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Meeting Notice
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Commissioners: Tang (Chair), Farrell (Vice Chair), Avalos, Breed, Peskin and Wiener (Ex Officio)

Clerk: Steve Stamos

Page
1. Roll Call
2. Citizens Advisory Committee Report —- INFORMATION* 3
3. Approve the Minutes of the October 11, 2016 Meeting — ACTION* 9
4. Recommend Allocation of $3,149,000 in Prop K Funds, with Conditions, for Three

Requests and Appropriation of $100,000 in Prop K Funds for One Request, Subject to
the Attached Fiscal Year Cash Flow Distribution Schedules, and a Commitment to
Allocate $325,000 in Prop K Funds — ACTION* 17

As summarized in Attachments 1 and 2, we have four requests totaling $3,249,000 in Prop K funds to present to
the Plans and Programs Committee. The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) has requested
$1.28 million to overhaul the propulsion gearboxes that deliver power to the City’s cable car system. The gearboxes
have been in use since 1984 and have reached the end of their useful lives. The SFMTA has also requested $1.79
million for the planning, design and construction phases for traffic calming measures recommended in eleven area-
wide traffic calming plans which would complete implementation of the traffic calming “backlog”. The SFMTA
has requested $80,000 for the design of pedestrian improvements at the intersection of Elk and Sussex Streets,
adjacent to Glen Canyon Park, with a commitment to allocate $325,000 for the construction phase of the project
when design is complete in June 2017. Finally, we are requesting $100,000 for the Vision Zero Ramp Intersection
Study Phase 2, which will recommend short-, medium-, and long-term safety improvements at up to ten freeway
ramp intersections in the South of Market area.

5. Update on the Subway Master Plan - INFORMATION* 85

In fall 2015, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors unanimously passed an ordinance drafted by Supervisor
Wiener requiring the City to create a framework for subway expansion throughout San Francisco. The Subway
Vision responds to this ordinance and is one of the components of Connect SF, a multi-agency collaboration
process to build an effective, equitable and sustainable transportation system for our future. It will develop a long-
range transportation vision, informed by land use, to guide the future of the city. The Transportation Authority has
been collaborating with the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency and the Planning Department to
develop a Subway Vision to expand the city’s subway network, and from August to September solicited the public’s
ideas on where new subways should be built. We received over 2,600 submissions from the interactive online tool
and 150 submissions at three pop-up events, and will present initial findings and concepts at the Committee meeting,

6. Introduction of New Items — INFORMATION
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Plans and Programs Committee Meeting Agenda

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

7. Public Comment

8. 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 SFGovTIV, the Government Channel 26. Assistive listening
devices for the Legislative Chamber and the Committee Room are available upon request at the Clerk of the Board's Office,
Room 244. To request sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or other accommodations, please contact the
Clerk of the Authority at (415) 522-4800. Requests made at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting will help to ensure
availability.

The neatest accessible BART station is Civic Center (Market/Grove/Hyde Streets). Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F,
J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness Stations). MUNI bus lines also serving the area are the 5, 6, 7, 9, 19, 21, 47,
and 49. For more information about MUNI accessible services, call (415) 701-4485.

There is accessible parking in the vicinity of City Hall at Civic Center Plaza and adjacent to Davies Hall and the War Memorial
Complex. Accessible curbside parking is available on Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place and Grove Street.

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 meeting packet, those materials are available for public inspection at the Transportation Authority at 1455 Market Street,
Floor 22, San Francisco, CA 94103, during normal office hours.

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

CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE
Wednesday, October 26, 2016 Meeting

1. Committee Meeting Call to Order
Chair Waddling called the meeting to order at 6:04 p.m.

CAC members present were Myla Ablog, John Larson, Santiago Lerma, Jacqualine Sachs, Peter
Tannen, Chris Waddling, Shannon Wells-Mongiovi and Bradley Wiedmaier.

Transportation Authority staff members present were Andrew Heidel, Jeff Hobson, Seon Joo
Kim, Anna LaForte, Maria Lombardo, Mike Pickford, Michael Schwartz and Steve Stamos.

2. Chair’s Report - INFORMATION

Chair Waddling reported that at the special September CAC meeting, Myla Ablog had requested
an update on the results of the California Road Charge Pilot Program but that the results would
not be available until spring 2017. He said that in response to Peter Tannen’s request at the May
CAC meeting for a presentation on Muni bus and train bunching and potential solutions, San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency staff would give a presentation at the November 30
CAC meeting, in addition to anticipated presentations by others on the draft The Other 9-to-5
Study, Central Subway, the Geary Bus Rapid Transit Environment Impact Report, and the
Commuter Shuttle Hub Study.

Chair Waddling stated that the CAC would also hold its annual nominations for Chair and Vice
Chair for the 2017 calendar year at the November 30 CAC meeting. Lastly, he noted that staff
was still in the process of organizing a tour of the Transbay Transit Center likely in early
December and would reach out to CAC members regarding their availability.

There was no public comment.
Consent Calendar
3. Approve the Minutes of the September 28, 2016 Meeting — ACTION

4. Adopt a Motion of Support for Acceptance of the Audit Report for the Fiscal Year
Ended June 30, 2016 — ACTION

5. Internal Accounting and Investment Report for the Three Months Ending September
30, 2016 - INFORMATION

6. State and Federal Legislative Update - INFORMATION

7. San Francisco Input on the Plan Bay Area 2040 Draft Preferred Scenario —
INFORMATION

8. Progress Report for the Van Ness Avenue Buss Rapid Transit Project -
INFORMATION

During public comment, Edward Mason asked regarding Item 7 how different perspectives held
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by other jurisdictions would impact San Francisco’s position as expressed in the joint letter to the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission currently being developed in collaboration with
Oakland and San Jose. He continued by noting that it was difficult to get a clear understanding
of some of the issues given the way the materials were presented.

John Larson moved to approve the Consent Calendar, seconded by Peter Tannen.
The Consent Calendar was approved by the following vote:

Ayes: CAC Members Ablog, Larson, Lerma, ]. Sachs, Tannen, Waddling and Wells-
Mongiovi.

Absent: CAC Members Hogue, Larkin, P. Sachs and Wiedmaier

End of Consent Calendar

9.

Adopt a Motion of Support for the Allocation of $3,149,000 in Prop K Funds, with
Conditions, for Three Requests and Appropriation of $100,000 in Prop K Funds for One
Request, Subject to the Attached Fiscal Year Cash Flow Distribution Schedules, and a
Commitment to Allocate $325,000 in Prop K Funds — ACTION

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

Chair Waddling asked what outreach would be done when the cable cars were shutdown. Ms.
LaForte responded that a preliminary communications plan was included in the allocation
request. Craig Raphael, Senior Transportation Planner at the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency (SEFMTA), said that the outreach plan included website and social media
posts.

Shannon Wells-Mongiovi asked whether there would be revenue loss as a result of shutting
down the cable cars and whether this was reflected in the allocation request. Ms. LaForte said
that safety and reliability improvements would help preserve the system to the benefit of long-
term revenue generation and that any change in revenues due to service disruption would be
reflected in SFMTA’s operating budget rather than the allocation request form.

John Larson said he was happy to see traffic calming at the intersection of Elk and Sussex
Streets and asked what a speed cushion was. Ms. LaForte explained that, as distinct from speed
humps, speed cushions had cuts in them that allowed buses and fire trucks to pass through more
easily.

Jacqualine Sachs asked what the rational was for proposing traffic islands on streets carrying
major bus lines, such as California Street and Euclid Avenue. Becca Homa, Transportation
Planner at SEMTA, responded that traffic islands generally reduced vehicle speeds and provided
pedestrian refuges for crossing. She said that on Euclid Avenue, the traffic islands were proposed
in response to high vehicle speeds and supported by the community in the area. She said the
proposed traffic islands were actually on the cross streets rather than on California Street and
would not interfere with transit.

Myla Ablog expressed her support for the Vision Zero Ramps Study Phase 2. She said that
Bessie Carmichael Elementary School, which was located near freeway ramps in the South of
Market area, was very supportive of improving safety in the area.

Chair Waddling asked about SEMTA’s plan once the traffic calming “backlog” was complete. Ms.
Homa replied that the projects in this request came from prior plans that had covered the entire
area and took a long time to be implemented. She said that SFMTA had developed
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10.

neighborhood traffic calming projects in smaller groups via the application-based traffic calming
system and also pursued speed reduction in school zones and arterials in separate tracks. Chair
Waddling asked about the application process. Ms. Homa replied that the application was a few
pages and involved gathering signatures from neighboring residents, and that SEFMTA analyzed
and ranked the submitted applications based on multiple criteria, such as collision history and
land use. She said that compared to 25-30 applications in previous years, SEMTA had received
85 applications this year, indicating a growing desire for traffic calming,

Santiago Lerma asked about the difference between a traffic island and traffic circle. Ms. Homa
replied that a traffic island was smaller and often used in lieu of stop signs and could offer
pedestrian refuge, where as a traffic circle was more elaborate and often included landscaping,

During public comment, Edward Mason asked whether there was a maintenance plan for the
cable car equipment in place to ensure the City would not face the same situation in 15 to 30
years. He wondered how much more the City may be paying due to the lack of an ongoing
(preventative) maintenance program as opposed to letting assets deteriorate so much that they
need full replacement.

Ms. Sachs said that she thought cable car repairs had been rushed into service in advance of the
1984 Democratic National Convention at the Moscone Center.

Mr. Lerma asked why the cable car equipment was being overhauled rather than replaced. Ms.
LaForte said that it was likely because cable cars were historic and replacement equipment was
not available to procure but that staff would follow up with SEMTA.

John Larson moved to approve the item, seconded by Ms. Ablog.
The item was approved by the following vote:

Ayes: CAC Members Ablog, Larson, Lerma, J. Sachs, Tannen, Waddling and Wells-
Mongiovi

Absent: CAC Members Hogue, Larkin, P. Sachs and Wiedmaier
Update on Freeway Corridor Management Study — INFORMATION

Andrew Heidel, Senior Transportation Planner, and Liz Rutman, Senior Engineer at the
Alameda County Transportation Commission, presented the item per the staff presentation.

Chair Waddling asked whether not having to perform major construction, such as building a
new lane, was the reason why San Francisco could expect a more truncated timeline than
Alameda County experienced. Mr. Heidel responded that this was one of a number of reasons
for the proposed timeline and added that San Francisco also had the advantage of lessons
learned from other counties to expedite the process. Shannon Wells-Mongiovi expressed a
concern that US. 101 might not be wide enough to accommodate an additional lane within the
existing roadway.

Ms. Wells-Mongiovi asked whether the Waze application had an impact on how people diverged
from freeways to local roads. Mr. Heidel responded that the application caused perceptible
impacts on neighborhoods and that while the city could not prevent the public from utilizing it,
it could plan to minimize the impacts to neighborhoods. He said that fortunately, there were
fewer opportunities in San Francisco for drivers to diverge to straight stretches on local streets
that would form attractive alternate routes for congested freeway segments.

Ms. Wells-Mongiovi asked how the study defined peak traffic. Mr. Heidel responded that the
study defined the peak by reviewing an entire 24 hours of data for Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and
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11.

Thursdays during the spring and measured when the average speed on freeway segments was
under 45 mph.

Santiago Lerma asked how much time was saved on the average trip for paid and non-paid lanes,
and whether there were benefits for the general purpose lanes. Ms. Rutman said that in Alameda
County the average savings was on the order of a few minutes over the 12-mile stretch. She also
noted that on an express lane with continuous access, large speed differentials were not desirable
because of safety concerns. She noted that some places with physically separated express lanes,
such as Highway 237 in Santa Clara County, yielded larger travel time savings. She added that on
Highway 680, both the general purpose and express lanes resulted in time savings, but that that
after seven years some of the travel time benefits had dwindled compared to pre-construction.
She also noted that over time, people had tended to explore other alternatives, including forming
carpools and trying new transit options.

Chair Waddling asked if tolls were assessed on a distance basis. Ms. Rutman responded that
most express lanes used a distance-based zone setup for people who traveled further to pay
more. She stated that exactly how to set up that pricing should depend on the access type. She
added that for a continuous access system, pricing could be based on zones of travel, whereas
for a closed access system, end-to-end or entrance-to-exit pricing could be applied, though the
latter could also incorporate a function of distance travelled.

Chair Waddling asked how Alameda County dealt with income inequality and if there was a low-
income entry point. Ms. Rutman responded that for this type of project, an environmental
justice assessment was required, and that for Alameda County those assessments had found that
both low-income and high-income drivers were willing to pay additional fees to use the lane. She
added that low-income travelers tended to form carpools at higher rates, so it tended to even out.
She stated that one place that had identified an equity issue was in Southern California. Mr.
Heidel stated that there would need to be an equity analysis. He said that most people didn’t use
the lanes all the time, but rather as a reliable option in the event they had a time-critical
destination, such as arriving on time to work or picking up a child from day care. He added that
some of the facilities in other locations allowed people to earn toll credit by riding transit.

During public comment, Edward Mason asked what the overall goal of the project was and if it
included reducing greenhouse gases. He asserted that this approach would not achieve
significant greenhouse gas reduction and therefore other approaches should be considered, for
example installing a CO2 monitor at the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge entry to help people
make the connection between their actions and CO2 emissions. Chair Waddling asked what
types of analysis could be undertaken to determine the greenhouse gas reduction. Mr. Heidel
replied that a major factor in reducing greenhouse gas emissions was to move more people in
fewer vehicles. He noted that the travel demand model would help inform those impacts at this
stage of the project, while a full air quality analysis would be completed as part of the
environmental review process.

Mt. Mason asked whether the commuter shuttles would be allowed to use these lanes for free,
and whether the city would be undertaking a study to develop a regional public bus system that
could use these facilities. Chair Waddling asked whether Samtrans was conducting a study on
express buses. Mr. Heidel replied that there was a strong interest in developing an express bus
system, and that these lanes would provide a platform to give those express buses a time
advantage to make them more competitive.

Update on the Subway Master Plan - INFORMATION

Michael Schwartz, Principal Transportation Planner, and Grahm Satterwhite, Principal
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Transportation Planner at the SEMTA, presented the item.

Chair Waddling asked, in the event of additional subways being built, if BART would be the
main subway operator rather than the SEFMTA. Mr. Satterwhite responded that governance
would be one of the questions to be figured out in the next phase of ConnectSF, the inter-
agency long range transportation planning program. He noted that governance was not being
considered for the Subway Vision but would need to be part of future decisions. Mr. Schwartz
added that one of the issues this study did not try to address was transbay service, and that
overall the study was meant to be operator neutral in its analysis.

Chair Waddling asked whether the subway approach would consider underground buses as well
as underground rail. Mr. Satterwhite responded that the precise technology question was beyond
the scope of the Subway Vision. Mr. Schwartz noted that creative thinking of that nature was
needed for visioning exercises that the city was currently undertaking.

