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AGENDA

PLANS AND PROGRAMS COMMITTEE 
Meeting Notice

Date:  Tuesday, February 14, 2017; 10:00 a.m. 

Location: Committee Room 263, City Hall 

Commissioners: Tang (Chair), Farrell (Vice Chair), Breed, Safai, Sheehy and Peskin (Ex Officio) 

Clerk: Steve Stamos 

Page 

1. Roll Call

2. Citizens Advisory Committee Report – INFORMATION* 5 

3. Approve the Minutes of  the January 17, 2017 Meeting – ACTION*

4. Recommend Allocation of  $4,456,324 in Prop K Funds and $2,540,359 in Prop AA Funds,
with Conditions, for Five Requests, Subject to the Attached Fiscal Year Cash Flow
Distribution Schedules – ACTION*

As summarized in Attachments 1 and 2, we have five requests totaling $6,996,683 in Prop K and Prop AA funds
to present to the Plans and Programs Committee. The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA)
has requested Prop K funds for two projects: $797,000 for the construction phase of  bicycle, pedestrian, and traffic
calming improvements along the residential portion of  the Wiggle bicycle route between the Church/Duboce and
Fell/Scott intersections; and $100,000 to leverage a $300,000 Caltrans Planning Grant for an extensive community
planning process to develop neighborhood greenway designs along three key corridors in District 11. San Francisco
Public Works (SFPW) has requested $80,000 in Prop K funds to design pathways to help bicyclists and pedestrians
safely navigate the western entrance to the Bayshore Boulevard/Cesar Chavez Street/Potrero Avenue intersection
(The Hairball). SFPW has also requested funds for two pavement renovation projects: $3,479,324 in Prop K funds
for the construction phase of  the Filbert & Leavenworth Streets Pavement Renovation project, and $2,540,359 in
Prop AA funds for pavement renovation on Brannan Street from The Embarcadero to 10th Street/Division
Street/Potrero Avenue intersection.

5. Recommend Adoption of  the Fiscal Year 2017/18 Transportation Fund for Clean Air
Local Expenditure Criteria – ACTION*

Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) funds come from a $4 per vehicle surcharge collected by the California
Department of  Motor Vehicles on motor vehicle registrations in the nine-county Bay Area region. A portion of
the funds (40 percent) is available to each county on a return-to-source basis from the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District (Air District). These funds are used to implement strategies to improve air quality by reducing
motor vehicle emissions in accordance with the Air District’s Clean Air Plan. As the Program Manager for the City
and County of  San Francisco, the Transportation Authority is required to adopt Local Expenditure Criteria for the
programming of  the local TFCA funds. Our proposed Fiscal Year (FY) 2017/18 Local Expenditure Criteria
(Attachment 1) are the same as those used in past cycles and are consistent with the Air District’s TFCA policies
for FY 2017/18. The criteria establish a clear prioritization methodology for applicant projects, including project
types ranked by local priorities, emissions reduced, program diversity, project readiness, and past project sponsor
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delivery. Following Board approval of  the Local Expenditure Criteria, we plan to issue the FY 2017/18 call for 
projects by March 7 and anticipate having approximately $724,500 to program to projects. 

