC trip data are available due to the TLC re-
porting requirement. A February 2017 report found 
that while TNCs had primarily attracted yellow cab 
passengers in their first years of service with mini-
mal impact on total number of vehicle trips, there 
has been a marked shift in this pattern since 2015. 
According to the report, TNC growth now far exceeds 
taxicab trip losses, and based on currently available 
data, has increased vehicle miles traveled within New 
York City by an estimated 7 percent.* These new trips 
are heavily concentrated in the city’s most congested 
areas of Manhattan, Brooklyn, and Queens. The rapid 
growth of TNCs has also paralleled drops in subway 
and bus ridership. New York City is currently explor-
ing how to balance the mobility benefits provided by 
TNCs with increased congestion, traffic delays, and 
mobility by other modes.**
* Schaller, B. (2017). Unsustainable? The Growth of App-Based Ride Services and Traffic, 
Travel and the Future of New York City. p.18

** “Schaller. P.22
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dress safety and congestion concerns. At the time, no state 
regulation of TNCs existed in Texas. While the ordinance 
was in effect, TNCs operating in Austin were required to 
have permits from the city, pay annual fees, limit driver 
hours, and use geo-fenced pickup and dropoff areas dur-
ing special events. Most controversially, TNCs were re-
quired to complete both driving history checks and fin-
gerprint background checks of prospective drivers. Fees 
could be calculated using one of three methods based on 
the TNC’s choosing, and were capped at two percent of a 
TNC’s annual gross revenue.70 In May 2016, Austin voters 
overwhelmingly defeated Proposition 1, a ballot measure 
backed by ridehailing operators Uber and Lyft that would 
have reinstated the city’s less restrictive regulations. As a 
result of the vote, Uber and Lyft left the Austin market 
for approximately a year. However, ten small TNCs with 
approximately 9,000 drivers were operating in the city by 
December 2016.71 In May 2017, the Texas State Legisla-
ture passed HB 100, which nullified Austin’s ordinance, 
along with those of 19 other Texas cities, and enacted a 
statewide regulatory framework for TNCs. Under the new 
state law, TNCs must have a permit from the Texas De-
partment of Licensing and Regulation and pay an annual 
fee of $5,000 to operate throughout the state. Companies 
are also required to perform annual background checks on 
drivers, but no longer have to fingerprint drivers. Uber and 
Lyft both returned to Austin in late May 2017.72

70 Ordinance No. 20151217-075.
71 Sisson, P. (2016, December 7). “Uber, Lyft, and the Future of Transportation in Austin.” 
Curbed.com.
72 Texas House Bill 100, 2017-2018, 85th Legislature.

Seattle, Washington: Per-Trip Accessibility 
Surcharge

In July 2014, the Seattle City Council enacted a city ordi-
nance that established a $0.10/ride surcharge on all non-
accessible taxicab, for-hire, and TNC rides originating in 
the City of Seattle, to be placed in a Wheelchair Accessible 
Services Fund. The funds are used to offset the higher oper-
ational costs of wheelchair accessible taxicab (“WAT”) ser-
vices for taxicab owners and operators including, but not 
limited to: vehicle costs associated with purchasing and ret-
rofitting an accessible vehicle, extra fuel and maintenance 
costs, and time involved in providing wheelchair accessible 
trips. The City of Seattle also prioritizes three-minute curb 
loading zones, designated by signage and a white curb, over 
all other uses except transit. These zones permit all drivers, 
including TNC drivers, to briefly stop to load and unload 
passengers near residences and businesses.73

73 Seattle Department of Transportation. “Curb Use Priorities in Seattle.” Retrieved from 
https://www.seattle.gov/transportation/parking/parkingcurb.htm.
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Table 1. Comparison of TNC-related Regulations Across Sister Cities by Guiding Principle

continued next page

Guiding Principle 
(Regulatory agency, 

unless otherwise stated.)

