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PLANS AND PROGRAMS COMMITTEE
Meeting Notice

Date:

10:00 a.m., Tuesday, February 10, 2015

Location: Room 263, City Hall

Commissioners: Commissioners Tang (Chair), Christensen (Vice Chair), Breed, Farrell, Yee

1.
2.

and Wiener (Ex Officio)

CLERK: Steve Stamos
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Roll Call
Citizens Advisory Committee Report - INFORMATION#*

Consent Calendar

3.
4.

Approve the Minutes of the December 9, 2014 Meeting — ACTION*

Recommend Adoption of the Fiscal Year 2015/16 Transportation Fund for Clean Air
Local Expenditure Criteria — ACTION*

Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) funds come from a $4 per vehicle surcharge collected by the
Department of Motor Vehicles on motor vehicle registrations in the nine-county Bay Area region. A portion
of the funds (40 percent) is available to each county on a return-to-source basis from the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (Air District). These funds are used to implement strategies to improve air quality by
reducing motor vehicle emissions in accordance with the Air District’s Clean Air Plan. As the Program
Manager for the City and County of San Francisco, the Transportation Authority is required to annually adopt
Local Expenditure Critetia for the programming of the local TFCA funds. Our proposed Fiscal Year 2015/16
Local Expenditure Criteria (Attachment 1) are essentially the same as those used in past cycles and are
consistent with the Air Distric's TFCA policies for Fiscal Year 2015/16. The criteria establish a clear
prioritization methodology for applicant projects, including project types ranked by local priorities, emissions
reduced, program diversity, project readiness, and past project sponsor delivery. We plan to issue the Fiscal Year
2015/16 call for projects in late February and anticipate having approximately $850,000 to program to projects.
We are seeking a recommendation to adopt the Fiscal Year 2015/16 TFCA Local Expenditure Critetia.

End of Consent Calendar

5.
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Recommend Appointment of One Member to the Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit
Citizens Advisory Committee — ACTION*

The Transportation Authority has a 13-member Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Citizens Advisory
Committee (GCAC). There is one vacant seat on the GCAC for a representative of the Richmond District. The
vacancy is due to the resignation of Jette Swan who moved out of San Francisco. Following the issuance of
notices seeking applicants to the GCAC, we have received applications from 15 candidates. Staff provides
information on applicants but does not make recommendations on GCAC appointments. Attachment 1
contains a summary table with information about current and prospective GCAC members, showing
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neighborhood of residence, neighborhood of employment, affiliation, and other information provided by the
applicants. We are seeking a recommendation to appoint one member to the GCAC.

Recommend Programming of Up to $5,143,714 in Cycle 4 Lifeline Transportation
Program (LTP) Funds to Two San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
(SFMTA) Projects, Concurrence with Cycle 4 LTP Prop 1B Priorities as Submitted
by SFMTA and the Bay Area Rapid Transit District, and Amendment of the Prop K
Bus Rapid Transit/ MUNI Metro Network 5-Year Prioritization — ACTION*

Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC’s) Lifeline Transportation Program (LTP) funds projects that
improve mobility for low-income populations primarily by addressing gaps or barriers identified through
community-based transportation plans or other substantive local planning efforts. In our role as Congestion
Management Agency (CMA), the Transportation Authority prioritizes a portion of LTP funds and helps MTC
with administering the overall LTP for San Francisco. For Cycle 4, MTC has assigned $4.9 million in funds to
the Transportation Authority. An additional $216,000 in Cycle 2 LTP funds is also available for reprogramming
due to the cancelation of the San Bruno Transit Preferential Streets project which will be implemented through
Muni Forward. In October 2014, we released a call for projects, and by the December deadline, we received
four applications from the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SEMTA) totaling $6.6 million.
Consistent with MTC’s guidelines and the prioritization criteria, the evaluation panel reached consensus on the
project rankings, and upon consultation with SEFMTA, we recommend fully funding Potrero Hill Pedestrian
Safety and Transit Stop Improvements and Expanding Late Night Transit Services (Attachment 3). MTC has
assigned State Prop 1B funds directly to transit operators to program at their discretion with CMAs’
concurrence. Attachment 4 shows a summary of LTP Prop 1B priorities, including SEFMTA’s Van Ness Avenue
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) ($6.19 million) and the Bay Area Rapid Transit District’s (BART’) Wayfinding Signage
and Pit Stop Initiative ($4.6 million). The proposed LTP Prop 1B programming will allow SEMTA to reduce an
equivalent amount of Prop K funds going to the Van Ness BRT project and direct them to Geary BRT instead.
To reflect the Prop K reprogramming, the requested action includes an amendment to the relevant Prop K 5-
Year Prioritization Program (5YPP). We are seeking a recommendation to program up to $5,143,714 in
Cycle 4 LTP funds to two SFMTA projects, concur with Cycle 4 LTP Prop 1B priorities as submitted
by SFMTA and BART, and amend the Prop K Bus Rapid Transit/MUNI Metro Network 5YPP.

Recommend Allocation of $5,199,670 in Prop K Funds, with Conditions, and
$636,480 in Prop AA Funds for Eight Requests, Subject to the Attached Fiscal Year
Cash Flow Distribution Schedules — ACTION*

As summarized in Attachments 1 and 2, we have eight requests totaling $5,836,150 in Prop K and AA funds to
present to the Plans and Programs Committee. Attachment 3 summarizes our recommendations. We are
requesting $750,000 in Prop K funds for traffic analysis and environmental studies required for the potential
realignment of the I-280 off-ramp at Ocean Avenue and a ramp closure analysis for the possible closure of the
1-280 on-ramp at Geneva Avenue near Balboa Park. These are two of the recommendations from the Balboa
Park Station Area Circulation Study. The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) has
requested Prop K funds for six projects. They include construction of Balboa Park Station Area and Plaza
Improvements to facilitate multi-modal access ($1,773,993); planning and design of Fall Protection Systems at
seven vehicle maintenance facilities ($2,160,777); $72,000 to extend the existing Bicycle Safety Education
Classes contract by nine months; planning, design, and construction of WalkFirst Rectangular Rapid Flashing
Beacons at up to 11 locations ($222,900); construction of Golden Gate Road Diet from Polk to Market
($120,000) which is a near-term Vision Zero capital project; and $100,000 for the District 1 Neighborhood
Transportation Improvement Program planning project to study safety and access improvements on four
north-south corridors in the Richmond. Lastly, the SEFMTA has requested $636,480 in Prop AA funds for
Franklin and Divisadero Signal Upgrade construction. We are seeking a recommendation to allocate
$5,199,670 in Prop K funds, with conditions, and $636,480 in Prop AA funds for eight requests, subject
to the attached Fiscal Year Cash Flow Distribution Schedules.

Recommend Reprogramming of $10,227,540 in OneBayArea Grant Funds from the
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s Masonic Avenue Complete Streets
Project to the Light Rail Vehicle Procurement Project, with Conditions — ACTION*

In June 2013, the Transportation Authority programmed $10.2 million in federal funds to the San Francisco
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Municipal Transportation Agency’s (SFMTA’s) Masonic Avenue Complete Streets (Masonic Avenue) project as
part of San Franciscos competitively awarded OneBayArea Grant (OBAG) program. The Masonic Avenue
project will reallocate road space to calm traffic, dedicate space for bicyclists, and provide pedestrian and transit
enhancements on Masonic Avenue from Fell Street to Geary Boulevard. Consistent with regional timely use of
funds requirements, the SEMTA must obligate the OBAG funds by April 30, 2015. If that deadline is missed,
there is a high risk that the funds will not be available to the Masonic project before October 2016 due to the
uncertainty in future federal funding levels. The SEMTA will not be able to meet this deadline as the project
has been delayed due to its extensive coordination with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and
unanticipated scope additions which included a dual sewer system, Muni overhead wire relocations, and new
signals on medians. The SEFMTA has identified Masonic Avenue as a priority safety project, so in order to avoid
further delays, it has proposed swapping the Masonic Avenue project’s OBAG funds with local revenue bond
funds and reprogramming the OBAG funds to its Light Rail Vehicle (LRV) Procurement, which is eligible to
receive OBAG funds. To minimize risk and avoid further delays, we support the proposed swap. Given the
Transportation Authority’s commitment to monitor the progress of San Francisco’s originally approved OBAG
project list, our recommended action includes a special condition that the SEFMTA continue to follow our
OBAG reporting requirements for the Masonic Avenue project. We are seeking a recommendation to
reprogram $10,227,540 in OBAG funds from the SFMTA’s Masonic Avenue project to the LRV
Procurement project, with conditions.

9. Major Capital Projects Update — I-80/Yerba Buena Island Interchange Improvement
Project - INFORMATION* 103

The Transportation Authority is working jointly with the Treasure Island Development Authority (TIDA) on
the development of the 1-80/Yerba Buena Island (YBI) Interchange Improvement Project. TIDA asked the
Transportation Authority, in its capacity as the Congestion Management Agency, to lead the effort to prepate
and obtain approval for all required technical documentation for the 1-80/YBI Interchange Improvement
Project because of its expertise in funding and interacting with the California Department of Transportation
(Caltrans) on design aspects of the project. The project is funded with a combination of Federal Highway
Bridge Program, State Proposition 1B Seismic Retrofit (Prop 1B) and TIDA funds. The scope of the I-80/YBI
Interchange Improvement Project includes two major components: 1) The YBI Ramps Project—which
includes constructing new westbound on and off ramps (on the east side of YBI) to the new Eastern Span of
the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge (SFOBB)—is currently in construction and scheduled for completion in
August 2016; and 2) the YBI West-Side Bridges Project, which includes the seismic retrofit of the existing YBI
Bridge Structures on the west side of the island, a critical component of island traffic circulation leading to and
from the SFOBB. This component of the project is in the engineering phase and is scheduled to go to
construction in the early 2017 time frame after the completion of the YBI Ramps project and the Caltrans
SFOBB eastbound on-off ramp improvements project. This is an information item.

10. Introduction of New Items — INFORMATION
11. Public Comment

12. Adjournment

* Additional materials

Please note that 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 are available upon request at the Clerk of the Board's Office, Room 244. Assistive listening devices for the Committee Room are
available upon request at the Clerk of the Board's Office, Room 244 or in the Committee Room. To request sign language interpreters,
readers, large print agendas or other accommodations, please contact the Clerk of the Authority at (415) 522-4800. Requests made at least
48 hours in advance of the meeting will help to ensure availability.
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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, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. 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.

In order to assist the Transportation Authority’s efforts to accommodate persons with severe allergies, environmental illnesses, multiple
chemical sensitivity or related disabilities, attendees at all public meetings are reminded that other attendees may be sensitive to various
chemical-based products. Please help the Transportation Authority accommodate these individuals.

If any materials related to an item on this agenda have been distributed to the Plans and Programs Committee after distribution of the
agenda 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 houts.

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

CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE
January 28, 2015 MEETING

1. Committee Meeting Call to Order

The meeting was called to order by Vice Chair Christopher Waddling at 6:05 p.m. CAC
members present were Myla Ablog, Brian Larkin, John Larson, Santiago Lerma, Angela Minkin,
Eric Rutledge, Jacqualine Sachs, Raymon Smith, Peter Tannen and Wells Whitney.
Transportation Authority staff members present were Amber Crabbe, Colin Dentel-Post, Seon
Joo Kim, Anna LaForte, Maria Lombardo and Chad Rathmann.

2. Chair’s Report — INFORMATION
There was no Chair’s Report.
3. Election of Chair and Vice Chair — ACTION

Vice Chair Christopher Waddling opened the floor for nominations for the Chair seat. Wells
Whitney nominated Mr. Waddling as Chair. There were no further nominations. The motion
to elect Mr. Waddling as Chair passed unanimously.

Chair Waddling opened the floor for nominations for the Vice Chair seat. Jacqualine Sachs
nominated Peter Tannen. Chair Waddling nominated Wells Whitney. There were no further
nominations. The motion to elect Mr. Whitney as Vice Chair passed with six votes.

Chair Waddling introduced Santiago Lerma as a new member of the CAC. Mr. Lerma said that
he lived in District 9 and was looking forward to contributing to the CAC.

There was no public comment.
Consent Calendar
4. Approve the Minutes of the December 3, 2015 Meeting — ACTION
5. State and Federal Legislative Update — INFORMATION

6. Adopt a Motion of Support for the Adoption of the Fiscal Year 2015/16
Transportation Fund for Clean Air Local Expenditure Criteria — ACTION

Raymon Smith moved to approve the Consent Calendar. Angela Minkin seconded the
motion.

There was no public comment.
The Consent Calendar passed unanimously.
End of Consent Calendar

7. Adopt a Motion of Support for the Allocation of $5,199,670 in Prop K Funds, with
Conditions, and $636,480 in Prop AA Funds for Eight Requests, Subject to the
Attached Fiscal Year Cash Flow Distribution Schedules — ACTION

M:\CAC\Meetings\Minutes\2015\1 Jan 28 15 CAC Mins.docx Page 1 of 7



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

Wells Whitney asked if the Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFBs) were for cars. Mr.
Rathmann clarified that RRFBs were primarily intended to alert drivers to the presence of
pedestrians.

Angela Minkin commented that the District 11 community council should be reached out to
regarding projects in the vicinity of Balboa Park Station.

Peter Tannen asked why RRFBs were being proposed instead of other technologies. Craig
Raphael, Capital Financial Planning and Analysis and Neighborhood Transportation
Improvement Program Coordinator at the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
(SFMTA), replied that traditionally the city would install in-pavement flashers, however, they
were less visible and more easily damaged by traffic.

Mr. Tannen voiced his support for the four bike corridors identified in the District 1
Neighborhood Transportation Improvement Program planning project. Brian Larkin asked
how the four corridors were chosen. Mr. Raphael replied that the corridors were identified in
the 2012 Draft Bicycle Strategy and the San Francisco Planning Department’s Green
Connections Plan.

Mzr. Larkin observed that not all four corridors were vehicle entrances to Golden Gate Park.
Jonathan Rewers, Manager of Capital Financial Planning and Analysis at the SFMTA, added
that the Bicycle Strategy involved developing criteria to identify projects and that this project
specifically worked with Commissioner Mar’s office on access to Golden Gate Park.

Myla Ablog asked why the proposed Golden Gate Avenue road diet included edge stripes but
not bike lanes. Mr. Raphael replied that low traffic volumes or a lack of room on the street
likely resulted in the project not including bike lanes. Mr. Rathmann added that the street was
not part of the bicycle network and that the road diet project would not preclude adding bike
lanes in the future.

Jacqualine Sachs asked whether there were plans to construct a three foot buffer for bicyclists
on Arguello and expressed concern that such a buffer may impact disabled and senior riders of
the 33-Stanyan. Mr. Raphael replied that the project was in the planning phase and that Ms.
Sachs’ concern was the type of issue that would be evaluated in the planning project.

Eric Rutledge commented that the map included in the enclosure accompanying the RRFB
project incorrectly showed three locations (Sunset Boulevard & Moraga Street, Geary
Boulevard & 22nd Avenue, and Geary Boulevard & 26th Avenue) that would be fully
signalized instead through another project. He also said that he had read RRFBs were more
effective than other types of beacons. Mr. Rutledge asked whether other locations in this
project had been considered for full signalization.

Mr. Rewers replied that the locations in the RRFB project were identified as priorities through
Walk First and that while identifying locations for RRFBs would not preclude full signalization,
signals had a long lead time. He added that over the next six months, SEMTA intended to
move forward quickly on projects that support Walk First and Vision Zero. Further, he said
some of the electrical work done for RRFBs may be reused in subsequent signalization and
that if the RRFBs were effective enough at slowing traffic, they might make signalization
unnecessary in the future. He said SFMTA had seen resistance to new signals in some
locations and RRFBs might be a way to add a safety treatment that was less invasive to
neighborhoods.
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During public comment, Roland LeBrun asked how the SFMTA was currently operating
without the proposed fall protection safety systems, since it seemed like something that would
be required by workplace safety regulations. He also asked how these systems could cost as
much money as estimated by the SEMTA.

Roger Bazeley commented that he was concerned that there were corridors where ladder-style
crosswalks were applied inconsistently. He claimed that motorists respond better to a
consistent pattern of crosswalk markings and that this should be prioritized.

Wells Whitney moved to approve this item. Eric Rutledge seconded the motion.

The motion was approved with a vote of 9 in favor, 0 opposed, and Santiago Lerma
abstaining.

8. Adopt a Motion of Support for Programming of Up to $5,143,714 in Cycle 4 Lifeline
Transportation Program (LTP) Funds to Two San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency (SFMTA) Projects and Concurrence with Cycle 4 LTP Prop 1B Priorities as
Submitted by SFMTA and the Bay Area Rapid Transit District - ACTION

Seon Joo Kim, Senior Transportation Planner for Policy and Programming, presented the item
per the staff memorandum.

Brian Larkin asked about the timing of Cycle 1, and Ms. Kim responded that it was approved
in 2006. Mr. Larkin commended the improved quality of the recommended projects.

Jacqualine Sachs asked why the Mobility Management project had not been recommended for
Cycle 4 funding. Ms. Kim responded that the project had received a lower score than the top
two projects but that the SFMTA was still proceeding with the project with other funds.
Jonathan Rewers, Manager of Capital Financial Planning and Analysis at the SFMTA, added
that the SFMTA was using Federal Transit Administration (FT'A) New Freedom funds and
working with the Transportation Authority to utilize remaining funds from a related previous
LTP project. Raymon Smith asked about the level of certainty for securing the FTA funds, and
Mr. Rewers responded that the MTC Commission approved the project as part of its regional
recommendation.

Angela Minkin asked why the low-income focus was emphasized for the Transportation
Authority’s ranking while it didn’t seem to be emphasized as much for transit operators’ LTP
Prop 1B priorities. She stated that the Van Ness Avenue Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) project
seemed to serve as a fund swap for the Geary Corridor BRT project. Mr. Rewers agreed that it
was but affirmed that the Van Ness Avenue BRT would benefit Communities of Concern.
Anna LaForte, Deputy Director for Policy and Programming, explained that the
Transportation Authority’s LTP projects were selected through a competitive process while
LTP Prop 1B projects were chosen at the transit operators’ discretion. Ms. Kim added that
Communities of Concern were designated by MTC to represent areas with various
transportation disadvantage factors, including the low-income and minority populations.

During public comment, Roger Bazeley expressed his concern that the Expanding Late Night
Transit Service project should explicitly address security issues, especially for seniors and
people with disabilities, and should consider expanding the lighting and CCTV monitoring
systems.

Ms. Minkin moved to approve this item. Peter Tannen seconded the motion.

The motion was approved with a vote of 8 in favor, with Myla Ablog and Raymond
Smith abstaining.
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10.

Adopt a Motion of Support for Reprogramming of $10,227,540 in OneBayArea
Grant Funds from the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s Masonic
Avenue Complete Streets Project to the Light Rail Vehicle Procurement Project,
with Conditions — ACTION

Amber Crabbe, Assistant Deputy Director for Policy and Programming, presented the item
per the staff memorandum.

Peter Tannen commented that he supported the special condition to continue to monitor the
Masonic project and asked why the dual sewer system was added to the project. Jonathan
Rewers, Manager of Capital Financial Planning and Analysis at the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency (SFMTA), responded that city agencies were coordinating the
underground work to the extent possible to save time and costs, especially given the five-year
moratorium following street repaving. Brian Larkin asked if the dual system was a state
requirement, and Mr. Rewers responded that he believed so but would follow up.

Eric Rutledge asked if this was a straight swap, and Ms. Crabbe responded it was.

Chair Waddling commented on the Light Rail Vehicle project’s low score compared to other
OneBayArea (OBAG) projects. Ms. Crabbe responded that, despite its low score, it was an
OBAG-eligible project, and the swap would enable the SFMTA to avoid potential delays to
the Masonic project.

Wells Whitney moved to approve this item. Mr. Larkin seconded the motion.
There was no public comment. The motion was approved unanimously.

Shuttle Program Update - INFORMATION

Carli Paine, Transportation Demand Management (TIDM) Manager at the San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), presented the item per the presentation included
in the packet.

Wells Whitney asked if commuter shuttles had schedules and if they operated on fixed routes.
Ms. Paine responded that the SFMTA asked how many stops were made and at which
locations on a monthly basis. Mr. Whitney asked if the SEMTA tracked commuter shuttle
vehicles while they were in San Francisco. Ms. Paine replied that the SEFMTA did not track
vehicles on an ongoing basis, but did use tracking data to follow up on complaints against
specific vehicles. Mr. Whitney asked how many commuter shuttle vehicles were in operation
on the road in San Francisco on an average day. Ms. Paine stated that she didn’t know since
program placards were issued for any vehicle that could possibly be in San Francisco. She
continued that if she had to guess, she would say 200 per day. Mr. Whitney suggested that the
SFMTA collect data on how many shuttle vehicles were on the road as part of the pilot
program.

Raymon Smith asked if the SFMTA had considered pre-approving routes for commute
shuttles, thereby preventing routes running through particular communities. Ms. Paine
responded that the SFMTA permit process asked about commuter shuttle routes so as not to
compete with Muni routes. Ms. Paine continued that the SFMTA did not dictate shuttle routes.

Myla Ablog asked if the one dollar per day fee charged by the SEMTA was enough to cover
the cost of the program since it cost $2.50 per ride on Muni. Ms. Paine replied that the shuttle
pilot program was only recovering the cost of the SEFMTA’s program and not the cost of the
shuttle operations. Ms. Paine added that SFMTA costs included data management,
administration, enforcement, signage, and pilot program development. Ms. Paine continued by
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saying that total program cost was allocated across all vehicle operates based on the number of
stops anticipated by the operators and that this amount per stop was $3.55. She added that the
SFMTA used GPS to track how many stops were in fact being made.

Ms. Ablog also voiced her concern over the costs of additional heavy vehicles on San
Francisco roads and community impacts including increased rent and Ellis Act evictions. She
asked what community impact metrics the SEMTA was studying related to these issues. Ms.
Paine responded that the SFMTA pilot program was limited to examining transportation and
environmental impacts and regulating shuttles, but would potentially partner with other
agencies to look at related issues and solutions. Ms. Ablog added that the SFMTA should
consider additional community impacts when examining transportation policy issues such as
expanding transit service for the increased population in San Francisco.

Angela Minkin noted that she was interested in the additional costs to streets, and questioned
how the SFMTA could operate the program on a cost recovery basis and not consider
infrastructure costs.

Jacqualine Sachs voiced her support for relocating a commuter shuttle stop at Van Ness
Avenue and Sacramento Street, and asked that the SFMTA take into consideration those Muni
stops with a high frequency of senior and/or disabled riders when deciding on where to locate
additional commuter shuttle stops.

Eric Rutledge asked if Ms. Paine expected demand for commuter shuttles to increase in the
future. Ms. Paine responded that she expected demand would increase. Further, she
mentioned that San Francisco and the Bay Area region both had commuter benefits
ordinances, which discouraged employees from taking single-occupancy vehicle trips and
might include commuter shuttle incentives. In addition, Ms. Paine noted, the number of
employers with existing commuter shuttles were anticipated to grow over the next few years.

Mr. Rutledge then noted that the best option could be to have employees live close to where
they work. He asked if the SFMTA was surveying riders and if the SEFMTA had asked how
many shuttle riders would live closer to their place of employment if the shuttles weren’t
provided. Ms. Paine responded that the program did not include surveys at this point. She
added that there was interest in encouraging other cities in the region to build more housing,.
Ms. Paine noted that the vacancy rates for the past quarter were lower in Silicon Valley than in
San Francisco.