6. Recommend Adoption of  the One Bay Area Grant Program Cycle 2 San Francisco Call
for Projects Framework – ACTION*

This is the second cycle of  the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC’s) One Bay Area Grant program
(OBAG 2) for which the Transportation Authority has $44.2 million to program over the next five fiscal years
(2017/18–2021/22). The OBAG program directs federal funding to projects and programs that integrate the
region’s transportation program with California’s climate law and Plan Bay Area, the Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy. About 45% of  OBAG funds are directed to congestion management
agencies (CMAs), such as the Transportation Authority. Provided that the CMAs comply with rather extensive
OBAG requirements (such as requiring that at least 70% of  San Francisco OBAG funds must be invested in our
Priority Development Areas shown in Attachment 1), CMAs have flexibility to program funds to a wide variety of
project types from transit capacity and enhancement projects to pedestrian and bicycle safety projects to street
resurfacing. For San Francisco’s $44.2 million, we propose assigning $1.9 million for CMA planning activities
(consistent with Cycle 1, augmenting the base amount of  CMA planning funds we receive from MTC), $1.797
million for Safe Routes to School (MTC-guaranteed minimum) with priority to non-infrastructure projects (which
have limited discretionary funding opportunities), and the remaining $40.489 million for a competitive call open to
all OBAG-eligible projects. In addition to MTC’s required selection criteria, we propose retaining most of  the
Board-approved OBAG Cycle 1 criteria and adding new criteria that reflect the City’s growing need to address core
capacity and reliability improvements. Approval of  the proposed approach will allow us to release the call for
projects in early March 2017. The recommended project list would come back to the to the Board for approval in
June, enabling us to submit with the list and related documentation to MTC by its July deadline.

7. Presentation on Regional Measure 3 – INFORMATION*

One of  our key work program items this calendar year is providing input on San Francisco’s project priorities for
a potential toll increase (known as Regional Measure 3 or RM3) on the Bay Area’s seven state-owned toll bridges.
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is contemplating placing RM3 on either the June or
November 2018 ballot in all nine Bay Area counties. RM3 would increase the tolls on the region’s state-owned toll
bridges by $1-3, potentially generating $1.7-$5 billion through a 25-year capital bond for projects that help relieve
congestion on the toll bridge corridors. As a fee, a simple majority of  voters would be needed to approve the
measure. The Bay Area congestion management agencies (CMAs) and transit agencies have been asked to provide
input into the toll program of  projects. At the Plans and Programs Committee meeting we will provide background
information on existing bridge tolls in the region, an update on the legislative process for RM3 (e.g., it requires state
legislative authorization), and MTC’s proposed RM3 principles. We will also provide some initial thoughts on a
policy framework to guide San Francisco RM3 advocacy and on a list of  potential RM3 priority projects. We
anticipate returning to the Board next month to endorse a San Francisco RM3 policy framework and a draft list of
San Francisco RM3 priorities. In the meantime, we are continuing to coordinate with San Francisco agencies
(particularly the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency), regional transit operators and other
transportation agencies that serve San Francisco to help develop a common advocacy strategy for RM3. We have
included in this agenda packet the RM3 materials that MTC Commissioners discussed at their November retreat,
which provide a good overview of  the topic.

8. Introduction of  New Items – INFORMATION

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.

9. Public Comment

10. 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 
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exact cablecast times for weekend viewing, please call SFGovTV at (415) 554-4188 on Friday when the cablecast times have 
been determined. 

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

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

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

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, January 25, 2017  

1. Committee Meeting Call to Order 

Chair Waddling called the meeting to order at 6:05 p.m. 

CAC members present were Myla Ablog, Santiago Lerma, Jacqualine Sachs, Peter Sachs, Peter 
Tannen, Chris Waddling, Bradley Wiedmaier and Shannon Wells-Mongiovi (8). Brian Larkin 
entered during Item 7. 

Transportation Authority staff  members present were Seon Joo Kim, Anna LaForte, Maria 
Lombardo and Mike Pickford. 

2. Chair’s Report – INFORMATION 

Chair Waddling reported that at the January 24, 2017 Board meeting Commissioner Peskin was 
elected Chair and Commissioner Tang was elected Vice Chair. He said the Treasure Island 
Mobility Management Authority Board also met briefly and elected Commissioner Kim Chair 
and Commissioner Yee Vice Chair. He announced that the Transportation Authority’s 2016 
Annual Report would be published soon and read an excerpt from Board Chair Peskin’s press 
release regarding enhancements to the Transportation Authority’s project oversight function. 
Chair Waddling announced that at the February CAC meeting there would be presentations on 
the impacts on congestion by transportation network companies (as requested by Bradley 
Wiedmaier), on draft recommendations from the Late Night Working Group (as requested by 
Jackie Sachs), and on the status of  the Central Subway project. Finally, he announced two 
upcoming workshops organized by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission for the Bay 
Area Core Transit Core Capacity Study. 