San Francisco 
(California PUC)

New York City 
(Taxi and Limousine 

Commission)

Seattle 
(TNC City Ordinance)*

Chicago 
(TNC City Ordinance)

Boston 
(Massachusetts DPU)

SAFETY
Background Checks Background check with 

social security number; 
driver history check 
through DMV Employer 
Pull Notice program.

Background check with 
fingerprint; driver history 
background check. 
Annual drug testing.

Background check with 
option of fingerprint 
or third-party vendor 
national database 
search.

Background check with 
fingerprint; TNCs must 
obtain each applicant’s 
driving record. 

Multi-state criminal 
history database search 
and driving history 
database background 
check. 

Vehicular Inspection 19-point vehicle 
inspection before service 
and annually or every 
50,000 miles.

Vehicles inspected once 
every four months.

Vehicles inspected 
before service.

21-point inspections for 
vehicles under six years 
of age annually; vehicles 
over six years semi-
annually. 

Annual vehicle and 
emissions inspection 
also inspects braking 
and suspension. 

Driver Safety Requires driver training 
program be made 
available. 

DMV limits max drive 
time 10 hours, resets 
after 8-hour rest period.

Defensive Driving Course 
required every three 
years.

Max drive time 10 hours 
in 24-hour period, resets 
after 8-hour rest period; 
max 60 hours per week.

Defensive Driving Course 
required. 

Max drive time 12 hours 
over 15 hours period 
in any 24-hour period. 
resets after 10-hour rest 
period.

Required driver training. 

Max drive time 10 hours 
in a 24-hour period.

No training 
requirements. 

Max drive time 10 hours 
in a 24-hour period.

Consumer Safety Zero-tolerance drug and 
alcohol policy.

No explicit zero-
tolerance drug and 
alcohol policy. 

Drivers may not operate 
vehicles while impaired 
by alcohol or other 
substances.

Zero-tolerance drug and 
alcohol policy.

Zero-tolerance drug and 
alcohol policy.

No explicit zero-
tolerance drug and 
alcohol policy. Drivers 
may not operate vehicles 
while impaired by alcohol 
or other substances.

Pedestrian and 
Bicycle Safety

DMV requires hands-free 
operation of cell phones.

Local laws against 
double parking and 
stopping in crosswalks.

State law requires 
hands-free operation of 
cell phones.

Local laws against 
double parking and 
stopping in crosswalks.

Safety reminder stickers 
inside vehicle.

State law requires 
hands-free operation of 
cell phones.

Local laws against 
double parking and 
stopping in crosswalks.

State law requires 
hands-free operation of 
cell phones.

Local laws against 
double parking and 
stopping in crosswalks.

Hands-free operation of 
cell phones.

Local laws against 
double parking and 
stopping in crosswalks 
or traveling in ‘safety 
zones.’

Insurance TNCs provide insurance 
during ride (pre-ride 
request, ride-accepted 
and transporting the 
rider).

TNCs and drivers provide 
insurance during ride 
(pre-ride request, 
ride-accepted and 
transporting the rider).

TNCs provide 
insurance during ride 
(ride-accepted and 
transporting the rider); 
City of Seattle named as 
additional insured.

TNCs provide insurance 
during ride (pre-ride 
request, ride-accepted and 
transporting the rider); 
City of Chicago named as 
additional insured.

TNCs and drivers provide 
insurance during ride 
(pre-ride request, 
ride-accepted and 
transporting the rider).

TRANSIT
Operations Local restrictions limit 

use of bus stops and 
transit lanes.

Local restrictions limit 
use of bus stops and 
transit lanes.

Local restrictions limit 
use of bus stops and 
transit lanes.

Local restrictions limit 
use of bus stops and 
transit lanes.

Local restrictions limit 
use of bus stops and 
transit lanes.

EQUITABLE ACCESS
Rating platform may 
not discriminate against 
protected classes.