During public comment, Sue Vaughn, SFMTA Citizens Advisory Committee member, noted
that there was a lawsuit against the pilot shuttle program. She added that if an environmental
impact report (EIR) had been performed for this program, a lot of the current questions
would have been answered, including how many cars the shuttles removed from the road and
how many people were displaced from San Francisco. Ms. Vaughn also noted that the
program was illegal and in violation of the California state vehicle code. She noted that an
introduced bill, Assembly Bill 61, would amend the code to open bus stops to commuter
shuttles. Ms. Vaughn commented that the pilot program was not answering the questions that
an EIR would have answered.

Christine Rogers voiced her concerns over street wear, traffic congestion, safety, and
neighborhood disruption. She noted that on her street one morning she counted over 50 buses
and voiced her support for examining community impacts metrics. Ms. Rogers noted her
interest to petition a reduction in the number of buses allowed on a street, limit the trips on
one-way streets, and eliminate double-decker buses.

Andy Stadler voiced his support for the program and asked how much the residential locations
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of shuttle users were taken into consideration. He noted that the commuter shuttle stop he
used at San Jose Avenue and 29" Street was just relocated and that he felt unsafe because of
speeding traffic and a lack of crosswalks. Ms. Paine responded to Ms. Rogers’ point that the
SFMTA had worked with shuttle operators to reduce congestion in Noe Valley and that she
was hopeful that residents would see changes in commuter shuttle bus traffic through the
neighborhood streets. She then noted that the stop at San Jose and 29" was relocated there
from a location in front of a residential building, which the SEMTA tried to prevent. Ms. Paine
added that capital improvements that were being considered at those stops would include
crosswalk and visibility improvements.

Susan Phelan noted that she did not oppose commuter shuttles or people living in San
Francisco and working in Silicon Valley. She added that commuter shuttles equated to the
privatization of public transportation, and that if the city were to permit private operators then
she would prefer that the drivers be treated as fairly as possible. Ms. Phelan noted specific
concerns over the hours logged per day by drivers as a potential safety issue.

Roger Bazeley stated that last year Google used 480 vehicles for its commuter shuttle program.
He voiced support to limit stops and routes by creating hubs for the commuter shuttles. Mr.
Bazeley voiced concern over how the commuter shuttles operate on Van Ness Avenue as well
as the operations of jitneys and tour buses in San Francisco. He added that increased traffic
was causing delays in travel time.

Edward Mason noted that $75,000 in costs associated with the San Francisco County
Transportation Authority’s commuter shuttles strategic analysis report were not recouped as
part of the SFMTA’s fees to commuter shuttle operators. He also noted that a past Caltrans
bay area express bus project was studied but never advanced. Mr. Mason added that the effort
was led by Elizabeth Deakin at UC Berkeley and that friction between transit agencies led to
the project being stalled. He added that earlier there were many violations but that the
situation had improved. He voiced his concern over shuttle vehicles operating on Guerrero
Street, which had a three-ton weight limit. Mr. Mason noted that motor vehicles tended to
drive around commuter vehicles but not Muni buses when stopped. He added that RidePal
was using school loading zones and the adjacent traffic lane for drop-offs.

Roland LeBrun voiced his support for the program. He asked if GPS allowed the SFMTA to
identify specific vehicles. He asked for clarification as to whether the cost per stop per day was
$1 or $3.55. He also invited Ms. Paine to San Jose to talk about the program in San Francisco.

Chair Waddling noted that he would take notes on this item to the Plans and Programs
Committee. He offered that he would accept additional comments at the Transportation
Authority’s public email address, cac@sfcta.org.

Update on Hunters Point/Candlestick Transportation Planning -
INFORMATION

Peter Albert, Urban Planning Initiatives Manager at the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency, presented the item per the staff memorandum.

Eric Rutledge asked what the parking policies would be for the new developments and
whether there would be parking minimums or maximums. Mr. Albert replied that there would
be no parking minimums and a maximum of one parking space per unit and that all parking
would be unbundled from housing units. He added that 88% of new households in San
Francisco did not have a car.

Chair Waddling expressed concern that the new developments would lack connections to the
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existing Third Street corridor and asked what would be done to create interactions with the
existing community. Mr. Albert replied that there would be high-frequency buses to the core
of the Third Street corridor on Palou Street. He said that there would also be a new bike path
one block south of Palou Street.

During public comment, Roland LeBrun commented that he would recommend to the Valley
Transportation Authority that they invite Mr. Albert to speak. He went on to comment that
there was too much emphasis on the Bayshore Caltrain station and that more focus should be
paid to the Oakdale station. He said that it seemed like the expectation was that residents of
the Hunters Point-area developments would travel south on Caltrain, yet he claimed
northbound Caltrain would provide better service than the Muni T-Third line.

Roger Bazeley asked about the possibility of alleviating traffic with a new bridge across the bay
at Hunters Point. Mr. Albert replied that a second Transbay tube was anticipated somewhere
north of Hunters Point.

The CAC lost quorum at 8:06 p.m. The meeting was adjourned.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Major Capital Projects Update — I-80/Yerba Buena Island Interchange
Improvement Project - INFORMATION

This item was tabled due to time constraints.
Introduction of New Business — INFORMATION

Jacqualine Sachs requested that the CAC receive updates on the Presidio Parkway and Central
Subway projects.

Public Comment

During public comment, a commenter recommended reading the Mountain View Voice and
other peninsula newspapers to learn about land use policies and attitudes that the commenter
claimed impacted San Francisco.

Ed Mason commented that commuter shuttles were causing damage to the roadway when they
bottomed out at 21st Street and Chattanooga Street. He said that bike racks on the back of the
shuttles obscured the identification decals. He suggested that the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency require identification decals on all four sides of the shuttles.

Roger Bazeley commented a friend had been killed by a transit bus. He said that if shuttles
help multimodal goals then they should be considered part of the transportation system. He
went on that due to a disability he needed to use a car and that it was difficult to see bicyclists
when their lights weren’t working. He suggested requiring additional reflective materials. He
further added that Lyft and Uber vehicles also contribute to a very complex scene for drivers
to observe.

Adjournment

Quorum was lost at 8:06 p.m.

M:\CAC\Meetings\Minutes\2015\1 Jan 28 15 CAC Mins.docx Page 7 of 7

11



12

This Page Intentionally Left Blank



1455 Market Street, 22nd Floor
San Francisco, California g4103
415.522.4800 FAX 415.522.482¢
info@sfcta.org  www.sfcta.org

DRAFT MINUTES

PLANS AND PROGRAMS COMMITTEE
Tuesday, January 13, 2015

Roll Call
Chair Mar called the meeting to order at 10:08 a.m. The following members were:
Present at Roll Call: Commissioners Campos, Kim and Mar (3)
Absent at Roll Call: Commissioners Breed and Yee (entered during Item 4) (2)
Citizens Advisory Committee Report - INFORMATION

Maria Lombardo, Chief Deputy Director, reported that the CAC did not meet since the
previous Plans and Programs Committee meeting, but was scheduled to elect a new Chair and
Vice Chair prior to the next Plans and Programs Committee meeting.

There was no public comment.
Approve the Minutes of the December 9, 2014 Meeting — ACTION
There was no public comment.
The minutes were approved without objection by the following vote:
Ayes: Commissioners Campos, Kim and Mar (3)
Absent: Commissioners Breed and Yee (2)

Recommend Allocation of $3,815,332 in Prop K Funds, with Conditions, and Allocation
of $1,201,000 in Prop AA Funds, with Conditions, for Seven Requests, Subject to the
Attached Fiscal Year Cash Flow Distribution Schedules — ACTION

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

Chair Mar recommended that commissioners tour the San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency’s (SFMTA’s) maintenance facilities if possible.

Commissioner Kim asked for the definitions of “all-way stop” and “mast-arm mounted signal”
in relation to the New Signals Contract 62 request.

Ms. LaForte responded that all-way stops have signs or signals on all streets from all directions at
an intersection and referred to a photo in her presentation depicting a signal mast-arm extending
over an intersection from a post.

Commissioner Kim asked why the recommended scope included flashing beacons, as she had
heard that these devices had problems with short circuits. She stipulated that she did not oppose
flashing beacons, and said they were popular with her constituents.
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Manito Velasco, Transportation Engineer at SEMTA, responded that flashing beacons that were
embedded into the pavement at crosswalks had indeed been problematic because of the wear
inflicted by traffic. He said the SEFMTA was replacing flashing crosswalks with post-mounted
rapid-flashing beacons as part of the scope of New Signals Contract 62, and these were
expected to be much more reliable.

Commissioner Campos asked for a list of candidate curb ramp locations not included in the
scope of the 2015 request for the San Francisco Public Works” (SFPW’) Curb Ramps program.

Ms. LaForte said she would work with SFPW to provide the list.

Commissioner Kim asked about the timeline for construction of the new signal and pedestrian
improvements at 8" and Natoma, and also asked about SFMTAs progtess in its effort to
streamline Vision Zero projects, especially signal improvements. She commented favorably on
the speed with which the new “scramble signal” at Stockton and Sacramento was implemented.

Ms. LaForte responded that completion of Contract 62 was scheduled for August 2016, and
added that the SFMTA would work with the contractor to turn on individual signals prior to
completion of the contract as a whole. She said SEMTA staff was attempting to expedite four or
five other signal contracts, which required coordination of several disciplines, including curb
ramps, sidewalks, pedestrian signals and other traffic management infrastructure.

Commissioner Campos asked whether Contract 62 identified the order in which improvements
would be constructed.

Mr. Velasco responded that previous contracts had specified an order, but technical issues such
as material availability were the primary factors in determining order.

There was no public comment.

The item was approved without objection by the following vote:
Ayes: Commissioners Breed, Campos, Kim, Mar and Yee (5)

Introduction of New Items — INFORMATION

There was no public comment.

Public Comment

There was no public comment.

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 10:37 a.m.
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Memorandum

Date: 02.02.15 RE: Plans and Programs Committee
Febtuary 10, 2015
To: Plans and Programs Committee: Commissioners Tang (Chair), Christensen (Vice Chair),
Breed, Farrell, Yee and Wiener (Ex Officio)
From: Anna LaForte — Deputy Director for Policy and Programming Ow

Through:  Tilly Chang — Executive Director W&

Subject:  ACTION — Recommend Adoption of the Fiscal Year 2015/16 Transportation Fund for Clean
Air Local Expenditure Criteria

Summary

Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) funds come from a $4 per vehicle surcharge collected by the Department of
Motor Vehicles on motor vehicle registrations in the nine-county Bay Area region. A portion of the funds (40 percent) is
available to each county on a return-to-source basis from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Air District).
These funds are used to implement strategies to improve air quality by reducing motor vehicle emissions in accordance
with the Air District’s Clean Air Plan. As the Program Manager for the City and County of San Francisco, the
Transportation Authority is required to annually adopt Local Expenditure Criteria for the programming of the local TFCA
funds. Our proposed Fiscal Year 2015/16 Local Expenditure Critetia (Attachment 1) are essentially the same as those used
in past cycles and are consistent with the Air District’s TECA policies for Fiscal Year 2015/16. The criteria establish a clear
prioritization methodology for applicant projects, including project types ranked by local priorities, emissions reduced,
program diversity, project readiness, and past project sponsor delivery. We plan to issue the Fiscal Year 2015/16 call for
projects in late February and anticipate having approximately $850,000 to program to projects. We are seeking a
recommendation to adopt the Fiscal Year 2015/16 TFCA Local Expenditure Critetia.

BACKGROUND

Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) funds come from a $4 per vehicle surcharge collected by the
Department of Motor Vehicles on motor vehicle registrations in the nine-county Bay Area region and
are distributed by the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Air District). These funds are used to
implement strategies to improve air quality by reducing motor vehicle emissions in accordance with the
Air District’s Clean Air Plan.

Project sponsors can apply for TFCA funds through two separate programs: a regional program
administered by the Air District, which uses 60 percent of the TFCA funds, and a local return-to-source
formula program, which uses the remaining 40 percent of the funds. As the TFCA Program Manager
for San Francisco, the Transportation Authority is responsible for developing a list of projects to fund
with the local TFCA funds.

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this memorandum is to present our proposed Fiscal Year 2015/16 TFCA Local
Expenditure Criteria and to seek a recommendation of support for the adoption of the criteria as
presented.

TFCA regulations require that the Program Manager annually adopt Local Expenditure Criteria that will
be the basis for developing a recommended project priorities list for local TFCA funds. The criteria
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need to be consistent with the Air District’s adopted TFCA County Program Manager Fund Guidance.

Schedule: Our schedule for the Fiscal Year 2015/16 TFCA program involves Boatrd approval of the
Local Expenditure Criteria in February 2015 in order to support release of the call for projects that
same month. The proposed schedule for the upcoming call for projects is shown in Table 1 below.

Table 1. Proposed Schedule for Fiscal Year 2015/16 TFCA Call for Projects

Wednesday, January 28, 2015 Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) acts on Local Expenditure Criteria

Monday, February 10, 2015 Plans & Programs Committee recommends Local Expenditure Criteria

Tuesday, February 24, 2015 Transportation Authority Board adopts Local Expenditure Criteria
Transportation Authority issues TFCA Call for Projects

Thursday, April 30, 2015 Applications due to the Transportation Authority

Wednesday, May 27, 2015 CAC acts on project priorities

Tuesday, June 16, 2015 Plans & Programs Committee recommends project priorities

Tuesday, June 23, 2015 Transportation Authority Board adopts project priorities

Estimated July/August 2015 Funds available to project sponsors (anticipated)

Local Expenditure Criteria: Some counties have established a complex point system for rating potential
TFCA projects, while other counties have utilized a general policy with a set of priorities. As a
combined City and County, San Francisco does not have multiple jurisdictions applying for funds;
however, there is considerable diversity in the types of projects initiated in the county. Compared to
more auto-oriented counties, the revenue that San Francisco receives from this program (approximately
$740,000 in new revenues annually) is relatively small and can normally fund only a few (e.g, six to ten)
projects.

Our assessment is that over time the Transportation Authority has been better served by not assigning a
point system to evaluate applications. Our experience with previous application cycles shows that the
projected TFCA revenues generally are sufficient to fund the majority of the projects that satisfy all of
the TFCA eligibility requirements established by the Air District, including a requirement that each
project must achieve a cost effectiveness ratio as established in the adopted TFCA County Program
Manager Fund Guidance.

As in prior years, only applicant projects that meet all of the Air District’s TFCA eligibility requirements
will be prioritized for funding using the Transportation Authority’s Local Expenditure Criteria. Our
proposed Fiscal Year 2015/16 Local Expenditure Criteria, shown in Attachment 1, are essentially the
same as those used in previous years. They include consideration of the following factors:

e Project type

e Cost effectiveness
e Project delivery

e Program diversity

e Other considerations (i.e., the project sponsot’s recent track record in delivering TFCA projects)
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We provided input to the Air District on the its draft TFCA Fiscal Year 2015/16 policies, working with
the Transportation Authority’s Technical Working Group and the other Bay Area Congestion
Management Agencies (CMAs). The Air District’s final TFCA Fiscal Year 2015/16 policies shown in
Attachment 2 incorporate several revisions. Examples include:

e Shuttles must operate on regular routes and cannot duplicate existing transit service (with limits
and exceptions based on distance to existing transit stops and frequency of service) or transit
service that existed along the route within the last three years;

e Bike share projects may apply for a project period of up to five years, increased from the
standard two years for TEFCA projects;

e Vehicle retrofits (e.g. after-market plug-in hybrid systems) that result in reduced petroleum use
are no longer eligible;

e TFCA funds may not exceed the cost difference between conventional and low/zero emissions
vehicles after all rebates are factored; and

e Changes to cost-effectiveness (CE) ratio requirements for certain project types. Projects must
achieve TFCA CE, on an individual project basis, equal to or less than $90,000 of TFCA funds
per ton of total emissions reduced, unless a different value is specified in the policy for that
project type. Different CE values include:

0 $125,000 for existing shuttles operations projects;

0 $125,000 to $500,000 for pilot shuttles operations projects depending on year of
operation and whether the project is located in a Highly Impacted Community'; and

0 $500,000 for bikeshare projects.

We continue to work with the Air District and other CMAs to improve the TFCA program’s
effectiveness at achieving air quality benefits, decrease its administrative burden, and allow the CMAs
more flexibility to address each county’s unique air quality challenges and preferred methods of
mitigating mobile source emissions.

ALTERNATIVES
1. Recommend adoption of the Fiscal Year 2015/16 TFCA Local Expenditure Criteria, as requested.
2. Recommend adoption of the Fiscal Year 2015/16 TFCA Local Expenditure Criteria, with

modifications.
3. Defer action, pending additional information or further staff analysis.
CAC POSITION

The CAC considered this item at its January 28, 2015 meeting and unanimously adopted a motion of
support for the staff recommendation.

FINANCIAL IMPACTS

' Community Air Risk Evaluation (CARE) Program and/or a Planned or Potential Priority Development Area
(PDA)
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Approval of the Local Expenditure Criteria will not have any impact on the Transportation Authority’s
adopted Fiscal Year 2014/2015 budget, but it will allow the Transportation Authority to apply for
approximately $850,000 (including estimated de-obligations) in Fiscal Year 2015/2016 local TFCA
funds that can then be programmed to eligible San Francisco projects. These funds will be incorporated
into the Fiscal Year 2015/2016 budget.

RECOMMENDATION
Recommend adoption of the Fiscal Year 2015/16 TFCA Local Expenditure Critetia.

Attachments (2):
1. Draft Fiscal Year 2015/2016 TFCA Local Expenditure Critetia
2. County Program Manager Fund Expenditure Plan Guidance — Fiscal Year Ending 2016
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Attachment 1
Fiscal Year 2015/16 Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA)
DRAFT LOCAL EXPENDITURE CRITERIA

The following are the Fiscal Year 2015/16 Local Expenditutre Criteria for San Francisco’s TFCA County
Program Manager Funds.

ELIGIBILITY SCREENING

In order for projects to be considered for funding, they must meet the eligibility requirements
established by the Air District’s TFCA County Program Manager Fund Policies for Fiscal Year 2015/16.
Consistent with the policies, a key factor in determining eligibility is a project’s cost effectiveness (CE)
ratio. The TFCA CE ratio is designed to measure the cost effectiveness of a project in reducing motor
vehicle air pollutant emissions and to encourage projects that contribute funding from non-TFCA
sources. TFCA funds budgeted for the project (both Regional Funds and County Program Manager
Funds combined) are divided by the project’s estimated emissions reduction. The estimated reduction is
the weighted sum of reactive organic gases (ROG), oxides of nitrogen (NOx), and particulate matter
(PM) emissions that will be reduced over the effective life of the project, as defined by the Air District’s
adopted TFCA County Program Manager Fund Guidance.

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

Consistent with the TFCA County Program Manager Fund Guidance, in order to be eligible for
Fiscal Year 2015/16 TFCA funds, a project must meet the CE ratio for emissions (i.e., ROG,
NOx, and PM) reductions as established in the adopted Guidance for each project type.
Projects that do not meet this threshold cannot be considered for funding.

PROJECT PRIORITIZATION

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

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

Step 2 — If there are TFCA funds left unprogrammed after Step 1, the Transportation Authority will
work with project sponsors to develop additional TFCA candidate projects. This may include
refinement of projects that were submitted for Step 1, but were not deemed eligible, as well as new
projects. This approach is in response to an Air District policy that does not allow County Program
Managers to rollover any unprogrammed funds to the next yeat’s funding cycle. If Fiscal Year 2015/16
funds are not programmed by November 2015, funds can be redirected (potentially to non-San

M:\CAC\Meetings\Memos\2015\01 Jan\6. TFCA Local Exp Criteria\ATT 1 TFCA FY 1516 Local Expenditure Criteria.docx

Page 1 of 2

19



20

Francisco projects) at the Air District’s discretion. New candidate projects must meet all of the TFCA
eligibility requirements, and will be prioritized based on the Transportation Authority Board’s adopted
Local Priorities.

Local Priorities

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

Project Type — In order of priority:

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

2) Shuttle services that reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT);
3) Alternative fuel vehicles and alternative fuel infrastructure; and
4) Any other eligible project.

Emissions Reduced and CE — Priority will be given to projects that achieve high CE (i.e. a low cost
per ton of emissions reduced) compared to other applicant projects. The Air District’s CE worksheet
predicts the amount of reductions each project will achieve in ROG, NOx, PM, and CO, emissions.
However, the Air District’s calculation only includes the reductions in ROG, NOx, and PM per TFCA
dollar spent on the project. The Transportation Authority will also give priority to projects that achieve
high CE for CO, emission reductions based on data available from the Air District’s CE worksheets.
The reduction of transportation-related CO, emissions is consistent with the City and County of San
Francisco’s 2004 Climate Action Plan for San Francisco.

Project Delivery — Priority will be given to projects that are ready to proceed and have a realistic
implementation schedule, budget, and funding package. Projects that cannot realistically commence in
calendar year 2016 or eatlier (e.g. to order or accept delivery of vehicles or equipment, begin delivery of
service, award a construction contract, start the first TFCA-funded phase of the project) and be
completed within a two-year period will have lower priority. Project sponsors may be advised to
resubmit these projects for a future TFCA programming cycle.

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

Other Considerations — Projects that are ranked high in accordance with the above local expenditure
criteria may be lowered in priority or restricted from receiving TFCA funds if either of the following
conditions applies ot has applied duting Fiscal Years 2013/14 or 2014/15:

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

¢ Implementation of Prior Project(s) — Project sponsor has a signed Funding Agreement for a
TFCA project that has not shown sufficient progress; the project sponsor has not implemented
the project by the project completion date without formally receiving a time extension from the
Authority; or the project sponsor has violated the terms of the funding agreement.
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County Program Manager Fund Expenditure Plan Guidance FYE 2016
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County Program Manager Fund Expenditure Plan Guidance FYE 2016

Reporting Schedule for Fiscal Year Ending (FYE) 2016

The following is the schedule of items that must be submitted by the County Program Manager to
the Air District:

a March 3, 2015 - Expenditure Plan application for fiscal year ending (FYE) 2016 - The
application must include:

o Summary Information Form, signed and dated by County Program Manager’s
Executive Director

o Summary Information Addendum Form (if applicable)

a Within 6 months of Air District Board of Director’s approval of allocation, and within
3 months for projects that do not conform to all TFCA Polices:

For each project:
O Project Information Form (sample can be found in Appendix G)
o Cost-effectiveness Worksheet (instructions can found in Appendix H)

Q Every May 31 (See Page 9)

o Funding Status Report Form — Include all open projects and projects closed since
July 1.

o Final Report Form — For projects closed July 1-December 31 (and optionally those
closing later), submit both a Final Report Form and a final Cost-effectiveness
Worksheet.

Q Every October 31 (See Page 9)
o Interim Project Report Form — Submit this form for every open project.

o Funding Status Report Form — Include all open projects and projects closed since
January 1.

o Final Report Form — For projects closed January 1-June 30 (and optionally those
closing later), submit both a Final Report Form and a final Cost-effectiveness
Worksheet.

Note: Items due on dates that fall on weekends or on State/Federal holidays are due on the next
following business day.
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Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA)

Introduction

On-road motor vehicles, including cars, trucks, and buses, constitute the most significant source of
air pollution in the Bay Area. Vehicle emissions represent the largest contributor to unhealthful
levels of ozone (summertime "smog") and particulate matter.