John Larson asked whether the two concepts presented, i.e. Concepts A and B, were just for
illustrative purposes, or if they were actually screened alternatives. Mr. Schwartz responded that
the two networks presented were entirely for illustrative purposes and were not intended to be
sample concepts of what a new subway system might look like. He added that the public should
not get attached to a full network concept and that the study was primarily seeking feedback on
aspects of each network.

Mr. Larson commented that Concept A appeared to place a lot of existing surface rail
underground, while Concept B appeared to connect existing subways with new lines, and that
Concept B seemed more attractive for that reason. Mr. Larson asked whether tunneling was still
one of the most significant challenges of construction, or whether tunneling could be done
faster than in the past and therefore other parts of construction would be more challenging. Mr.
Satterwhite responded that all phases of subway construction would be difficult and challenging.
He said there had been improvements in tunneling, but that construction approaches were not
dramatically different than what had been the approach of the recent past.

Jacqualine Sachs recounted her history in being involved in decisions about Geary Boulevard,
and noted that Commissioners London Breed and Eric Mar had supported to filling in the
underpasses at Fillmore and Masonic Streets. She said she recently went on a site trip which
highlighted three alternatives, which included an all surface line, an all subway, or a mix
involving a subway line from Market to Laguna Streets and a surface line from Laguna Street all
the way to Ocean Beach. She said due to politics at City Hall, the mixed subway and surface line
did not get built. Ms. Sachs said that the Muni Short Range Transit Plan concluded that the only
way to relieve congestion on Geary Boulevard would be through light-rail service. She recounted
the history of the B-line along Geary Boulevard that existed from 1912 to 1956, until the
corridor was replaced with bus service. She asked staff to look at the final reports to see that the
public wanted lightrail and not bus rapid transit. She noted that Geary light-rail was the only
project from the 1989 Prop B transportation sales tax that wasn’t included in the 2003 Prop K
sales tax. Mr. Schwartz responded that many members of the public were interested in the Geary
corridor and encouraged people to participate in the ConnectSF process to ensure their input
was documented. Shannon Wells-Mongiovi noted that she located a copy of the final report
online that Ms. Sachs referenced and would forward it for distribution to CAC members and
staff.

Bradley Wiedmaier asked whether the study looked how to connect other parts of the city
independent of existing infrastructure versus following existing routes. Mr. Schwartz responded
that the study used the three points of input, including previous studies, public input, and model
analysis, to think outside the box of the existing system. He said that for example the
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12.

13.

14.

Fillmore/Divisadero to Bayview line performed well in part because it did not have existing
service. Mr. Schwartz added that the goal of new subways would also be to provide travel time
savings to existing riders in addition to new riders.

Mr. Wiedmaier asked whether the boring equipment from the Central Subway was owned by the
SFMTA and whether it could be used widely throughout the city or had been calibrated to the
specific soils as part of the Central Subway construction. Mr. Schwartz responded that the
SFMTA did not own the tunnel boring machines as part of Central Subway construction and
that new ones would need to be obtained to construct new subways.

Ms. Wells-Mongiovi asked whether the study considered trips to recreation centers like the
Presidio. Mr. Schwartz said that the model represented destination centers like the Presidio but
that it simulated a standard weekday as opposed to weekends where a destination like the
Presidio would have a different trip making pattern.

Mr. Larson noted that the only areas that seemed to have higher travel times under Concept B
were at San Francisco State University and Park Merced. He said that given the greatest
concentration of the middle-income population and seniors, he thought that the study should
look at it due to the high reliance on transit. Mr. Schwartz responded by explaining that with
subways, people would make tradeoffs in that some people would end up needing to walk
farther to get to a faster service when taking the subway versus surface transit.

Mr. Wiedmaier asked whether the study looked at any projected new concentrations of housing.
Mr. Schwartz responded that all of the Subway Vision analysis assumed 2040 land use
projections. He added that if the study were to move forward with subways, it would take a
more careful look at where land use could change in response to higher-levels of transit service.

Santiago Lerma commented that he appreciated the pop-up outreach effort. He said the study
did not conduct enough of them, but that he thought they were great and asked that his
comments be shared with SEMTA staff.

During public comment, Edward Mason said transportation was really a real estate development
project. He said that the city was nearly at one million people and asked if the Subway Vision
would increase the population to two million, and said that the study should look at elevated
transit in addition to subways. He added that a proposal to put a tunnel under 19" Avenue had
previously been considered but that California Assemblyman Tom Ammiano actively worked to
make sure the concept was not further developed.

Introduction of New Items — INFORMATION

Bradley Wiedmaier asked for information on the impact of the ride sourcing industry and
whether 30-Stockton and 45-Union/Stockton Muni stops near the 4th and King Caltrain station
had been relocated possibly to give more space to ride sourcing vehicles. Santiago Lerma added
that he was also interested in the impact of the increased delivery made by ride sourcing vehicles.

There was no public comment.
Public Comment

During public comment, Edward Mason commented that shuttles operated by various
companies, including San Francisco Airporter and Genetech, continued to violate their
agreement with SFMTA to use designated locations.

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 8:15 p.m.
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PLANS AND PROGRAMS COMMITTEE
Tuesday, October 11, 2016

1. Roll Call
Chair Tang called the meeting to order at 10:10 a.m. The following members were:
Present at Roll Call: Commissioners Avalos, Peskin and Tang (3)

Absent at Roll Call: Commissioners Breed (entered during Item 6) and Farrell (entered
during Item 5) (2)

2. Citizens Advisory Committee Report — INFORMATION

Chris Waddling, Chair of the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC), reported that at the
September 28 meeting, the CAC unanimously approved Item 4 but noted that several members
expressed concern over the high cost of the Fall Protection improvements, including the
Construction Management and Support line item. He said the CAC also unanimously approved
Item 5, and provided a brief summarization of the updates to the Prop AA prioritization criteria.

There was no public comment.
3. Approve the Minutes of the September 20, 2016 Meeting — ACTION
There was no public comment.
The minutes were approved without objection by the following vote:
Ayes: Commissioners Avalos, Peskin and Tang (3)

Absent: Commissioners Breed and Farrell (2)

4. Recommend Allocation of $12,713,969 in Prop K Funds, with Conditions, for Two
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 Tang asked about the high cost of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s
Fall Protection request as noted in the earlier CAC Chair’s Report, and how the new systems
would differ from existing systems. Ms. LaForte responded that the request was for specialized
systems at seven facilities that had different needs. She said that existing systems varied by
facility, and noted that there was an existing elevated platform at Muni Metro East that had gaps
at the edges and missing guardrails, while the Cameron Beach facility needed structural upgrades.

Commissioner Avalos asked how often workers were falling at these facilities and whether there
had been any injuries. Commissioner Peskin said that the city had just built the Muni Metro East
facility and asked why the safety systems would be deficient at a new facility. He said he
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supported worker safety but questioned why this was suddenly an issue when maintenance had
been conducted on the roofs of cable cars for almost 150 years. He asked if this request was
driven by these facilities being out of compliance with Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) regulations. Ms. LaForte responded that safety regulations were updated
over time and that she would follow up with the requesting agencies.

Chair Tang continued Item 4 until later in the agenda. The item was resumed after Item 8.

Chair Tang reiterated Commissioner Peskin’s question about whether the request was due to a
mandate from OSHA. Doug Ullman, Architect at San Francisco Public Works, stated that the
facilities in question were not currently OSHA compliant and that fines had been levied in the
past. He said that if these facilities were not upgraded city workers would not be allowed to
perform maintenance on the roofs of vehicles. He added that there was a separate portable
platform being purchased to work on the cable cars.

Chair Tang stated that the last bond measure included funding for renovating facilities and asked
how that funding related to the current request. Mr. Ullman replied that there was no overlap
between what would be funded under the Prop A bond and this request. He noted that at the
Muni Metro East facility there was an eight inch gap between the elevated platform and vehicle
roof and that this request would extend the platform to close that gap.

Commissioner Peskin asked why handrails were not installed at the Muni Metro East facility
when it was built in 2008. Mr. Ullman replied that there was an existing fall protection system
with guardrails and a fall arrest system. Commissioner Peskin stated that the construction
management costs seemed high. Mr. Ullman said that the costs were higher because the project
was split between seven facilities and there was a high degree of coordination necessary to
upgrade the facilities without interrupting operations, but that they were considered to be within
an acceptable range.

There was no public comment.
The item was approved without objection by the following vote:
Ayes: Commissioners Avalos, Breed, Farrell, Peskin and Tang (5)

5. Recommend Approval of the 2017 Prop AA Strategic Plan Policies and Screening and
Prioritization Criteria — ACTION

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

Commissioner Avalos asked what the recommended revisions to the Prop AA Policies and
Screening and Prioritization Criteria were. Mr. Pickford responded that language had been
streamlined citing, for example, specifying that procurement was part of the construction phase
and eliminating duplicative language. He said another revision was to clarify that unexpended
funds would now be returned to the overall Prop AA program, rather than an individual project,
if that project had completed all Prop AA funded phases. With respect to the screening criteria,
Mr. Pickford said changes were intended to allow broader eligibility for projects adopted in
agency plans, rather than only citywide, board-adopted plans. He added that time sensitivity had
been broken out from safety as a general criterion with safety addressed in category specific
criteria.

There was no public comment.

The item was approved without objection by the following vote:
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Ayes: Commissioners Avalos, Farrell, Peskin and Tang (4)
Absent: Commissioner Breed (1)

Recommend Approval of San Francisco Input on the Plan Bay Area 2040 Draft
Preferred Scenario — ACTION

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

Commissioner Avalos stated that he spent several years as a member of the Association of Bay
Area Governments and noted that it was a great deal of effort to secure One Bay Area Grant
Fuds for transit-oriented development in District 11. He said a challenge in regional planning
was that other cities and municipalities in the region were not considering the region’s needs in
terms of housing. He said he wanted to ensure that San Francisco was being a leader in
achieving the goals of the Sustainable Community Strategy and putting adequate investments in
housing and transportation, and noted the importance of San Francisco adopting strong
priorities so that other cities and municipalities would follow suit. Ms. Crabbe responded that the
transportation investment strategy was strong but that using the Plan to effect significant
changes to land use, housing and jobs was an incredible challenge without additional resources.
She said that San Francisco was leading the region in terms of policies, creation and funding of
housing that that there were limitations at the regional level without significant additional
investment and a new fund source.

Commissioner Avalos asked if San Francisco’s input called for more regional funds for housing
and more equity in housing regarding transportation, which Ms. Crabbe confirmed.

There was no public comment.
The item was approved without objection by the following vote:
Ayes: Commissioners Avalos, Breed, Farrell, Peskin and Tang (5)

Update on the Railyard Alternatives and I-280 Boulevard Feasibility (RAB) Study —
INFORMATION

Susan Gygi, Study Manager at the San Francisco Planning, Department presented the item.

Chair Tang asked how the 22 members of the Citizen Working Group (CWG) were selected.
Ms. Gygi responded that the Planning Department issued a request for interest for people to
apply, and that it included seats for representatives of Districts 6 and 10, community advisory
committee/neighborhood representatives, as well as representatives of citywide interest.

Commissioner Peskin asked if the $4 billion cost estimate for the current alignment included
grade separations. Ms. Gygi responded that the cost estimate did not include the grade
separations at 16™ Street and Mission Bay Drive. Commissioner Peskin asked what the cost
estimate for the grade separations would be. Ms. Gygi responded that the study was in the
process of preparing those estimates for each alternative and would have them toward the end
of the year. Commissioner Peskin noted that the rendering of the 16™ Street grade separation
appeared to be a massive undertaking and asked if $500 million was an accurate cost estimate.
Ms. Gygi replied that it would likely cost more than that, as there were utilities at that location
and a deep trench was needed for it to go under the freeway and Caltrain tracks, in addition to
leveling intersecting streets.
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Commissioner Peskin asked if the $4 billion cost estimate included environmental clearance, and
if the current Downtown Rail Extension (DTX) alignment was environmentally cleared. Ms.
Gygl responded that the current alighment was cleared, but that the Planning Department
conducted a supplemental Environmental Impact Statement that was released in December 2015
and was expecting the Record of Decision to be issued in early 2017. She noted that the current
alignment along Pennsylvania Avenue would be the same as DTX, but the portion outside of the
DTX would need to be environmentally cleared and would be a separate endeavor. She said the
alternative Mission Bay Alignment was different than DTX and would need to be
environmentally cleared, though tunnel boring environmental clearance was somewhat easier
than the cut-and-cover and sequential mining construction method of the Pennsylvania
alignment.

Commissioner Peskin noted that the RAB Study appeared to be wrapping up in June 2017 and
asked if at that point the city would be preparing a new environmental document. He noted that
the Board had withheld design funds for DTX at its September meeting and asked whether a
few months’ delay in design would matter if there would be a delay from additional
environmental clearance. Ms. Gygi responded that she could not say definitively as the study was
currently considering schedule implications and would have more information regarding the
costs and benefits of the different alignments at its next public meeting. She added that the goal
was to complete the DTX by the time high-speed rail trains come to San Francisco in 2029, if
not before. She noted that 2029 was the original completion date for DTX, but that in February
the California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) had switched the initial operating segment
from the Central Valley to San Francisco, so they were now planning to have trains come to San
Francisco soonet.

Commissioner Peskin noted that at the September Plans and Programs Committee meeting
there was discussion about the widening of the throat structure going into the Transbay Transit
Center (TTC) and asked if new information was available regarding if the throat structure still
had to be widened. Ms. Gygi replied that most of the planning and engineering work around the
DTX had been completed by the Transbay Joint Powers Authority (TJPA), as it was there
legislative directive to provide access from the 4™ and King Station to the TTC, and therefore
she was not the best person to respond. Commissioner Peskin asked if there were recent
discussions by the CHSRA to have shorter trains. Ms. Gygi responded that CHSRA originally
planned on having 1400-foot train lengths but that a few weeks’ prior the agency sent a letter to
its engineers that they would be shortening the trains to 800 feet, or half of a train set. She
noted that the TTC train box could only accommodate 800-foot trains so it was planning to
extend the train box to accommodate the 1400-foot trains, but it had not been communicated by
the CHSRA or TJPA if that extension of DTX was still being considered.

Commissioner Peskin asked about the funding plan for the $4 billion cost estimate. Ms. Gygi
replied that the TJPA Board had approved a new funding strategy in June with anticipated new
funding sources, including a new sales tax measure, but noted that TJPA staff in attendance
could provide a more detailed response. Mark Zabaneh, Interim Executive Director with the
TJPA, responded that the funding plan including monies currently available through Plan Bay
Area 2013, $650 million in New Starts which was expected to increase in Plan Bay Area 2040,
$350 million from the Transportation Authority, $557 million from the CHSRA, and $300
million from bridge tolls, all of which was committed to DTX. He said there was an additional
$83 million in existing San Francisco sales tax, $19 million in San Mateo County sales tax, §7
million in existing bridge tolls, $275-375 million in Mello Roos funds remaining from Phase 1 of
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the project, $45 million from the sale of Block 4 which was currently the temporary Transbay
Terminal, and between $896 million to $1.9 billion in passenger facility charges (PFCs) based on
a 2004 approved environmental document. Mr. Zabaneh said that PFCs were estimated at $2-3
dollars for Caltrain riders to travel from the 4™ and King Station to the TTC, since riders
currently had to take Muni to get to the financial district or Transbay Terminal, which in 2026
dollars would be roughly the same cost. He said there would be an $8-10 PFC for high-speed rail
passengers off-boarding at the TTC, and that if high-speed rail passengers were to exit at the 4®
and King Station they would have to take a taxi which would be a similar cost. He said there
would not be any out of pocket cost for riders as they currently paid for it through other
systems, but would allow them to remain on the trains and not need to switch transportation
systems.