There was no public comment. 

3. Election of  Chair and Vice Chair for 2017 – ACTION 

Chair Waddling announced that at the November 30, 2016 CAC meeting, nominations were held 
for the positions of  CAC Chair and Vice Chair for 2017. He said that for the Chair seat, he was 
the only member nominated and therefore eligible to be elected, while for the Vice Chair seat, 
Peter Sachs and Bradley Wiedmaier were nominated. 

Chair Waddling opened public comment for the election of  Chair, which there was none. 

The motion to elect Chris Waddling as Chair was approved by the following vote: 

Ayes: CAC Members Ablog, Lerma, J. Sachs, P. Sachs, Tannen, Wiedmaier and Wells-
Mongiovi (7) 

Abstain: Waddling (1) 

Absent: CAC Members Hogue, Larkin and Larson (3) 

 Chair Waddling opened public comment for the election of Vice Chair, to which there was none. 

The motion to elect Bradley Wiedmaier as Vice Chair was not approved by a majority of the 
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CAC Members. 

The motion to elect Peter Sachs as Vice Chair was not approved by a majority of the CAC 
Members. 

Since neither of the nominees received a majority of the vote, Chair Waddling continued the 
item to the February 22 CAC meeting to allow absent CAC members to vote. 

Shannon Wells-Mongiovi requested that the Vice Chair nominees speak about their interests and 
qualifications prior to the election of  Vice Chair at the next CAC meeting. 

Consent Calendar 

4. Approve the Minutes of  the January 11, 2017 Special Meeting – ACTION 

5. State and Federal Legislative Update – INFORMATION 

6. Accounting Report and Investment Report for the Six Months Ending December 
31, 2016 – INFORMATION 

There was no public comment 

Peter Tannen moved to approve the item, seconded by Shannon Wells-Mongiovi. 

The Consent Calendar was approved by the following vote: 

Ayes: CAC Members Ablog, Lerma, J. Sachs, P. Sachs, Tannen, Waddling, Wiedmaier and 
Wells-Mongiovi (8) 

  Absent: CAC Members Hogue, Larkin and Larson (3) 

End of Consent Calendar 

7. Adopt a Motion of  Support for the Allocation of  $4,306,324 in Prop K Funds and 
$2,540,359 in Prop AA Funds, with Conditions, for Five Requests, Subject to the 
Attached Fiscal Year Cash Flow Distribution Schedules – ACTION 

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

Peter Sachs asked why permeable pavement was planned for only three segments of  the Wiggle 
project. Craig Raphael with the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) 
replied that the Wiggle was one of  the first projects in the City to include that feature, which was 
included as a kind of  pilot project to be replicated elsewhere in the City if  successful. He said 
available funding may also have been a constraint. Mr. Sachs asked if  there were plans to 
construct the improvements labeled on the Hairball project map as Segments B, C and E. Ms. 
LaForte replied that the 2012 Cesar Chavez East Community Design Plan recommended 
prioritizing Segments F, G, M and N, and that those were the segments prioritized for funding 
by the Neighborhood Transportation Improvement Program. She said however that the Board 
had expressed interest in funding more of  the recommended improvements. 

Peter Tannen asked about the criteria for selecting the intersections in the Wiggle project that 
would be improved with raised crosswalks. Mr. Raphael replied that stormwater drainage 
considerations limited the locations, since the raised walkways could obstruct runoff. Mr. 
Tannen asked about the public outreach for the traffic diverter planned for the southwest corner 
of  Scott and Fell Streets; as he pointed out that the city had a history of  unsuccessful traffic 
diverters. Mr. Raphael said that outreach had been done for the traffic diverter, which was part 
of  an attempt to improve bicycle safety by compensating for the heavy southbound traffic flows 
on Scott Street, and that the SFMTA had recently implemented “Green Wave” traffic timing on 
Divisadero Street in anticipation of  increased vehicle flows on that corridor. He added that the 
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SFMTA would evaluate the success of  the strategy after it was fully implemented. Mr. Tannen 
requested a copy of  the improvement plans for Segments M, N and O on the Hairball project 
map. Ms. LaForte said staff  would provide a copy of  the report presented to the Plans and 
Programs Committee.  