To protect public health, the State Legislature enacted the California Clean Air Act in 1988.
Pursuant to this law, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Air District) has adopted the
2010 Clean Air Plan (CAP), which describes how the region will work toward compliance with
State and Federal ambient air quality standards and make progress on climate protection. To reduce
emissions from motor vehicles, the 2010 CAP includes transportation control measures (TCMs) and
mobile source measures (MSMs). A TCM is defined as “any strategy to reduce vehicle trips,
vehicle use, vehicle miles traveled, vehicle idling, or traffic congestion for the purpose of reducing
motor vehicle emissions.” MSMs encourage the retirement of older, more polluting vehicles and
the introduction of newer, less polluting motor vehicle technologies.

The TFCA Program

To fund the implementation of TCMs and MSMs, the State Legislature authorized the Air District
to impose a $4 surcharge on motor vehicle registration fees paid within the nine-county Bay Area.
These revenues are allocated by the Air District through the Transportation Fund for Clean Air
(TFCA). TFCA grants are awarded to public and private entities to implement eligible projects.

TFCA-funded projects have many benefits, including the following:

' Reducing air pollution, including air toxics such as benzene and diesel particulates
Conserving energy and helping to reduce greenhouse gas emissions
Improving water quality by decreasing contaminated runoff from roadways
Improving transportation options
Reducing traffic congestion

2 2L =2 =2

Forty percent (40%) of these funds are allocated to a designated county program manager within
each of the nine counties within the Air District’s jurisdiction. This allocation is referred to as the
TFCA County Program Manager Fund. The remaining sixty percent (60%) of these funds are
directed to Air District-sponsored programs and to Air District-administered TFCA Regional Fund.

This document provides guidance on the expenditure of the 40% of TFCA funding provided to the
County Program Managers.

Eligible TFCA Project Types

TFCA legislation requires that projects meet eligibility requirements, as described in the California
Health and Safety Code (HSC) Section 44241. The following is a complete list of mobile source
and transportation control project types authorized under the California HSC Section 44241(b):
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10.

11.

The implementation of ridesharing programs;
The purchase or lease of clean fuel buses for school districts and transit operators;
The provision of local feeder bus or shuttle service to rail and ferry stations and to airports;

Implementation and maintenance of local arterial traffic management, including, but not limited
to, signal timing, transit signal preemption, bus stop relocation and "smart streets;”

Implementation of rail-bus integration and regional transit information systems;

Implementation of demonstration projects in telecommuting and in congestion pricing of
highways, bridges, and public transit;

Implementation of vehicle-based projects to reduce mobile source emissions, including, but not
limited to, engine repowers, engine retrofits, fleet modernization, alternative fuels, and advanced
technology demonstrations;

Implementation of a smoking vehicles program;

Implementation of an automobile buy-back scrappage program operated by a governmental
agency;

Implementation of bicycle facility improvement projects that are included in an adopted
countywide bicycle plan or congestion management program; and

The design and construction by local public agencies of physical improvements that support
development projects that achieve motor vehicle emission reductions. The projects and the
physical improvements shall be identified in an approved area-specific plan, redevelopment
plan, general plan, or other similar plan.

TFCA funds may not be used for:

e Planning activities that are not directly related to the implementation of a specific project;
or

e The purchase of personal computing equipment for an individual's home use.
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TFCA County Program Manager Fund

Roles and Responsibilities

County Program Manager—Each County Program Manager is required to:

1.

8.

Administer funding in accordance with applicable legislation, including HSC Sections 44233,
44241, and 44242, and with Air District Board-Adopted TFCA County Program Manager Fund
Policies for FYE 2016 (found in Appendix D).

Hold one or more public meetings each year:

a. To adopt criteria for the expenditure of the funds (criteria must include the Air District
Board-Approved TFCA County Program Manager Fund Policies), and
b. To review the expenditure of revenues received.

Prepare and submit Expenditure Plan Applications, Project Information Forms, Cost-
effectiveness Worksheets, Funding Status Reports, Interim Project Reports, and Final Reports.

Provide funds only to projects that comply with the Air District Board-Approved Policies and/or
have received Air District Board of Director’s approval for award.

Encumber and expend funds within two years of the receipt of funds, unless an application for
funds states that the project will take a longer period of time to implement and an extension is
approved by the Air District or the County Program Manager, or unless the time is subsequently
extended if the recipient requests an extension and the County Program Manager finds that
significant progress has been made on the project.

Limit administrative costs in handing of TFCA funds to no more than five (5) percent of the
funds received.

Allocate (program) all new TFCA funds within six months of the date of the Air District Board
of Director’s approval of the Expenditure Plan.

Provide information to the Air District and to auditors on the expenditures of TFCA funds.

Air District—The Air District is required to:

1.

4
5.
6
7.

Hold a public hearing to:

a. Adopt cost-effectiveness criteria that projects and programs are required to meet. Criteria
shall maximize emission reductions and public health benefits; and
b. Allocate County Program share of DMV fee revenues.

Provide guidance, offer technical support, and hold workshops on program requirements,
including cost-effectiveness.

Review Expenditure Plan Applications, Cost-effectiveness Worksheets, Project Information
Forms, Funding Status Reports, Interim Project Reports and Final Reports.

Re-distribute unallocated TFCA County Program Manager Funds.
Limit TFCA administrative costs to a maximum of five percent (5%).

. Conduct audits of TFCA programs and projects.

Hold a public hearing in the case of any misappropriation of revenue.

BAAQMD Transportation Fund for Clean Air Page 5
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Attributes of Cost-Effective Projects

\/

Project purchases or provides service using best available technology or cleanest vehicle (e.g.,
achieves significant petroleum reduction, utilizes vehicles that have 2010 and newer engines, is
not a Family Emission Limit (FEL) engine, and/or have zero tailpipe emissions).

Project is delivered or placed into service within one year and/or significantly in advance of
regulatory changes (e.g., lower engine emission standards).

Project requests relatively low amount of TFCA funds; Grantee provides significant matching

funds.

The following are additional attributes of cost-effective projects for specific project categories:
o For shuttle/feeder bus service and ridesharing projects:

Project provides service to relatively large % of riders/participants that
otherwise would have driven alone over a long distance.

Shuttle provides “first and last mile” connection between employers and
transit.

Shuttle operates on a route (service and non-service miles) that is relatively
short in distance.

o For vehicle-based projects:

Vehicle has high operational use, annual mileage, and/or fuel consumption
(e.g., taxis, transit fleets, utility vehicles).

o For arterial management and smart growth projects:

Pre- and post-project counts demonstrate high usage and potential to affect
mode or behavior shift that reduces emissions.

Project demonstrates a strong potential to reduce motor vehicle trips by
significantly improving mobility via walking, bicycling, and improving
transit.

Project is located along high volume transit corridors and/or is near major
activity centers such as schools, transit centers, civic or retail centers.
Project is associated with a multi-modal transit center, supports high-density
mixed-use development or communities.

BAAQMD Transportation Fund for Clean Air Page 6

27



28

County Program Manager Fund Expenditure Plan Guidance FYE 2016

Program Schedule

Program Schedule for the FYE 2016 Cycle (County Program Manager deadlines are italicized)

December 5, 2014

March 3, 2015

April 24, 2015

May 7, 2015

May 14, 2015

May 31, 2015

August 7, 2015

October 31, 2015

November 7, 2015

May 31, 2016

Expenditure Plan Application Guidance issued by Air District, including
funding estimates

Deadline for County Program Managers to submit Expenditure Plan
application

Proposed Expenditure Plan funding allocations reviewed by Air District
Mobile Source Committee (tentative)

Expenditure Plan funding allocations considered for approval by Air
District Board of Directors (tentative)

Air District provides Funding Agreements for funding allocations to
County Program Managers for signature (tentative)

Funding Status Report and Final Reports due for projects from FYE 2015
and prior years

Deadline: Within three months of Board approval, County Program
Manager submits request for Air District approval of any projects that do
not conform to TFCA policies (tentative)

Funding Status Report, Interim Project Reports, and Final Reports due for
projects from FYE 2015 and prior years

Deadline: Within six months of Board approval, County Program Manager
provides Cost-effectiveness Worksheets and Project Information Forms for
new projects and programming (tentative)

Funding Status Report and Final Reports due for projects from FYE 2016
and prior years

Expenditure Plan Application Process

By December 5, 2014, the Air District will email County Program Managers the Summary
Information Form and Summary Information - Addendum Form (i.e., the Expenditure Plan
application materials). These forms must be completed by the County Program Manager and
returned to the Air District as indicated below. See Appendix B for examples of these forms.

Expenditure Plans are due Monday, March 3, 2015 and must be submitted in hard copy by mail

or delivery service to:

Karen Schkolnick, Strategic Incentives Division
Bay Area Air Quality Management District
Strategic Incentives Division

939 Ellis Street

San Francisco, CA 94109
Materials sent to the Air District via fax will not be accepted.

BAAQMD Transportation Fund for Clean Air Page 7
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Programming of Funds

County Program Managers must allocate (program) TFCA County Program Manager funds within
six months of Air District Board approval of a County Program Manager’s Expenditure Plan and
submit a hard copy of: 1) the Cost-effectiveness Worksheet and 2) the Project Information Form for
each new project or supplemental allocation to an existing project.

Policy #3 provides a mechanism for consideration of projects that are authorized in the TFCA
legislation and meet the cost-effectiveness requirement for that project type, but are in some way
inconsistent with the current-year TFCA County Program Manager Policies. To request that such a
project be considered for approval by the Air District, County Program Managers must submit a
Cost-effectiveness Worksheet, Project Information Form, and supporting documentation to the Air
District for review no later than three months after Air District Board’s approval of the Expenditure
Plan. (See the Program Schedule section for further details.)

Project Information and Reporting Forms

The following Air District approved forms will be posted on the Air District’s website at:
http://www.baagmd.gov/Divisions/Strategic-Incentives/Funding-Sources/TFCA/County-Program-
Manager-Fund.aspx.

e Cost-effectiveness Worksheet (due within 6 months of Air District Board approval of
Expenditure Plan, and for FYE 2015 and prior year projects, with the Final Report; see
Appendix H)

The purpose of the Cost-effectiveness Worksheet is to calculate estimated (pre-project) and
realized (post-project) emissions reduced for each project, and compare the emissions reductions
to the TFCA funds invested. County Program Managers must submit a worksheet for each new
project and must ensure that the TFCA cost-effectiveness is equal to or less than $90,000 in
TFCA funds per ton of emissions reduced (i.e., reactive organic gases (ROG), oxides of nitrogen
(NOy) and weighted particulate matter (PM)), unless a different value is specified for that
project type in the Policies.

County Program Managers must submit a Cost-effectiveness Worksheet in MS Excel format for
each project to the Air District pre- and post-project.

» For projects that provide a service (e.g., ridesharing, shuttle, bike share projects), post-
project evaluations should be completed using the Cost-Effectiveness Worksheet version
from the year of the project’s start date (Which may be the same as the pre-application
Cost-effectiveness Worksheet).

> For all other projects, post-project evaluations should be completed using the most
recent version of the Cost-effectiveness Worksheet for the year the project was
completed.

Instructions for completing the worksheets are found in Appendix H. If you do not use the Air
District’s default guidelines to determine a project’s cost-effectiveness you must provide
documentation and information to support alternate values and assumptions to the Air District
for review and evaluation.

e Project Information Form (due within 6 months of Air District Board approval of
Expenditure Plan; see Appendix G)

BAAQMD Transportation Fund for Clean Air Page 8
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The primary purpose of the Project Information Form is to provide a description of each project
funded and other applicable (including technical) information that is not captured in the Cost-
effectiveness Worksheet. A copy of this form and instructions for completing it are found in
Appendix G. Project Information Forms must be submitted in MS Word for each new project
funded and a revised Project Information Form must be submitted whenever changes are
approved by the County Program Manager that affect the information stated on this form.

e Biannual Funding Status Report Form (due October 31 and May 31; see Appendix C)

This form is used to provide an update on all open and recently closed projects (closed since
January 1 for the October 31 report and closed since July 1 for the May 31 report) and report any
changes in status for all projects, including cancelled, completed under budget, received
supplemental funding, or received a time extension during the previous six months. A copy of
this form is attached in Appendix C.

e Final Report Form (due October 31 and May 31; tentatively available August 2015)

A Final Report Form is due at the conclusion of every project. These forms are available for
download from the TFCA County Program Manager website. The Final Report Forms are
specific to each type of project. Final Report Forms are due to the Air District semi-annually as
follows:

» Due October 31: Projects that closed Jan 1-Jun 30 (and optionally those closing later)
» Due May 31: Projects that closed Jul 1-Dec 31 (and optionally those closing later)

Note, in previous years these report forms were titled “Project Monitoring Forms™.

e Annual Interim Project Report Form (due October 31; tentatively available August 2015)

For each active/open project, an Interim Project Report Form is due annually on October 31.
These forms are available for download from the TFCA County Program Manager website.
This report provides status information on project progress and fund usage. (Note, in previous
years these report forms were titled “Project Status Reporting Forms”.)

County Program Managers may also choose to require additional reports of Grantees.

Additional Information

Workshops, Support, and Assistance

Air District staff is available to assist with TFCA project cost-effectiveness analysis, workshops for
Grantees, and outreach for TFCA projects. County Program Managers are urged to consult with Air
District staff when evaluating complex projects (such as bike share, vehicle, and vehicle
infrastructure projects requiring the evaluation of emission reductions beyond those required by
regulations) or when using cost-effectiveness assumptions other than those provided by the Air
District in this Guidance. Consulting with the Air District prior to awarding funds minimizes the
potential for both funding projects that are not eligible for TFCA funds and awarding more funding
to a project than it is eligible for. Please contact us and let us know how we can assist you.

Air District Contact
Please direct questions to: Linda Hui, Administrative Analyst, (415) 749-4796, lhui@baagmd.gov

BAAQMD Transportation Fund for Clean Air Page 9
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Appendix A: Guidelines for Eligible TFCA Reimbursable Costs

The TFCA-enabling legislation allows vehicle registration fees collected for the program to be used
for project implementation costs, as well as administrative project costs. This appendix provides
guidance on differentiating and reporting these costs. The Air District will use the definitions and
interpretations discussed below in the financial accounting of the TFCA program. The Air District
conducts audits on TFCA-funded projects to ensure that the funds have been spent in accordance
with the program guidelines and policies.

Project Implementation Costs
Project implementation costs are charges associated with implementing a TFCA-funded project
including:
e Documented hourly labor charges (salaries, wages, and benefits) directly and solely related
to implementation of the TFCA project;
Capital equipment and installation costs;
Shuttle driver labor and equipment maintenance costs;
Contractor labor charges related to the TFCA project;
Travel, training, and associated personnel costs that are directly related to the
implementation of the TFCA-funded project (e.g., the cost of training mechanics to service
TFCA-funded natural gas clean air vehicles); and
e Indirect costs associated with implementing the project, including reasonable overhead costs
incurred to provide a physical place of work (e.g., rent, utilities, office supplies), general
support services (e.g., payroll, reproduction), and managerial oversight.

Administrative Project Costs

Administrative project costs are costs associated with the administration of a TFCA project, and do
not include project capital or operating costs, as discussed above. Administrative project costs that
are reimbursable to a Grantee are limited to a maximum of five percent (5%) of the total TFCA
funds received.

Administrative project costs are limited to the following activities that have documented hourly
labor and overhead costs (salaries, wages, and benefits). Hourly labor charges must be expressed on
the basis of hours worked on the TFCA project.

e Costs associated with administering the TFCA Funding Agreement (e.g., responding to
requests for information from Air District and processing amendments). Note that costs
incurred in the preparation of a TFCA application or costs incurred prior to the execution of
the Funding Agreement are not eligible for reimbursement;

e Accounting for TFCA funds; and

e Fulfilling all monitoring, reporting, and record-keeping requirements specified in the TFCA
Funding Agreement, including the preparation of reports, invoices, and final reports.

Additionally, documented indirect administrative costs associated with administrating the project,
including reasonable overhead costs of utilities, office supplies, reproduction and managerial
oversight are also eligible.

BAAQMD Transportation Fund for Clean Air Page 10
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The project implementation and administrative project costs that are approved by the County
Program Manager shall be described in a Funding Agreement. The Grantee may seek
reimbursement for project implementation and administrative project costs by providing proper
documentation with project invoices. Documentation for these costs will show how these costs
were calculated, for example, by listing the date when the hours were worked, employees’ job titles,
employees’ hourly pay rates, tasks being charged, and total charges. Documentation of hourly
charges may be provided with time sheets or any other generally accepted accounting method to
allocate and document staff time.

BAAQMD Transportation Fund for Clean Air Page 11
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Appendix B: Sample Expenditure Plan Application

SUMMARY INFORMATION

County Program Manager Agency Name:

Address:

PART A: NEW TFCA FUNDS
1. Estimated FYE 2016 DMV revenues (based on projected CY2014 revenues): Line 1:

2. Difference between prior-year estimate and actual revenue: Line 2:
a. Actual FYE 2014 DMV revenues (based on CY2013):
b. Estimated FYE 2014 DMV revenues (based on CY2013):

(‘a’minus b’equals Line 2.)

3. Estimated New Allocation (Sum of Lines 1 and 2): Line 3:

4. Interest income. List interest earned on TFCA funds in calendar year 2014. Line 4:

5. Estimated TFCA funds budgeted for administration:1 Line 5:
(Note: This amount may not exceed 5% of Line 3.)

6. Total new TFCA funds available in FYE 2016 for projects and administration Line 6:

(Add Lines 3 and 4. These funds are subject to the six-month allocation deadline.)

PART B: TFCA FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR REPROGRAMMING

7. Total amount from previously funded projects available for Line 7:
reprogramming to other projects. (Enter zero (0) if none.)

(Note: Reprogrammed funds originating from pre-2006 projects are not
subject to the six-month allocation deadline.)

PART C: TOTAL AVAILABLE TFCA FUNDS

8. Total Available TFCA Funds (Sum of Lines 6 and 7) Line 8:

9. Estimated Total TFCA funds available for projects (Line 8 minus Line 5) Line 9:

| certify that, to the best of my knowledge, the information contained in this application is complete and accurate.

Executive Director Signature: Date:

1 The “Estimated TFCA funds budgeted for administration” amount is listed for informational purposes only. Per California Health
and Safety Code Section 44233, County Program Managers must limit their administrative costs to no more than 5% of the actual
total revenue received from the Air District.
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SUMMARY INFORMATION - ADDENDUM

Complete if there are TFCA Funds available for reprogramming.

. $ TFCA $ TFCA $ TFCA
Project # Project Sponsor/ Project Name Funds Funds Funds Code*
Grantee Allocated Expended Available

TOTAL TFCA FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR REPROGRAMMING
(Enter this amount in Part B, Line 7 of Summary Information form)

* Enter UB (for projects that were completed under budget) and CP (for cancelled project).

BAAQMD Transportation Fund for Clean Air

Page 13
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Appendix D: Board-Adopted TFCA County Program Manager
Fund Policies for FYE 2016

Adopted November 17, 2014

The following Policies apply only to the Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) County Program
Manager Fund.

BaAsic ELIGIBILITY

1. Reduction of Emissions: Only projects that result in the reduction of motor vehicle
emissions within the Air District’s jurisdiction are eligible.

Projects must conform to the provisions of the California Health and Safety Code (HSC)
sections 44220 et seq. and these Air District Board of Directors adopted TFCA County
Program Manager Fund Policies for FYE 2016.

Projects must achieve surplus emission reductions, i.e., reductions that are beyond what is
required through regulations, ordinances, contracts, and other legally binding obligations
at the time of the execution of a grant agreement between the County Program Manager
and the grantee. Projects must also achieve surplus emission reductions at the time of an
amendment to a grant agreement if the amendment modifies the project scope or extends
the project completion deadline.

2. TFCA Cost-Effectiveness: Projects must achieve TFCA cost-effectiveness, on an
individual project basis, equal to or less than $90,000 of TFCA funds per ton of total
emissions reduced, unless a different value is specified in the policy for that project type.
(See “Eligible Project Categories” below.) Cost-effectiveness is based on the ratio of
TFCA funds divided by the sum total tons of reactive organic gases (ROG), oxides of
nitrogen (NOXx), and weighted particulate matter 10 microns in diameter and smaller
(PM10) reduced ($/ton). All TFCA-generated funds (e.g., TFCA Regional Funds,
reprogrammed TFCA funds) that are awarded or applied to a project must be included in
the evaluation. For projects that involve more than one independent component (e.g.,
more than one vehicle purchased, more than one shuttle route), each component must
achieve this cost-effectiveness requirement.

County Program Manager administrative costs are excluded from the calculation of a
project’s TFCA cost-effectiveness.

3. Eligible Projects and Case-by-Case Approval: Eligible projects are those that conform
to the provisions of the HSC section 44241, Air District Board adopted policies and Air
District guidance. On a case-by-case basis, County Program Managers must receive
approval by the Air District for projects that are authorized by the HSC section 44241 and
achieve Board-adopted TFCA cost-effectiveness but do not fully meet other Board-
adopted Policies.

4. Consistent with Existing Plans and Programs: All projects must comply with the transportation
control measures and mobile source measures included in the Air District's most recently
approved plan for achieving and maintaining State and national ambient air quality standards,

BAAQMD Transportation Fund for Clean Air Page 15
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which are adopted pursuant to HSC sections 40233, 40717 and 40919, and, when specified, with
other adopted State, regional, and local plans and programs.

Eligible Recipients: Grant recipients must be responsible for the implementation of the
project, have the authority and capability to complete the project, and be an applicant in
good standing with the Air District (Policy #8).

A. Public agencies are eligible to apply for all project categories.

B. Non-public entities are only eligible to apply for new alternative-fuel (light, medium,
and heavy-duty) vehicle and infrastructure projects, and advanced technology
demonstrations that are permitted pursuant to HSC section 44241(b)(7).

Readiness: Projects must commence by the end of calendar year 2016. “Commence” includes
any preparatory actions in connection with the project’s operation or implementation. For
purposes of this policy, “commence” can mean the issuance of a purchase order to secure project
vehicles and equipment, commencement of shuttle/feeder bus and ridesharing service, or the
delivery of the award letter for a construction contract.

Maximum Two Years Operating Costs: Projects that provide a service, such as ridesharing
programs and shuttle and feeder bus projects, are eligible to apply for a period of up to two (2)
years, except for bike share projects, which are eligible to apply for a period of up to five (5)
years. Grant applicants that seek TFCA funds for additional years must reapply for funding in the
subsequent funding cycles.

APPLICANT IN GOOD STANDING

8.

10.

Independent Air District Audit Findings and Determinations: Grantees who have failed either
the fiscal audit or the performance audit for a prior TFCA-funded project awarded by either
County Program Managers or the Air District are excluded from receiving an award of any TFCA
funds for five (5) years from the date of the Air District’s final audit determination in accordance
with HSC section 44242, or duration determined by the Air District Air Pollution Control Officer
(APCO). Existing TFCA funds already awarded to the project sponsor will not be released until
all audit recommendations and remedies have been satisfactorily implemented. A failed fiscal
audit means a final audit report that includes an uncorrected audit finding that confirms an
ineligible expenditure of TFCA funds. A failed performance audit means that the program or
project was not implemented in accordance with the applicable Funding Agreement or grant
agreement.

A failed fiscal or performance audit of the County Program Manager or its grantee may subject
the County Program Manager to a reduction of future revenue in an amount equal to the amount
which was inappropriately expended pursuant to the provisions of HSC section 44242(c)(3).

Authorization for County Program Manager to Proceed: Only a fully executed Funding
Agreement (i.e., signed by both the Air District and the County Program Manager) constitutes the
Air District’s award of County Program Manager Funds. County Program Managers may only
incur costs (i.e., contractually obligate itself to allocate County Program Manager Funds) after the
Funding Agreement with the Air District has been executed.