Chair Tang asked if only San Francisco would be implementing the PFCs. Mr. Zabeneh
responded that both the Caltrain Board and CHSRA Board would have to approve the PFCs
which would only apply to passengers on those systems.

Commissioner Peskin asked what the ridership at the 4™ and King Station was. Ms. Gygi
responded that the 2016 ridership was 15,000 Caltrain riders on weekdays, and that when
Caltrain reached the TTC it was estimated to be 30,000 on weekdays. She said the CHSRA
estimated that by 2040 an additional 32,000 riders would travel to the TTC on weekdays, so
approximately 60-70,000 riders in total once DTX was completed. Commissioner Peskin noted
that on weekends ridership was lower, and estimated that overall the PFCs would only amount
to $15 million per year. Mr. Zabaneh replied that TJPA’s financial analysts had prepared these
estimates based on ridership numbers from Caltrain and the CHSRA and that TJPA’s request to
the Board at its September meeting was to conduct a ridership study and confirm these numbers
and that a robust study was needed.

Commissioner Peskin said there were two issues with the ridership estimates provided by the
CHSRA, the first being that they were optimistic and used for their own funding strategy, and
the second that the estimates were predicated on the train ticket between Los Angeles and San
Francisco being less expensive than an airplane ticket. He added that if other cities started
adding PFC fees than it would lead to the train ticket being more expensive. Mr. Zabaneh replied
that if DTX was not built people would disembark at the 4™ and King Caltrain station and pay
other transportation networks to reach their final destination, but that DTX was giving riders a
choice to stay on the train. He said the funding plan was a starting point to fully fund the project
and that since the proposed PFCs would not be available until 2026 they would need to borrow
against those funds through TIFIA and RIF loans. He said that even without the PFCs there was
significant funding available but that the project needed the region’s support in order to be
successful.

Chair Tang asked why the $4 billion estimated cost did not include the potential grade separation
at 16™ Avenue. Mr. Zabaneh replied that the environmental document did not extend to that
area and therefore did not include the grade separation improvements. He said that Ms. Gygi
had presented the two alignment alternatives between the DTX project and the 22" Street
Caltrain Station which were not included in the scope of the DTX project and were considered a
follow-on project. Chair Tang said it was somewhat part of the project and that eventually
funding would need to be secured and asked what funding sources would be available. Megan
Murphy, Phase 2 Project Manager at T]PA, replied that the grade separations were not included
as part of the scope as they were not being environmentally cleared by the CHSRA because they
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were not currently required by the California Public Utilities Commission due to the anticipated
level of service.

Commissioner Peskin commented that there was a hospital with an emergency facility on the
other side of the train tracks and that people would need to be able to access the University of
California San Francisco (UCSF) medical center.

Tilly Chang, Executive Director, responded that a funding plan for a project of this magnitude
would always be a challenge but that the first and foremost task was to confirm what the
preferred alignment was. She said that the grade separation would be an additional significant
cost but would not just be a San Francisco issue, as it would be a regional investment and a state
facility. She said the city would need to bring in traditional federal, state, regional and local
revenue sources but also potentially non-traditional revenue sources that had been used on prior
phases. Ms. Chang said these could include land-based sources such as facilities districts or tax
increments which were considered value capture type of approaches because the investment
would bring value to adjacent areas, and that she believed the Planning Department was
considering these.

Chair Tang reiterated that deciding on an alignment was the first and foremost challenge, and
asked if there would be clarity around that by the winter. Ms. Gygi responded that there were
five components with five different options, and that they would be combining those into full
alternatives, including cost/benefit analyses and schedule implications, all of which would be
presented to the public, to the Plans and Programs Committee, and the Board of Supervisors in
the winter. She said after that they would come back to the Committee in June 2017 with a
presentation on how the city should look in the future.

Chair Tang agreed that there should be a follow-up presentation to the Committee with the
various options in the winter, and also wanted to ensure that there was comprehensive
representation on the CWG. Ms. Gygi noted that the CWG was meeting on a monthly basis and
that meetings were open to the public and presentations were posted afterwards.

During public comment, Chris Waddling stated that there should be a representative from the
Transportation Authority’s Citizens Advisory Committee on the CWG. He said that regarding
funding, the grade separation at 16™ Street should be a part of the project scope as $1 billion
was going to be spent one way or another. He said that he worked at UCSF and traveled through
the area in question on a daily basis and noted that new homes were being built in that area and
that the proposed grade separation would damage the vibrancy of the community. Mr. Waddling
added that when the alighments were presented to the public there should be some consistency
in the visuals to help people’s understanding;

Jim Haas commented that he was a member of the CWG since he was also a member of a
citizens group for housing being built next to the TTC as well as a member of the public affairs
committee for the Chamber of Commerce. He said the CWG was a very distinguished group of
individuals chaired by Ron Miguel and that there was substantial representation. He noted that
the RAB study was misnamed because it included the I-280 in its title when the tearing down of
the freeway was a vague option in the future and that the primary purpose of the group was to
extend the trains to downtown. Lastly he said that the DTX environmental document was
approved nearly 15 years ago prior to Mission Bay’s development and that the trenches proposed
for the 16™ Street grade separation would no longer work and that UCSF agreed with that.
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Update on Freeway Corridor Management Study — INFORMATION

Andrew Heidel, Senior Transportation Planner, and Liz Rutman, Senior Engineer with the
Alameda County Transportation Commission, presented the item per the staff presentation.

Commissioner Avalos stated that he was supportive of high-occupancy vehicle lane management
on the city’s freeways but noted that there were many residents that used the freeway on a daily
basis, especially in the southern part of the city. He requested that staff take into consideration
the differences in neighborhoods throughout the city in terms of transportation options when
conducting outreach and developing the program.

There was no public comment.

Introduction of New Items — INFORMATION
There was no public comment.

Public Comment

During public comment, Andrew Yip spoke about social problems that resulted from departures
from good character.

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 11:58 a.m.
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Memorandum

Date: 11.09.16 RE: Plans and Programs Committee
November 15, 2016
To: Plans and Programs Committee: Commissioners Tang (Chair), Farrell (Vice Chair), Avalos,
Breed, Peskin and Wiener (Ex Officio)
From: Anna LaForte — Deputy Director for Policy and Programming Oj/L/

Through: Tilly Chang — Executive Director (:,/1:2 ;;7{:’ >

Subject: ACTION — Recommend Allocation of $3,149,000 in Prop K Funds, with Conditions, for Three
Requests and Appropriation of $100,000 in Prop K Funds for One Request, Subject to the
Attached Fiscal Year Cash Flow Distribution Schedules, and a Commitment to Allocate
$325,000 in Prop K Funds

Summary

As summarized in Attachments 1 and 2, we have four requests totaling $3,249,000 in Prop K funds to
present to the Plans and Programs Committee. The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
(SEMTA) has requested $1.28 million to overhaul the propulsion gearboxes that deliver power to the
City’s cable car system. The gearboxes have been in use since 1984 and have reached the end of their
useful lives. The SFMTA has also requested $1.79 million for the planning, design and construction
phases for traffic calming measures recommended in eleven area-wide traffic calming plans which
would complete implementation of the traffic calming “backlog”. The SFMTA has requested $80,000
for the design of pedestrian improvements at the intersection of Elk and Sussex Streets, adjacent to
Glen Canyon Park, with a commitment to allocate $325,000 for the construction phase of the project
when design is complete in June 2017. Finally, we are requesting $100,000 for the Vision Zero Ramp
Intersection Study Phase 2, which will recommend short-, medium-, and long-term safety
improvements at up to ten freeway ramp intersections in the South of Market area.

BACKGROUND

We have received four requests for a total of $3,249,000 in Prop K funds to present to the Plans and
Programs Committee at its November 15, 2016 meeting, for potential Board approval on November 29,
2016. As shown in Attachment 1, the requests come from the following Prop K categories:

e Guideways—Muni
e Traffic Calming

e Pedestrian Circulation/ Safety
e Transportation/ Land use Coordination

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

The purpose of this memorandum is to present four Prop K requests totaling $3,249,000 to the Plans
and Programs Committee and to seek a recommendation to allocate or appropriate the funds as
requested. Attachment 1 summarizes the requests, including information on proposed leveraging (i.e.
stretching Prop K dollars further by matching them with other fund sources) compared with the
leveraging assumptions in the Prop K Expenditure Plan. Attachment 2 provides a brief description of
each project. A detailed scope, schedule, budget and funding plan for each project are included in the
attached Allocation Request Forms.

Staff Recommendation: Attachment 3 summarizes the staff recommendations for the requests, highlighting
special conditions 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 commissioners may have.

ALTERNATIVES

1. Recommend allocation of $3,149,000 in Prop K funds, with conditions, for three requests and
appropriation of $100,000 in Prop K funds for one request, subject to the attached Fiscal Year
Cash Flow Distribution Schedules, and a commitment to allocate $325,000 in Prop K funds, as
requested.

2. Recommend allocation of $3,149,000 in Prop K funds, with conditions, for three requests and
appropriation of $100,000 in Prop K funds for one request, subject to the attached Fiscal Year
Cash Flow Distribution Schedules, and a commitment to allocate $325,000 in Prop K funds, with

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

The CAC was briefed on this item at its October 26, 2016 meeting and unanimously adopted a motion
of support for the staff recommendation.

FINANCIAL IMPACTS

This action would allocate $3,149,000 and appropriate $100,000 in Fiscal Year (FY) 2016/17 Prop K
sales tax funds, with conditions, for four requests. The allocations and appropriation would be subject
to the Fiscal Year Cash Flow Distribution Schedules contained in the attached Allocation Request
Forms.

Attachment 4, Prop K Allocation Summary — FY 2016/17, shows the total approved FY 2016/17
allocations and appropriations to date, with associated annual cash flow commitments as well as the
recommended allocations and cash flows that are the subject of this memorandum.

Sufficient funds are included in the proposed FY 2016/17 budget to accommodate the recommended
actions. Furthermore, sufficient funds will be included in future budgets to cover the recommended
cash flow distribution for those respective fiscal years.
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RECOMMENDATION

Recommend allocation of $3,149,000 in Prop K funds, with conditions, for three requests and
appropriation of $100,000 in Prop K funds for one request, subject to the attached Fiscal Year Cash
Flow Distribution Schedules, and a commitment to allocate $325,000 in Prop K funds.

Attachments (5):
1. Summary of Applications Received
Project Descriptions
Staff Recommendations
Prop K Allocation Summary — FY 2016/17
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Forms (4)

Rl ol
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Attachment 4.
Prop K Allocation Summary - FY 2016/17

PROP K SALES TAX

CASH FLOW
Total FY 2016/17 | FY2017/18 | FY2018/19 | FY 2019/20 FY 2020/21
Prior Allocations $ 65,611,207 | $ 39,091,305 [$ 17,373,926 | § 9,145,976 | $ - s -
Current Request(s) $ 3,249,000 | $ 737484 |8 1152217 $ 914,199 | § 445100 | § -
New Total Allocations | $ 68,860,207 | $ 39,828,789 | §  18526,143|$ 10,060,175 | § 445100 | $ _

The above table shows maximum annual cash flow for all FY 2016/17 allocations approved to date, along with the current recommended

Investment Commitments, per Prop K Expenditure Plan Prop K Investments To Date

Strategic Strategic
Initiatives Inltlat;veS\ Paratransit
1.3% \ Paratransit 1.1% /_ 8.1%
/_ 8.6%

Streets &
Traffic
Streets & Sa fetl
Traffic Safety 20 4;/
. 0
Transit 24.6%

65.5% Transit

70.4%

M:\PnP\2016\Memos\11 Nov\Prop K grouped PPC 11.15.16\Prop K Grouped ATT 1-4 PPC 11.15.16
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Fund Project Expenditure Plan Line Item/ Funds
No. | Source Sponsor ! Category Description Project Name Phase Requested
1 Prop K SFMTA Guideways - Muni Cable Car Propulsion Gearboxes Construction | $ 1,280,000
5 Prop K SEMTA Traffic Calming Tra.fﬁc Calm{ng Implementation |Planning, D§s1gn, s 1,789,000
(Prior Areawide Plans) Construction
Elk Street at Sussex Street
3 Prop K SFMTA Pedestrian Circulation/ Safety Pedestrian Safety Improvements Design $ 80,000
[NTIP capital]
Transportation/ Land Use Vision Zero Ramp Intersection .
4 Prop K FCTA o Pl 100,000
rop S Coordination Study Phase 2 anning }
Total Requested $ 3,249,000

! Acronyms: SFCTA (Transportation Authority), SEMTA (San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency).

M:\PnP\2016\Memos\11 Nov\Prop K grouped PPC 11.15.16\ATT 5
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

FY of Allocation Action: 2016/17

Project Name: Cable Car Propulsion Gearboxes

Grant Recipient: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency - MUNI

EXPENDITURE PLAN INFORMATION

Prop K EP category: Guideways: (EP-22)

Prop K EP Line Number (Primary): 22 Current Prop K Request: $ 1,280,000
Prop K Other EP Line Numbers:

Prop AA Category:

Current Prop AA Request: $ -

Supervisorial District(s): District 03

REQUEST

Brief Project Description (type below)

This project will overhaul five cable car drive reduction gearboxes used to reduce the speed of the moving
cables that operate the cable car system at the optimum operational level. The timely rehabilitation of the
gearboxes will eliminate system failure, extend the service life of the cable car system, avoid costly repair
work and provide for a safe and reliable cable car service to the residents of the city and its vital tourist sector.

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

The SFMTA operates three cable car lines in San Francisco. All of the lines operate out of the Cable Car
Barn at Washington and Mason Streets, where four of the gearboxes are currently in use. The fifth gearbox is
stored as a spare at the SFMTA's central storage facility on Burke Avenue. The four gearboxes targeted for
overhaul have been operating at the Cable Car Barn since 1984 without a major overhaul. As a result, the
performance of these gearboxes has gradually declined, posing reliability and safety issues. This project will
replace all parts, bearings, seals and gaskets that are subject to wear and tear. Additional inspection to
gears, shafts, and other parts will also be performed during the gearbox rehabilitation process to ensure that
all defective parts are replaced.

The work will be performed by a contractor at the Cable Car Barn. To ensure high quality work, each of the
newly rehabbed gearboxes will be evaluated for a period of three to six months before work is approved on
the remaining gearboxes. During construction, regular cable car service will be replaced by diesel buses for
about 10 consecutive days per gearbox. Community outreach will be conducted in accordance with SFMTA's
public outreach guidelines.