Santiago Lerma asked about maintenance funding for the proposed greenways, noting that some 
recent greenscape improvements appeared neglected. Ms. LaForte said that in general a 
maintenance plan and any necessary commitments were required to be in place prior to 
construction. Rachel Alonso with San Francisco Public Works (SFPW), acknowledged that 
enforcement of  maintenance agreements was a problem and that the City was learning from 
past experiences. She said a draft Memorandum of  Understanding between SFPW and SFMTA 
included a provision that the lead agency for installing public improvements would be 
responsible for ensuring that they were maintained. She added that it was her understanding that 
the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission  would have primary responsibility for 
maintenance of  the Greenways project. 

Shannon Wells-Mongiovi asked if  any Spanish language or Chinese language groups would be 
included in the outreach efforts for the District 11 Neighborhood Greenways project. Mr. 
Raphael replied in the affirmative, and said the SFMTA had worked with People Organizing to 
Demand Environmental and Economic Rights (PODER) during preparation of  the Caltrans 
planning grant for the project. 

Chair Waddling asked how street segments were prioritized for re-paving, and asked if  
geographic equity was a criterion. Ramon Kong with SFPW, replied that SFPW used five criteria 
which were applied dynamically. He said the criteria included (1) functional classification, since 
heavily used streets experience more wear; (2) Pavement Condition Index (PCI) score, with high-
scoring segments receiving micro-surfacing and the lowest scoring segments requiring complete 
reconstruction; (3) geographic equity to try to ensure equitable street quality city-wide, though he 
noted that the most heavily used streets required more frequent repair regardless of  location; (4) 
project readiness, i.e. ensuring that pavement repairs are coordinated with ancillary projects such 
as utility, complete streets and transit improvements; and (5) public requests to correct safety-
related problems such as drainage, potholes, and storm damage. Myla Ablog expressed interest 
in the design of  the permeable paving to be included along the Wiggle. Ms. LaForte said detailed 
design was complete and the specifications should be available.  

Chair Waddling asked about a previous request by the SFMTA for funds to re-paint green boxes 
and sharrows along the Wiggle on pavement that was in poor condition. Mr. Raphael said that as 
he recalled, the CAC had expressed concern about coordination between SFPW’s paving 
program and SFMTA’s maintenance of  street markings, and said he could provide a more 
complete response by email. 

Bradley Wiedmaier asked if  the Wiggle project included new signage to warn motorists on the 
Oak/Fell Street corridor about the bicycle corridor crossings. Mr. Raphael said he was not aware 
of  any new signage planned as part of  the project. Ms. Sachs recommended that the SFMTA 
consider including multi-lingual signage where the Wiggle crossed the Oak/Fell Street corridor 
because it was the main artery for access to the University of  California, San Francisco medical 
center on Parnassus Street. Mr. Raphael responded that in general SFMTA traffic engineers 
favored street design elements over street signs as a more effective way of  encouraging safe 
behavior by drivers. He said the SFMTA had conducted studies showing that driver response to 
road signs tended to be low, partly because the signs added to the visual overload along 
roadsides. 

Mr. Wiedmaier asked what kinds of  street design elements might be preferred to street signs. Mr. 
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Raphael said street elements such as bulbouts that would force drivers to be more cautious when 
making turns, raised crosswalks to make pedestrians more visible, and head-start indicators at 
crosswalks were all treatments that were generally preferred over street signs. Ms. Sachs said it 
was important to consider emergency responders and the disabled community when designing 
street improvements. 