Insurance: Both the County Program Manager and each grantee must maintain general liability
insurance, workers compensation insurance, and additional insurance as appropriate for specific

BAAQMD Transportation Fund for Clean Air Page 16
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projects, with required coverage amounts provided in Air District guidance and final amounts
specified in the respective grant agreements.

INELIGIBLE PROJECTS

11. Duplication: Grant applications for projects that provide additional TFCA funding for existing
TFCA-funded projects (e.g., Bicycle Facility Program projects) that do not achieve additional
emission reductions are ineligible. Combining TFCA County Program Manager Funds with other
TFCA-generated funds that broaden the scope of the existing project to achieve greater emission
reductions is not considered project duplication.

12. Planning Activities: A grantee may not use any TFCA funds for planning related activities
unless they are directly related to the implementation of a project or program that result in
emission reductions.

13. Employee Subsidies: Projects that provide a direct or indirect financial transit or rideshare
subsidy or shuttle/feeder bus service exclusively to the grantee’s employees are not eligible.

Use oF TFCA FUNDS

14. Cost of Developing Proposals: Grantees may not use TFCA funds to cover the costs of
developing grant applications for TFCA funds.

15. Combined Funds: TFCA funds may be combined with other grants (e.g., with TFCA
Regional Funds or State funds) to fund a project that is eligible and meets the criteria for
all funding sources, unless it is otherwise prohibited (e.g., in the project-specific policies).
For the purpose of calculating the TFCA cost-effectiveness, the TFCA’s portion of the
project cost is the sum of TFCA County Program Manager Funds and TFCA Regional
Funds.

16. Administrative Costs: The County Program Manager may not expend more than five
percent (5%) of its County Program Manager Funds for its administrative costs. The
County Program Manager’s costs to prepare and execute its Funding Agreement with the
Air District are eligible administrative costs. Interest earned on County Program Manager
Funds shall not be included in the calculation of the administrative costs. To be eligible
for reimbursement, administrative costs must be clearly identified in the expenditure plan
application and in the Funding Agreement, and must be reported to the Air District.

17. Expend Funds within Two Years: County Program Manager Funds must be expended
within two (2) years of receipt of the first transfer of funds from the Air District to the
County Program Manager in the applicable fiscal year, unless a County Program Manager
has made the determination based on an application for funding that the eligible project
will take longer than two years to implement. Additionally, a County Program Manager
may, if it finds that significant progress has been made on a project, approve no more than
two one-year schedule extensions for a project. Any subsequent schedule extensions for
projects can only be given on a case-by-case basis, if the Air District finds that significant
progress has been made on a project, and the Funding Agreement is amended to reflect the
revised schedule.

18. Unallocated Funds: Pursuant to HSC 44241(f), any County Program Manager Funds
that are not allocated to a project within six months of the Air District Board of Directors

BAAQMD Transportation Fund for Clean Air Page 17
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19.

20.
21.

approval of the County Program Manager’s Expenditure Plan may be allocated to eligible
projects by the Air District. The Air District shall make reasonable effort to award these
funds to eligible projects in the Air District within the same county from which the funds
originated.

Incremental Cost (for the purchase or lease of new vehicles): For new vehicles, TFCA
funds awarded may not exceed the incremental cost of a vehicle after all rebates, credits,
and other incentives are applied. Such financial incentives include manufacturer and
local/state/federal rebates, tax credits, and cash equivalent incentives. Incremental cost is
the difference in cost between the purchase or lease price of the new vehicle, and its new
conventional vehicle counterpart that meets the most current emissions standards at the
time that the project is evaluated.

Reserved.

Reserved.

ELIGIBLE PROJECT CATEGORIES

22,

23.
24,

Alternative Fuel Light-Duty Vehicles:

Eligibility: For TFCA purposes, light-duty vehicles are those with a gross vehicle weight rating
(GVWR) of 14,000 Ibs. or lighter. Eligible alternative light-duty vehicle types and equipment
eligible for funding are:

A. Purchase or lease of new hybrid-electric, electric, fuel cell, and CNG/LNG vehicles certified
by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) as meeting established super ultra-low
emission vehicle (SULEV), partial zero emission vehicle (PZEV), advanced technology-
partial zero emission vehicle (AT-PZEV), or zero emission vehicle (ZEV) standards.

B. Purchase or lease of new electric neighborhood vehicles (NEV) as defined in the California
Vehicle Code.

Gasoline and diesel (non-hybrid) vehicles are not eligible for TFCA funds. Funds are not
available for non-fuel system upgrades, such as transmission and exhaust systems, and should not
be included in the incremental cost of the project.

TFCA funds awarded may not exceed incremental cost after all other applicable manufacturer and
local/state rebates, tax credits, and cash equivalent incentives are applied. Incremental cost is the
difference in cost between the purchase or lease price of the new vehicle and its new conventional
vehicle counterpart that meets, but does not exceed, current emissions standards.

Vehicles that are funded by the TFCA County Program Manager Fund are not eligible for
additional funding from the TFCA Regional Fund.

Reserved.

Alternative Fuel Heavy-Duty Replacement Vehicles (high mileage):

BAAQMD Transportation Fund for Clean Air Page 18
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25.

26.

Eligibility: These projects are intended to accelerate the deployment of qualifying alternative fuel
vehicles that operate within the Air District’s jurisdiction. All of the following additional
conditions must be met for a project to be eligible for TFCA Funds:

A. Vehicles purchased and/or leased have a GVWR greater than 14,0001bs; and

B. Are 2014 model year or newer hybrid-electric, electric, CNG/LNG, and hydrogen fuel cell
vehicles certified by the CARB.

TFCA funds may not be used to pay for non-fuel system upgrades such as transmission and
exhaust systems.

Scrapping Requirements: Grantees with a fleet that includes model year 1998 or older
heavy-duty diesel vehicles must scrap one model year 1998 or older heavy-duty diesel
vehicle for each new vehicle purchased or leased under this grant. Costs related to the
scrapping of heavy-duty vehicles are not eligible for reimbursement with TFCA funds.

TFCA funds awarded may not exceed incremental cost after all other applicable manufacturer and
local/state rebates, tax credits, and cash equivalent incentives are applied. Incremental cost is the
difference in cost between the purchase or lease price of the vehicle and/or retrofit and its new
conventional vehicle counterpart that meets, but does not exceed, current emissions standards.

Vehicles that are funded by the TFCA County Program Manager Fund are not eligible for
additional funding from the TFCA Regional Fund or other funding sources that claim emissions
credits.

Alternative Fuel Bus Replacement:

Eligibility: For purposes of transit and school bus replacement projects, a bus is any vehicle
designed, used, or maintained for carrying more than 15 persons, including the driver. A vehicle
designed, used, or maintained for carrying more than 10 persons, including the driver, which is
used to transport persons for compensation or profit, or is used by any nonprofit organization or
group, is also a bus. A vanpool vehicle is not considered a bus. Buses are subject to the same
eligibility requirements and the same scrapping requirements listed in Policy #24.

Vehicles that are funded by the TFCA County Program Manager Fund are not eligible for
additional funding from the TFCA Regional Fund or other funding sources that claim emissions
credits.

Alternative Fuel Infrastructure:

Eligibility: Eligible refueling infrastructure projects include new dispensing and charging
facilities, or additional equipment or upgrades and improvements that expand access to
existing alternative fuel fueling/charging sites (e.g., electric vehicle, CNG, hydrogen).
This includes upgrading or modifying private fueling/charging sites or stations to allow
public and/or shared fleet access. TFCA funds may be used to cover the cost of
equipment and installation. TFCA funds may also be used to upgrade infrastructure
projects previously funded with TFCA-generated funds as long as the equipment was
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217.

28.

maintained and has exceeded the duration of its years of effectiveness after being placed
into service.

TFCA-funded infrastructure projects must be available to and accessible by the public.
Equipment and infrastructure must be designed, installed and maintained as required by
the existing recognized codes and standards and approved by the local/state authority.

TFCA funds may not be used to pay for fuel, electricity, operation, and maintenance costs.

Projects that are funded by the TFCA County Program Manager Fund are not eligible for
additional funding from the TFCA Regional Fund.

Ridesharing Projects: Eligible ridesharing projects provide carpool, vanpool or other
rideshare services. Projects that provide a direct or indirect financial transit or rideshare
subsidy are also eligible under this category.

Shuttle/Feeder Bus Service:

These projects are intended to reduce single-occupancy vehicle commute-hour trips by providing
the short-distance connection between a mass transit hub and one or more commercial hub or
employment centers. All of the following conditions must be met for a project to be eligible for
TFCA funds:

A. The project’s route must provide connections only between mass transit hubs, e.g., a rail or
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) station, ferry or bus terminal or airport, and distinct commercial or
employment areas.

B. The project’s schedule must coordinate with the transit schedules of the connecting mass
transit services.

C. The service must be available for use by all members of the public.

D. The project may not duplicate existing local transit service or service that existed along the
project’s route within the last three years. “Duplication” of service means establishing a
shuttle route where there is an existing transit service stop within 0.5 miles of the
commercial hub or business center and that can be reached by pedestrians in 20 minutes or
less. Projects that propose to increase service frequency to an area that has existing service
may be considered for funding if the increased frequency would reduce the commuter’s
average transit wait time to thirty minutes or less.

Project applicants that were awarded FYE 2014 or FYE 2015 TFCA Funds that propose
identical routes in FYE 2015 or in FYE 2016 may request an exemption from the
requirements of Policy 28.D. Provided they meet the following requirements: 1) No further
TFCA project funding as of January 2017; 2) Submission of a financial plan to achieve
financial self-sufficiency from TFCA funds within two years by demonstrating how they
will come into compliance with this requirement or by securing non-TFCA Funds. The plan
must document: i) the funding source(s) that will be targeted and the bases for eligibility of
such funding, ii) the amounts from each funding source for which the applicant is eligible
and that will be pursued; 3) the schedule (timeline) from application to receipt of such
funds; 4) the process for securing each funding source; and 5) the specific efforts taken by
the applicant to be eligible for such funds, and the status of the applicants’ application for
securing funds.
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E. Shuttle/feeder bus service applicants must be either: 1) a public transit agency or transit
district that directly operates the shuttle/feeder bus service; or (2) a city, county, or any other
public agency.

F. Existing projects must meet a cost-effectiveness of $125,000 per ton of emissions reduced.

G. Pilot Shuttle/Feeder Bus Service: Pilot shuttle/feeder bus service projects are defined as
routes that are at least 70% unique and where no other service was provided within the past
three years. In addition to meeting the conditions listed in Policy #28.A-F for shuttle/feeder
bus service, pilot shuttle/feeder bus service, project applicants must also comply with the
following:

I. Provide data and other evidence demonstrating the public’s need for the service,
including a demand assessment survey and letters of support from potential users.
ii. Provide written documentation of plans for financing the service in the future;

iii. Provide a letter from the local transit agency denying service to the project’s proposed
service area, which includes the basis for denial of service to the proposed areas. The
applicant must demonstrate that the project applicant has attempted to coordinate service
with the local service provider and has provided the results of the demand assessment
survey to the local transit agency. The applicant must provide the transit service
provider’s evaluation of the need for the shuttle service to the proposed area.

iv. Pilot projects located in Highly Impacted Communities as defined in the Air District
Community Air Risk Evaluation (CARE) Program and/or a Planned or Potential Priority
Development Area (PDA) may receive a maximum of three years of TFCA Funds under
the Pilot designation and must meet the following requirements:

a. During the first year of operation, projects must not exceed a cost-
effectiveness of $500,000/ton,

b. By the end of the second year of operation, projects must not exceed a
cost-effectiveness of $200,000/ton, and

C. By the end of the third year of operation, projects must not exceed a
cost-effectiveness of $125,000/ton and meet all of the requirements of Policy #28.A-F
(existing shuttles).

v. Projects located outside of CARE areas and PDAs may receive a maximum of two years
of TFCA Funds under this designation and must meet the following requirements:

a. By the end of the first year of operation, projects shall meet a cost-
effectiveness of $200,000/ton, and
b. By the end of the second year of operation, projects shall cost $125,000

or less per ton (cost-effectiveness rating) and shall meet all of the requirements of
Policy #28. A-F (existing shuttles).

29. Bicycle Projects:

New bicycle facility projects that are included in an adopted countywide bicycle plan or
Congestion Management Program (CMP) are eligible to receive TFCA funds. Eligible
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30.

31.

32.

projects are limited to the following types of bicycle facilities for public use that result in
motor vehicle emission reductions:

New Class-1 bicycle paths;

New Class-2 bicycle lanes;

New Class-3 bicycle routes;

New Class-4 cycle tracks or separated bikeways;

New bicycle boulevards;

Bicycle racks, including bicycle racks on transit buses, trains, shuttle vehicles, and
ferry vessels;

Bicycle lockers;

Capital costs for attended bicycle storage facilities;

Purchase of two-wheeled or three-wheeled vehicles (self-propelled or electric), plus
mounted equipment required for the intended service and helmets; and

J.  Development of a region-wide web-based bicycle trip planning system.

TmMmoOOw>

—Io

All bicycle facility projects must, where applicable, be consistent with design standards
published in the California Highway Design Manual, or conform to the provisions of the
Protected Bikeway Act of 2014.

Bay Area Bike Share

These projects make bicycles available to individuals for shared use for completing first- and last-
mile trips in conjunction with regional transit and stand-alone short distance trips. To be eligible
for TFCA funds, bicycle share projects must work in unison with the existing Bay Area Bike
Share Project by either increasing the fleet size within the initial participating service areas or
expanding the existing service area to include additional Bay Area communities. Projects must
have a completed and approved environmental plan and a suitability study demonstrating the
viability of bicycle sharing. Projects must meet a cost-effectiveness of $500,000/ton. Projects
may be awarded TFCA funds to pay for up to five years of operations.

Arterial Management:

Arterial management grant applications must identify a specific arterial segment and define what
improvement(s) will be made to affect traffic flow on the identified arterial segment. Projects
that provide routine maintenance (e.g., responding to citizen complaints about malfunctioning
signal equipment) are not eligible to receive TFCA funds. Incident management projects on
arterials are eligible to receive TFCA funds. Transit improvement projects include, but are not
limited to, bus rapid transit and transit priority projects. For signal timing projects, TFCA funds
may only be used for local arterial management projects where the affected arterial has an
average daily traffic volume of 20,000 motor vehicles or more, or an average peak hour traffic
volume of 2,000 motor vehicles or more (counting volume in both directions). Each arterial
segment must meet the cost-effectiveness requirement in Policy #2.

Smart Growth/Traffic Calming:

Physical improvements that support development projects and/or calm traffic, resulting in motor
vehicle emission reductions, are eligible for TFCA funds, subject to the following conditions:
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A. The development project and the physical improvements must be identified in an approved
area-specific plan, redevelopment plan, general plan, bicycle plan, pedestrian plan, traffic-
calming plan, or other similar plan; and

B. The project must implement one or more transportation control measures (TCMs) in the most
recently adopted Air District plan for State and national ambient air quality standards.
Pedestrian projects are eligible to receive TFCA funds.

C. The project must have a completed and approved environmental plan.

Traffic calming projects are limited to physical improvements that reduce vehicular speed by
design and improve safety conditions for pedestrians, bicyclists or transit riders in residential
retail, and employment areas.
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Appendix E: Glossary of Terms

The following is a glossary of terms found in the TFCA County Program Policies:

Final audit determination - The determination by the Air District of a County Program Manager
or grantee’s TFCA program or project, following completion of all procedural steps set forth in
HSC section 44242(a) — (c).

Funding Agreement - The agreement executed by and between the Air District and the County
Program Manager for the allocation of County Program Manager Funds for the respective fiscal
year.

Grant Agreement - The agreement executed by and between the County Program Manager and a
grantee.

Grantee - Recipient of an award of TFCA Funds from the County Program Manager to carry out
a TFCA project and who executes a grant agreement with the County Program Manager to
implement that project. A grantee is also known as a project sponsor.

TFCA funds - Grantee’s allocation of funds, or grant, pursuant to an executed grant agreement
awarded pursuant to the County Program Manager Fund Funding Agreement.

TFCA-generated funds - The Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) program funds
generated by the $4 surcharge on motor vehicle registration fees that are allocated through the
Regional Fund and the County Program Manager Fund.
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Appendix F': Insurance Guidelines

This appendix provides guidance on the insurance coverage and documentation typically required for
TFCA County Program Manager Fund projects. Note that the Air District reserves the right to
specify different types or levels of insurance in the Funding Agreement.

The typical Funding Agreement requires that each Grantee provide documentation showing that they
meet the following requirements for each of their projects. The County Program Manager is not
required to meet these requirements itself, unless it is acting as a Grantee.

1.

Liability Insurance:

Corporations and Public Entities - a limit of not less than $1,000,000 per occurrence. Such
insurance shall be of the type usual and customary to the business of the Grantee, and to the
operation of the vehicles, engines or equipment operated by the Project Sponsor.

Single Vehicle Owners - a limit of not less than $750,000 per occurrence. Such insurance shall be
of the type usual and customary to the business of the Grantee, and to the operation of the
vehicles, engines or equipment operated by the Grantee.

Property Insurance:

New Equipment Purchases - an amount of not less than the insurable value of Grantee’s vehicles,
engines or equipment funded under this Agreement, and covering all risks of loss, damage or
destruction of such vehicles, engines or equipment.

Retrofit Projects - 2003 model year vehicles or engines or newer in an amount of not less than the
insurable value of Grantee’s vehicles, engines or equipment funded under this Agreement, and
covering all risks of loss, damage or destruction of such vehicles, engines or equipment.

Workers Compensation Insurance:

Construction projects — including but not limited to bike/pedestrian paths, bike lanes, smart
growth and vehicle infrastructure, as required by California law and employers insurance with a
limit not less than $1 million.

Acceptability Of Insurers:

Insurance is to be placed with insurers with a current A.M. Best’s rating of no less than A: VIL
The Air District may, at its sole discretion, waive or alter this requirement or accept self-insurance
in lieu of any required policy of insurance.

The following table lists the type of insurance coverage generally required for each project type. The
requirements may differ in specific cases. County Program Managers should contact the Air District
liaison with questions, especially about unusual projects.
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Project Category

Insurance Required

 Vehicle Purchase and Lease
* Engine Retrofits

Automobile Liability

Automobile Physical Damage

« Operation of shuttle services and vanpools

Automobile Liability

Automobile Physical Damage

Commercial General Liability

Workers Compensation (for shuttle services only)

Construction of the following:

* Bike/pedestrian path or overpass

* Bike lane

« Cycle tracks/separated bikeways

« Smart growth/traffic calming projects
* Vehicle infrastructure

Automobile Liability

Commercial General Liability

Workers Compensation

« Arterial Management/Signal timing
* Bicycle lockers and racks

* Transit Marketing programs

* Ridesharing projects

* Bike Share projects

Commercial General Liability

« Transit pass subsidy or commute incentives
+ Guaranteed Ride Home Program

None

BAAQMD Transportation Fund for Clean Air
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Appendix G: Sample Project Information Form

A

o o w >

Project Number: _ 16XX01

Use consecutive numbers for projects funded, with year, county code, and number, e.g.,
16MARO01, 16MARO2 for Marin County. Zero (e.g., 16MAROQO) is reserved for County Program
Manager TFCA funds allocated for administration costs.

Project Title:
Provide a concise, descriptive title for the project (e.g., “Elm Ave. Signal Interconnect” or
“Purchase Ten Gasoline-Electric Hybrid Light-Duty Vehicles”).

TFCA County Program Manager Funds Allocated: $
TFCA Regional Funds Awarded (if applicable):$
Total TFCA Funds Allocated (sum of C and D):$

Total Project Cost: $
Indicate the TFCA dollars allocated (C, D and E) and total project cost (D). Data from Line E
(Total TFCA Funds) should be used to calculate C-E.

Project Description:

Grantee will use TFCA funds to . Include information sufficient to evaluate the
eligibility and cost-effectiveness of the project. Ex. of the information needed include but are not
limited to: what will be accomplished by whom, how many pieces of equipment are involved, how
frequently it is used, the location, the length of roadway segments, the size of target population,
etc. Background information should be brief. For shuttle/feeder bus projects, indicate the hours
of operation, frequency of service, and rail station and employment areas served.

Final Report Content: Final Report form and final Cost Effectiveness Worksheet
Reference the appropriate Final Report form that will be completed and submitted after project
completion. See http://www.baagmd.gov/Divisions/Strategic-Incentives/Funding-
Sources/TECA/County-Program-Manager-Fund.aspx for a listing of the following forms:
e Form for Ridesharing, Shuttles, Transit Information, Rail/Bus Integration, Smart Growth,
and Traffic Calming Projects. (Includes Transit Bus Signal Priority.)
e Form for Clean Air Vehicle and Infrastructure Projects
Form for Bicycle Projects
Form for Arterial Management Projects

Attach a completed Cost-effectiveness Worksheet and any other information used to evaluate the
proposed project. For example, for vehicle projects, include the California Air Resources Board
Executive Orders for all engines and diesel emission control systems. Note, Cost-effectiveness
Worksheets are not needed for TFCA County Program Managers’ own administrative costs.

Comments (if any):
Add any relevant clarifying information in this section.
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Appendix H: Instructions for Cost-effectiveness Worksheets

Cost-effectiveness Worksheets are used to calculate project emission reductions and TFCA cost-
effectiveness (TFCA $ / ton of emission reductions). County Program Managers must submit Cost-
effectiveness Worksheets for each new project and each project receiving additional TFCA funds,
along with Project Information Forms, no later than six months after Air District Board approval of
the County Program Manager’s Expenditure Plan. County Program Managers must also submit
Worksheets with Final Report Forms. The most recent Worksheet should be used at time of Final
Report to most accurately reflect the emissions reduced.

The Air District provides Microsoft Excel worksheets by e-mail. Worksheets must be completed for
all project types with the exception of TFCA County Program Manager administrative costs.

Project Type Worksheet Name

Ridesharing, Shuttles, Bicycle, Bike Share , Smart Growth, | Trip Reduction FYE 16
and Traffic Calming Projects

Arterial Management: Signal Timing Arterial Management FYE 16

Transit Bus Signal Priority (also for Transit Rail Vehicles) | Trip Reduction FYE 16

Alternative-Fuel Light-Duty and Light Heavy-Duty
Vehicles or Infrastructure

Alternative-Fuel Low-Mileage Utility Trucks — Idling
Service

Alternative-Fuel Heavy-Duty Vehicles, Buses, or
Infrastructure

LD & LHD Vehicle FYE 16

Heavy-Duty Vehicle FYE 16

Heavy-Duty Vehicle FYE 16

Make entries in the yellow-shaded areas only in the worksheets. Begin each new filename with
the application number (e.g., 16MARO4) as described below. Each worksheet contains separate tabs
for: Instructions (no user input), General Information, Calculations, Notes and Assumptions, and
Emission Factors (no user input).

County Program Managers must provide all relevant assumptions used to determine the
project’s cost-effectiveness in the Notes & Assumptions tab. If a County Program Manager
seeks to use different default values or methodologies, it is advisable that they consult with the
Air District before project approval, in order to avoid the potential for funding projects that
are not eligible for TFCA funds.

The Air District encourages County Program Managers to assign the shortest duration possible for the
# Years of Effectiveness value for a project to meet the cost-effectiveness requirement. This practice
will help to minimize both the Grantee and County Program Manager’s administrative burdens.