No applicable policies. Drivers may not refuse 
to transport any person 
with limited exceptions.

TNCs have affirmative 
duty to respond to 
requests in underserved 
areas.

No applicable policies.

DISABLED ACCESS
Customer Accessibility Required annual 

accessibility plan.
TNCs must provide an 
accessible vehicle or 
arrange for alternate 
service for passengers 
with disabilities.

Must ensure consistent 
pick up times.

Required accessibility 
training.

Driver may not refuse 
service.

TNCs pay into 
accessibility fund.

Required accessibility 
plan.

Drivers may not refuse 
service.

Required accessibility 
training.

TNCs pay into 
accessibility fund.

Required accessibility 
plan.

Accessible 
Transportation task 
force.

The following table summarizes how different cities and states have developed regulations that apply to San Francisco’s 10 Guiding Principles for Emerging Mobility 

Services and Technologies (Appendix 1) and compares them to ones identified in California. While comparisons are drawn across different cities, the default regulatory 

body for TNCs is listed directly under those city names (Appendix 2 provides a more detailed comparison of the policies).
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Guiding Principle 
(Regulatory agency, 

unless otherwise stated.)

San Francisco 
(California PUC)

New York City 
(Taxi and Limousine 

Commission)

Seattle 
(TNC City Ordinance)*

Chicago 
(TNC City Ordinance)

Boston 
(Massachusetts DPU)

SUSTAINABILITY

Fleet Management TNCs prohibited from 
owning fleet.

No fleet ownership 
restriction.

All cars/drivers must be 
individually permitted.

No fleet ownership 
restriction.

TNCs prohibited from 
owning fleet or providing 
financing to obtain, lease 
or own vehicles.

No fleet ownership 
restriction.

CONGESTION

No applicable policies. No applicable policies. No applicable policies. No applicable policies. No applicable policies.

ACCOUNTABILITY

Trip Reporting Annual trip reporting 
requirements.

Real-time trip reporting 
requirements.

Quarterly trip reporting 
requirements.

Trip reporting upon 
request.

Annual and monthly trip 
reporting requirements.

Licensing and 
Registration

3-year TNC permit 
term with application 
requirements. 

Local drivers’ business 
license requirements.

Taxi and Limousine 
Commission (TLC) 
permitting and licensing 
requirements.

TNC vehicles must have 
NY State T&LC license 
plates.

TNC permitting and 
licensing requirements.

TNC driver for-hire 
licensing and business 
license requirements.

Local permitting 
requirements.

TNC driver licensing 
requirement.

Annual permitting 
requirements.

Drivers’ license 
requirements.

LABOR

Employment Status Operating as 
independent contractors; 
unresolved.

Recent State ruling 
recognizes drivers as 
employees of TNC; 
unresolved.

Operating as 
independent contractors, 
recent Seattle law grants 
right to organize but 
not yet implemented; 
unresolved.

Operating as 
independent contractors; 
unresolved.

Operating as 
independent contractors; 
unresolved.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

Registration Fees $1,000 initial company 
application fee for TNC; 
$100 annual fee.

$500 company 
application/renewal fee 
every three years for 
TNC. 

$252 driver’s license 
fee upon application 
and renewal every three 
years.

Applications and 
licensing costs covered 
by per-trip fees assessed 
jointly by the City of 
Seattle and King County.

$10,000 annually TNC 
company fee in addition 
to license fees. 

Application fee and 
licensing costs covered 
by per-trip fees 
assessed by State of 
Massachusetts.

Administration 
Fees and Funds

0.33% gross California 
revenues, paid into 
CPUC Transportation 
Reimbursement Account.

Airport charges $3.80/
trip cost recovery fee.

TNC companies 
collect 2.5% per trip 
to contribute to Black 
Car Fund for workers’ 
compensation.

$0.35/trip fee (trips 
originating outside City 
of Seattle).

$0.14/trip fee (trips 
originating in the City of 
Seattle).