Mr. Wiedmaier asked why bulbouts were included at the Wiggle crossing on Fell Street but not 
on Oak Street. Mr. Raphael said his understanding was that the bulbouts planned for the Wiggle 
were mainly intended to slow bicyclists and make pedestrians more visible to them. He said 
bicycle traffic turning onto Scott Street from Fell Street had been identified as more of  a 
problem than turns onto Scott Street from Oak Street since the latter crossing was a 
continuation of  a straight segment of  the bicycle route.  

There was no public comment 

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

The item was approved by the following vote: 

Ayes: CAC Members Ablog, Larkin, Lerma, J. Sachs, P. Sachs, Tannen, Waddling, Wiedmaier 
and Wells-Mongiovi (9) 

Absent: CAC Members Hogue and Larson (2) 

8. Adopt a Motion of  Support for Authorization to Borrow up to $46,335,835, to a Total 
Amount Not to Exceed $140,000,000 from the Revolving Credit Agreement with State 
Street Public Lending Corporation – ACTION 

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

Peter Sachs asked if  the agency was planning to issue a bond this year or in the future, and 
whether approving the item would speed up or slow down the need for a bond. Ms. Fong replied 
that the item would slow down the need for a bond, and that implementing the short term 
facility would be a bridge enabling the agency to access funding quickly, providing time for the 
agency to issue a bond or other financing instrument. She said that if  the agency was going to 
issue a bond it would likely be in Fiscal Year 2017/18. 

During public comment, Edward Mason asked what the anticipated cost of  the interest rate 
would be. He asked if  the agency had considered a sinking funding whereby funds were set aside 
so that funds would not need to be borrowed in order to avoid financing costs. He said he 
recognized that this only short-term financing but that in the big picture the funds would not be 
available for physical assets that could be purchased with the funds paid toward interest. Ms. 
Fong replied that staff  was not able to forecast what the interest rate would be if  it were to issue 
a bond but noted that the City and County of  San Francisco recently issued a Geo-Bond with an 
interest rate of  2.91%. She said staff  was currently looking at interest rates of  4% but that it 
would be hard to estimate going forward, and noted that the agency currently had an interest 
rate of  0.73%. Ms. Fong said the agency had considered not issuing any type of  financial 
instrument but that the tradeoff  was that it wouldn’t be able to advance projects and provide the 
public benefits as soon as it was currently able to. 

Maria Lombardo, Chief  Deputy Director, added that the agency did not take issuing debt lightly 
and acknowledged Mr. Mason’s good questions. She noted that Prop K provided funds over a 
30-year period and gave an example of  how a pay as you go approach didn’t work so well, 
specifically citing an example wherein the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency had a 
unique opportunity to exercise options to purchase new light rail vehicles, enabling it to lock in a 

8



CAC Meeting Agenda 

 

 
 

M:\CAC\Meetings\Minutes\2017\01 Jan 25 CAC Mins.docx  Page 5 of 9 
   

better price and to deliver new vehicles sooner. 

Jacqualine Sachs moved to approve the item, seconded by Peter Sachs. 

The item was approved by the following vote: 

Ayes: CAC Members Ablog, Lerma, J. Sachs, P. Sachs, Tannen, Waddling, Wiedmaier and 
Wells-Mongiovi (8) 

Absent: CAC Members Hogue, Larkin and Larson (3) 

9. Adopt a Motion of  Support for the Adoption of  the Fiscal Year 2017/18 Transportation 
Fund for Clean Air Local Expenditure Criteria – ACTION 

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

Peter Sachs asked if  Electric Vehicle (EV) infrastructure was eligible, to which Mr. Pickford 
responded that a public entity could apply for Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) 
funding for EV infrastructure in a publicly accessible location or for the City fleet. 

Chair Waddling asked if  a private entity would be eligible to apply for a bike share project. Mr. 
Pickford responded that only public entities were eligible applicants, so a public entity could 
apply if  it desired to launch a bike share project, especially at locations where Bay Area Bike 
Share was not established. Chair Waddling expressed his support for the revision in the Fiscal 
Year 2017/18 policies that allowed upgrades to an existing bicycle facility.  