Instructions Specific to Each Project Type
Ridesharing and Shuttle Projects

Two key components in calculating cost-effectiveness is the number of vehicle trips
eliminated per day and the trip length. The number of vehicle trips eliminate is the
number of trips by participants that would have driven as a single occupant vehicle if
not for the service; it is not the same as the total number of riders or participants. A
frequently used proxy is the number of survey respondents who report that they would have
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driven alone if not for the service provided. For calculating the length of trip, it is appropriate
to use only the length of the vehicle trip avoided by riders that otherwise would have driven
alone.

In addition, each shuttle route must meet the cost-effectiveness criteria (Policy # 28). If a
project consists of more than one route, one worksheet should be submitted with all routes
listed, and a separate worksheet must be prepared showing the cost-effectiveness of each route
(i.e., as determined by that route’s ridership, funding allocation, etc.).

Transit Signal Priority

For the length of trip, a good survey practice is to determine the length of automobile trip
avoided by just those riders that otherwise would have driven, rather than by all riders.

Arterial Management Projects

Please note that each segment must meet the cost-effectiveness requirement (Policy #31).
If there are multiple segments being considered for funding, one worksheet should be
submitted with all segments listed, and a separate worksheet should be submitted showing the
cost-effectiveness for each segment.

For a signal timing project to qualify for four (4) years of effectiveness, the signals must be
retimed after two (2) years.

Smart Growth, Traffic Calming

Projects must reduce vehicle trips by increasing pedestrian/bicycle travel and transit use.
Projects that only involve slowing automobile traffic briefly (e.g., via speed bumps) tend to
not be cost-effective, as the acceleration following deceleration increases emissions.

Vehicle and Fueling Infrastructure Projects

The investment in each individual vehicle must be shown to be cost-effective (Policy #2).
The worksheet calculates the cost-effectiveness of each vehicle separately, so only one
worksheet is required when more than one vehicle is being considered for funding.

TFCA Policies require that all projects including those subject to emission reduction
regulations, contracts, or other legally binding obligations achieve surplus emission
reductions—that is, reductions that go beyond what is required. Therefore, vehicles with
engines certified as Family Emission Limit (FEL) engines are not eligible for funding
because the engine is certified for participation in an averaging, banking, and trading
program in which emission benefits are already claimed by the manufacturer.

Because TFCA funds may only be used to fund early-compliance emissions reductions, and
because of the various fleet rule requirements, calculating cost-effectiveness for vehicle grant
projects can be complex, and it is recommended that it be done only by someone familiar with
all applicable regulations and certifications. Additionally, electric vehicle infrastructure
generally does not qualify for more than $2,000 per charging spot, and County Program
Managers should consult with the Air District on such projects, as the evaluation
methodologies are evolving. Also, any questions should be raised to Air District staff well
before project approval deadlines in order to assure project eligibility.

The cost-effectiveness of fueling infrastructure is based on the vehicles that will use the
funded facility. For these projects, County Program Managers must exercise care that
emission reductions from the associated vehicles are only credited towards a TFCA
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infrastructure project, and are not double counted in any other Air District grant program,
either at the present time or for future vehicles that will use the facility during its effective life.

The total mileage a vehicle can travel may be limited by regulation, and the product of Years
of Effectiveness and Average Annual Miles cannot exceed that mileage (e.g., some cities limit
the lifetime miles a taxicab can travel).

Heavy-duty vehicle and infrastructure projects: The California Air Resources Board
(CARB) Carl Moyer Program Guidelines document is the source for the formulas and factors
used in the Heavy-Duty Vehicle worksheet. The full documentation is available at
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/moyer/guidelines/current.ntm. Note that there are some
differences between the TFCA and Moyer programs; consult Air District staff with any
questions. At a minimum, a funded vehicle must have an engine complying with the model
year 2010 and later emission standards. Vehicles that are funded by the TFCA shall not be
co-funded with other funding sources that claim emissions credits. At this time, vehicles that
are funded by the CARB (e.g., Hybrid and Zero-Emission Truck and Bus VVoucher Incentive
Project [HVIP]), Carl Moyer, or other Air District grant programs are not eligible for
additional funding from TFCA.

Documentation and Recordkeeping: Beginning in FYE 2012, Project files must be maintained by
County Program Managers and Grantees for a minimum of five years following completion of the
Final Report, versus three years as before. Project files must contain all related documentation
including copies of CARB executive orders, quotes, mileage logs, fuel usage (if cost-effectiveness is
based on fuel use), photographs of engines and frames that were required to be scrapped, and
financial records, in order to document the funding of eligible and cost-effective projects.

Guidance on inputs for the worksheets follows.

Instructions Tab
Provides instructions applicable to the relevant project type(s).

General Information Tab
Project Number, which has three parts:
1% — fiscal year in which project will be funded (e.g., 16 for FYE 2016).
2" _ County Program Manager; use the following abbreviations:
ALA — Alameda CC - Contra Costa MAR — Marin
NAP — Napa SF - San Francisco | SM - San Mateo
SC - Santa Clara SOL - Solano SON - Sonoma

3" _ two-digit number identifying project; 00 is reserved for County Program Manager
administrative costs.

Example: 16MARO04 = fiscal year ending 2016, Marin, Project #04.

Project Title: Short and descriptive title of project, matching that on the Project Information
Form.

Project Type Code: Insert one and only one of the following codes for the corresponding project
type. If a project has multiple parts, use the code for the main component. Note that not all
listed project types may be allowed in the current funding cycle.

BAAQMD Transportation Fund for Clean Air Page 30


http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/moyer/guidelines/current.htm

52

County Program Manager Fund Expenditure Plan Guidance FYE 2016

Code Project Type Code Project Type
0 Administrative costs 6c Shuttle services — NG powered
la NG buses (transit or shuttle buses) 6d Shuttle services — EV powered
1b EV buses 6e Shuttle services — Fuel cell powered
1¢c Hybrid buses 6f Shuttle services — Hybrid vehicle
1d Fuel cell buses 69 Shuttle services — Other fuel type
le Buses — Alternative fuel 6h Shuttle services w/TFCA purchased retrofit
2a NG school buses 6i Shuttle services — fleet uses various fuel types
2b EV school buses 7a Class 1 bhicycle paths
2c Hybrid school buses 7b Class 2 bicycle lanes
2d Fuel cell school buses 7c Class 3 bicycle routes, bicycle boulevards
2e School buses — Alternative fuel 7d Bicycle lockers and cages
3a Other heavy-duty — NG (street sweepers, garbage trucks) Te Bicycle racks
3b Other heavy-duty — EV 7f Bicycle racks on buses
3c Other heavy-duty — Hybrid 7q Attended bicycle parking (“bike station™)
3d Other heavy-duty — Fuel cell 7h Other type of bicycle project (e.g., bicycle loop detectors)
3e Other heavy-duty - Alternative fuel (High Mileage) 7i Bike share
3f Other heavy-duty - Alternative fuel (Low Mileage) 7j Class 4 cycle tracks or separated bikeways
4a Light-duty vehicles — NG 8a Signal timing (Regular projects to speed traffic)
4b Light-duty vehicles — EV 8b Arterial Management — transit vehicle priority
4c Light-duty vehicles — Hybrid 8c Bus Stop Relocation
4d Light-duty vehicles — Fuel cell 8d Traffic roundabout
de Light-duty vehicles — Other clean fuel 9a Smart growth — traffic calming
5a Implement TROs (pre-1996 projects only) 9b Smart growth — pedestrian improvements
5b Regional Rideshare Program 9c Smart growth — other types
5¢c Incentive programs (for any alternative mode) 10a | Rail-bus integration
5d Guaranteed Ride Home programs 10b Transit information / marketing
5e Ridesharing — Vanpools (if cash incentive only, use 5c) 1la Telecommuting demonstration
5f Ridesharing — School carpool match 11b Congestion pricing demonstration
5¢ Other ridesharing / trip reduction projects 11c | Other demonstration project
5h Trip reduction bicycle projects (e.g., police on bikes) 12a | Natural gas infrastructure
fa Shuttle services — diesel powered 12b Electric vehicle infrastructure
6b Shuttle services — gasoline powered 12¢ Alternative fuel infrastructure
County: Use the same abbreviations as used in Project Number.

Worksheet Calculated by:
Date of Submission:
Grantee Org.:

Contact Name:

Project Start Date

Name of person completing the worksheet.
Date submitted to the County Program Manager.
Organization responsible for the project.

Name of individual responsible for implementing the project.

Include all contact information requested (email, phone, address).

Project must meet Readiness Policy (Policy #6).

BAAQMD Transportation Fund for Clean Air

Page 31




County Program Manager Fund Expenditure Plan Guidance FYE 2016

Completion Date &
Final Report to CMA:

Calculations Tab

County Program Managers must expend funds within two years of
receipt, unless an application states that the project will take a
longer period of time and is approved by the County Program
Manager or the Air District.

Because the worksheets have many interrelated formulas and references, users must not
add or delete rows or columns, or change any formulas, without consulting with the Air
District. Several cells have input choices or information built in, as pull-down menus or
comments in Excel. Pull-down menus are accessed by clicking on the cell. Comments are
indicated by a small triangle in the upper right corner of a cell, and are made visible by resting the

cursor over the cell.

Cost Effectiveness Inputs

# Years Effectiveness:

Total Project Cost:

TFCA Cost:

See inputs table below. The best practice is to use shortest value
possible.

Total cost of project including TFCA funding, sponsor funding, and
funds contributed by other entities. Only include goods and
services of which TFCA funding is an integral part.

TFCA 40% County Program Manager Funds and the 60% Regional
Funds (if any), listed separately.

Emission Reduction Calculations

Instructions and default values for each project type are provided in the table below. Default
values for years of effectiveness are provided for the various project types. There are no
defaults for Smart Growth projects, due to the wide variability in these projects.

Notes & Assumptions Tab

Provide an explanation of all assumptions used. If you do not use the Air District’s guidelines
and default values to determine cost-effectiveness, you must document and explain your inputs
and assumptions after receiving written approval from the Air District.

Emission Factors Tab

This tab contains references for the Calculations tab. No changes shall be made to this tab.

Additional Information for Heavy-duty Vehicle Projects

CARB has adopted a number of standards and fleet rules that limit funding opportunities for on-road
heavy-duty vehicles. See the below list of CARB rules that affect on-road heavy-duty fleets, followed
by a reference sample CARB Executive Order. For assistance in determining whether a potential
project is affected, contact Air District staff or consult Carl Moyer Implementation Charts at:
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/moyer/quidelines/supplemental-docs.htm
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Summary of On-Road Heavy-Duty Fleet Rules

Vehicle Type Subject to CARB Fleet Rule?
Urban buses Fleet Rule for Transit Agencies
Transit Fleet VVehicles Fleet Rule for Transit Agencies
Solid Waste Collection Vehicles, excluding | Solid Waste Collection Vehicle Regulation
transfer trucks
Municipal Vehicles and Utility Vehicles Fleet Rule for Public Agencies and Utilities
Port and Drayage Trucks Port Truck Regulation
All other On-road heavy-duty vehicles On-road Rule
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County Program Manager Fund Expenditure Plan Guidance FYE 2016

Sample CARB Executive Order for Heavy-Duty On-Road Engines

EXECUTIVE ORDER A-021-0571-1
e California Environmental Prosection Agency CUMMINS INC. New On-Road Heavy-Duty Englnoj
AIR RESOURCES BOARD Page 1 of 2 Pages

Pursuant to the authority vested in the Air Resources Board by Health and Safety Code Division 26, Part 5, Chapter 2,
and pursuant to the authority vested in the undersigned by Health and Safety Code Sections 39515 and 39516 and
Executive Order G-02-003,;

IT IS ORDERED AND RESOLVED: The engine and emission control systems produced by the manufacturer are certified
as described below for use in on-road motor vehicles with a manufacturer's GVWR over 14,000 pounds. Production
engines shall be in all material respects the same as those for which certification is granted.

MODEL [ proe camiLy ENGINE FUEL TYPE | STANDARDS SEERVFCH ECS & SPECIAL FEATURES ° DIAGNOSTIC ®
YEAR SIZES (L)
_ PROCEDURE | CLASS DDI, TC, CAC, ECM, EGR, OC, EMD
2012 CCEXH0729XAD 11.9 Diesel Diesel UB SCR-U, PTOX
1D 5
EMISSIONS CONTROL ADDITIONAL IDLE EMISSIONS CONTROL
Exempt N/A
ENGINE (L) ENGINE MODELS / CODES (rated power, in hp)
11.9 . 1SX11.9 385 / 3865,FR20350 (379), ISX12 385 / 3865;FR20350 (379)

* =not applicabl =gross vehicle weight rating; 1 xyz=Titl , Califorma egulations, Section xyz, 6.abc=Title 40, ederal Regulations, Section 86.abc;

Fmor; hw=hon‘epowor. kw=kilowatt, hr=hour;
5 CNG/LNG=compressed/liquefied natural gas; LPG=liquefied petroleum gas, EB85=85% ethanol fuel, MF=multi fuel a.k a. BF=bi fuel, DF=dual fuel, FF=flexible fuel;
5 L/M/H HDD=lightmedium/heavy heavy-duty diesel, UB=urban bus; HDO=heavy duty Otto;

ECS=emission control system; TWC/OC=three-way/oxidizing catalyst, NAC=NOXx adsorption catalyst, SCR-U / SCR-N=selective catalytic reduction - urea / — ammonia; WU (prefix) =warm-
up catalyst, DPF=diesel particulate filter, PTOX=periodic trap oxidizer, HO25/02S=t gen sensor, HAFS/AFS fuel-ratio sensor (a.k.a., universal or linear oxygen sensor);
TBI=throttle body fue! injection; SFIMFi=sequentialmulti port fuel injection, DGI=direct gasoline injection; GCARB=gaseous carburetor, IDI/DDI=indirect/direct diese! injection; TC/SC=turbo/
super charger, CAC=charge air cooler, EGR / EGR-C=exhaust gas recirculation / cooled EGR; PAIR/AIR=pulsed/secondary air injection; SPL=smoke puff limiter, ECM/PCM=engine/powerirain
fomro( module; EM=engine modification; 2 (prefix)=parallel, (2) ( )=in series, AMO ia oxidation catalyst

ESS=engine shutdown system (per 13 CCR 1956.8(a)(6)(A)(1), 30g=30 g/hr NOx (per 13 CCR 1956.8(a)(6)(C). APS =intemal combustion auxiliary power system; ALT=alternative method
‘pcr 13 CCR 1956.8(a)(6)(D), Exempt=exempted per 13 CCR 1956.8(a)(6)(B) or for CNG/LNG fuel systems; N/A=not applicable (e.g., Otto engines and vehicles);

EMD=engine manufacturer diagnostic system (13 CCR 1971), OBD=on-board diagnostic system (13 CCR 1971.1);

Following are: 1) the FTP exhaust emission standards, or family emission limit(s) as applicable, under 13 CCR 1956.8;

2) the EURO and NTE limits under the applicable California exhaust emission standards and test Procedures for heavy-
duty diesel engines and vehicles (Test Procedures); and 3) the corresponding certification levels, for this engine family.
“Diesel” CO, EURO and NTE certification compliance may have been demonstrated by the manufacturer as provided
under the applicable Test Procedures in lieu of testing. (For flexible- and dual-fueled engines, the CERT values in brackets [ ] are those
when tested on fonventional test fuel. For multi-fueled engines, the STD and CERT values for default operation permitted in 13 CCR 1956.8 are in

parentheses.).

in NMHC NOx NMHC+NOx co PM HCHO
g/bhp-hr FTP EURO FTP EURO FTP EURO FTP EURO FTP EURO FTP EURO
STD 0.14 0.14 0.20 0.20 * * 15.5 15.5 0.01 0.01 * *
FEL - - - - - - 0 - 3 . - v
CERT 0.04 0.01 0.12 0.09 * * 1.1 0.00 0.004 0.002 * "
NTE 0.21 0.30 * 19.4 0.02 *

kS g/bhp-hr=grams per brake horsepower-hour, FTP=Federal Test Procedure;, EURO=Euro lll European Steady-State Cycle, including RMCSET=ram mode cycle supplemental emissions
testing, NTE=Not-to-Exceed;, STD=standard or emission test cap, FEL=family emission limit; CERT=certification level, NMHC/HC=non-methane/hydrocarbon; NOx=oxides of nitrogen,
CO=carbon monoxide, PM=particulate matter, HCHO=formaldehyde, (Rev.: 2007-02-26)

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED: Certification to the FEL(s) listed above, as aﬁplicable, is subject to the following terms,
limitations and conditions. The FEL(s) is the emission level declared by the manufacturer and serves in lieu of an
emission standard for certification purposes in any averaging, banking, or tradin% ABT) programs. It will be used for
determining compliance of any engine in this family and compliance with such ABT programs.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED: For the listed engine models the manufacturer has submitted the materials to demonstrate
certification compliance with 13 CCR 1965 (emission control labels), 13 CCR 1971 (engine manufacturer diagnostic)
and 13 CCR 2035 et seq. (emission control warranty).

Engines certified under this Executive Order must conform to all applicable California emission regulations.

The Bureau of Automotive Repair will be notified by copy of this Executive Order.

This Executive Order hereby supersedes Executive Order A-021-057 dated December 7, 2011.

Executed at El Monte, California on this / 7 day of April 2012.

Annette Hebert, Chief

Mobile Source Operations Division
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1455 Market Street, 22nd Floor
San Francisco, California 94103
415.522.4800 FAX 415.522.4829

Mem Oran dum info@sfcta.org  www.sfcta.org

Date: 02.03.15 RE: Plans and Programs Committee
February 10, 2015
To: Plans and Programs Committee: Commissioners Tang (Chair), Christensen (Vice Chair),
Breed, Farrell, Yee and Wiener (Ex Officio)
From: David Uniman — Deputy Director for Planning @‘dr_ Q_D .

Through:  Tilly Chang — Executive Director QM&

Subject:  ACTION — Recommend Appointment of One Member to the Geary Corridor Bus Rapid
Transit Citizens Advisory Committee

Summary

The Transportation Authority has a 13-member Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Citizens Advisory Committee
(GCAC). There is one vacant seat on the GCAC for a representative of the Richmond District. The vacancy is due to the
resignation of Jette Swan who moved out of San Francisco. Following the issuance of notices secking applicants to the
GCAC, we have received applications from 15 candidates. Staff provides information on applicants but does not make
recommendations on GCAC appointments. Attachment 1 contains a summary table with information about current and
prospective GCAC members, showing neighborhood of residence, neighborhood of employment, affiliation, and other
information provided by the applicants. We are seeking a recommendation to appoint one member to the GCAC.

BACKGROUND

Geary Corridor Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) is one of the signature projects included in the Prop K
Expenditure Plan. The Transportation Authority is currently leading environmental analysis for Geary
Corridor BRT, in partnership with the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SEMTA). The
environmental analysis will identify the benefits and impacts of BRT alternatives, a preferred alternative,
and strategies to mitigate any environmental impacts. Engineering work for this phase entails
preparation of designs for project alternatives as needed to clarify potential impacts and support
identification of a preferred alternative, as well as development of design solutions for complex
sections of the corridor. Because of the detailed nature and significance of the study, the Geary
Corridor BRT Citizens Advisory Committee (GCAC) is distinct from the Transportation Authority
Citizens Advisory Committee.

Role of the GCAC: The role of the GCAC is to advise Transportation Authority staff throughout the
environmental analysis of the Geary BRT project by providing input representative of varying interests
along the corridor, as well as broader, citywide interests related to the project. The GCAC currently
meets approximately bi-monthly. Specifically, the GCAC members have and will continue to:

e Advise on the study scoping to identify the alternatives for analysis;

e Advise on the selection of a preferred alternative based on project benefits and expected
environmental impacts;

e Advise on strategies to mitigate any negative environmental impacts; and
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e Advise on strategies for effective outreach and assist with outreach to neighborhoods and other
stakeholders.

Structure of the GCAC: In February 2008, through Resolution 08-56, the Transportation Authority Board
established the structure for the GCAC. In October 2013, the Board increased the number of seats on
the GCAC from eleven to thirteen. Appointed individuals are to reflect a balance of interests, including
residents, businesses, transportation system users, and advocates. Each member is appointed to serve
for a two-year term. There is currently one vacant seat representing Richmond District interests on the
GCAC. Former member Jette Swan resigned from the GCAC after relocating out of San Francisco.

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this memorandum is to present the applications received for the open seat on the
GCAC and to seek a recommendation to appoint one member to the GCAC for a two-year term.

The current GCAC membership and structure are shown in the table below:

Geographic Representation Seats on Term Expires Member(s)
GCAC
Richmond 3 Apr 2016 J. Foerster
Sep 2015 J. Fong
Vacant
Japantown/Fillmore 3 Sep 2015 B. Horne
Jan 2016 R. Hashimoto
Mar 2016 A. Spires
Tenderloin/Downtown 2 Sep 2015 P. Gallotta
Jul 2015 R. Marshall
At-Large 5 Apr 2016 M. H. Brown
Oct 2015 P. Chan
Sep 2015 J. Goldberg
Sep 2015 J. John
Nov 2016 W. Parsons

Recruitment: We solicited GCAC applications in January 2015 through the Transportation Authority’s
website and social media accounts, Commissioners’ offices, and an e-blast to community members and
organizations with interest in the Geary corridor. In addition, in November 2014, the Transportation
Authority recruited candidates to fill an at-large seat on the GCAC and applicants from Richmond
residents received during that time are included in the applicant pool for the current vacancy.

Applicant Pool: We have received applications from 15 candidates. Attachment 1 provides a
matrix summarizing the applications, including information about each person’s affiliation to and
interest in the Geary Corridor BRT project. Applicants were informed of the opportunity to speak on
behalf of their candidacies at the February 10, 2015 Plans and Programs Committee meeting.
Applicants were advised that appearance before the Committee is strongly encouraged, but not
required, for appointment. Staff provides information on applicants but does not make
recommendations on these appointments.
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ALTERNATIVES

1. Recommend appointment of one member to the GCAC.

2. Defer action, pending additional information or further staff analysis.

CAC POSITION

None. The CAC does not make recommendations on other CACs or appointments to those
committees.

FINANCIAL IMPACTS

None.

RECOMMENDATION

Recommend appointment of one member to the GCAC.

Attachment:
1. Applicant and Current Member Matrix

Enclosure:
1. Applications
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1455 Market Street, 22nd Floor i

San Francisco, California g4103 :;

415.522.4800 FAX 415.522.482¢ =
info@sfcta.org  www.sfcta.org

Memorandum

Date: 02.03.15 RE: Plans and Programs Committee
February 10, 2015

To: Plans and Programs Committee: Commissioners Tang (Chair), Christensen (Vice Chair), Breed,
Farrell, Yee and Wiener (Ex Officio)

From: Amber Crabbe — Assistant Deputy Director for Policy and Programming

Through:  Tilly Chang — Executive Ditrector W&

Subject:  ACTION — Recommend Programming Up to $5,143,714 in Cycle 4 Lifeline Transportation
Program (LTP) Funds to Two San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA)
Projects, Concurrence with Cycle 4 LTP Prop 1B Priorities as Submitted by SEFMTA and the
Bay Area Rapid Transit District, and Amendment of the Prop K Bus Rapid Transit/MUNI
Metro Network 5-Year Prioritization Program

Summary

Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC’) Lifeline Transportation Program (LTP) funds projects that improve
mobility for low-income populations primarily by addressing gaps or barriers identified through community-based
transportation plans or other substantive local planning efforts. In our role as Congestion Management Agency (CMA), the
Transportation Authority prioritizes a portion of LTP funds and helps MTC with administering the overall LTP for San
Francisco. For Cycle 4, MTC has assigned $4.9 million in funds to the Transportation Authority. An additional $216,000 in
Cycle 2 LTP funds is also available for reprogramming due to the cancelation of the San Bruno Transit Preferential Streets
project which will be implemented through Muni Forward. In October 2014, we released a call for projects, and by the
December deadline, we received four applications from the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA)
totaling $6.6 million. Consistent with MTC’s guidelines and the prioritization criteria, the evaluation panel reached
consensus on the project rankings, and upon consultation with SEMTA, we recommend fully funding Potrero Hill
Pedestrian Safety and Transit Stop Improvements and Expanding Late Night Transit Services (Attachment 3). MTC has
assigned State Prop 1B funds directly to transit operators to program at their discretion with CMAs’ concurrence.
Attachment 4 shows a summary of LTP Prop 1B priorities, including SEMTA’s Van Ness Avenue Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)
($6.19 million) and the Bay Area Rapid Transit District’s (BART’) Wayfinding Signage and Pit Stop Initiative ($4.6 million).
The proposed LTP Prop 1B programming will allow SFMTA to reduce an equivalent amount of Prop K funds going to
the Van Ness Avenue BRT project and direct them to Geary Corridor BRT instead. To reflect the Prop K reprogramming,
the requested action includes an amendment to the relevant Prop K 5-Year Prioritization Program (5YPP). We are
seeking a recommendation to program up to $5,143,714 in Cycle 4 LTP funds to two SFMTA projects, concur
with Cycle 4 LTP Prop 1B priorities as submitted by SFMTA and BART, and amend the Prop K Bus Rapid
Transit/MUNI Metro Network 5YPP.