$0.10/trip for the 
Wheelchair Accessible 
Services Fund for all 
trips.

$0.40/trip for City of 
Chicago.

$5.40/trip for airports/
convention/pier.

$0.02/trip fee for 
administrative costs.

$0.10/trip Vehicle 
Accessibility Fund 
Contribution Fee for 
trips in non-accessible 
vehicles.

$0.20/trip to 
transportation 
infrastructure 
enhancement fund.

COLLABORATION

Proposal Solicitation No applicable policies. No applicable policies. No applicable policies. No applicable policies. No applicable policies.

Community 
Engagement

No applicable policies. TLC holds regular 
meetings with drivers 
and the public.

No applicable policies. No applicable policies. No applicable policies.

* King County and the City of Seattle partner in an interlocal agreement under which King County manages all for-hire driver licensing 
for both jurisdictions and the City of Seattle manages all for-hire vehicle licensing functions for both jurisdictions.
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Conclusion
Given the lack of available data about the TNC industry, 
the impacts of TNC operations on state, regional, and local 
transportation networks are not yet fully understood. Al-
though the CPUC does require data reporting by TNCs, the 
agency does not currently share these data with local juris-
dictions, and there is very little TNC data publicly available. 
To better understand the current size, location, and time-
of-day characteristics of the TNC market in San Francisco, 
the Transportation Authority undertook its own study of 
local TNC usage (trips made entirely within San Francisco) 
from mid-November to mid-December of 2016 using data 
shared by researchers. The June 2017 report, TNCs Today, 
demonstrated that TNC operate in the most congested ar-
eas of the city at the most congested times.74 On a typical 
weekday, TNCs may account for upwards of 170,000 ve-
hicular trips and 570,000 Vehicles Miles Traveled (VMT). 

Looking forward, San Francisco is interested in under-
standing how emerging mobility services and technolo-
gies—which includes TNCs—are helping San Francisco 
meet its goals. The Transportation Authority and SFMTA 
have established a series of ten guiding principles which 
illustrate the city’s goals and delineate a path forward for 
how San Francisco will evaluate any emerging mobility 
service or technology and its impacts in San Francisco. The 
unstudied impacts of TNC trips are of critical concern to 
local agencies tasked with regulating congestion, safety, 
mobility, infrastructure, and other key areas in both San 
Francisco and in other California cities. Several other cit-
ies, including Los Angeles, are interested in revisiting ex-
isting policies and engaging in similar further research on 
the impacts of TNCs and how to address them.

Although the TNCs Today report provided essential infor-
mation about patterns of TNC operation within San Fran-
cisco, many questions remain. The answers to some may lie 
in data collected by TNCs or by the CPUC, while others may 
require longitudinal study of how TNCs affect transporta-
tion patterns as the industry matures. 

74 San Francisco County Transportation Authority. TNCs Today: A Profile of San Francisco 
Transportation Network Company Activity. June 2017. Retrieved from http://www.sfcta.org/
tncstoday.

Future Research
The following lists a series of outstanding questions about 
TNC operations in San Francisco:

TNC BEST PRACTICES. What potential impacts of TNCs have 
other agencies identified, and how have agencies part-
nered with TNCs?

TNCS AND STREET SAFETY. How do TNCs affect the safety 
of people who use the roads, including public transit rid-
ers, bicyclists and pedestrians? How can TNCs implement 
practices to support San Francisco’s Vision Zero goals?

TNCS AND PUBLIC TRANSIT DEMAND. How do TNCs comple-
ment, compete with, or otherwise affect public transit rid-
ership and mode share?

TNCS AND PUBLIC TRANSIT OPERATIONS. How do TNCs affect 
public transit service operations?

TNCS AND CONGESTION. How do TNCs affect roadway con-
gestion, delay and travel time unreliability? How do TNCs 
affect air quality?

TNCS AND DISABLED ACCESS. To what extent do TNCs serve 
people with disabilities?