Project Location (type below)
[1580 Mason St, San Francisco

Project Phase (select dropdown below)
[Construction (CON)

Map or Drawings Attached?| Yes

Other Items Attached?| Yes

Page 1 of 14
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

5YPP/STRATEGIC PLAN INFORMATION

Type of Project in the Prop K

N d Project
5YPP/Prop AA Strategic Plan? amed Frojec

Is the requested amount greater
than the amount programmed in

. Less than or Equal to Programmed Amount
the relevant 5YPP or Strategic g g

Plan?
Prop AA
Prop K 5YPP Amount: $ 1,280,000 Strategic Plan
Amount:

Page 2 of 14
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Project Name: Cable Car Propulsion Gearboxes

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE

Environmental Type: Categorically Exempt

PROJECT DELIVERY MILESTONES

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

Phase Start End
Quarter Calendar Year Quarter Calendar Year

Planning/Conceptual Engineering (PLAN) Oct-Dec 2014 Jul-Sep 2015
Environmental Studies (PA&ED) Oct-Dec 2016
Right-of-Way
Design Engineering (PS&E) Jan-Mar 2016 Oct-Dec 2016
Advertise Construction Jan-Mar 2017
Start Construction (e.g. Award Contract) Apr-Jun 2017
Operations (i.e., paratransit)
Open for Use Oct-Dec 2019
Project _Completlon (means last eligible Apr-Jun 2020
expenditure)

SCHEDULE DETAILS

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

Categorical Exemption was issued on 10/14/2016.

Community Outreach: November 2016 and January 2017. Each cable car gearbox rehabilitation requires
a 10 consecutive day cable car service shutdown to one or more cable car lines. Each rehabilitated
gearbox unit will be tested, under normal operating condition, for a six-month period prior to authorization
to rehabilitate the next gearbox.

> See attached Table 1: Service Impact Summary during Cable Car Service Shutdowns, showing the
anticipated shutdown schedule and the service impacts to the line(s) affected by each shutdown.

> See also the attached Preliminary Communications Plan, identifying outreach audience, stakeholders
and deliverables.

Page 3 of 14



30

San Francisco County Transportation Authority

Prop

K/Prop

AA Allocation Reo

uest Form
Preliminary Communications Plan

Cable Car Gearbox Rehabilitation Project

Table 1: Service Impact Summary during Cable Car Service Shutdowns

le Li
Cable Line Anticipated Shutdown Service Impact to Cable Line | Service Impact to other Cable
In Order of . . .
L. Period under Reconstruction Car Service
Priority
. Motor coaches will provide Mason, Powell and Hyde cable
e 10 consecutive days of . e . . . .
California . . service along the California car lines will continue to provide
shutdown during April 2017 .
route regular service.
10 consecutive days of Motor coaches will provide Cahfornla,. Powe}l and Hyde
Mason shutdown during October . cable car lines will continue to
service along the Mason route . .
2017 provide regular service.
10 consecutive days of Motor coaches will provide Cahforma,' Maso.n » and H yde
Powell . . . cable car lines will continue to
shutdown during April 2018  [service along the Powell route . .
provide regular service.
California, Mason and Powell
10 consecutive days of . . cable car lines will also be shut
. Motor coaches will provide .
Hyde * shutdown during October . down. Motor coaches will
service along Hyde route . .
2018 provide service along these
routes

*Note: The Hyde street cable line is used to move the cable cars in and out
of the cable car barn. As a result, when the Hyde cable line is shutdown,
service to the remaining cable car lines has to be interrupted.

Page 4 of 14



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

Preliminary Communications Plan
Cable Car Gearbox Rehabilitation Project

Target Audience

° Cable car regular riders

° Tourists

. Hotels

. Tourist centers and travel agencies

. Merchants and neighborhoods associations in District 3
° Schools and Churches

Stakeholders

° District 3 Supervisor Aaron Peskin

° BOS, MONS and MOD

. SFMTA Board

o CAC and MAAC

. Hotel Council of San Francisco

. Union Square Merchants Association
. SF Chamber of Commerce

. Chinatown CDC

. Self-help for the Elderly

° North Beach Merchants Association
° Nob Hill Neighbors

. Russian Hill Community Association
° North Beach Chamber of Commerce
° Late Night Transportation Working Group
° SF Travel Association

o Golden Gate Restaurant Association
° Transit Riders Union

° SF Entertainment Commission

Outreach Deliverables

Hold open houses and presentations to communication groups, schools and churches
Use direct mailers to update the neighborhoods along cable car lines

Collaborate with Hotel Council and tourist center to distribute information to hotels
Use Ambassadors to distribute flyers to hotels

Post customer alerts at cable car stops

Deploy Ambassadors at critical stops

E blast project updates to cable car customers

Notify 311, 511, MAAC, CAC, BOS, MOD and MONS

Create and update the webpage

Post on social media — Twitter, Facebook and blog

Send Digital Muni Alerts

Email notice to advocacy groups for people with disabilities (work with Accessible
Services)

Page 5 of 14
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority

Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Project Name: Cable Car Propulsion Gearboxes

FUNDING PLAN - FOR CURRENT REQUEST

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

Summary below.

FUNDING PLAN - FOR ENTIRE PROJECT (ALL PHASES)

Fund Source Planned Programmed | Allocated Total % of Total
Prop K $ - $ 1,280,000 | $ - $ 1,280,000 20%
Prop AA $ - $ - $ - $ -

FTAFY17 $ 5,120,000 $ - $ 5,120,000 80%
$ - $ - $ - $ -
$ - $ - $ - $ -
$ - $ - $ - $ -
Total:[ $ 5,120,000 [ $ 1,280,000 | $ = $ 6,400,000

Enter the funding plan for all phases (planning through construction) of the project. This section may be left
blank if the current request covers all project phases. Totals should match those shown in the Cost

Fund Source Planned [Programmed| Allocated Total % of Total
Prop K $ -1$ 1,280,000 | $ $ 1,280,000 18%
Prop AA $ -1$ -1$ $ -

FTAFY 17 $ 5,689,691 $ $ 5,689,691 82%
$ -1% -1$ $ -
$ -1$ -1$ $ -
$ -1% -1$ $ -
$ -1$ -1$ $ -
Total:| $ 5,689,691 ($ 1,280,000 | $ = $ 6,969,691

Page 6 of 14



San Francisco County Transportation Authority

Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

COST SUMMARY

Show total cost for ALL project phases (in year of expenditure dollars) based on best available information.
Source of cost estimate (e.g. 35% design, vendor quote) is intended to help gauge the quality of the cost
estimate, which should improve in reliability the farther along a project is in its development.

33

Prop K - Prop AA -
Phase Total Cost Current Current Source of Cost Estimate

Request Request

Planning/Conceptual

Engineering (PLAN) $ 113939 | $ Actual cost

Environmental $ s )

Studies (PA&ED)

Right-of-Way $ -1$ -

Design Engineering ) _|Actual costs and engineer’s estimate of

(PS&E) $ 457523 $ cost to complete

Construction (CON) |$ 6,400,000 | $ 1,280,000 | $ - |Engineer's estimate

Operations $ s )

(Paratransit)

Total:[ $ 6,969,691 [ $ 1,280,000 | $ =
% Complete of Design: 95% asof | 9/6/2016
Expected Useful Life: 20|Years

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

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

information.

Fund Source FY 2016/17 | FY 2017/18 | FY 2018/19 | FY 2019/20 |FY 2020/21+ Total
Prop K $ 117,000 | $ 465,000 | $ 465,000 | $ 233,000 | $ - $ 1,280,000
Prop AA $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -

Page 7 of 14
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form
Cable Car Barn Propulsion Gearbox

Contract Major Line Item Budget

Note: LS = Lump Sum, EA = Each, AL = Allowance
Bid Item . - Estimated . . . Total
Ref. No. No. Bid Item Description Quantity Unit| Unit Price Amount

G 1 Mobilization and Demobilization $107,000

1 Spare Gearbox 1 EA 300,000 $336,000

2 California Gearbox 1 EA 650,000 $728,000

3 Powell Gearbox 1 EA 300,000 $336,000

4 Mason Gearbox 1 EA 300,000 $336,000

5 Hyde Gearbox 1 EA 300,000 $336,000

6 Temporary Barriers 4 EA 2,000 $8,960

7 Maintenance Service 1 LS 60,000 $67,200

Allowance to Furnish and Install
A 1 Additional Gearset B AL ~|  $392,000
Allowance to Furnish and Install

A 2 Additional shafts AL $67,200
A 3 Allowance for Housing Repairs --- AL --- $22,400
A 4 Allowance for Differing Site Conditions --- AL --- $824,040
A 5 Agency's Share of Partnering Cost AL $11,200
A 6 Allowance for Reimbursable Expenses AL $28,000
TOTAL $3,600,000

Page 9 of 14
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY RECOMMENDATION

This section is to be completed by Transportation Authority Staff.

Last Updated: 10/18/2016 Res. No: Res. Date:

Project Name: Cable Car Propulsion Gearboxes

Grant Recipient: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency - MUNI

Action Amount Phase
Prop K. $ 1,280,000 |Construction (CON)
Allocation
Funding
Recommended:
Total:| $ 1,280,000
Total Prop K Funds: $ 1,280,000 Total Prop AA Funds: $ -

Justification for multi-phase
recommendations and notes for
multi-sponsor recommendations:

Eligible expenses must be incurred prior

Fund Expiration Date:  12/31/2020 to this date.

. . Action Amount | Fiscal Year Phase
Future Commitment:

Trigger:

Page 10 of 14



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

This section is to be completed by Transportation Authority Staff.

Last Updated: 10/18/2016 Res. No: Res. Date:

Project Name: Cable Car Propulsion Gearboxes

Grant Recipient: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency - MUNI
Deliverables:
1.| Over the course of the project quarterly progress reports should
include 2-3 photos of work in progress for recent activities.

2.|Upon project completion, provide 2-3 digital photos of completed
work.

B

Special Conditions:

1.[SFMTA may not incur expenses for the construction phase until
Transportation Authority staff releases the funds ($1,280,000)
pending receipt of evidence of completion of design (e.g. copy of
certifications page).

2.[The Transportation Authority will only reimburse SFMTA up to the
approved overhead multiplier rate for the fiscal year that SFMTA
incurs charges.

Notes:

Metric Prop K Prop AA
Actual Leveraging - Current Request| 80.00% [ No Prop AA
Actual Leveraging - This Project| 81.63% | No Prop AA

SFCTA Project
Reviewer: P&PD

SGA PROJECT NUMBER

Sponsor: [San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency - MUNI |
SGA Project Number: | 122-910xxx | Name: |Cable Car Propulsion Gearboxes |

Phase: Fund Share: 20.00%

Cash Flow Distribution Schedule by Fiscal Year
Fund Source FY 2016/17 | FY 2017/18 | FY 2018/19 | FY 2019/20 | FY 2020/21+ Total
Prop K $117,000 | $465,000 | $ 465,000 | $ 233,000 $1,280,000

Page 11 of 14
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

FY of Allocation Action:  2016/17 Current Prop K Request: $ 1,280,000
Current Prop AA Request: $ -

Project Name: Cable Car Propulsion Gearboxes

Grant Recipient: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency - MUNI

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

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

CONTACT INFORMATION

Project Manager Grants Section Contact
Name: Robert Mau Elias Girma
Title:  Project Manager Principal Analyst
Phone: 415-701-4509 401-701-4634
Email: robert.mau@sfmta.com elias.girma@sfmta.com

Page 12 of 14
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop

AA Allocation Request Form

MAPS AND DRAWINGS

Map of Project Facility
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

FY of Allocation Action: 2016/17

Project Name: Traffic Calming Implementation (Prior Areawide Plans)

Grant Recipient: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency - DPT
EXPENDITURE PLAN INFORMATION

Prop K EP category: Traffic Calming: (EP-38)

Prop K EP Line Number (Primary): 38 Current Prop K Request: $1,789,000
Prop K Other EP Line Numbers:

Prop AA Category:

Current Prop AA Request: $ -

Supervisorial District(s): Citywide
REQUEST

Brief Project Description (type below)
Plan, design and construct traffic calming measures recommended in various areawide traffic calming plans,
including traffic islands, speed humps, speed cushions, striping and signage, and traffic circles.

Detailed Scope, Project Benefits and Community Outreach (type below) See separate scope.
[Please see attached Word document.

Project Location (type below)
[Various locations citywide

Project Phase (select dropdown below)
[Multiple Phases

Map or Drawings Attached?|  No

Other Items Attached?| Yes
5YPP/STRATEGIC PLAN INFORMATION

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

Named Project

IS the requested amount greater

than the amount programmed |.n Greater than Programmed Amount

the relevant 5YPP or Strategic

Plan?
Prop AA
Prop K 5YPP Amount: $ 941,123 Strategic Plan
Amount:

Please describe and justify the necessary amendment:
The SFMTA proposes to fund this request by programming $847,877 in deobligated funds from projects
completed under budget in the Traffic Calming 5-Year Prioritization Program to this project.

Page 1 of 14
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Proposition K Sales Tax Program Allocation Request Form

The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SEFMTA) requests an allocation of $1,789,196 in
Prop K funds for the Backlog of Areawide Traffic Calming Improvements. This allocation will cover
citywide planning recommendations for traffic calming devices, project development including balloting
and targeted community outreach where needed, conceptual engineering and detailed design of traffic
calming measures, as required. This allocation will also cover the construction phase of the projects. The
SFMTA is requesting planning, design and construction simultaneously because of the unique nature of
this program.

Project Background

The list of remaining ‘backlog’ traffic calming projects to be implemented have already been determined
through planning processes described below. Currently the projects are in various stages of development.
Planning phases for the traffic calming devices will have various lengths depending on neighborhood
needs and type of traffic calming device. Therefore, some devices will be construction-ready much earlier
than others. The SEFMTA requests the ability to use funds for multiple phases simultaneously in order to
increase efficiency with project delivery.

The Livable Streets Subdivision of the SEFMTA completed 16 separate Areawide Traffic Calming Projects
between 2003 and 2015. These plans involved extensive community input including community
walkthroughs, site visits, public meetings and outreach to local businesses and other stakeholders. The
following neighborhoods participated in this process:

e Bayview

e Bernal/Precita

o Buena Vista

e (Central Richmond
e C(layton

e Dewey

e Excelsior

e Fillmore

e Inner Sunset

e Laurel Heights/Jordan Park
e DPotrero Hill

e Randolph/Broad
e San Jose

e Silver Terrace

e St. Francis Wood
e Sunnyside

e Visitation Valley

This current allocation requests funding for projects that were identified in eleven of these studies and
will complete implementation of all remaining backlog measures.