BACKGROUND

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) established the Lifeline Transportation Program
(LTP) to fund projects improving mobility for low-income populations primarily by addressing gaps or
barriers identified through community-based transportation plans or other substantive local planning
efforts. In our role as Congestion Management Agency (CMA), the Transportation Authority prioritizes a
portion of LTP funds and helps MTC with administering the overall LTP for San Francisco. Over the
past three cycles, the Transportation Authority has programmed a total of $19.1 million and provided
concurrence for transit operators’ priorities totaling $13.8 million in LTP state Proposition 1B (Prop 1B)
funds. Attachment 1 shows the list of San Francisco’s previous LTP priorities.
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DISCUSSION

The purpose of this memorandum is to seek a recommendation to program up to $5,143,714 in Cycle 4
LTP funds to two San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SEFMTA) projects, concur with Cycle
4 LTP Prop 1B priorities as submitted by SEFMTA and the Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), and
amend the Prop K Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)/MUNI Metro Network 5-Year Prioritization Program
(5YPP).

Available Funding: The LTP is complicated to administer, since it is comprised of multiple funding sources
with varying eligibility requirements. MTC has assigned the Cycle 4 LTP’ three funding sources as
follows:

e  State Transit Assistance (STA) and Federal Transit Administration (FT'A) Section 5307 Job Access
and Reverse Commute (JARC) funds are assigned to CMAs based on each county’s share of the
regional low-income population. The Transportation Authority’s share of funds totals up to $4.9
million, including up to $3.8 million in STA and $1.1 million in Section 5307 JARC funds, for
which we released a call for projects in October 2014. Eligibility constraints associated with these
fund sources limited grant recipients largely to transit operators, and the scope of projects largely
to transit-related projects. Details on the call and guidelines are posted on our Cycle 4 LTP page,
www.sfcta.org/lifeline/ cycle4call.

e  State Prop 1B funds are assigned to transit operators based on their share of the regional low-
income ridership and regional low-income population. Upon concurrence from applicable CMAs,
transit operators may program Prop 1B funds to transit-related capital projects that are consistent
with LTP guidelines. For this cycle, MTC assigned $6.1 million in Prop 1B funds to SFMTA and
$4.6 million to BART. MTC required transit operators to submit their LTP Prop 1B priorities to
CMAs by January 15, 2015.

In addition to the $4.9 million in STA and Section 5307 JARC funds for this cycle, we are able to
program $216,000 in Prop 1B funds from the Cycle 2 LTP, which have been freed up due to cancellation
of the LTP San Bruno Transit Preferential Streets project. The San Bruno project is now advancing as
part of SEMTA’s Muni Forward program.

Transportation Authority Priorities as Competitively Selected: By the December 18, 2014 deadline, we received
four project proposals from the SEMTA totaling $6.6 million compared to the $5,143,714 available for
programming. Consistent with MTC guidelines, the proposals were reviewed by our Cycle 4 LTP
evaluation panel, which consisted of a representative from the MTC Policy Advisory Committee, a
representative from Bayview MAGIC (the San Francisco Public Defender’s community-based
organization), and Transportation Authority staff. Based on the prioritization criteria as described in
Attachment 2 and available funding, the panel reached consensus that the two highest scoring projects,
i.e. the SFMTA’s Potrero Hill Pedestrian Safety and Transit Stop Improvements project and the
Expanding Late Night Transit Services project, should receive funding, and that the lowest scoring
project, i.e. Multimodal Wayfinding, should not receive funding, given the project’s relatively weak focus
on low-income residents.

In consultation with SEFMTA staff, we are recommending programming all available LTP STA funds and
Section 5307 JARC funds, as well as the freed-up $216,000 Prop 1B funds from the Cycle 2 L'TP, to the
two top-scoring projects, with the option of using any cost savings from the Potrero project to expand
the Late Night Transit Services project. These two projects support recommendations emerging from
the Potrero Neighborhood Transportation Plan and the Late Night Transportation Study. Attachment 3
summarizes the proposals and recommendations, highlighting evaluation considerations.
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LTP Prop 1B Priorities as Submitted by SFMTA and BART: The SFMTA has proposed programming its entire
LTP Prop 1B share of $6.1 million to the Van Ness Avenue Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) project. This will
allow SFMTA to reduce an equivalent amount of Prop K funds going to the Van Ness Avenue BRT
project and direct them to Geary Corridor BRT instead. Both BRT projects are LTP-eligible, but Van
Ness Avenue BRT will be delivered first and will provide benefits to the public sooner. To reflect the
Prop K reprogramming, the requested action includes an amendment to the BRT/MUNI Metro
Network 5YPP, which will take effect once SEMTA receives the Prop 1B LTP funds.

BART has proposed programming $1.2 million of its $4.6 million share to the Mission Station
Wayfinding and Pit Stop Initiative project, which involves collaboration with San Francisco Public Works.
Attachment 4 summarizes the LTP Prop 1B priorities as submitted.

Next Steps: MTC requires CMAs to submit their county’s L'TP priorities, and transit operators to submit
their LTP Prop 1B allocation requests, by March 13, 2015. Upon the MTC Commission’s approval
(scheduled for April 22, 2015), sponsors can submit STA requests to MTC and Section 5307 JARC
requests to the FTA, and MTC will forward Prop 1B allocation requests to Caltrans, which manages the
Prop 1B allocation process, for their respective approvals.

ALTERNATIVES

1. Recommend programming up to $5,143,714 in Cycle 4 LTP funds to two SFMTA projects,
concurrence with Cycle 4 LTP Prop 1B priorities as submitted by SFMTA and BART, and
amendment of the Prop K BRT/MUNI Metro Network 5YPP, as requested.

2. Recommend programming up to $5,143,714 in Cycle 4 LTP funds to two SFMTA projects,
concurrence with Cycle 4 LTP Prop 1B priorities as submitted by SFMTA and BART, and
amendment of the Prop K BRT/MUNI Metro Network Prop K, with modifications.

3. Defer action, pending additional information or further staff analysis.

CAC POSITION

The Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) was briefed on this item at its January 28, 2015 meeting and
adopted a motion of support for the staff recommendation, with two members abstaining,

FINANCIAL IMPACTS

There are no direct impacts on the Transportation Authority’s adopted Fiscal Year 2014/15 budget
associated with the recommended action.

RECOMMENDATION

Recommend programming up to $5,143,714 in Cycle 4 LTP funds to two SFMTA projects, concurrence
with Cycle 4 LTP Prop 1B priorities as submitted by SFMTA and BART, and amendment of the Prop K
BRT/MUNI Metro Network 5YPP.

Attachments (4):

Cycle 1 — 3 LTP San Francisco Project List

Cycle 4 LTP Prioritization Criteria

Cycle 4 LTP Transportation Authority Programming Recommendation
Cycle 4 LTP Prop 1B Priorities as Submitted by Transit Operators

sl
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Cycle 1 - 3 Lifeline Transportation Program (LTP)

San Francisco Project List

Project LTP Funding | Total Project
Sponsor1 Project Name %) Cost ($)
Cycle 1
THC Outreach Initiative for Lifeline Transit Access $137,741 $227,870
SFMTA Muni Route 109/ Treasure Island $525,000 $874,094
SFMTA Muni Route 29 Service $946,222 $1,182,778
BVHPF Bayview Hunters Point Community Transport $924,879 $1,156,879
SFMTA Lifeline Fast Pass Distribution Expansion $219,334 $274,166
Cycle 1 Total $2,753,176 $3,715,787
Cycle 2
SFMTA Shopper Shuttle $1,560,000 $1,872,000
SEMTA Route 108 Treasure Island Enhanced Service $1,165,712 $1,097,000
SEFMTA Route 29 Reliability Improvement Project $695,711 $1,672,560
SEMTA Persia Triangle Transit Access Improvements Project $802,734 $1,003,418
SFMTA Randolph/Farallones/Orizaba Transit Access Project $480,000 $599,600
Balboa Park Station-Eastside Connections Project
BAR 1 2,801
T (BART) $1,906,050 $2,801,050
Balboa Park Station-Eastside Connections Project
1 2 1
SEMTA (SEMTA) $1,083,277 $1,354,096
SEMTA Bus Service Restoration Project $1,698,272 $2,309,000
MOH/SFMTA [Hunters View Revitalization Transit Stop Connection $510,160 $708,176
Cyele 2 Total $9,901,916 $13,416,900
Cycle 3
SFMTA Continuation of Bus Restoration $2,158,562 $6,922,000
SFMTA Route 108 Treasure Island Enhanced Service $800,000 $1,075,677
SFMTA Route 29 Reliability Improvement Project $800,000 $4,058,492
SEFMTA Free Muni for Low Income Youth Pilot $400,000 $9,900,000
P:\Lifeline Program\SF LTP Status UpdateProject List Page 1 of 2




Lifeline Transportation Program (LTP)
San Francisco Project List

Project LTP Funding | Total Project

Sponsor’ Project Name ($) Cost ($)

SFMTA Eddy and Ellis Traffic Calming Improvement $1,175,104 $1,691,823

SFMTA 8X Customer First $5,285,000 $11,637,000

SFMTA Mission Customer First $5,056,891 $10,440,000

SFMTA Mission Bay Loop $1,381,539 $6,100,000

Cycle 3 Total $17,057,096 $51,824,992

Grand Total $29,712,188 $68,957,679

1Plfoject sponsor acronyms include the Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART), Bayview Hunters Point
Foundation for Community Improvement (BVHPF), Mayor's Office of Housing (MOH), San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), and Tenderloin Housing Clinic (THC).
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CYCLE 4 LIFELINE TRANSPORTATION PROGRAM PRIORITIZATION CRITERIA - SAN FRANCISCO

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC’) Guidelines largely dictate the overall
criteria. MTC staff has concurred with the San Francisco-specific criteria, marked with izalicized text.

Project Need/Goals and Objectives: The extent to which the project addresses the unmet
transportation need of and improves a range of transportation choices for the low-income
populations and/or Communities of Concern (CoCs), as identified through relevant
planning efforts, will be considered.

Community-Identified Priority: Strategies emerging from local Community-Based
Transportation Plans (CBTPs) or other substantive local planning efforts involving focused
outreach to low-income populations will be prioritized. Projects may also demonstrate
consistency with the Bay Area’s Coordinated Public Transit-Human Services Transportation
Plan, countywide or regional welfare-to-work transportation plans, or other documented
assessment of need within the designated CoCs. Findings emerging from aforementioned
planning efforts may also be applied to other low-income areas, or otherwise be directed to
serve low-income constituencies within the county. Sponsors must demonstrate community and
agency support and/ or lack of significant opposition at the time of application, in addition to previous public
support documented in the CBTPs or local planning efforts.

Implementation Plan and Project Management Capacity: Projects that demonstrate an
ability to meet timely use of funds requirements, without foreseeable implementation issues that may
affect project delivery, will be prioritized in order to avoid loss of funds to San Francisco.
Sponsors should provide evidence of their financial and management capacity to implement
the proposed project, commitment from partner agencies, and a successful experience with
delivering state or federal projects. For sponsors who have previously received LTP funds,
their track record of delivering TP projects will be considered.

Project Budget and Sustainability: Projects that have secured funding sources for long-term
maintenance beyond the grant period will be prioritiged.

Cost-Effectiveness and Performance Indicators: Projects that will address the identified
need of low-income populations in the most cost effective way, based on clear, measurable,
outcome-based performance measures, will be prioritized. A plan should be provided for
ongoing monitoring and evaluation of the project, and steps to be taken if original goals are
not achieved.

Coordination and Outreach: Projects that are coordinated with other community
transportation and/or social service resources will be prioritized. Sponsors should cleatly
identify project stakeholders and how they will keep stakeholders involved and informed
throughout the project implementation.

Program/Geographic Diversity: After projects are evaluated based on all of the above criteria,
program/ geographic diversity criteria will be applied to the entire draft recommended list. The 1TP offers a
relatively rare opportunity to fund and test new and creative approaches to improving mobility for low-income
San Franciscans, so the Cycle 4 L'TP project list as a whole will be reviewed to ensure a diversity of project
tipes and approaches and benefits to multiple constituencies.

P:\Lifeline Program\2014 Lifeline Program\Evaluation\Cycle 4 LTP Prioritization Criteria.docx Page 1o0f1
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1455 Market Street, 22nd Floor
San Francisco, California 94103
415.522.4800 FAX 415.522.482¢
info@sfcta.org  www.sfcta.org

Memorandum

Date: 02.03.15 RE: Plans and Programs Committee
February 10, 2015
To: Plans and Programs Committee: Commissioners Tang (Chair), Christensen (Vice Chair),
Breed, Farrell, Yee and Wiener (Ex Officio)
From: Anna LaForte — Deputy Director for Policy and Programming OV/

Through:  Tilly Chang — Executive Ditrector W&

Subject:  ACTION — Recommend Allocation of $5,199,670 in Prop K Funds, with Conditions, and
$636,480 in Prop AA Funds for Eight Requests, Subject to the Attached Fiscal Year Cash
Flow Distribution Schedules

Summary

As summarized in Attachments 1 and 2, we have eight requests totaling $5,836,150 in Prop K and AA funds to present to
the Plans and Programs Committee. Attachment 3 summarizes our recommendations. We are requesting $750,000 in Prop
K funds for traffic analysis and environmental studies required for the potential realignment of the 1-280 off-ramp at
Ocean Avenue and a ramp closure analysis for the possible closure of the I-280 on-ramp at Geneva Avenue near Balboa
Park. These are two of the recommendations from the Balboa Park Station Area Circulation Study. The San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) has requested Prop K funds for six projects. They include construction of
Balboa Park Station Area and Plaza Improvements to facilitate multi-modal access ($1,773,993); planning and design of
Fall Protection Systems at seven vehicle maintenance facilities ($2,160,777); $72,000 to extend the existing Bicycle Safety
Education Classes contract by nine months; planning, design, and construction of WalkFirst Rectangular Rapid Flashing
Beacons at up to 11 locations ($222,900); construction of Golden Gate Road Diet from Polk to Market ($120,000) which
is a near-term Vision Zero capital project; and $100,000 for the District 1 Neighborhood Transportation Improvement
Program planning project to study safety and access improvements on four north-south corridors in the Richmond. Lastly,
the SEFMTA has requested $636,480 in Prop AA funds for Franklin and Divisadero Signal Upgrade construction. We are
seeking a recommendation to allocate $5,199,670 in Prop K funds, with conditions, and $636,480 in Prop AA
funds for eight requests, subject to the attached Fiscal Year Cash Flow Distribution Schedules.

BACKGROUND

We have received eight requests for a combined total of $5,199,670 in Prop K funds and $636,480 in
Prop AA funds to present to the Plans and Programs Committee at the February 10, 2015 meeting, for
potential Board approval on February 24, 2015. As shown in Attachment 1, the requests come from the
following Prop K and Prop AA categories:

e Prop K Balboa Park BART/MUNI Station Access

e Prop K Rehabilitate/Upgrade Existing Facilities — MUNI
e Prop K Signals and Signs

e Prop K Bicycle Circulation/Safety

e Prop K Pedestrian Circulation/Safety

e Prop K Transportation/Land Use Coordination

e Prop AA Pedestrian Safety

Transportation Authority Board adoption of a 5-Year Prioritization Program (5YPP) for Prop K and
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Prop AA programmatic categories is a prerequisite for allocation of funds from these categories

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this memorandum is to present eight Prop K ($5,199,670) and Prop AA ($6306,480)
requests to the Plans and Programs Committee and to seek a recommendation to allocate these funds,
with conditions. Attachment 1 summarizes the eight 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 provides a brief
description of each project. A detailed scope, schedule, budget and funding plan for each project are
included in the enclosed Allocation Request Forms.

Staff Recommendation: Attachment 3 summarizes the staff recommendations for the requests, highlighting
special conditions, 5YPP amendments and other items of interest. Transportation Authority staff and
project sponsors will attend the Plans and Programs Committee meeting to provide brief presentations
on some of the specific requests and to respond to any questions that the Committee may have.

ALTERNATIVES

1. Recommend allocation of $5,199,670 in Prop K funds, with conditions, and $636,480 in Prop AA
funds for eight requests, subject to the attached Fiscal Year Cash Flow Distribution Schedules, as
requested.

2. Recommend allocation of $5,199,670 in Prop K funds, with conditions, and $636,480 in Prop AA
funds for eight requests, subject to the attached Fiscal Year Cash Flow Distribution Schedules,
with modifications.

3. Defer action, pending additional information or further staff analysis.

CAC POSITION

The CAC was briefed on this item at its January 28 meeting and adopted a motion of support for the
staff recommendation, with one member abstaining

FINANCIAL IMPACTS

This action would allocate $5,199,670 in Fiscal Year 2014/15 Prop K funds, with conditions, and
$6306,480 in Fiscal Year 2014/15 Prop AA funds for eight requests. The allocations would be subject to
the Fiscal Year Cash Flow Distribution Schedules contained in the enclosed Allocation Request Forms.

The Prop K Capital Budget (Attachment 4) shows the recommended cash flow distribution schedules
for the subject requests. Attachment 5 contains a cash-flow-based summary table including the Prop K
Fiscal Year 2014/15 allocations to date and the subject Prop K requests.

The Prop AA Fiscal Year 2014/15 Capital Budget (Attachment 6) shows the recommended cash flow
distribution schedules for the subject Prop AA allocation requests, and Attachment 7 contains a cash-
flow-based summary table of the Fiscal Year 2014/15 allocations to date, including the subject Prop AA
requests.

Sufficient funds ate included in the adopted Fiscal Year 2014/15 budget to accommodate the
recommendation actions. Furthermore, sufficient funds will be included in future budgets to cover the
recommended cash flow distribution for those respective fiscal years.
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RECOMMENDATION

Recommend allocation of $5,199,670 in Prop K funds, with conditions, and $636,480 in Prop AA
funds for eight requests, subject to the attached Fiscal Year Cash Flow Distribution Schedule.

Attachments (7):

1.

Nk

Summary of Applications Received

Project Descriptions

Staff Recommendations

Prop K Capital Budget 2014/15

Prop K 2014/15 Fiscal Year Cash Flow Distribution — Summary Table
Prop AA Capital Budget 2014/15

Prop AA 2014/15 Fiscal Year Cash Flow Distribution — Summary Table

Enclosure:

1.

Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Forms (8)

M:\PnP\2015\Memos\02 Feb\Prop K AA Grouped.docx

Page 3 of 3

83



140 T 98ed

ormpuadxy] 9yl UI pawnsse eyl sie[[op S doi -uou 1omd] Surderosd] st (Sunydysiy mo[a4 £q paresrpur) 3sonbox o ‘Uwn[od | FurSeroad | pardadxy,, OB UT UL FOMO[ ST UWN[0D | SUISeIoAd|
[emdy,, oyp ur 93eruadzad o I 'saseyd Jo aseyd parsonbox oy 03 1500 w103 o £q veld Surpuny oy Ut spuny 3] dorg-UOU [E101 9y FUIPIAIP Aq PaIENO[ED ST, 9sky ] 199[03 ] £q SurSerondT [emdy,, )

‘(fmoyiny vonwirodsuei], Sunor) odspuer,] UES) V.ID.IS pue (£ously uoneirodsues, reddrunyy 0dspuEr,] UES) V.IJALIS 2PNOUT SWATOIY .

‘(asuex]) syuowanordwy LrIqo pue Liqerey asues], pue ‘(pa) £195eg ULINSIPI] ‘(1991G) UonINNsuoday pur sredoy 1991g BurpnpuT ‘Ue[ ] 21891¥Ng YV
dosg z10z oy ur paduaiazar 103910 ueld arapuadxy vy doid oys Jo ue[q d18a1eng S doid 10 O3 U PadUIRJoF Joquiny aul] ue[] 2rmyipuadxy S doid auyp 3oy st £308380) /0N QU] JH

-aseyd [ensed 30 [ENPIATPUT UL 30F SUIGEIIAI] PA10IdXI-ULI-FTOMO] IALY ABW [[BIIA0 PaSeIaAd] [P ST e 109(oxd v ue[

04,01 AJuo 39205 poys 3] dox pue ‘A30591ed 18 UT $199(03d € J07 $1502 [8101 A JO 0/, F9A0D pnoys spuny 3 dox
-UOU 9FEIIAL TO LY SALIIPUIT 0/,()G JO FUIdLIaAd] pandadxo dpdwexa 10,1 ‘pomad ue[ armrpuadxyy 1894-(¢ 9 3940 wAIT auT] Ukl axmrpuadxy 3 doid 1eyq 305 Surpuny paidadxa w101 oy £q (K19geg
PUE TONENDIIT) TLINSIPIJ "S'9) waly auT] Ue[J 23nirpuadxy 3] doxg uaAld v 303 a[qe[reat oq 031 paidadxa spuny 3] doiJ-uou [e101 oy SuIprarp £q parenoed st aur] J g Suideroad paidadxy,, .