There was no public comment. 

Peter Tannen moved to approve the item, seconded by Peter Sachs. 

The item was approved by the following vote: 

Ayes: CAC Members Ablog, Lerma, J. Sachs, P. Sachs, Tannen, Waddling, Wiedmaier, and 
Wells-Mongiovi (8) 

Absent: CAC Members Hogue, Larkin, and Larson (3)  

10. Adopt a Motion of  Support for the Adoption of  the One Bay Area Grant (OBAG) 
Program Cycle 2 San Francisco Call for Projects Framework – ACTION 

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

Bradley Wiedmaier asked how geographic equity would be considered. Ms. Crabbe responded 
that the OBAG program focused on investments in Priority Development Areas, but in 
developing recommendations staff  would consider growth challenges across the City. Maria 
Lombardo, Chief  Deputy Director, added that the OBAG project recommendations would also 
look at the pending Proposition AA and TFCA project recommendations to consider 
geographic equity across all three grant programs since each fund source came with different 
requirements and some were better fits for certain kinds of  projects than others. 

During public comment, Edward Mason asked why growth wasn’t paying its fair share, and why 
the infrastructure couldn’t be funded through the recently-approved Transportation 
Sustainability Fee. Ms. Crabbe said that jurisdictions were struggling with this issue across the 
region, since planning and constructing transportation is best done before the growth happens. 
Ms. Lombardo observed that most projects currently in the City’s development pipeline were 
approved prior to approval of  the Transportation Sustainability Fee, but going forward, the idea 
was that development would do a better job contributing its fair share. 

Brian Larkin moved to approve the item, seconded by Jacqualine Sachs. 
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The item was approved by the following vote: 

Ayes: CAC Members Ablog, Hogue, Larkin, Larson, Lerma, J. Sachs, Wells-Mongiovi, 
Waddling and Wiedmaier (9) 

Absent: CAC Members P. Sachs and Tannen (2) 

11. Presentation from the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency on Bus and 
Train Bunching – INFORMATION 

Jeffrey Flynn, Acting Chief  Transit Officer at the San Francisco Municipal Transportation 
Agency (SFMTA), presented the item. 

Peter Tannen asked how many street supervisors would be put into place as a result of  staff  
reassignments and how that compared to historic staffing. Mr. Flynn replied that historically 
there were many vacancies for that job, but with new job classes at the Transportation 
Management Center (TMC), many staff  that had formerly worked at Operations Central Control 
would be reclassed, resulting in a 20% increase in street staff. Mr. Tannen asked what 
supervisors could do when they identified a poor performing bus line. Mr. Flynn replied that 
interventions were intended to minimize the impact on customers while getting buses spaced 
out along the route. He said that part of  the solution was focusing on maintaining evenly spaced 
headways, rather than sticking to scheduled times, but that it took time and staff  training to 
make sure this concept could be implemented. 

Bradley Wiedmaier asked if  the TMC had the ability to control traffic signals. Mr. Flynn said that 
it did not, but that there would hopefully be additional control over signals with the 
implementation of  the SF Go project. He said that the goal of ramping up transit signal priority 
(TSP) was more aspirational at this point. Mr. Wiedmaier said that bus bunching seemed worse 
at peak travel times and asked if  there was really anything that could be done to improve 
bunching at rush hour. Mr. Flynn replied that there was a standard toolbox of  interventions 
when bunching occurred, including sending empty buses directly to the end of  a line or holding 
some buses back. He said that the SFMTA needed to be more proactive about repositioning its 
resources including sending parking control officers (PCOs) to bottlenecks to direct traffic, 
especially when there was an incident, such as a collision. 