P:\Prop K\FY1617\ARF Final\05 Nov Board\SFMTA Traffic Calming Backlog ARF Scope_Oct_20.docx Page 20f14



Scope

San Francisco County Transportation Authority

The following deliverables will result from this allocation request:

Proposition K Sales Tax Program Allocation Request Form

Areawide Plan Preliminary Location Measure Quantity
Bayview Jerrold Avenue from Quint Street to Phelps | Speed Cushion | 2
Street
Buena Vista Roosevelt Way from Museum Way to 15" | Speed Cushion | 2
Street
Buena Vista Buena Vista Terrace and Buena Vista Avenue | Traffic Island | 1
Buena Vista Roosevelt Way and 17" Street Traffic Island | 1
Central Richmond | 15" Avenue and California Street Traffic Island | 2
Central Richmond | 21" Avenue and Lake Street Traffic Island | 2
Central Richmond | 24" Avenue and Anza Street Traffic Island | 5
Central Richmond | 24™ Avenue and Lake Street Traffic Island | 2
Dewey Pacheco Street and Castenada Avenue Traffic Island | 1
Dewey Pacheco Street and Dewey Boulevard Traffic Island | 1
Dewey Pacheco Street and Sola Traffic Island | 1
Dewey Taraval Street and Forest Side Avenue Traffic Island | 1
Dewey Taraval Street and Wawona Street Traffic Island | 1
Dewey 10® Avenue from Quintara Street to Pacheco | Speed Cushion | 2
Street
Dewey 9™ Avenue from Moraga Street to Noriega Speed Cushion | 2
Street
Dewey 9™ Avenue from Noriega Street to Ortega Speed Cushion | 2
Street
Dewey 8" Avenue from Noriega Street to Ortega Speed Hump | 2
Street
Dewey Magellan Avenue from 12" Avenue to Cortes | Speed Hump | 1
Avenue
Dewey Magellan Avenue from Cortes Avenue to Speed Hump | 1
Montalvo Avenue
Dewey Magellan Avenue from Montalvo Avenue to Speed Hump | 2
Dorantes Avenue
Dewey Magellan Avenue from Pacheco Street to Sola | Speed Hump | 1
Avenue
Dewey Merced Avenue from Garcia Avenue to Speed Hump | 1
Laguna Honda Boulevard
Dewey Pacheco Street from Alton Avenue to Lopez | Speed Hump | 1
Avenue
Dewey Pacheco Street from Marcela Avenue to Speed Hump | 1
Magellan Avenue
Dewey Magellan Avenue and Montalvo Avenue Striping  and | 1
Signage
Dewey Pacheco Street and Dewey Boulevard Striping  and | 1
Signage
Dewey Final location to be determined Infrastructure | 1
Project*

P:\Prop K\FY1617\ARF Final\05 Nov Board\SFMTA Traffic Calming Backlog ARF Scope_Oct_20.docx
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Proposition K Sales Tax Program Allocation Request Form

Areawide Plan Preliminary Location Measure Quantity
Jotdan Patrk/Laurel | Euclid Avenue and Heather Avenue Traffic Island | 2
Heights
Jordan Park/ | Euclid Avenue and Iris Avenue Traffic Island | 2
Laurel Heights
Jordan Park/Laurel | Euclid Avenue and Laurel Street Traffic Island | 2
Heights
Jotdan Patrk/Laurel | Euclid Avenue and Spruce Street Traffic Island | 2
Heights
Jotrdan Park/Lautel | Euclid Avenue and Manzanita Avenue Traffic Island | 2
Heights
Jotdan Patrk/Laurel | Parker Avenue and California Street Traffic Island | 1
Heights
Jotrdan Park/Laurel | Euclid Avenue and Collins Street Traffic Circle | 1
Heights
Jotrdan Park/Lautel | Euclid Avenue and Parker Avenue Traffic Circle | 1
Heights
Jordan Park/TLaurel | Final location to be determined Striping  and | 1
Heights Signage
Jordan Park/Lautrel | Final locations to be determined Speed Hump | 5
Heights
Potrero Hill Mariposa Street and Mississippi Street Traffic Island | 1
Potrero Hill Vermont Avenue from Mariposa Street to 17" | Striping  and | 1

Street Signage
Randolph/Broad 19" Avenue from Randolph Street to Broad | Striping and | 1
Street Signage
San Jose Final locations to be determined Speed Cushion | 4
San Jose Final locations to be determined Speed Hump | 2
Sunnyside Joost Avenue and Acadia Street Traffic Island | 1
Teresita Teresita from Fowler to Foerster Speed Cushion | 4
West Portal Final locations to be determined Traffic Island | 5
West Portal 14™ Avenue from Vicente Street to Ulloa Street | Striping  and | 1
Signage
Visitacion Valley Final locations to be determined Infrastructure | 1
Project*
Summary by the Areawide Plan:
Areawide Plan (District) Traffic Calming Measure | Number of
Measure(s)
Bayview (D10) Speed Cushion 2
Buena Vista (D8) Speed Cushion 2
Traffic Island 2
Central Richmond (D1) Traffic Island 11
Dewey (D7) Traffic Island 6
Speed Cushion 6
Speed Hump 11
Striping and Signage 2

P:\Prop K\FY1617\ARF Final\05 Nov Board\SFMTA Traffic Calming Backlog ARF Scope_Oct_20.docx
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Proposition K Sales Tax Program Allocation Request Form

Areawide Plan (District) Traffic Calming Measure | Number of
Measure(s)
Infrastructure Project® 1
Jotdan Patrk/Laurel Heights (D1, 2,5) | Traffic Island 11
Speed Hump 5
Traffic Circle 2
Striping and Signage 1
Potrero Hill (D10) Traffic Island 1
Striping and Signage 1
Randolph/Broad (D11) Striping and Signage 1
San Jose (D8) Speed Cushion 4
Speed Hump 2
Sunnyside (D7) Traffic Island 1
Teresita (D7) Speed Cushion 4
Visitacion Valley (D10) Infrastructure Project® 1
West Portal (D7) Traffic Island 5
Striping and Signage 1

* Infrastructure Projects planned for Dewey and Visitacion Valley do not yet have finalized measures. The complex nature of
the projects requires substantial planning and may include measures such as sidewalk bulbs, traffic citcles and/or traffic islands.

Tasks associated with each of the phases include:

Planning (SFMTA)
e Review project background and confirm location.

e Send ballots and notification letters to the affected area for each proposed speed hump and speed
cushion.

e TFollowing a majority of support in ballot results, complete legislative requirements and attend
public hearing.

e Communicate with neighborhood stakeholders and elected officials regarding plans for
implementation.

e If necessary, hold community meetings to discuss project.

Design
e Identify preferred location and design for all traffic calming devices.
e Update striping drawings.
e Coordinate with San Francisco Public Works (SFPW) to conduct detailed design, which is
required for some of the measures such as traffic circles.

Construction
e Coordinate with SFPW to conduct the construction work.

Environmental

As a condition of this allocation, the SFMTA acknowledges that environmental review has not been
done. Prior to approval of the project, SEMTA will conduct review under the California Environmental
Protection Act (CEQA). SFMTA shall not proceed with the approval of the project until there has been
complete compliance with CEQA. Prior to billing for any construction funds, if requested by the
Transportation Authority, the SEMTA will provide the Transportation Authority with documentation
confirming that CEQA review has been completed.
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Project Name: Traffic Calming Implementation (Prior Areawide Plans)
ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE

Environmental Type: Categorically Exempt
PROJECT DELIVERY MILESTONES

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

Phase Start End
Quarter Calendar Year Quarter Calendar Year

Planning/Conceptual Engineering (PLAN) Oct-Dec 2016 Oct-Dec 2017
Environmental Studies (PA&ED) Oct-Dec 2016 Jan-Mar 2018
Right-of-Way
Design Engineering (PS&E) Jan-Mar 2017 Jan-Mar 2018
Advertise Construction
Start Construction (e.g. Award Contract) Jan-Mar 2017
Operations (i.e., paratransit)
Open for Use Oct-Dec 2019
Project _Completlon (means last eligible Apr-Jun 2020
expenditure)

SCHEDULE DETAILS

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

Given the prior areawide planning efforts and the implementation focus of this project, general community
outreach will be minimal. Each speed hump will be ballotted by residents in the affected area prior to an
Engineering Public Hearing, and stakeholders will be engaged in advance of design for 'larger’ traffic
calming measures such as traffic circles.

Construction for all traffic calming projects are coordinated with other citywide efforts.
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Project Name: Traffic Calming Implementation (Prior Areawide Plans)

FUNDING PLAN - FOR CURRENT REQUEST

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

Fund Source Planned Programmed | Allocated Total
Prop K $ 847,877 | $ 941,123 | $ - $ 1,789,000
Prop AA $ - $ - $ - $ =

Total:| $ 847,877 | $ 941,123 | $ = $ 1,789,000

FUNDING PLAN - FOR ENTIRE PROJECT (ALL PHASES)

Enter the funding plan for all phases (planning through construction) of the project. This section may be left
blank if the current request covers all project phases. Totals should match those shown in the Cost
Summary below.

Fund Source Planned Programmed | Allocated Total
Prop K $ - $ - $ -1 $ -
Prop AA $ -1$ -1$ -1$ -

Total:| $ o $ = $ = $ =

COST SUMMARY

Show total cost for ALL project phases (in year of expenditure dollars) based on best available information.
Source of cost estimate (e.g. 35% design, vendor quote) is intended to help gauge the quality of the cost
estimate, which should improve in reliability the farther along a project is in its development.

Prop K - Prop AA -
Phase Total Cost Current Current Source of Cost Estimate
S S I Request Request
anning/Conceptua L
Enqineegrinq (PL,F;N) $ 180733 |$ 180,733 Based on prior similar work
Environmental
Studies (PA&ED) $ - s -
Right-of-Way $ -1$ -
?Pesstlg?g)Englneerlng $ 335670 |$ 335670 | $ i Based on prior similar work
Construction (CON) [$ 1,272,598 | $ 1,272,598 | $ - Based on prior similar work
Operations
(Paratransit) $ - % -
Total:|$ 1,789,000 | $ 1,789,000 | $ -
% Complete of Design: Varies as of
Expected Useful Life: 50|Years

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

Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form
Phase: |Planning/Conceptual Engineering (PLAN)

Fund Source FY 2016/17 | FY 2017/18 | FY 2018/19 | FY 2019/20 |FY 2020/21+ Total
Prop K $ 180,733 | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 180,733
Prop AA $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -

Phase: |Design Engineering (PS&E)

Fund Source FY 2016/17 | FY 2017/18 | FY 2018/19 | FY 2019/20 |FY 2020/21+ Total
Prop K $ - $ 335670 (9% - $ - $ - $ 335,670
Prop AA $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ =

Phase: |Construction (CON)

Fund Source FY 2016/17 | FY 2017/18 | FY 2018/19 | FY 2019/20 |FY 2020/21+ Total
Prop K $ - $ 636299 | 3% 636,298 % - $ - $ 1,272,597
Prop AA $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -

Page 8 of 14
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY RECOMMENDATION

This section is to be completed by Transportation Authority Staff.

Last Updated: 10.18.16 Res. No: Res. Date:

Project Name: Traffic Calming Implementation (Prior Areawide Plans)

Grant Recipient: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency - DPT

Action Amount Phase

Prop K. $ 180,733 |Planning/Conceptual Engineering (PLAN)

Allocation '

Funding Prop K_ $ 335,670 |Design Engineering (PS&E)
. Allocation
Recommended: Proo K

b $ 1,272,598 |Construction (CON)

Allocation

Total:| $ 1,789,000
Total Prop K Funds: $ 1,789,000 Total Prop AA Funds: $ =

Justification for multi-phase
recommendations and notes for Multi-phase allocation is recommended given

multi-sponsor recommendations: concurrent phases.

Eligible expenses must be incurred prior

Fund Expiration Date: 6/30/2020 to this date.

Action Amount | Fiscal Year Phase

Future Commitment:

Trigger:

Deliverables:

1.|Quarterly progress reports shall provide the status of traffic calming
measure(s) (e.g. in design, work order issued, construction
complete).
2.[With each quarterly progress report, provide 2-3 digital photos of
different locations where work was completed that quarter.

Special Conditions:
1.|The recommended allocation is contingent upon a concurrent
Traffic Calming 5YPP amendment. See attached 5YPP

amendment for details.
2.[The Transportation Authority will only reimburse SFMTA up to the

approved overhead multiplier rate for the fiscal year that SFMTA
incurs charges.
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52 San Francisco County Transportation Authority

Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY RECOMMENDATION
This section is to be completed by Transportation Authority Staff.

Last Updated: 10.18.16 Res. No: Res. Date:

Project Name: Traffic Calming Implementation (Prior Areawide Plans)

Grant Recipient: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency - DPT

Notes:

1.|Regarding the Fiscal Year Cash Flow Distribution by Phase, cash
flow can exceed what is listed below for a given phase as long as
the total cash flow for the fiscal year does not exceed $515,484 in
FY 2016/17, $637,217 in FY 2017/18, $424,199 in FY 2018/19, and
$212,100 in FY 2019/20.

Metric Prop K Prop AA
Actual Leveraging - Current Request| 0.00% No Prop AA
Actual Leveraging - This Project| See Above | See Above

SFCTA Project P&PD
Reviewer:

Page 12 of 14



San Francisco County Transportation Authority 53

Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY RECOMMENDATION
This section is to be completed by Transportation Authority Staff.

Last Updated: 10.18.16 Res. No: Res. Date:

Project Name: Traffic Calming Implementation (Prior Areawide Plans)

Grant Recipient: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency - DPT
SGA PROJECT NUMBER

Sponsor: |San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency - DPT |
Traffic Calming Implementation (Prior Areawide Plans) -

SGA Project Number: 138-xxxx Name: Planning
Phase: [Planning/Conceptual Engineering (PLAN) Fund Share:
Cash Flow Distribution Schedule by Fiscal Year
Fund Source FY 2016/17 | FY 2017/18 | FY 2018/19 | FY 2019/20 | FY 2020/21+ Total
Prop K $135,550 $45,183 $180,733

Sponsor: |San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency - DPT
SGA Project Number: 138-XXXX Name: Traffic Calming Implementation (Prior Areawide Plans) -

Design
Phase: [Design Engineering (PS&E) Fund Share:
Cash Flow Distribution Schedule by Fiscal Year
Fund Source FY 2016/17 [ FY 2017/18 | FY 2018/19 | FY 2019/20 | FY 2020/21+ Total
Prop K $167,835 $167,835 $335,670

Sponsor: [San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency - DPT
Traffic Calming Implementation (Prior Areawide Plans) -

SGA Project Number: 138-xxxx Name:

Construction
Phase: [Construction (CON) Fund Share:
Cash Flow Distribution Schedule by Fiscal Year
Fund Source FY 2016/17 | FY 2017/18 | FY 2018/19 | FY 2019/20 | FY 2020/21+ Total
Prop K $212,100 | $424,199 [ $424,199 [ $212,100 $1,272,597
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54 San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

FY of Allocation Action: 2016/17 Current Prop K Request: $ 1,789,000
Current Prop AA Request: $ -

Project Name: Traffic Calming Implementation (Prior Areawide Plans)

Grant Recipient: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency - DPT

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

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

RLH

Project Manager Grants Section Contact
Name: Becca Homa Joel C. Goldberg
Title: Transportation Planner Manager, Capital Procurement and Management
Phone: 415-646-2822 415-701-4499
Email: becca.homa@sfmta.com joel.goldberg@sfmta.com
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

FY of Allocation Action: 2016/17

Elk Street at Sussex Street Pedestrian Safety Improvements [NTIP
Project Name: Capital]

Grant Recipient: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency - DPT

EXPENDITURE PLAN INFORMATION

Prop K EP category: Pedestrian Circulation/Safety: (EP-40)

Prop K EP Line Number (Primary): 40 Current Prop K Request: $ 80,000
Prop K Other EP Line Numbers:

Supervisorial District(s): District 08

REQUEST

Brief Project Description (type below)

Pedestrian safety improvements at the intersection of Elk and Sussex Streets. Improvements may include
up to three bulbouts, rectangular rapid flashing beacons, and pedestrian crossing signage to improve safety
and access to Glen Canyon Park.