TNCS AND EQUITY. Can TNCs be accessed by all San Francis-
co residents including communities of concern and those 
without smartphones or credit cards? Are all neighbor-
hoods served equitably?

TNCS, LAND USE, AND CURB MANAGEMENT. What are the best 
practices for loading/curbside/roadway space allocation? 
How do TNCs affect parking demand? Is TNC demand as-
sociated with certain land uses? What are the effects of 
TNCs on location choices and auto ownership?
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Appendix 1
Guiding Principles for Emerging Mobility Services and Technologies

In Spring 2017, the TA worked with SFMTA to develop Guiding Principles to serve as a framework for the consistent 
application of policies and programs in San Francisco. The Guiding Principles will be used to evaluate services and tech-
nologies; identify ways to meet city goals; and shape future areas of studies, policies, and programs. The table of potential 
policies and options that appears below was developed with the Guiding Principles for Emerging Mobility Services and 
Technologies in mind.

SAFETY: Emerging Mobility Services and 
Technologies (EMST) must be consistent 
with the City and County of San Francis-
co’s goal for achieving Vision Zero, reduc-
ing conflicts, and ensuring public safety 
and security on roads, sidewalks and pub-
lic rights of way.

TRANSIT: Emerging Mobility Services and 
Technologies must complement rather 
than compete with public transit services, 
must support and account for the opera-
tional needs of public transit and encour-
age use of high-occupancy modes.

EQUITABLE ACCESS: Emerging Mobility 
Services and Technologies must promote 
equitable access to services. All people, re-
gardless of age, race, color, gender, sexual 
orientation and gender identity, national 
origin, religion, or any other protected 
category, should benefit from Emerging 
Mobility Services and Technologies, and 
groups who have historically lacked access 
to mobility benefits must be prioritized 
and should benefit most.

DISABLED ACCESS: Emerging Mobility Ser-
vices and Technologies must be inclusive 
of persons with disabilities. Those who 
require accessible vehicles, physical access 
points, services, and technologies are en-
titled to receive the same or comparable 
level of access as persons without disabili-
ties.

SUSTAINABILITY: Emerging Mobility Ser-
vices and Technologies must support sus-
tainability, including helping to meet the 
city’s greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions re-
duction goals, promote use of all non-auto 
modes, and support efforts to increase the 
resiliency of the transportation system.

CONGESTION: Emerging Mobility Services 
and Technologies must consider the ef-
fects on traffic and public rights of way 
congestion, including the resulting im-
pacts on road and sidewalk safety, modal 
choices, emergency vehicle response time, 
transit performance and reliability.

ACCOUNTABILITY: Emerging Mobility Ser-
vices and Technologies providers must 
share relevant data so that the City and 
the public can effectively evaluate the 
services’ benefits to and impacts on the 
transportation system and determine 
whether the services reflect the goals of 
San Francisco.

LABOR: Emerging Mobility Services and 
Technologies must ensure fairness in pay 
and labor policies and practices. Emerg-
ing Mobility Services and Technologies 
should support San Francisco’s local hire 
principles, promote equitable job train-
ing opportunities, and maximize procure-
ment of goods and services from disad-
vantaged business enterprises. 

FINANCIAL IMPACT: Emerging Mobility Ser-
vices and Technologies must promote a 
positive financial impact on the City’s in-
frastructure investments and delivery of 
publicly-provided transportation services.

COLLABORATION: Emerging Mobility Ser-
vices and Technology providers and the 
City must engage and collaborate with 
each other and the community to improve 
the city and its transportation system.
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MOTION ADOPTING THE SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION 

AUTHORITY 2017 ANNUAL REPORT 

Pursuant to Section 131303 of the California Public Utilities Code, the Transportation 

Authority hereby adopts the San Francisco County Transportation Authority 2017 Annual Report. 

Enclosure: 
1. Draft 2017 Annual Report
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