Myla Ablog asked about retraining for bus operators as it sometimes seemed up to the operator 
whether to decide that a bus was full and bypass additional passengers. Mr. Flynn replied that the 
new computer aided dispatch/automatic vehicle locator (CAD/AVL) system could tell when a 
bus was full and provide passenger counts to the SFMTA in real time so that operators did not 
need to notify supervisors. He said that they were in the process of  retraining 2,500 operators on 
the new system and that they had retrained 1,800 so far. He said that, in the past, operators 
would give up on trying to get assistance from Operations Central Control because the radio 
connection quality was so poor, but that now operators that are on vehicles equipped with the 
new radio system could get clear and quick responses from TMC staff. 

Santiago Lerma asked if  the new light-rail cars would allow for longer trains and what the 
passenger capacity was for the new trains. Mr. Flynn said that he believed the capacity of  the 
new trains was similar or slightly higher than the current trains. He said that in the subway, 
SFMTA was planning to run three- and four-car shuttles, but that on the street in the western 
part of  the city the length of  blocks limited the length of  the trains. He said that SFMTA staff  
was working on streetscape changes to allow three-car trains on lines like the N-Judah without 
the train blocking an intersection, and added that the T-Third was designed for two-car trains. 

Chair Waddling asked if  the new train cars would be focused on specific lines or spread around. 
Mr. Flynn replied that they would be focused on lines that had the most crowding issues, while 
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ensuring equitable service across the city. He said that the T-Third line would get two-car trains 
as soon as Central Subway opened. Peter Sachs said that the SFMTA should maintain a culture 
of  experimentation, continuing to make changes on the fly to see what works and what doesn’t, 
especially if  the new systems allowed for additional flexibility. 

Jacqualine Sachs said that she saw a picture of  the interior of  a new train car and was upset that 
it only had bench seating along the sides and focused on providing more room for people to 
stand. Mr. Flynn said that there was an extensive public outreach campaign across the city with 
mock train cars that passengers could try. He said that based on public input the SFMTA 
decided to go with bench seating. 

Mr. Tannen asked whether outbound trains could be assigned to different lines as they started 
off  from Embarcadero Station in order to maintain evenly spaced headways. Mr. Flynn replied 
that because the Muni train system operated in mixed flow traffic and was susceptible to traffic 
delays it led to uneven service coming into the subway. He said that he would like to see 
dynamically reassigned trains at the Embarcadero Station to take that situation into account, 
rather than assigning each operator to a certain line for the day, but that that was an aspirational 
goal. He said that most of  the rail lines, except for the KT, were approximately the same length 
and had similar cycle times, so that it could be possible to rebalance lines across the system. He 
said this was something that the SFMTA needed to get better at and do more of. 

Mr. Wiedmaier said that with increasing congestion South of  Market, bus lines in the area were 
not keeping to schedules and asked if  there was flexibility to route bus lines around Bay Bridge 
traffic. He also said that he supported bus rapid transit (BRT) in dense areas, such as the Van 
Ness corridor, but he asked if  BRT infrastructure made it more difficult to have buses pass one 
another to reduce bunching. Mr. Flynn said it depended on how the BRT was designed and that 
if  there were two parallel bus lanes with no barrier between them, then buses could pass one 
another when there was an opening in oncoming traffic. He said that there could be an impact 
on flexibility, but that the dedicated lanes would hopefully help the bus lines to function better to 
start with. In terms of  bus lines affected by traffic, he said that the SFMTA changed schedules 
and other aspects of  bus lines on a quarterly basis, but that they tried not to shift buses from 
one line onto another line if  they were simply stuck in traffic. He said that one tool available was 
to have standby buses at strategic locations throughout the city that could be redeployed. He said 
that as the SFMTA returned to full operator staffing over the next few months, they would look 
at doing more staging of  standby buses. 

Mr. Sachs asked if  there was space at West Portal station to board or de-board multiple trains at 
once. Mr. Flynn replied that as part of  the Twin Peaks Tunnel track replacement project, the 
SFMTA would look at ways to reduce train congestion at West Portal. He said that one factor 
was trains switching from automatic train control to operator control at that location. He also 
said that the intersection at West Portal had a stop sign that did not allow giving priority to 
transit.  