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

The intersection of Elk and Sussex Streets is adjacent to Glen Canyon Park and a stairway provides
pedestrian access from the intersection into the park. Improvements have recently been completed to the
park as part of the Glen Canyon Park Improvement Plan, and renovations are currently underway for the
recreation center located within the park. As part of these plans, conceptual pedestrian improvements were
proposed at the intersection of Elk and Sussex Streets. The community, through the Glen Park
Neighborhood Association, have also submitted requests to the SFMTA and the district supervisor for
pedestrian safety improvements to this intersection. This project will include preliminary design for the
bulbouts to be completed by SFMTA Livable Streets, and 100% detailed design to be completed by SFPW.

This project is recommended by Supervisor Wiener as a District 8 Neighborhood Transportation
Improvement Program (NTIP) capital project. The Transportation Authority’s NTIP is intended to strengthen
project pipelines and advance the delivery of community-supported neighborhood-scale projects, especially
in Communities of Concern and other neighborhoods with high unmet needs.

Project Location (type below)
|[Elk Street at Sussex Street

Project Phase (select dropdown below)
[Design Engineering (PS&E)

Map or Drawings Attached’?| Yes

Other Items Attached?| No

Page 1 of 11



60 San Francisco County Transportation Authority

Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form
5YPP/STRATEGIC PLAN INFORMATION

Type of Project in the Prop K

. Project Drawn From Placeholder
5YPP/Prop AA Strategic Plan? ) W

Is the requested amount greater
than the amount programmed in

. Less than or Equal to Programmed Amount
the relevant 5YPP or Strategic q g

Plan?
Prop AA
Prop K 5YPP Amount: $ 711,480 Strategic Plan
Amount:

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

Project Name: Elk Street at Sussex Street Pedestrian Safety Improvements [NTI

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE

Environmental Type: Categorically Exempt

PROJECT DELIVERY MILESTONES

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

Phase Start End
Quarter Calendar Year Quarter Calendar Year

Planning/Conceptual Engineering (PLAN)
Environmental Studies (PA&ED) Oct-Dec 2016 Oct-Dec 2016
Right-of-Way
Design Engineering (PS&E) Oct-Dec 2016 Apr-Jun 2017
Advertise Construction Jul-Sep 2017
Start Construction (e.g. Award Contract) Oct-Dec 2017
Operations (i.e., paratransit)
Open for Use Jul-Sep 2018
Project _Completlon (means last eligible Oct-Dec 2018
expenditure)

SCHEDULE DETAILS

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

Jan-Mar 2017: Identify Preferred Alternative / Environmental Clearance,including outreach to Glen Park
Neighborhood Association and Engineering Public Hearing(s) for project legislation/approval

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

Project Name: Elk Street at Sussex Street Pedestrian Safety Improvements [NTIP Capital]

FUNDING PLAN - FOR CURRENT REQUEST

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

Fund Source Planned Programmed | Allocated Total
Prop K $ 80,000 $ - $ 80,000
Total:[ $ 80,000 | $ = $ = $ 80,000

FUNDING PLAN - FOR ENTIRE PROJECT (ALL PHASES)

Enter the funding plan for all phases (planning through construction) of the project. This section may be left
blank if the current request covers all project phases. Totals should match those shown in the Cost
Summary below.

Fund Source Planned Programmed | Allocated Total
Prop K $ 405,000 $ -1 8 405,000
Total:| $ 405,000 | $ = $ = $ 405,000

COST SUMMARY

Show total cost for ALL project phases (in year of expenditure dollars) based on best available information.

Source of cost estimate (e.g. 35% design, vendor quote) is intended to help gauge the quality of the cost

estimate, which should improve in reliability the farther along a project is in its development.
Prop K - Prop AA -

Phase Total Cost Current Current Source of Cost Estimate

Request Request

Planning/Conceptual

Engineering (PLAN) | $ s -

Environmental

Studies (PA&ED) $ -1$ -

Right-of-Way $ -1$ -

Design Engineering 0 : .

(PS&E) $ 80.000 | $ 80,000 | $ i 25% of Construction Cost Estimate

. Preliminary Construction Estimates for

Construction (CON) $ 325,000 (% -1$ - Bulbouts and Flashing Beacon

Operations

(Paratransit) $ -1$ -

Total:| $ 405,000 | $ 80,000 | $ =
% Complete of Design: 15% as of | 9/13/2016
Expected Useful Life: 20|Years

Page 4 of 11



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

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

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

Fund Source FY 2016/17 | FY 2017/18 | FY 2018/19 | FY 2019/20 |FY 2020/21+ Total
Prop K $ 80,000 $ -l - $ R 80,000
Prop AA $ HE - s HE E E -

Page 5 of 11
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Project Name: EIk Street at Sussex Street Pedestrian Safety Improvements [NTIP Capital]

MAJOR LINE ITEM BUDGET

ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES, RIGHT-OF-WAY, DESIGN

SUMMARY BY MAJOR LINE ITEM - DESIGN TOTAL LABOR COST BY AGENCY

Budget Line Item Totals % of phase SFMTA $ 10,000
1. Total Labor $ 75,000 SFPW $ 65,000
2. Consultant $ - TOTAL $ 75,000
3. Other Direct Costs $ -
4. Contingency $ 5,000 7%
TOTAL PHASE $ 80,000

Page 6 of 11
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority

Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

re request/Commitment to Allocate)

CONSTRUCTION (Subject of fu
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66 San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY RECOMMENDATION

This section is to be completed by Transportation Authority Staff.

Last Updated: 10/20/2016 Res. No: 17-xx Res. Date: 10/29/2016

Elk Street at Sussex Street Pedestrian Safety Improvements [NTIP
Project Name: Capital]

Grant Recipient: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency - DPT

Action Amount Phase
Prop K . . .
Allocation $ 80,000 |Design Engineering (PS&E)
Funding
Recommended:
Total:| $ 80,000
Total Prop K Funds: $ 80,000 Total Prop AA Funds: $ -

Justification for multi-phase
recommendations and notes for
multi-sponsor recommendations:

Eligible expenses must be incurred prior

Fund Expiration Date:  12/31/2017 t0 this date.
Action Amount | Fiscal Year Phase
Future Commitment: |Prop K
Allocation $325,000 (2016/17 Construction (CON)

Trigger: |Completion of design

Page 8 of 11



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

TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY RECOMMENDATION

This section is to be completed by Transportation Authority Staff.

Last Updated: 10/20/2016 Res. No: 17-xx Res. Date: 10/29/2016

Elk Street at Sussex Street Pedestrian Safety Improvements [NTIP
Project Name: Capital]

Grant Recipient: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency - DPT
Deliverables:

1.|With the first quarterly progress report, provide 1-2 digital photos of
typical before conditions.
2.|Provide confirmation of the scope with the quarterly progress report
following selection of the preferred alternative.
3.|[Upon project completion, provide evidence of completion of 100%
design (e.g. copy of certifications page).

Special Conditions:

1.|The Transportation Authority will only reimburse SFMTA up to the
approved overhead multiplier rate for the fiscal year that SFMTA
incurs charges.

Notes:

1.|The Transportation Authority will work with SFMTA staff to advance
the NTIP Capital funding request for the construction phase upon
completion of design.

2.
Metric Prop K Prop AA
Actual Leveraging - Current Request| 0.00% No Prop AA
Actual Leveraging - This Project] 0.00% No Prop AA

SFCTA Project
Reviewer:

SGA PROJECT NUMBER

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency - DPT |
Elk Street at Sussex Street Pedestrian Safety Improvements

P&PD

Sponsor:

67

SGA Project Number: | 140-9xxxxx Name: [NTIP Capital]
Phase: |Design Engineering (PS&E) Fund Share:
Cash Flow Distribution Schedule by Fiscal Year
Fund Source FY 2016/17 | FY 2017/18 | FY 2018/19 | FY 2019/20 | FY 2020/21+ Total
Prop K $80,000 $80,000

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

FY of Allocation Action:  2016/17 Current Prop K Request: $ 80,000

Current Prop AA Request: $ -

Project Name: EIlk Street at Sussex Street Pedestrian Safety Improvements [NTIP Capital]

Grant Recipient: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency - DPT

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

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

KEL (Kimberly Leung)

Project Manager Grants Section Contact
Name: Kimberly Leung Joel Goldberg
Title:  Associate Engineer, SSD Livable Streets Manager Capital Grants and Procurement
Phone: 415.701.4653 415.701.4499
Email:  kimberly.leung@sfmta.com joel.goldberg@sfmta.com

Page 10 of 11



San Francisco County Transportation Authority 69

Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form
MAPS AND DRAWINGS

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

FY of Allocation Action: 2016/17

Project Name: Vision Zero Ramp Intersection Study Phase 2

Grant Recipient: San Francisco County Transportation Authority

EXPENDITURE PLAN INFORMATION

Prop K EP category: Transportation/Land Use Coordination: (EP-44)

Prop K EP Line Number (Primary): 44 Current Prop K Request: $ 100,000
Prop K Other EP Line Numbers:

Prop AA Category:

Current Prop AA Request: $ -

Supervisorial District(s): District 06

REQUEST

Brief Project Description (type below)

Develop a prioritized set of short-, medium-, and long-term safety improvements at up to ten ramp
intersections in the South of Market area. This planning project includes community outreach and a
Technical Advisory Committee that will include Caltrans and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency (SFMTA).

Detailed Scope, Project Benefits and Community Outreach (type below)
|See attached.

Project Location (type below)
|Ramp intersections on US 101, [-280 and 1-80 in the South of Market

Project Phase (select dropdown below)
|PIanninq/ConceptuaI Engineering (PLAN)

Map or Drawings Attached?| Yes
Other Items Attached?| Yes
5YPP/STRATEGIC PLAN INFORMATION

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

Project Drawn From Placeholder

Is the requested amount greater
than the amount programmed in

. Less than or Equal to Programmed Amount
the relevant 5YPP or Strategic d g

Plan?
Prop AA
Prop K 5YPP Amount: $ 150,000 Strategic Plan
Amount:

Page 1 of 14
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SCOPE OF WORK: Vision Zero Ramp Intersection Study Phase 2

INTRODUCTION

Improving safety is a top priority in San Francisco. Thirteen city agencies have passed “Vision Zero”
resolutions committing to elimination of traffic injuries and fatalities by 2024 (see www.visionzerosf.org).
Efforts to achieve Vision Zero have so far focused primarily on safety improvements to local city streets, and
have not systematically addressed improving safety for all users where city streets intersect freeway ramps.
Freeway ramp intersections in San Francisco have 1.5 times more severity-weighted' injuries per intersection
than non-ramp intersections and three of the top five intersections (ranked by the number of severity-
weighted injuries) citywide were ramp intersections.

The problem is particularly acute in the South of Market (SoMa) area, home to eight of the top ten ramp
intersections in the city between 2008 and 2012 for frequency of injury collisions.” The ramp intersections in
this area (see attached map) experienced nearly 300 traffic injuries combined 2008-2012, or about one every
five days on average. In 2014, one ramp intersection alone (5" and Harrison Street), saw four traffic fatalities.
These injuries are occurring in close proximity to sensitive land uses, such as the Bessie Carmichael
Elementary School at 7" and Harrison Streets, which has had more traffic injuries and fatalities within a half
mile radius than any school in California.’

The Vision Zero Ramp Intersection Study Phase 2 will develop a prioritized set of safety improvements at up
to ten ramp intersections, to be selected among the approximately twenty intersections contained in the
proposed South of Market Area study area (see attached map).

Through the Pedestrian Safety in SoMa Phase 1 — Youth and Family Zone Study as part of the Neighborhood
Transportation Improvement Program, the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) is
already developing short-term improvements for five intersections within SoMa and Youth and Family
Special Use District (SUD). The five identified intersections are:

e 5" Street and Harrison Street

e 5" Street and Bryant Street

e 8" Street and Harrison Street

e 9" Street and Bryant Street

e 10" Street and Bryant Street.

The Phase 1 study would propose low-cost, easy to implement and short-term improvements, including
pedestrian and transit bulb-outs, high visibility crosswalk striping, signal upgrades, leading pedestrian signal
timing, and wayfinding signage. The proposed improvements will be shared with key stakeholders including
local community-based organizations in the SoMa area. For Phase 2, the additional funding would allow
development of more systematic, permanent safety fixes at a larger set of intersections through a robust
community outreach process.

A strong partnership with Caltrans, which owns and operates ramp facilities and also awarded $248,683 in
Caltrans Planning Grant to this Study, is critical to the success of the Study. The project team will coordinate
with Caltrans staff throughout the Study on the approach to developing and evaluating improvement
concepts. The team will also work closely with neighborhood groups and organizations in the study area
through an extensive public outreach effort. The SoMA is a diverse community with high proportions of

1 Based on SWITRS traffic injury data from 2008-2012. San Francisco agencies, following guidance from the Department of Public Health, weights (e.g.
multiplies) fatal and severe injuries by three when prioritizing locations for safety improvement.

2 Ranking based on the number of severity-weighted injuries.

% Source: University of California, Berkeley, Transportation Injury Mapping System, Summary Table of California Schools ranked by number of collisions
2007-2009. Marshall Elementary school, on 15" Street in San Francisco, tied with Bessie Carmichael for the top ranked school out of more than 10,000
California schools.

P:\Prop K\FY1617\ARF Final\05 Nov Board\VZ Ramps Phase 2 ARF Scope -10202016.docx Page 20f14
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low-income populations — several study area intersections are within a regional Community of Concern
and/or an area identified in the CalEnviroScreen tool as disadvantaged community (see attached map).

In summary, the proposed study would improve safety in a disadvantaged community suffering from very
frequent traffic injuries and fatalities, and ultimately support progress towards the Vision Zero goal. It would
also improve the livability of San Francisco’s fastest-growing residential neighborhood; support economic
development by improving conditions in an area with rapidly growing employment; and enhance multimodal
connectivity by promoting access for non-motorized users and the disabled.

RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

The SFCTA will lead the study with consultant assistance. The San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency (SFMTA), which operates San Francisco’s local street system and Muni, will also participate in the
study. The SFCTA will provide overall project and consultant management, and will be primarily responsible
for all project deliverables, including consultant procurement,. The SFMTA will participate as part of the
project team, provide input into all deliverables, and approve conceptual design recommendations. Caltrans
will serve as a technical advisor, participate in walking audits and design charrettes, and provide input into
recommended solutions.