Arewwing-T f€-1 11V ST°87°T D¥D padnoi9 vy 3 doid\padnois y doid\uef 10\ST0Z\SOWIW\SSUIRIW\IVI\:W

wl

wquGuOOVM
%Sh %L LS6°€90°ST  $ | 08+°9¢9 $]0L9°%661'S $| TVILOL
! Supuuelg %0 %0 000°001 $ | $ | 000001 $ oot VLIS 4 S doig
‘ dLIN] dLLN [ %28
saseyd [[e 503 0/4,0C . B . [o3077 woOISTA] 3910
9 UONINISTO)) tosed 055 04 %ST 000021 $ $ | o000zt $|  peoy snusay swey uappon V.LINAS (1} > doig
1101 UORINIISUO)) . i . SUOdEdg SUIYSE[]
‘6% ‘c 71 | ‘uhsoqq Suruverg %ST %ST 001°L6Z $ § | 006zee $ prdey semSumony ssmpey, | VS| OF >y doxg
opradarn uonINASTO)) %0 %8¢ 000°LLE $ | $ | 000zL $ o VIS 6¢ S doig
T : 0 0 uoneonpy £93eg opforg
¢ UoNINISUO “7(G* ¢ opuindn [eusis ) dos
ST NoNASuO7) VN VN 080205 ¥ $ |ost9€9 $ $ OIPPESIAIC] PUE UIP{UT] VINAS|  Pod Vv doig
< Q 9 0. < (3 < <
‘o1 "ww o | e a T | | %06 oot s § | oot 8 sworsfg uopoNoxd e | VINAS|  Woz | M doxg
. HOHAANSUO . . o i . syuowarordWT eZe[J dos
1L pINASUO)) Vol L /ol L 000°L0¥*9 $ $ | coc'cLLr 8 PUT YOIy UORYIS e Qe VIS ¢l 3 doig
11°L . d om%& %CL 000001 $ $ | 000°0S $ W FOAIe 1 stuowoidu LD4dS ¢l > doig
saseyd [[e SULSeIaAd] 01°1 - L
[IOSWUOIAUT |40 yussans 303 040 0 oSueyo3anuT ()81 v
(s)aseyq
¥ ou A303912
powsonbay yoolosg ¢ PurTdd (s)sseyq 1sanboay 1sanboay sosuodg | 1 o)
IS : £q SurSesonor| porsonboy vv doxg 31 doxg sure)N] 10901 4 /'ONl 3oInog
(s)aseyq £q Sureraaag : 109(03g
ey pawadxyg | J0y1s0) TEI0], warmy warmy : sury da
[enoy

4
0 0]

Suiesonoy y doxg

PaAra29y suonesrddy jo Areurwung : 1uduIyoeny




# 0 1 98ed uondidsag-z *e-1 1LY S1°8Z°T J¥D padnoi9 vy 3 doid\padnoi3 3 doid\Ue[ T0\STOT\SOWAWN\SBUBRBN\IVI\IN

LO
0]

“f1qereae Surpung 03 399{qns /(g Fquada(

£q 2191dwod 9q 14 wononMsuod pue 91z dun( £q 239dwos oq [m udIso(T
“UOI[IW 1§ & pa2ewnss ‘oseyd UoNINIISUOd 9y} J0J SPUNJ Puoq UONESIO [EFOUIT
10 ¢ doi1 se yons spuny 39130 23e30A[ [[Im Inq ‘saseyd [enur

o) 303 903N0s pung o[0s oy} st S doIJ ‘JFeIs SuIFoUISUD SYIOAN AN ]S PUL
V.LINS £q 2U0p 9q [[IA JF0M USISO(T "SONIIO¥] IDULUNUILW I[IIYIA Y LJALIS U9AIS
he swolsAs wonosaloxd [[eg 3oxF0m G Jo udrsop pue uruueld 103 pasn oq [ria 3] dox

LLLO9TT  §

SwIsAS UONINOI] [[e.]

V.IINAS

NOC

's109(03d suonoouuoT) opIsIse S, LYVY Pue 1uowode[doy

SOULL, 303U [1eY WSV U92TD) S,V LINAS YIHAs PIIvUIPIO0d 3q [[im PUe 91(g

sun| £q 9397dwod oq [[IM TOHINASUOT) *ONUIAY BAIUIL) TO sjududsorduy paje[os
pUE SUEIINSIT 1097IS PUE ‘[eudrs Uemsopad € OnuoAy UBad() UO eze[d 90UENUD
o JOo TV £q UONONIISTOI3 2IMINJ EI[DEJ 01 UONEI0[F Ann ‘syusurarordury
[onuod uren ‘sdwres qind ‘duwres-jJo anuoAY UEII() 9 1B SUOdEI] SUTYsL]

‘suds SurpugAem Bunydiy ofeds-uemsopad ONUIAY LAIUID) UO UONEINSHU0II
1901$ puE SUTUDPIA J[EMIPIS IPN[OUT [[IA s1udwoA0Idw] "UdIsop pue

Suruuerd Surmp Indur Surpraoid sonmuwon) AJOSIAPY ATUnuwiwron) yFeJ eoqeq oyl
P 999(ord L103eg pue $s000Yy UOREIG NFEJ BOqIEy o) put Apmg Lpede) uopelg
e roqreq Z10Z U UI PIYAUIPT 9304 SIUWI[ 9d0dg “Bd3E UONEIS IeJ BOqEg
o UT SIUSWIA0IdW $$920¢ [EPOW-NNW JO 9IMS B IONFISTOD 0} PIsn oq [ Spun,J

€66°cLLT  $

syuowosordw] BZe[ ]
PU® BOIY UONEIS YIEJ BOqeq

V.LINAS

¢l

'910g Foquadag Aq pazoidwod

adoos Tezono oy I ‘G107 [1ed £q perordwod oq i sisdfeue axnsop duwres oy,
"DOAAS 29 PUt LIV ‘SHOM MANd AS V.LNAS Pia Sunvurpiood 9a9foid o
peo [ Amoypny vopeazodsues ], oy T, “siutod Loy 3¢ Indut opraoid [iim sonTwwo))
Kyosiapy Lrunwwon) e eoqreq o3 pue 199(oxd oty 103 padoadp oq [im

ue[d Juowaajoaut o1qnd 7 1199(oxd arnsop oy 303 ued voneiuowoarduwr ue dofadp
prmoa 199(oxd o ‘sreaozdde (o] pue 91els [eIOpPa] SIATPIDF SISATEUE 9FINSO[D

o1 JT "ONUDAY BAQUIL) 18 dWEI-U0 ()8Z-T U JO 23nsopd Jqrssod a1 705 sish[eue
omsopd dures & sopnaur os[e 9d0ds oY T, 'ULID() I¥ [EUSIS MOU B YIIA UONIISINUT
L, BT 9yew 01 onuaAy uedd() Ie dwes-j3o (8- oY Jo 1udwudeas pasodoid o
303 parmboz JFOM [LIUSWUOIAUD PUE SISA[EUE J[JJeF) JOJ Pasn oq [ spuny 3 doig

000°0SL $

yre roqey v
syuowaaoxdw] 28ueydIAIU] ()8Z-1

V.ID0dS

¢l

uondmosa(y 109(oxg

parsonbay
spuny yy doxg

parsonbay
spuny ¥ doxg

dureN] 102(oxg

sosuodg
10901

Ay03318)
/"N
dury 494

. suondrosa( 19203 JouI( 7 WUWYIENY




740 7 98ed

uondudsaQ-z *€-1 L1V S1°8Z°T D¥D Padnoi9 vy ) doid\padnois y doid\ue( T0\S TOT\SOWIW\SBUIIIBW\IVI\'W

"‘USWOM PUE
SONIIOUTW DIULID ST ons Aunwwod Surd4£d oy ur paruasardorropun AJ[edrs01siy
sdnoi3 pue ‘ysr8uy pue ysiuedg ‘osouryn) ur vopowosd SUIpnOUT 0dSPOULI,]

UES UNPIA SONTUNTWIWOD PAAIISIIPUN 19578 [[IM $ISSE[D 91} J0J uonoword

PUE y2BaRIN() 19BNTOD MIU € JO 9OUBAPE UT werdord oy 01 syuswosorduwr
renuatod pue woneonpa £19es 9YIq JO UOREN[EAD UE JOJ SWN MO[[E OS[e

pue (s9sse[d 9F0W G¢ SUIPPE) sasse[d ur AAMunuod apraord [ (G1()g F9qUIDAON]
YSnory) G1(g Areniqo,] Woij) TOISUIXD I ], JOLNUO0D TONEINPI A19Jes ayIq Feak
92713 SUNSIXd U 01 UOISUIXD AUOW-IULU & 30§ spuny ] dorq asn [ v LIALS 2YL

000°CL $

$9ssB[7) voneanpy £197eg oAo1g

V.LINAS

6¢

‘wiyog 3sonbox

UONEDO[[E PISOIUD o3 JO G 93ed UO STONDISINUT JO IS Y} 99G 9 ()Z FOqUIII(]
£q asn 303 uado oq [ia syuowD 199(01d [[B put G FoquIdog UT TONINIISTOD
urdaq [ VLINS Vv doxd pue 3] doiq £q popungy sem uSrso(] ‘SUONEIO] 99T}
o} 1B SID[[ONIVOD [BUSIS ‘Swire-1sew pue sd[od ‘speay [eudrs Fo8re] ‘suonnqusnd
(SAV) S[euSIg UeLmsIPaJ 2[qrssa00Vy (SD) S[USIS UMOPIUNOT) UBIISIPIJ BUmm
popeiddn Jo mou opnpour sopeidd ) *SUONEIO] ISILIIY[E/\ 938 STONIISINUY IS JO
U], "JOPTFI0D 19971G OFOPESIAL(T 9} UO SUONDIISINU] ¢ PUE JOPIIFOD 1991G UINULI,]
S} TO SUONDIISIANUT g IE dINIDNFISLIJUT [eUSIS o) operddn 01 pasn oq [[ia spun,]

0899 $

opesddn
[BUSIS OIOPESIAI(] PUE UIUET,]

V.IINAS

pPad

uvonduosa( 109(01g

pasanbay
spung yv doig

parsonbay
spunyg ¥ doxg

we)N] 103(0xJ

sosuodg
109(01g

£30391eD)
/"N
dury 44

4

86

suondrosa( 19203 JouI( 7 WUWYIENY




7 % J0 € 98ed uondidsag-z *e-1 1LY S1°8Z°T J¥D padnoi9 vy 3 doid\padnoi3 3 doid\Ue[ T0\STOT\SOWAWN\SBUBRBN\IVI\IN

o0

‘910 Arenue[ £q asn 303

uado oq pmnoys 399lo3d oy pue G /10 782X TedST] JO F33enb [IInoJ o3 uT UIsaq
01 PI[NPaYDs ST VONONISUOT) "USISIP [eUly SURIEIs 93039q 199(oxd pasodoid oy vo
J0eqPa9J 2T 01 G1()7 Surds A[Fed JO FOIUIA 918 UT P[oY 9] [[I4 FURIIW YOLINNO
Lunwwod vy 198png 20530 $,70s1a19dng 9 DMK 93 WOIJ SPUNJ PIM G1()Z

JO J[ey 153y o) UT paudisop pue paznuord o [ia siuswrordwy *s199(oxd [eardes [o3977 woTSIA |

03977 UOISIA W39 [ -JEIN] 93 JO 2UO ST ST T, “Jj§es} 9PIYaA wWed 03 Surwn [eudis | § | 000°0et § 191(] PEOY SNUIAY IeL) UIP[OD) VINAS O¥
PUE ‘SY[EMSSOID [BIUUNUO0D ‘sisirorowr £q spaads Suruiny 3omo0[s SuISernodus [rym
s3[easso1d 1e Aiqrsia 9a0xdwr 03 sou0z A1oyes pajured ‘saur] 95pa Sue[ IPNOUT
01 Aoy o3¢ s1uowoAordw] spaads o1jen Mo[s pue suermsopad Jo ArIqisia oy
asea30our 03 SIUaWIA0Fdw Jusw[dWI PUL SOUL] 0M] O SIUE[ 9IY} WOIJ 199RG [0

PUE 193ICIN U29M19( 91EL) TIPJOL) JF9ATOD O} Pasn 9] [[IM SPUNJ Xe] SITes 3 QOHQ

*SUONEI0] JO IST[ 3 FOF WiI0J 3sanbax
UONEIO[[E PISO[IUD A3 JO 7 9Fed 299G 9 (g Foquiada(T 4q asn 105 uado oq [im
suodEaq [re Yey saredpnue V.IALS ‘suemsapad 01 Surpaid soueduwoo isprojow

UT 9A1D99J39 230w sown 24y Ljorewnrxordde oq 01 punog ueaq aaey sq, 1Y ‘SIOYSE[ SUOdEIy JUTYSL[]

Juswoaaed-ur 30 suodeaq Suryser MO[RA oY ‘s01a9p [euSis paeRI-Surssomn yons | § | 006cee § prdey renSuelday] ISILIEM VINAS OF
3o1po 03 vostredwod uf ‘01977 voIstA 1roddns o1 szopurod Amlur ySiy IsILIN[EA\ VO
suoned0[ Surssord pazieudrsun 1 01 dn e suonnqg ysnd voneanose pue sjoued se[os
P (S suodeaq Surysepy prdes Fe[n3ueldas gg [[ISUT O3 PIsn 3] [[IA SPUN,]
parsonbay parsonbay sosuodg Asoarey
uondosa(y 199(05 g we)N] 103(0xJ /"ONl
spung vy doig | spung 31 doig 109(03 g A

. suondrosa( 19203 JouI( 7 WUWYIENY



% J0 7 98ed uondidsag-z *e-1 1LY S1°8Z°T J¥D padnoi9 vy 3 doid\padnoi3 3 doid\Ue[ T0\STOT\SOWAWN\SBUBRBN\IVI\IN

'$10UI003 FOF  JUIWYIENY G |

08+°9€9 $] 0L9661°'S ¢ [TIV.IOL

'910¢ £[Fed
ur 309(01d o1pp yo vonardwoos saredpnue VIS 9YT, 'sosnoy uado Arunuruod

¢ 01 dn pue soprr o¥Iq JO Sy[ea Arunwwod ¢ 01 dn IpNRUT ABw YOLIINQ)
"PUNOIZLL[J 1SSOY 01 $s920¢ Surpnydur syuawasordwr 10ds Jo 1s1] paznmorud

® UT SURNSIT ‘O[[anSry uo sayIq uo pue Junyrem d[doad 03 syuowororduwr

£y9o3es 303 suondo juasard pue Hrunwwod oy 28esud 01 sasodord I NS oYL, (g
JUIUNSIAUT 9FINJ J0J PaznForrd oq [[IM 98I 1L} SPIIU II() "USISIP PIIeIdp
0 SUONEIO[ JO §19S JO SIOPIIF0d 0m1 dO) o) 2DUBAPE [[IM Y LINS oYL, *(sonuoay
Y€ PUL PICZ YGT PG “O°T) PUOWLIRY dY) UT STOPIFI0D YINOS-IFOU FNOjJ

U0 $1812401q 303 (ToIn,] 1 ssuowasoxdwr [enuarod Surpnppur) Yied 91er) UIP[OLD)
wo3j pue 01 $5930¢ pue £1o5es Apms [IA V.LJALIS oYL (V 18130339 0m) 30J Sugrsop
renadoouos dojeaap pue ueld 01 YVIJALIS 92 d[qeuD [[ia spuny paisonbor oy,

- $ | 000°001 $ | [Surueld dLIN] ALLN 1 2ms1q V.LINAS 4%

£30391eD)
/"N
dury 44

parsonbay parsonbay
spung vy doig | spung 31 doig

sosuodg

uonduosa(y 109(07,
ndr  1o9t01d 109(01g

we)N] 103(0xJ

. suondrosa( 19203 JouI( 7 WUWYIENY

88




@)

740 1 a8ed

SUOIIEPUBWIWOIY-E *€-T 11V ST'8Z'T D¥D Padnoi9 vy 3 dosd\padnous y doid\ue( TO\STOZ\SOWIW\SBUNRIW\DVI\:W

"J30US ST USISOP JO UOREINP

a1 pue 199(01d 097 UOTSIA WII-TEIU B ST ST ISNLII UOHELIO[[E i . [ox977 wOISTA|
303 9ysmboazaxd e se aseyd sourd jo uonodwod [enueisqns Surrmbaz $ | 0000t § 191(] PEOY ONUIAY 1BL) TIP[OD) V.LINAS Ug
£orjod ue[q 21321811G U 01 JOATEA © SIPN[OUT UOREPUIWWOIIT 1)
‘adoos premsopuydrens
© soseyd uSisop pue Sutuueld jo deposo pue vonemp | - ¢ [006‘cee ¢ suodeag BUISEL] TINAS 0¥
P 1 : e 3 ! : prdey remSueoay ISILIEAN v
1I0US UIAIS UONEIO[[E 95eyd-n[Nw € J0J ST UONEPUIWWOIIT () : :
- $ 1000CL $ sasse[) uonevonpy A193eg dpLorg V.LINAS 6¢
‘(3sonboz
9} UT PIPN]OUT STONDISINUI g¢ o1 Jo (0] 01 sardde siyp) syuouodwod
ISTLT[EA\ OPNUT YoTyA $399(03d SUneIa[e09E 01 PINIWOD
ST V.IINAS ‘“forrd AouoSe ue se pue paredonue uey) 191SeJ PIOOUBAPE
109f01d oy, 199loxd oy 03 spUNJ 91 /G1(Z FLIX [EISL] U3 JO opusdn)
uoRwdO[[e pavog] poyiny uonesodsuesy, oy Jo doueape uradlord |08y 9c9 $ |- $ [eusig oropesia] puv urpuer | VNS pad
o1 9spIRAPE 01 V.S Sumore sanrod ue[] d13a1eng 3 doid : o :
01 JOATEA © PAIULIS JJeIs Amroyany uvoneysodsuei], 9sonbar s v I INIS
18 ‘¢ Arenue( uQ ‘U d1891eng 3 doIJ oY YPIA IUASISUOD ‘Furpuny
vononnsuod a19[dwod 01 spuny 3] doxd 91 /G0 FeIX [ESL] UT
0267914 91€00[[E 01 JTIUNIWWOD & SIPNOUT UOREPUIWWOIII IN()
'G10g Surrdg ur parepdn
wersosd yuowasorduy Tendeny sir ysnoyy 109(oxd spoox o
703 Sutpuny revonIppe AJNUIPT M VLS ‘Surwwessord 3 dorg
S1/#107 A SururewDs ur UOI[IW 84§ 2aey [ 109(03d spoox a4,
- “091¢ £
192(013d 102(qns o1 03 sheg pue SISTOF] TOREAOUIY SPOOA\ U WOIJ § |LLL091T $ SUDISAS BORIAOI VA V.LINAS oz
SPUNJ G1/410C A Ul LLLO16°T$ WesSordor 03 JAS TUNA-SINIIOE,]
911 01 JUIWPUIWE JUIFINOTOD & Uodn JU2SUNUOD S| UOREPUIW O]
mQO nuswpuaury (JdAS) werdor ] UONEZNION J JedX -G
i o syuowoAorduwy
$ 1€66°CLLT $ EZ¥]] PUE EDTY UONEIS Y1t LOq[Eg V.LINAS ¢l
B ¢ Fred roqreq
§ 1000°05L $ 1e syuowasoxdw] 93ueyd391u] ()8Z-T V.LOAS €l
UONEPUIWUWO0IIY paisonbay paisonbay sureN] 199foxg sosuodg | £308a187)
spung yy doxg | spung y doig 109(01g /°ON
oury dd

T

SUONEPUSIWIWIO0DIY JJel§ i€ 1USWOeNy




zioc 98ed SUOIBPUBLILIOIBY-E €-T 11V ST'8Z'T DY) padnoig vy ) doid\padnous y doid\ue[ T0\STOZ\SOWIW\SSURDW\IVI\:W

.mUuCCuCCw 10} T uﬁugﬂuﬁwuu(w uuw L

081°9€9 $ | 0L9°661°S $ [IVILOL
- $ [000°001 ¢ | [Sumuerd dLINI LN [ PHSIA | V.LINAS a4
UONEPUIWIOIIY pasanbay paisanbay dureN] 109(01g sosuodg | £308a187)
spung yy doxg | spung y doig 109(01g /°ON
Uy 44

90

| SUONEPUSWIIO0DIY JJeI§ :¢ HUDWYOENY




Attachment 4. 9 1

Prop K FY 2014/15 Capital Budget'

Cash Flow Distribution
EP FYs 2019/20 -
# Sponsor Project Name Total FY 2014/15 FY 2015/16 FY 2016/17 FY 2017/18 FY 2018/19 2027/2028Z
TRANSIT
1 | SEMTA | Van Ness Bus Rapid Transit $ 1,594,280 | § 1,275,424 | $ 318,856
1 | SEMTA | Geary Bus Rapid Transit $ 872,859 | $ 872,859
5 | TyPA Transbay Transit Center and $ 43,046,950 | $  34,128950|$ 4,693,000 |$ 4,225,000
Downtown Extension
5 TJPA Downtown Extension $ 1,219,000 | $ 632,400 | $ 586,600
6 PCJPB Caltrain Eatly Investment Program $ 7,470,000 [ $ 7,470,000
7 PCJPB | Railroad Bridge Load Rating $ 382,347 | $ 191,174 | $ 191,173
7 PCJPB | Rail Grinding $ 620,400 | $ 310,200 | $ 310,200
3 BART Balboa Park Station Eastside s 2,030,000 $ 2,030,000
Connections
13 | srcTa 1-280 Interchange Improvements at s 750,000 | $ 250,000 | $ 500,000
Balboa Park
13 | semTA Balboa Park Station Area and Plaza s 1,773,993 $1.773.993
Improvements
Quint-Jerrold Connector Road
14 | SFCTA | Contracting and Workforce $ 89,000 | $ 89,000
Development Strategy
15 | SEMTA | Light Rail Vehicle Procurement $ 4,592,490 $ 3,092,490 ($ 1,500,000
17M| SEMTA | Light Rail Vehicle Procurement $ 60,116,310 | $ -3 -1$ -3 -1$ -3 60,116,310
17v| seavra | Replace 60 New Flyer 60-Foot Trolley | o o 031 27616 2100000|$ 12,800,000 | s 5.931.776
Coaches
17P | PCJPB | F40 Locomotive Mid-Life Overhaul | § 1,042,857 | $ 521,429 | $ 521,428
17U | SEMTA | Light Rail Vehicle Procurement $ 066,444,342 $ - % - $ - $ -1 $ - $ 66,444,342
20M| SFMTA | Muni Metro East (MME) Phase 2 $2,598,500| $ 998,500 [ $ 1,600,000
20M| SFMTA | Fall Protection Systems $2,160,777| $ 400,000 $1,760,777
20P | PCJPB | Systemwide Station Improvements $ 210,989 | $ 105,495 | $ 105,494
28| BART Transbay Tube Cross-Passage Doors $ 250,000 | § 250,000
Replacement
22P | PCJPB | Quint Street Bridge Replacement $ 303,066 | $ 303,066
22P | PCJPB | Systemwide Track Rehabilitation $ 1,243,407 | $ 621,704 | $ 621,703
Transit Subtotal $ 219,643,343 | $ 50,520,201 | $ 25,783,224 | $ 15,279,266 | $ 1,500,000 | $ -1 $ 126,560,652
PARATRANSIT
23 | SEFMTA | Paratransit $ 9,670,000 [ $ 9,670,000
Paratransit Subtotal $ 9,670,000 | $ 9,670,000 | $ -1$ -1$ -8 -8 -
VISITACION VALLEY WATERSHED
Bayshore Multimodal Station Location
27 | SEMTA ’ $ 14,415 $ 9,605 | $ 4,750
Study
27 | sFeTA Sstgilore Multimodal Station Location s 14415 | 3 9,665 ' 4750
27 | spvra | GenevaHamey BRT Feasibility/Pre- | ¢ 200000 [$ 112,866 |$ 87,134
Environmental Study
Visitacion Valley Watershed Subtotal $ 228,830 | $ 132,196 | $ 96,634 | $ -1$ -8 -8 -
STREET AND TRAFFIC SAFETY
31 | SEFMTA | Contract 62 $ 150,000 | $ 50,000 | $ 100,000
34 | sppw | WestPortal Aveand Quintara St. $ 3002785|$  2402228|$ 600,557
Pavement Renovation
35 | SFPW | Street Repair and Cleaning Equipment| $ 701,034 | $ 350,517 | § 350,517
37 | SFPW | Public Sidewalk Repair $ 492200 | $ 492,200
38 | sEMTA John Yehall Chin Safe Routes to s 40433 |3 40433
School
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Attachment 4.
Prop K FY 2014/15 Capital Budget'