OVERALL PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The Study objectives include:

e Improving the safety of all road users and help achieve progress towards the city’s overall goal of
eliminating serious fatalities and injuries.

e Improving access for vulnerable road users, especially pedestrians, bicyclists, the elderly and disabled.

e Ensuring efficient public transit travel through ramp intersections, in line with the City’s Transit First
Policy, and to support economic development in the study area.

e Anticipating growth areas and providing needed safety improvements to protect road users in advance
of development.

e Balancing the need for regional and freeway-bound travel with the need for multimodal local travel.

STUDY TASKS

1. Administrative Start-Up and Project Management

Task 1.1: Project Kick-off, Scope Refinement, and Technical Advisory Committee formation

The SFCTA will hold a kick-off meeting with Caltrans staff to discuss Caltrans Planning Grant procedures
and project expectations. The SFCTA will also host a kickoff meeting with a project Technical Advisory
Committee comprised of staff from Caltrans, the SEMTA, the Planning Department, and the San Francisco
Public Works. The SFCTA will develop a project charter to establish agency roles and responsibilities.

Task 1.2: Procure Consultant
The SFCTA will procure a consultant to assist with study tasks and deliverables.

Task 1.3: Project Reporting and Invoicing

The SFCTA will manage the project and the consultant on an ongoing basis, including submitting quarterly
project reports and invoices as required by Caltrans.

e Responsible Party: SFCTA

Task Deliverable

1.1 o Kick-off meeting notes
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Finalized scope of work

Project charter

Technical Adpisory Committee (ILAC) roster
o TAC notes

1.2 Copy of executed consultant contract

1.3 Quarterly reports, invoices

2. Community Outreach and Engagement

Task 2.1 Community Engagement Plan

The project team will create an outreach plan describing how the project will engage study area travelers and
the surrounding communities in the planning process. This engagement plan will include strategies to reach
the diverse communities within and surrounding the study area and include multilingual outreach methods.
The engagement plan will also identify the information we hope to obtain through outreach, including an
understanding of how community members prioritize different objectives (e.g. safety versus traffic
congestion), and a sense of which types of improvements they find most and least desirable.

We expect that the engagement plan will include presentations to the Vision Zero Task Force, a group
representing organizations and elected officials working to eliminate traffic deaths, other pedestrian and
bicycle safety advocacy groups, and presentations for community groups active in the South of Market Area
including the South of Market Community Action Network, United Playaz, the San Francisco Chapter of the
National Filipino Association, and the Bessie Carmichael Elementary School Parent Teacher Organization.
The study will also include, at a minimum, two public workshops at key points during the planning process,
for example the development of improvement concepts and the alternatives evaluation stages.

Task 2.2 Community Outreach Events and Meetings

The project team will execute the engagement plan developed in Task 2.1, including at least two community
meetings. The project team will seek participation via multiple methods such as reaching out to community
groups and stakeholders, flyering, email, and direct outreach at community events.

Additional outreach meetings will be held throughout the study period with project stakeholders and
community groups to refine the study goals and existing needs among other topic areas. The SFCTA will also
maintain a project web page and other online presences.

e Responsible Party: SFCTA, with SEMTA and Consultant support

Task Deliverables

2.1 o Memorandum 1: Community engagement plan

o Memorandum 2: Summary of First Commmunity
Outreach Meeting

2.2 o Memorandum 3: Summary of Second Commmunity

Outreach Meeting and Additional Outreach

Activities

3. Study Goals, Framework, and Existing Conditions Summary

Task 3.1 Study Goals and Framework

The Study will produce a set of planning goals to guide the prioritization of locations for improvement and
the development of improvement concepts. The primary goal of the Plan is improving safety for all road
users. Secondary goals are likely to include improving access for vulnerable road users (e.g. pedestrians,
bicyclists, disabled), improving transit performance, improving vehicle circulation, and preparing for new
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development. The Study will develop a framework to develop and evaluate concepts that meet the study
goals. The framework will include identification of a set of performance measures for use in the evaluation.
Performance measures will address all transportation modes, including pedestrian, bicycle, traffic, and transit.
The framework will also be used to prioritize treatments for implementation, along with other considerations.
The framework will be shared with community groups and the study TAC to seek their input, and a revised
framework will be prepared.

Task 3.2 Existing Conditions Summary

Following development of the framework, SFCTA will document the existing transportation network and
land uses in and around the study area identified in the attached map, focusing on up to ten of the
approximately twenty ramp intersections in the study area. Study intersections will be selected and prioritized
based on the frequency and severity of traffic collisions, improvement need, risk of collision, and other
factors.

This effort will include gathering information on existing conditions including roadway and sidewalk
geometries, traffic volumes, collision data, transit ridership and performance, and pedestrian and bicycle
volumes. Available data will be compiled from both internal sources and other agencies, and additional data
will be collected as needed; this will include any relevant data being collected for the Freeway Corridor
Management Study being undertaken simultaneously by the SFCTA.

The product of this task will be a description of the study goals, framework, and performance measures and
an existing conditions summary of the proposed ten study intersections.
e Responsible Party: SFCTA, with SEMTA and Consultant support

Task Deliverable
3.1 Memorandum 4: Study Goals and Framework
3.2 Memorandum 5: Existing Conditions Summary

4. Improvement Concept Development

The SFCTA and SEFMTA will engage the TAC, including Caltrans, in identifying safety improvement concepts
first by developing a potential toolkit of measutes grouped by relative cost/time to implementation, such as:

e Short-term changes such as adjustments to signal timing or striping made within existing right of way
and with existing signal infrastructure. SEFMTA will be primarily responsible for confirming any short-
term changes, and in some cases, may be able to share short-term improvement concepts developed
prior to study inception.

e Medium-term changes such as changes to signal hardware or implementation of concrete bulbouts or
median islands.

e Longer-term changes that could require reconfiguring the ramp geometry.

Several meetings (up to five) will be held to discuss the toolkit and identify early on and agree on the
appropriate contexts for implementation. Following development of the toolkit, SFCTA and SFMTA will
organize a workshop and walking audit to review conditions at study intersections and brainstorm improvement
concepts. Attendees (including Caltrans, SFCTA, and SEFMTA staff) would break into teams to propose
possible concepts for each intersection, and teams would share results at the conclusion of the session.
Following the charrette, the study team will refine proposed improvement concepts, including developing
graphic sketches, and will expand to include additional concepts if needed. References to be used in identifying
potential improvements include the Caltrans Complete Intersections guide and the NACTO Urban Street
Design Guide.

¢ Responsible Party: SFCTA (medium and long term concepts), SEMTA (short term concepts), with
Consultant support
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Task Deliverable
4 Memorandum 6: Proposed Inmprovement Concepts

5. Concept Evaluation, Selection, Refinement, and Cost Estimates

Task 5.1: Evaluate improvement concepts

The Study will evaluate the improvement concept alternatives identified in Task 4 according to the evaluation
framework and performance measures identified in Task 3, for up to ten intersections. The analysis will
consider the performance of all modes, and will include a circulation analysis using the existing data and
counts gathered in Task 4, as well as any relevant analysis developed through the Freeway Corridor
Management Study. Potential evaluation tools to be used in the circulation analysis include Synchro and
SimTraffic. Based on this evaluation, the SFCTA will recommend a preferred set of projects. A phased set of
improvements (short, medium, and long-term) will be provided for each location.

Task 5.2: Refine concepts, develop conceptual designs and cost estimates

Based on the evaluation in Task 5.1 and results of public outreach, the Study will refine the design concepts
for the recommended improvements. Conceptual plan view drawings will be developed for these
improvements in order to develop planning-level cost estimates. The Study will produce planning-level cost
estimates for all recommended projects in the preferred alternative based on individual cost elements and
their per-unit costs.

e Responsible Party: SFCTA, with Consultant and SFMTA support

Task Deliverable
Memorandum 7: Evalnation of Improvement Concepts and
Proposed Conceptual Designs

5

6. Funding and Implementation Strategies

The project team will develop cost estimates and generate a funding strategy for all recommended projects.
The strategy will identify funding sources likely to be available for the selected projects, including competitive
sources and discretionary sources that local agencies could prioritize.

The project team will also develop an implementation strategy with executable steps for each recommended
project, including additional project development, environmental clearance, and other permitting or
institutional process steps required. The Study will identify packages of projects for up to ten locations to
support future Caltrans approvals.

e Responsible Party: SFCTA, with SEMTA and Consultant

Task Deliverable

6 o Memorandum 8: Funding and Implementation Strategy

7. Final Report and Presentation

The Study will summarize previous interim deliverables in a final report, including an executive summary. In
addition, the Study will develop a final slide presentation to accompany the final report for purposes of
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community outreach and the approval process. The report will be presented to the Transportation Authority
board for adoption.

e Responsible Party: SFCTA, with SEMTA and Consultant support

Task Deliverable
7 Final report and slide set
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Project Name: Vision Zero Ramp Intersection Study Phase 2

ENVIRONMENTAL CLEARANCE

Environmental Type: TBD

PROJECT DELIVERY MILESTONES

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

Start End

Phase

Quarter Calendar Year Quarter

Calendar Year

Planning/Conceptual Engineering (PLAN) Jan-Mar 2017 Oct-Dec 2018

Environmental Studies (PA&ED)

Right-of-Way

Design Engineering (PS&E)

Advertise Construction

Start Construction (e.g. Award Contract)

Operations (i.e., paratransit)

Open for Use

Project Completion (means last eligible

expenditure) 2019

Jan-Mar

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

SCHEDULE DETAILS

See below. Final products must be submitted to Caltrans no later than February 28th, 2019. Final requests for
reimbursement must be submitted by April 27th, 2019.

Tasks Number Name Start End
Month [Calendar Year [Month [Calendar Year
1 Administrative Start-Up and Project Management
1.1 Project Kick-off Jan 2017 Feb 2017
1.2 Procure Consultant Jan 2017 Feb 2017
1.3 Project Management Jan 2017 Mar 2019
2 Community Outreach and Engagement
2.1 Community Engagement Mar 2017 May 2017
Plan
2.2 Community Outreach
Events and Meetings June 2017 May 2018
3 Study Goals, Framework, and Existing Conditions Summary
3.1 Study Goals, Framework Jan 2017 Apr 2017
3.2 Existing Conditions Apr 2017 Aug 2017
Summary
4 Improvement Concept Aug 2017 Nov 2017
Development
5 Concept Evaluation,
Selection, Refinement, Nov 2017 Aug 2018
and Cost Estimates
6 Funding and
Implementation Sept 2018 Oct 2018
Strategies
7 Final Report and
P . Oct 2018 Nov 2018
resentation
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

Project Name: Vision Zero Ramp Intersection Study Phase 2

FUNDING PLAN - FOR CURRENT REQUEST

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

Fund Source Planned |Programmed| Allocated Total
Prop K $ 100,000 | $ - $ - $ 100,000
Prop AA $ - - $ - $ =
Caltrans Planning
Grant $ - $ - $ 248,683 | $ 248,683

$ - $ - $ - $ -
Total:| $ 100,000 | $ = $ 248,683 | $ 348,683

FUNDING PLAN - FOR ENTIRE PROJECT (ALL PHASES)

Enter the funding plan for all phases (planning through construction) of the project. This section may be left
blank if the current request covers all project phases. Totals should match those shown in the Cost
Summary below.

Fund Source Planned |Programmed| Allocated Total
Prop K $ -1 $ -1$ -1 $ -
Prop AA $ -1 $ -1$ -1 $ -

$ -1 % -1 $ -1 3 _
Total:| $ - $ = $ - $ -

COST SUMMARY

Show total cost for ALL project phases (in year of expenditure dollars) based on best available information.
Source of cost estimate (e.g. 35% design, vendor quote) is intended to help gauge the quality of the cost
estimate, which should improve in reliability the farther along a project is in its development.
Prop K - Prop AA -
Phase Total Cost Current Current Source of Cost Estimate
Request Request
Planning/Conceptual .
Enqinegrinq (PLF,;N) $348.683 | $ 100,000 based on estimated cost
Environmental
Studies (PA&ED) $ -1 $ -
Right-of-Way $ -1$ -
Design Engineering
(PS&E) $ -1$ -1$ -
Construction (CON) | $ -1$ -1$ -
Operations
(Paratransit) $ -1 $ -
Total: $348,683 | $ 100,000 | $ -
% Complete of Design: n/a as of
Expected Useful Life: n/alYears

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

Fund Source FY 2016/17 | FY 2017/18 | FY 2018/19 | FY 2019/20 | FY 2020/21+ Total
Prop K $ 25,000 | $ 50,000 | $ 25,000 | $ - $ - $ 100,000
Prop AA $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ =
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TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY RECOMMENDATION
This section is to be completed by Transportation Authority Staff

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

Last Updated:

10.20.16 Res. No: Res. Date:

Project Name: Vision Zero Ramp Intersection Study Phase 2

Grant Recipient: San Francisco County Transportation Authority

Funding Recommended:

Total Prop K Funds: $ 100,000

Action Amount Phase

Prop K

Appropriation $ 100,000 |Planning/Conceptual Engineering (PLAN)

Total:[$ 100,000

Justification for multi-phase
recommendations and notes for multi

sponsor recommendations:

Fund Expiration Date:  06/30/2019

Future Commitment:

Eligible expenses must be incurred prior
to this date.

Action Amount | Fiscal Year Phase

Trigger: |

Deliverables:

1.

Quarterly progress reports shall contain a percent complete by task
in addition to the requirements in the Standard Grant Agreement.

.|With the quarterly progress report submitted following the

completion of elements of Task 2, provide a copy of the community
engagement plan (June 2017) and memorandums summarizing
outreach meetings and additional outreach activities (June 2017 -
May 2018).

.|With the quarterly progress report submitted following the

completion of Task 3 (anticipated by August 2017), provide
memorandums on the Study goals and framework, and existing
conditions.

.|With the quarterly progress report submitted following the

completion of Task 4 (anticipated by November 2017), provide a
memorandum on the proposed improvement concepts.

.|With the quarterly progress report submitted following the

completion of Task 5 (anticipated by August 2018), provide a
memorandum on the evaluation and proposed conceptual designs.

.|With the quarterly progress report submitted following the

completion of Task 6 (anticipated by October 2018), provide a
memorandum on the funding and implementation strategies for all
recommended projects.

.|Prior to SFCTA Board adoption, staff will present a draft final report,

including key findings, recommendations, and
funding/implementation strategy to the Plans and Programs
Committee. Upon project completion (anticipated by November
2018) the Board will accept or approve the final report.

Total Prop AA Funds: $ -
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

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

Last Updated: 10.20.16 Res. No: Res. Date:

Project Name: Vision Zero Ramp Intersection Study Phase 2

Grant Recipient: San Francisco County Transportation Authority

Special Conditions:
1.] |

Notes:
1. |

Metric Prop K Prop AA
Actual Leveraging - Current Request| 71.32% No Prop AA
Actual Leveraging - This Project| See Above | See Above

SFCTA Project P&PD
Reviewer:

SGA PROJECT NUMBER

Sponsor: |[San Francisco County Transportation Authority |

SGA Project Number: [ 144-XXXXXXX Name: |Vision Zero Ramp Intersection Study Phase 2
Phase: [Planning/Conceptual Engineering (PLAN) Fund Share:
Cash Flow Distribution Schedule by Fiscal Year
Fund Source FY 2016/17 | FY 2017/18 [ FY 2018/19 | FY 2019/20 | FY 2020/21+ Total
Prop K $25,000 $50,000 | $ 25,000 $100,000
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form

FY of Allocation Action: 2016/17 Current Prop K Request: $ 100,000
Current Prop AA Request: $ -

Project Name: Vision Zero Ramp Intersection Study Phase 2

Grant Recipient: San Francisco County Transportation Authority

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

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

CDP
Project Manager Grants Section Contact
Name: Colin Dentel-Post Seon Joo Kim
Title:  Senior Transportation Planner Senior Transportation Planner
Phone: 415-522-4863 415-522-4837
Email:  colin.dentel-post@sfcta.org seonjoo.kim@sfcta.org
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San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Form
MAPS AND DRAWINGS

OLIVEST =
Y OW =1
\ TURK ST
\ GOLDENGATER e
MCALLISTERST
FULTON ST

n

15vaIM0d
15 ANY151300HY
150uYH 30

Freeway Ramps and Ramp Intersections for Safety Analysis in SoMa, San Francisco
Legend

Study = CalEnviroScreen-Designated
— Study Disadvantaged Areas (2014)

Communities of Concern
C oq)

Note: Entire map is within the Eastern Neighborhoods Priority Development Area.

Page 14 of 14




ANIWAHMYESO




welbold 4S10auuo)
ybnouyy pauljal aq pue wiojul |[IMm UoIsIA Aemgns

SIOpILI0D arepipue) Aemgns JO 1SIT

bupuiy L
reuoibay pue [ 207 - [ellnaN apoN/ioreladQ .

sAemgns Jo uonedijddy uo aasuepins Adljod -

uoISIA Aemgns e urelurew odsiouelq ues eyl yons
9p02 uoneuodsuel) papuswe GT-z0z adueuIpIO

uoisipA Aemgng 910z S,09SIduelqd ues




87

° e SS9JJY % buloeds uoneis -
$SSSS 1509 [ende) -

M” aulwi] AIsAlIBq -
:Sjjoapel |

=D Aungeley -
- roads -

_F _=_ _=_ _=_ Aloede) -

'Saln)ea

sAemgns Jo salistialoerey)d




£10C ¥38W3D034
1340d3yd TVNIL

\\iiy,
NV1d ZOI;._H._.//V_.mO\NmZ<m._.
OUm_WZd‘ﬂmw NVS

207 Mo |
: AHTHEN DMEnd
ADIIHILS QISIONYE NYS

“1430 Sinavn WOa
w_m>_w:< _wCO_aN._Oa_O saljiunwwo)
d|qeuleisng 0433\ 13VvE

Z10Z 1oquisAoN

M3INDY Ue|d J0l1id




s T SULMIE LAY LAY

I

v w WIS

» L The moens

Si0dinan

445 Ul ysued) Aemans

wem nok op assyp

A-:___.. - .n-.‘._;_f, ..4 ,y!:& A ..:.:As-l.:f, ....r—s:tl ._._._I;l
v (5 # O ’

yoealino




4S309Uuo)

SRWURDSP T J0 Tl DU SIS0 I3 0 SSR0E 3y JO S I8 UOIPUD

P4 [P 03 T300 DI PSS T A 0 IS W SSOPIMOLOE I CUEItoR Losiad 3y 'ERp S Cussoe

g TRD S} )0 ITN 3 1003, DUSLIS U0SSST AUR LW PURY AR J0 LDEIR O LIRT3 ‘LUCY 550} AUR 10} Siqouodsy

32/ wozRd ik 0 PRIl 35 DU FUR )0 S0y OU PUR RUO3U 200nd © 58 18D Supnono; 3y ssppaud LA
3 o e nok 'dew 518 78

9102/C1/0l -paneg 3jed
000°05:} 9feas

z ! 50 0 c

suonels ey @
Jley 32eUNG BUNSIXT e
femqng Bunsixy

MO —

ybiy j—
anjep

sasuodsay auljuo

910Z 13403120
sasuodsay deyy auluQ

uoisip femgng

S1INSay Yyoeauino auljuQ




> 1S399Uu0)

LIRSS S JO SUL9Y PU SIUSIUOD ) 0) $99U0 94 10
043 J9PUN 08 S80D PUE PERS SEY B 10 B (LY SEOPMOUE |t Burssedde LOSIRd B 3 Burssande

4G O S JO 950 il WO Busise UOSd AU IO Py AUR JO UORIE JO UNETD WLIEY ‘$501 AUE 1O} SIQSUOdSal
FUMBIO 0 HGEY B 10U IIEYS AVD B | U UMO 0% 590D JBAROSIEUM FSONG AU 10 E1ED

S S9SN UM SUOALY 1D 1) JO SSIUTRNALOD 1O LI FSWURGO 0 SAUEANG 10U $90D Pue
BuipseBo; UOGEIDSAXI) OU SOV (AUD,) OFBOUE 2 pue A¥D 94 L iep SR jo LOmINOK 3 A
941 4q uoRIad Aue O} PIUEIS 0se Puny AUE JO SIOH Ou PUE PIOIA) 4GN € SE EIED BuwoRo) ) SePACKd (A¥D.)
098URL UBS J0 AUN0D Pue D B L. eusermIp BuMORO; 9yl 0 GureeiBe A NOA ‘dow S BupeauMop Ag

4 UompUSD

9102/¢1/01 ‘PaneS 3jeq
000°0S:} 9IedS

S9N

[4 } S0 0

suoneis ey @
Iy 90BUNG BUNSIXT e
Aemgng Bunsix3

MOT

ybly
anjep

sasuodsay dn-dod

910Z 4290320
sasuodsay dn-dod

uoisip Aemgng |

sy insay yoeano dn-dod

Prw sdep 199K YR\IXNOSA NGNS Buuuei g soelos.

VD “Yed wawnoo]




SENII0 S0 AR 0 10U RS A0 SUL WK U0 Sy X FRUIUS 05 5900 SScIEUM S500ind IR 0, BeD
TR 52T OUM SUCALY TR S 0 SESUSISNOLI00 J0 AI0TI00 ) JUELUOe JEEUSU0 AT SSIRenl 10U 200 DUR
DUpURCa LRSS0 OU S0 (AP0, D2S0ULS URS 0 AQUNCT DUR S0 UL "ER0 SA2 J0 Jomwaud £

U i e LK O PRYURIS 20 pUpy LR 0 S O DUR [UOT2 R € 52 TR Buskomy 2U) S A0,
TR R 0 AN PUR D S, SAURRED BURDES) SU: 0 SRSt 38 No T £ BUPRoRMOD A2

1h

9LOZ/1 18 “PaRES SEQ
000°05°} AEIG

! 50 0 c

0
/

il

SN

i
0

I__-

pp———— = |
—_— .__._'

ShiEd
saIpog JSEM

I unjy Bunseey  m—
Lywa Bugsog (T

suopEls Lyve ]
sy ed sweps=u > 00z [
oz -oor [
oor-os [
os-0z [0
2oy Jad SWSPISSY OF = _H_

UEDED s

N [l
-
v wass®

SUOREIS UIERED | |

{174

Ayisus uonendod pajosloid

SISA[euy 7 JUBWSSaSSY SPasN




93

pPasSeyg pueWad — SI10]09UuU0) — UMO] SSO0ID

TR hE Al AU T AE]

NI NAE] Ao ?

<< ; 433N S15) ALY BUB SI01MAUIU0D dEpeRASUSI0

1850 SIS) L) DUE "SI0NQUIU0D depieaasuads T A A s
ZCSIPUALd R R AWUSTST 'INTH eI

apisafu)
apisajbu)

P1sic]

sk
moisle g

manfeg

siybleH
siybs= gy St
=L |

Busg
PUEI

PUEIQ
0129y

Jslns
[suns

PusIa
LYET )

o3spuely
ueg

uouppy

Pusia
1oeag eulepy xpwen ene T35
soconcury ) Hhon

g wrper o)
st By v |

sopxowimea [
RGTLTEY s |

uoleneAs 10} SI10pP14I0D




4S309Uu0)

ls—on.clv.ll.ccao.sﬂg!!!—!
4 J9PUN 03 $I0 PUE PERS SBY 04 JO IS 1) SIBPAWOE § BurSSI0E LORIEd o) ‘EIEP S DurSSITE
G "E1Ep SR JO 95N 94 WO BUISLE UOSIBd AUE WA PUTY AUE JO LORIE JO WHER WUEY ‘501 AUE 10} aKgIsUCdse)

Bupiete; uoREURSaIda; Ou savew (ARD,) COSOURS4 UES J0 KUNnoD pue D Sy “wIEp Sy Jo uosIMoXd $ D
2y Aq uossad Aue of pajuesd ase puny Aue jo SiyBu Ou puE RIS XN € SE EEp Buwoyoy aup sapuasd (A¥D.)
©0os0Ues4 UES J0 AUNOD pue KD L, IeuseRSIp BumORo; 4 O Buea.Be aie nok ‘dew sug Bupeojumop Ag

9102/91/6 ‘panes 8jeq
00005} @82

SN
4 b S0 0

salpog Jelem |
suoneis uiesied [

uepyey oo
suoness 1ve @

lyve mmm
suonels UN - @
|ley 20BUNG IUN e

Aem, 0N mmm
1tey Bunsixg

sidaouog Jopwiod (T

Vv idaouo)
uoisip Aemgng

s1daduo) 10pli1o0) 1olen




LO - SR
2S300UuUo) | e _,

L JBUIIRIDSIP SIU) JO SULD) PUB S1UBJUOD BY) O} SIRIBE B4 JO BYS JeL] LOGIPUCY

8y} J3PUN 05 S30P PUE PER: SBY BY 0 BYS jeL SABPaYMOLDE i Bulsseade uosied B ‘Elep siy Buissasce

Ag “ejep sy jo 3sn ay; woy Bursue Los.ed Aue Wioy pury AUE JO UORIE JO WHER ‘uuey 'S0 Aue Joj sxqisucdsa)
FSIMIAIO JO BIGE| 9 10U [JBYS KID AL YU UMD JI9Y) 1€ ARIUA OF 530p Jarsosieym asodind Aue Jo) ejep

SI) S95N OUM BUOAUY “BIEP I JO SSAUBNRIALCD JO AIBINDTE B IUBLIEM DSINIBIO JO DINUEIENS 10U S0P PUB
Buipsebas uonejuesaidal ou saxew (LAyD,) cospueI4 UES jo QunoD pue LKD) By “Ejep S jo uoisinaid 5 A0
sy} Aq uosiad Aue o) pajuelb ase puiy Aue JO SWBL ou pue Picoas G e se ejep Buimoloy su) sapinaid (A4D.)
‘0ostouel4 ues Jo AunoD pue KD ay ], sewiepsip Bumoljo) au o) Buieaibe ase noA ‘dew siy) Bupeojumop Ag

9102/91/6 :PaAES 3leq
000'05:} 8IedS
SN

4 b S0 0

syled
soipog Jolery |
suonelg uened [
ueney oo
suoness 1ave @
=

(5]

=

1dvd
suonels Iuniy
—_“m Swtz.ﬂl ninia

Aemgng unpyy
1rey Buysix3

sjdeouo? Jopuio) '

9102 Joquisydag
g 1dasuo)

uoisiA Aemgng

s1daduo) 10pli1o0) 1olen




001 uey; aiow saseasnu)

001 01 05 [
05 0101
oL ol 0L-
0l- 01 0%

05- 01 00L- [
001 ueyl aiow sie
(s1y) sBuiaes awi [aaeiL

aul@seg ovoz ‘A g ideouod

auljaseq 00z "sA g 1daouoy

(smoy) sduy |1y
loj asuauajqg [ejop

awi) |aAel] Jisuelp
uoisip femqng

\
! 50520 0 \

ALNNOD OILVIN NVS

=
avAY Ay, a
35 H
= =
& 2 A
é il
3 =
- ma-..a.twuc w o
9 &
4
ansg Wo1s
>
10149
% 1S TVAVEYL

< 5

¥ E

%, z

1S HIWZ ﬁﬂ m

15 ¥OIHON
-
15 wvanf

yuvd

13741
~

v}
=l
: i
e

amg Ay

0l QISTud Nuvd

- |

%
<

01015344 3H1

Pury

&
a;
@
—aw, 10,

|48 319 N3A10D

Y

amg NS

g
£
=

319 N30703

m&a:« ‘

Jjouag siapiy
aW02U| MO

AlgIssa00y
paosueyu3
diysiapry
pasealou
Sjuswanoidw
Aljigelsy
sbuines

awl] [oAel]

sbuipuld aouew.Jollad walsAs




sanunwwo)
Ab3ain.a3s A3nb3 ysun.ay

/

SOI119\ uonenfeng




suoidwey) -

Alannaq 108loid paosueyuy .
yoeannQO ybnolioy | ® sSAISN|OU|
9SMN pue .

bulpun4 .

UOISIA

uoisin Aemagns ayl buldo|anag




% ALIIGYNIVLSNS
ALIYLIA J1INONOD] 1VININNOYIAN] ALIIGYAITANY AL34YS ALIND3

010°JS198UUOI MMM

4S399UU0)

9TOZ 40 pu3 uoISIA Aemgns [euld

sdals 1XaN



http://www.connectsf.org/

WIod BIW]S@Sauor yeres B107e12]S © Z1TeMydS [oeyIN
VLINAS ‘1auue|d [ediould V.1D4S ‘Iauue|d uoneuodsuel] [edioulid

allymianes wyeis Z11emyos |9eydIn



mailto:Sarah.Jones@sfmta.com
mailto:Michael.Schwartz@sfcta.org

	Prop K Grouped Memo 11.15.16.pdf
	ATT 5 - Combined.pdf
	2- SFMTA Prop K_Traffic Calming Backlog_Oct_20.pdf
	ADPBA61.tmp
	The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) requests an allocation of $1,789,196 in Prop K funds for the Backlog of Areawide Traffic Calming Improvements. This allocation will cover citywide planning recommendations for traffic calming d...
	Project Background
	Scope

	ADPC155.tmp
	The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) requests an allocation of $1,789,196 in Prop K funds for the Backlog of Areawide Traffic Calming Improvements. This allocation will cover citywide planning recommendations for traffic calming d...
	Project Background
	Scope


	4- Vision Zero Ramps Phase II ARF.pdf
	ADPFF8C.tmp
	Task 1.1: Project Kick-off, Scope Refinement, and Technical Advisory Committee formation
	Deliverable
	Task
	Deliverables
	Task
	Deliverable
	Task
	Task 5.1: Evaluate improvement concepts
	Deliverable
	Task
	Deliverable
	Task
	Deliverable
	Task