Cash Flow Distribution

EP FYs 2019/20 -
# Sponsor Project Name Total FY 2014/15 FY 2015/16 FY 2016/17 FY 2017/18 FY 2018/19 2027/2028Z
39 | SEMTA | Twin Peaks Connectivity $ 23,000 | $ 19,866 | $ 3,134
39 | spwra | Shared Roadway Bieycle Markings $ 256,100 151,000|$ 105,100
(Sharrows)
39 | pcjPB San Francisco Bicycle Parking Facility s 20,000 | $ 20,000
Improvements - Supplemental Funds
39 | SEMTA Ma_rket Street Green Bike Lanes and s 758,400 | $ 500,544 | 257856
Raised Cycletrack
39 | SEMTA | 2nd Street Vision Zero Improvements | $ 158,500 | $ 79,250 | $ 79,250
30 | senrra | Oth Street Green Shared Roadway ¢ 82,700 | $ 413508 41,350
Markings (Sharrows)
39 | SEMTA | Bicycle Safety Education Classes $ 72,000 | $ 36,000 | $ 36,000
40 | SEMTA | WalkFirst Continental Crosswalks $ 423,000 [ $ 211,500 | $ 211,500
Public | ER Taylor Elementary School Safe - -
40 Works Routes to School $ 65751 % 6,575
40 Public | Longfellow Elementary School Safe s 64578 | $ 12,663 | 3 51,915
Works Routes to School
40 | searra | WalkFirst Rectangular Rapid Flashing | ¢ 525900 (g 64500 | 5 79200 [$ 79,200
Beacons
40 | SEmTA | Golden Gate Road Dict §  120000|$  40000[s 80,000
[Vision Zero]
Public _
41 Curb Ramps $ 725,632 | $ 21,769 | $ 633,863 | $ 70,000
Works
42 | SFPW Tree Planting and Maintenance $ 1,000,000 | $ 1,000,000
Streets and Traffic Safety Subtotal $ 8,319,837 [ $ 5,540,395 | $ 2,630,242 | $ 149,200 | $ -8 -8
TSM/STRATEGIC INITIATIVES
43 SFE Commuter Benefits Ordinance s 77,546 | 77,546
Employer Outreach
43 | SFCTA | Bay Area Transit Core Capacity Study | § 450,000 | $ 315,000 | $ 135,000
43 | SECTA Zi‘“ dFm“C‘SCO Corridor Management | ¢ 300,000 | § 75000 [$  125,000|$ 100,000
udy
43 | srera Treasure Island Mobility Management s 150,000 | $ 150,000
Program
43 | SEMTA | Comprehensive TDM Program $ 100,000 $ 100,000
44 | SEMTA | Persia Triangle $ 200,685 | $ 100,343 | $ 100,342
44 | srera NTIP Predevelopment/Program g 75,000 | $ 75,000
Support
44 | seMTA NTIP Predevelopment/Program g 75,000 | $ 75,000
Support
. Western Addition Community-Based
44 | SFMTA Transportation Plan [NTIP] $ 240,000 | $ 96,000 | $ 96,000 | $ 48,000
44 S;}Jj}’i‘“ Chinatown Broadway Phase IV $ 701,886 | §  175471|$ 526415
ork
Public | ER Taylor Elementary School Safe
# Works Routes to School ¥ ME R i 47,140
Public Longfellow Elementary School Safe
M Works Routes to School $ 01,8651 $ |3 61,865
44 | SEMTA | Mansell Corridor Improvement $ 572,754 | $ -3 472,754 | $ 100,000
44 | SEMTA | District 1 NTIP [NTIP Planning] $100,000 $ 60,000 | § 40,000
TSM/Strategic Initiatives Subtotal $ 3,151,876 | $ 1,199,360 [ $ 1,704,516 | $ 248,000 | $ -1$ -1$
[ToTAL [s 241,013,886 | $ 67,062,152 | $ 30,214,616 | $ 15,676,466 | $ 1,500,000 | $ -|'s 126,560,652 |
! This table shows Cash Flow Distribution Schedules for all FY 2014/15 allocations approved to date, along with the current
recommended allocation(s).
2 Light Rail Vehicle Procurement. See Resolution 15-12 for cash flow details.
Shaded lines indicate allocations/approptiations that are part of the current action.
Capital Budget FY 1415.xlsx Feb Capital Budget 1 Page 2 of 3




Attachment 5. 9 3

Prop K FY 2014/15 Capital Budget'

FYs 2019/20 -
FY 2014/15 FY 2015/16 FY 2016/17 FY 2017/18 FY 2018/19 N / >
Total 2027/28

Prior Allocations $ 2358142168  66211,652|$ 25944646 [$ 15,597,266 | $ 1,500,000 | $ s 126,560,652
Current Request(s) $ 5,199,670 $ 850,500 [ $ 4,269,970 [ $ 79,200 | $ s s }
New Total Allocations $ 241013886 |8 67,062,152 |$ 30214616 $ 15,676,466 | $ 1,500,000 | $ s 126,560,652

" This table shows total cash flow for all FY 2014/15 allocations approved to date, along with the current recommended allocation(s).
? Light Rail Vehicle Procurement. See Resolution 15-12 for cash flow details.
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Attachment 6.
Prop AA FY 2014 /15 Capital Budget1

Cash Flow Distribution

Sponsor Project Name Total FY 2014/15 FY 2015/16 FY 2016/17 FY 2017/18

STREET REPAIR AND RECONSTRUCTION

DPW Dolores St Pavement Renovation $ 2,210,000 | $ 707,199 | $ 1,502,801
SFMTA Mansell Cotrridor Improvement Project| $ 2,325,624 | $ 50,000 | $ 2,275,624
Street Repair and Reconstruction Subtotal| $ 4,535,624 | $ 757,199 | $ 3,778,425  $ -1$ -
PEDESTRIAN SAFETY
UC Hastings McAllister St Campus Streetscape $ 1,762,206 | $ 1,762,206
SEMTA Webster Street Pedestrian Countdown $ 260,000 | $ 100,000 | § 160,000
Signals
SFMTA New Signals Contract 62 $ 310,000 | $ -1$ 310,000
SFMTA Franklin and Divisadero Signal S 636,480 | § 41,000 |$ 395000 |$§ 200,480
Upgrade
Pedestrian Safety Subtotal| $§ 2,968,686 | $ 1,903,206 | $ 865,000 | $ 200,480 | $ -

TRANSIT RELIABILITY AND MOBILITY IMPROVEMENTS

SEMTA City College Pedestrian Connector $ 42,000 | $ 42,000

SFMTA City College Pedestrian Connector $ 891,000 $ 891,000

Transit Reliability and Mobility Improvements Subtotal| $ 933,000 | $ 42,000 | $ 891,000 $ -
TOTAL |$ 8,437,310 [$ 2,702,405 | $ 5,534,425 [$ 200,480 | $ -

" This table shows Cash Flow Distribution Schedules for all FY 2014/15 allocations approved to date, along with the current recommended allocation(s).
Shaded lines indicate allocations/appropriations that are patt of the cutrent action.

Prop AA FY1415 Capital Budget.xls Feb Capital Budget Page 1 of 2



Attachment 7.
Prop AA FY 2014/15 Capital Budget Summary1

Total FY 2014/15 FY 2015/16 FY 2016/17 FY 2017/18
Prior Allocations $ 7,800,830 | $ 2,661,405 | $ 5,139,425 | $ -13 -
Current Request(s) $ 636,480 | § 41,000 | § 395,000 | § 200,480 | $ -
New Total Allocations $ 8,437,310 | § 2,702,405 | § 5,534,425 | § 200,480 | $ -

" This table shows total cash flow for all FY 2014/15 allocations approved to date, along with the current recommended
allocation(s).

Prop AA FY1415 Capital Budget.xlsx Feb CF Summary Page 2 Of 2
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Memorandum

Date: 02.03.15 RE: Plans and Programs Committee
February 10, 2015

To: Plans and Programs Committee: Commissioners Tang (Chair), Christensen (Vice Chair), Breed,
Farrell, Yee and Wiener (Ex Officio)

From: Amber Crabbe — Assistant Deputy Director for Policy and Programming ﬁ&-{/

Through:  Tilly Chang — Executive Ditrector W&

Subject:  ACTION — Recommend Reprogramming of $10,227,540 in OneBayArea Grant Funds from
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s Masonic Avenue Complete Streets
Project to the Light Rail Vehicle Procurement Project, with Conditions

Summary

In June 2013, the Transportation Authority programmed $10.2 million in federal funds to the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency’s (SFMTA’s) Masonic Avenue Complete Streets (Masonic Avenue) project as part of San
Francisco’s competitively awarded OneBayArea Grant (OBAG) program. The Masonic Avenue project will reallocate road
space to calm traffic, dedicate space for bicyclists, and provide pedestrian and transit enhancements on Masonic Avenue
from Fell Street to Geary Boulevard. Consistent with regional timely use of funds requirements, the SFMTA must obligate
the OBAG funds by April 30, 2015. If that deadline is missed, there is a high risk that the funds will not be available to the
Masonic project before October 2016 due to the uncertainty in future federal funding levels. The SEFMTA will not be able
to meet this deadline as the project has been delayed due to its extensive coordination with the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission and unanticipated scope additions which included a dual sewer system, Muni overhead wire
relocations, and new signals on medians. The SFMTA has identified Masonic Avenue as a priority safety project, so in
order to avoid further delays, it has proposed swapping the Masonic Avenue project’s OBAG funds with local revenue
bond funds and reprogramming the OBAG funds to its Light Rail Vehicle (ILRV) Procurement, which is eligible to receive
OBAG funds. To minimize risk and avoid further delays, we support the proposed swap. Given the Transportation
Authority’s commitment to monitor the progress of San Francisco’s originally approved OBAG project list, our
recommended action includes a special condition that the SFMTA continue to follow our OBAG reporting requirements
for the Masonic Avenue project. We are seeking a recommendation to reprogram $10,227,540 in OBAG funds from
the SFMTA’s Masonic Avenue project to the LRV Procurement project, with conditions.

BACKGROUND

In May 2012, through Resolution 4035, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) adopted
the OneBayArea Grant Program (OBAG) as its framework for programming federal surface
transportation funds. The OBAG program is a competitive grant program intended to promote
transportation investments in Priority Development Areas, allow more flexibility and strategic project
selection at the county level, and provide funding for complete streets projects that include pedestrian,
bicycle and transit improvements with prioritized pavement rehabilitation. As Congestion Management
Agency (CMA), the Transportation Authority was responsible for prioritizing OBAG projects for the
first cycle (Cycle 1) covering primarily Fiscal Years 2013/14 to 2016/17. After a competitive selection
process, in June 2013, through Resolution 13-63, the Transportation Authority Board programmed $35
million in OBAG funds to seven projects, including $10.2 million in federal Surface Transportation
Program (STP) funds to the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s (SFMTA’s) Masonic
Avenue Complete Streets (Masonic Avenue) project.
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The Masonic Avenue project proposes to reallocate road space to calm traffic, dedicate space for
bicyclists, and provide pedestrian enhancements, including median refuge islands, bus boarding islands,
and sidewalk landscaping, on Masonic Avenue from Fell Street to Geary Boulevard. The original project
schedule was to complete environmental review by December 2013, to complete design by December
2014, to advertise the construction contract by January 2015, and to begin construction by April 2015
with substantial completion of all elements by October 2016. The SEFMTA has used its revenue bonds
for the environmental and design phases of the project and had planned to use OBAG funds for
construction.

Consistent with regional timely-use-of-funds requirements for federally funded projects, the SFMTA
must obligate, i.e. receive state and federal authorization to start spending the federal funds, for the
Masonic Avenue project by April 30, 2015. The SEFMTA will not be able to meet this deadline due to
unanticipated factors outlined below and has proposed swapping the federal funds with its revenue bond
funds currently programmed to the Light Rail Vehicle (LRV) Procurement. This project is eligible to
receive OBAG funds and the swap would require reprogramming it in place of the Masonic Avenue
project as one of the Transportation Authority’s OBAG priorities.

DISCUSSION

The purpose of this memorandum is to seek a recommendation for a fund swap with SEMTAs LRV
Procurement that will enable the SFMTA to continuing advancing the Masonic Avenue project and avoid
potential delays associated with federal fund obligation. Attachment 1 shows the results of the original
Cycle 1 OBAG scoring process, with the LRV Procurement project newly added for comparison.
Attachment 2 shows the original Board adopted Cycle 1 OBAG programming and the proposed revised
programming that would result from the recommended fund swap.

Masonic Project Status: In June 2012, the Masonic Avenue project received California Environmental
Quality Act clearance, and SFMTA has been seeking the required federal National Environmental Policy
Act clearance. The project has been delayed due to the project’s extensive coordination with the San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission and unanticipated scope additions, including: 1) a dual sewer
system, which keeps wastewater mains away from planted medians and signals and thus is preferable to a
single sewer system; 2) Muni overhead wire relocations to accommodate a new curb alignment and bus
bulbs; and 3) new signals on medians to improve motorists’ visibility. The proposed swap is necessary to
avoid further delay, which is desirable given the project’s importance as a safety priority for SFMTA. If
the reprogramming is approved, the project will be ready to start construction in July 2015 and complete
construction by December 2016.

Risk of O0BAG Funding Availability: The Transportation Authority and MTC programmed the Masonic
Avenue project’s federal funds in Fiscal Year 2014/15 to align with SEMTA’s anticipated construction
start date of April 2015. Due to MTC’s standing timely use of funds policies, if SFMTA cannot obligate
the funds within the next three months, it may lose the opportunity to receive its OBAG funding until
Fiscal Year 2016/17. In otder to avoid further delay, the SEMTA has proposed swapping the Masonic
Avenue project’s OBAG funds with local revenue bond funds and reprogramming the OBAG funds to
its LRV Procurement, which would be able to meet MTC’s programming deadlines.

LRV Procurement Project: The LRV Procurement project proposes to purchase 151 replacement LRVs and
24 expansion LRVs to help meet projected vehicle needs through 2020. On October 21, 2014, through
Resolution 15-12, the Transportation Authority allocated $131 million in Prop K funds to the project,
and the SFMTA subsequently awarded a contract for the purchase. Because it is a transit project that can
be delivered immediately, it could obligate the OBAG funds in Fiscal Year 2014/15 via a streamlined
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Federal Transit Administration funding transfer. The LRV Procurement project is eligible to receive
OBAG funds, and the attachment shows how the project scores in the OBAG prioritization process.

Next Steps: M'TC staff is willing to support the proposed reprogramming of OBAG funds, but requires
the Transportation Authority to formally act to reprogram the OBAG funds from the Masonic Avenue
project to the LRV Procurement project. The reprogramming will also require approval of the MTC
Commission, which we expect to occur in March 2015.

Special Condition: Since we have committed to monitor the progress of San Francisco’s originally approved
OBAG project list, which was established through a rigorous competitive process, our recommended
action includes a special condition that the SFMTA continues to follow our OBAG reporting
requirements for the Masonic Avenue project.

ALTERNATIVES

1. Recommend reprogramming $10,227,540 in OBAG funds from the SFMTAs Masonic Avenue
project to the LRV Procurement project, with conditions, as requested.

2. Recommend reprogramming $10,227,540 in OBAG funds from the SFMTA’s Masonic Avenue
project to the LRV Procurement project, with conditions, with modifications.

3. Defer action, pending additional information or further staff analysis.

CAC POSITION

The Citizens Advisory Committee was briefed on this item at its January 28, 2015 meeting and
unanimously adopted a motion of support for the staff recommendation.

FINANCIAL IMPACTS

Thete are no direct impacts on the Transportation Authority’s Fiscal Year 2014/15 budget associated

with the recommended action.

RECOMMENDATION

Recommend reprogramming $10,227,540 in OBAG funds from the SFMTAs Masonic Avenue project to the LRV
Procurement project, with conditions.

Attachments (2):
1. OBAG Cycle 1 Scoring Results, Revised 01/21/15
2. Proposed Revised OBAG Cycle 1 Programming
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Memorandum

Date: 02.04.15 RE: Plans and Programs Committee
February 10, 2015
To: Plans and Programs Committee: Commissioners Tang (Chair), Christensen (Vice Chair),
Breed, Farrell, Yee and Wiener (Ex Officio) /
From: Lee Saage — Deputy Director for Capital Projects

Through:  Tilly Chang — Executive Director W{’/

Subject:  INFORMATION — Major Capital Projects Update — 1-80/Yerba Buena Island Interchange
Improvement Project

Summary

The Transportation Authority is working jointly with the Treasure Island Development Authority (TTDA) on the
development of the 1-80/Yerba Buena Island (YBI) Interchange Improvement Project. TIDA asked the Transportation
Authority, in its capacity as the Congestion Management Agency, to lead the effort to prepare and obtain approval for all
tequired technical documentation for the I-80/YBI Interchange Improvement Project because of its expertise in funding
and interacting with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) on design aspects of the project. The project
is funded with a combination of Federal Highway Bridge Program, State Proposition 1B Seismic Retrofit (Prop 1B) and
TIDA funds. The scope of the I-80/YBI Interchange Improvement Project includes two major components: 1) The YBI
Ramps Project—which includes constructing new westbound on and off ramps (on the east side of YBI) to the new
Eastern Span of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge (SFOBB)—is currently in construction and scheduled for
completion in August 2016; and 2) the YBI West-Side Bridges Project, which includes the seismic retrofit of the existing
YBI Bridge Structures on the west side of the island, a critical component of island traffic circulation leading to and from
the SFOBB. This component of the project is in the engineering phase and is scheduled to go to construction in the early
2017 time frame after the completion of the YBI Ramps project and the Caltrans SFOBB eastbound on-off ramp
improvements project. This is an information item.

BACKGROUND

The Transportation Authority is working jointly with the Treasure Island Development Authority (TIDA)
on the development of the I-80/Yerba Buena Island (YBI) Interchange Improvement Project. TIDA
asked the Transportation Authority, in its capacity as the Congestion Management Agency, to lead the
effort to prepate and obtain approval for all requited technical documentation for the I-80/YBI
Interchange Improvement Project because of its expertise in funding and interacting with the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) on design aspects of the project. The scope of the 1-80/YBI
Interchange Improvement Project includes two major components: 1) The YBI Ramps Improvement
Project (Project), which includes constructing new westbound on and off ramps (on the east side of
YBI) to the new Eastern Span of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge (SFOBB); and 2) seismic
retrofit of the existing YBI West Side Bridges Project on the west side of the island, a critical component
of island traffic circulation leading to and from the SFOBB.

A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the Transportation Authority and TIDA establishes
management responsibilities for the project of required consultant contract work administered by the
Transportation Authority. TIDA has the responsibility to reimburse the Transportation Authority for all
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costs for the 1-80/YBI Interchange Improvement Project that are not reimbursed by federal and state
funds and also provides the required local match.

DISCUSSION

YBI Ramps Project: Consistent with the MOA between the Transportation Authority and TIDA for the I-
80/YBI Improvement Project, the Transportation Authority has undertaken the procurement and
management of professional consultant services to provide the necessary engineering, environmental and
construction management services for the YBI Ramps project.

The YBI Ramps Improvement Project Final Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact
Statement, with Caltrans as the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) lead agency under delegation
from the Federal Highway Administration and the Transportation Authority as the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) lead agency, was approved in December 2011.

The Transportation Authority completed the Plans, Specifications and Estimates and right of way
certification efforts for the project in March 2013, started advertisement of the construction contract
with a Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) goal of 12.5% in September 2013 and opened three
bids in November 2013. The construction contract was awarded to Golden State Bridge Inc. in
December 2013 in the amount of $49,305,346 construction contract with a 13.83% DBE commitment.
A total construction allotment of $63,874,686 was approved to cover the contract award amount,
supplemental work funds, State furnished materials, and 20% contingency. Construction activities started
in January 2014 and are approximately 54% complete with construction contract expenditures to date of
$26,945,937. Currently the contractor is tracking at 13.49% DBE participation and on target to meet the
13.83% commitment. Approximately 80% of all bridge foundation and column support work is
complete. Construction completion is on schedule for August 2016.

Challenges as the project moves through the construction phase include: completing all foundation and
column work in the summer of 2015; ensuring bridge false work erection safety compliance; meeting
DBE goal compliance; minimizing traffic delays on the island in compliance with US Coast Guard
License Agreement requirements and completing the construction contract by the summer of 2016 and
within the available budget.

The project is funded with a combination of Federal Highway Bridge Program (HBP), State Proposition
1B Seismic Retrofit (Prop 1B) and TIDA funds. Table 1 summarizes the total estimated cost and funding
for all phases (engineering, environmental, right of way, construction) of the YBI Ramps Project.

Table 1
Federal HBP $78,555,000
State Prop 1B $9,423,000
TIDA $10.064,000
Total $98,042,000

YBI West Side Bridges Project: Consistent with the MOA between the Transportation Authority and TIDA
for the I-80/YBI Improvement Project, the Transportation Authority has undertaken the procurement
and management of professional consultant services to provide the necessary engineering and
environmental services to produce all necessary technical documents for the project. There are a total of
eight (8) bridge structures being studied. These bridge structures are a vital component of the YBI traffic
circulation system and also serve as an important part of the on and off-ramp system to I-80 and the
SFOBB. Seismic Strategy Reports for all eight-bridge structures were approved by the Caltrans Structures
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Department in December 2011. The approved reports indicated that five of the bridge structures should
be retrofitted in place while three of the bridge structures were recommended for replacement. Separate
environmental documents Categorical Exclusions per NEPA and Categorical Exemptions per CEQA for
each of the eight bridges were approved in December 2012.

As part of continued preliminary engineering and design efforts and as required by federal funding a
Value Engineering Analysis (VA) Report was prepared in February 2014 in consultation with TIDA, the
San Francisco Public Works (SFPW), and independent construction experts. The VA team made various
recommendations for the Transportation Authority’s and TIDA’s consideration to reduce overall project
risk and cost. The recommended VA Report Alternative estimated at $66 million will save approximately
$9 million compared to the environmentally approved alternative estimated at $75 million and will also
improve seismic performance, simplify construction efforts, minimize maintenance cost and is preferred
by TIDA and SFPW. Caltrans approved the VA Report in November 2014. The introduction of the VA
Alternative will require additional engineering and environmental analysis to be performed. All work
necessary to prepare the required technical analysis will be performed in accordance with current Caltrans
and Federal Highway Administration policies and procedures.

Project Schedule: The Transportation Authority desires to adhere to the milestone schedule shown
below.

e VA Alternative Environmental Approval March 2016

e PS&E Completion December 2016
e Construction Start March 2017
e Construction Completion Summer 2019

Construction start is scheduled to start after completion of the YBI Ramps project and the Caltrans
SFOBB eastbound on-off ramps improvement project in order to avoid traffic circulation delays to, from
and on the island.

Challenges as the project moves through the preliminary engineering phase include: expediting the
required additional environmental analysis, eatly engagement of SFPUC utility divisions to plan for early
utility relocations, evaluation of potential alternative construction contract delivery methods; eatly tree
removal contract to avoid environmental delays and completion of the final design by the end of
December 2016 to ensure a construction start in early 2017.

Table 2 summarizes the total estimated cost and funding for all phases (engineering, environmental, right
of way, construction) of the YBI West Side Bridges Project. Preliminary engineering expenditures as of
December 2014 are $6,297,558.

Table 2
Federal HBP $58,718,000
State Prop 1B $6,216,000
TIDA $1,392.000
Total $66,326,000

ALTERNATIVES

None. This is an information item.
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CAC POSITION

None. This is an information item.

FINANCIAL IMPACTS

None. This is an information item.

RECOMMENDATION

None. This is an information item.
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