During public comment, Edward Mason asked if  the SFMTA knew what the top five causes of  
bus bunching were. He also asked if  the SFMTA could have a sign on buses that said “Coach 
Following” to let riders know that if  a crowded bus did not stop for them, there would be 
another bus coming shortly thereafter. Mr. Flynn replied that the top reasons for bus bunching 
included incidents on buses, crowding, and traffic. He said that on bus lines with high 
frequencies, such as the 38, a very slight delay could lead to bunching. He noted that the “Coach 
Following” sign sounded like a great idea. 

12. Update on Caltrain Service Changes from the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project 
– INFORMATION 
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Catherine David and Casey Fromson, from Caltrain, presented the item. 

Peter Sachs asked if  Caltrain would provide special service to San Francisco Giants home games 
after the interim weekend service schedule had been implemented. Ms. David said Caltrain 
would continue to provide service to special events, and that when the Giants publish its season 
schedule Caltrain would publish a brochure and web page for special service to games. 

Chair Waddling asked if  the interim schedule would revert to normal service on completion of  
construction. Ms. David replied that as soon as construction and testing were completed the 
schedule would revert back. Ms. Fromson added that completion of  the project would provide 
an opportunity for Caltrain to revamp the entire schedule to utilize the faster train speeds and 
shorter dwell times to increase service frequency. She confirmed that the reduced weekend 
service would be required for about three years. 

Peter Tannen asked if  it was correct that 12 to 15 trains per day would require passengers to 
transfer at the Redwood City station. Ms. David replied that was correct since Caltrain offered 
three kinds of  service, each with a different number of  stops. She said the transfers gave 
passengers flexibility to choose a train with the fewest stops that would still get them to their 
destinations. 

Shannon Wells-Mongiovi noted that Caltrain ridership had been increasing and asked how 
Caltrain expected ridership to be affected during and after the interim schedule. Ms. David 
replied that Caltrain would continue the popular baby bullet service and was looking into the 
possibility of  using full-length six-car trains for every weekend run to accommodate enough 
passengers. Ms. Fromson pointed out that most of  the ridership increase had been during 
weekday commute hours, which would not be affected by the interim schedule, so Caltrain was 
not expecting to see a major dip in ridership. Ms. Wells-Mongiovi commented that she strongly 
supported the electrification project. 

There was no public comment. 

13. Introduction of  New Business – INFORMATION 

Chair Waddling asked for a future presentation by the Port on how its purview of  transportation 
demand management relates to that of  the Transportation Authority and how the two agencies 
coordinate their efforts. 

Jacqualine Sachs said she would like a presentation on the study requested by Commissioner 
Tang to explore the idea of  partnerships with private shuttle services to provide transportation 
options for K-5 students. 

Bradley Wiedmaier expressed concern that the CAC did not get a chance to consider the Geary 
Bus Rapid Transit Project Final Environmental Impact Report, since the 17-day comment 
period occurred over the December holiday recess. 

There was no public comment. 

14. Public Comment 

During public comment, Edward Mason presented a written listing of  44 violations by private 
commuter shuttle services in the Noe Valley neighborhood during December 2016. He said 
violations included idling, blocking Muni vehicles, mid-block discharge of  passengers, and 
operating without a California license or commuter shuttle placard.  

Jacqualine Sachs recommended that the City install traffic signals at the intersections of  11th and 
Market Streets and 9th Avenue and Clement Street. Chair Waddling asked if  there was a better 
way to submit requests for new traffic signals. Maria Lombardo, Chief  Deputy Director, said 
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that staff  would be happy to relay Ms. Sachs’ request to SFMTA’s signals group and have 
SFMTA staff follow-up. 

15. Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:22 p.m. 
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10:2095

DRAFT MINUTES 

PLANS AND PROGRAMS COMMITTEE 
Tuesday, January 17, 2017 

1. Roll Call

Chair Tang called the meeting to order at 10:04 a.m.  The following members were:

Present at Roll Call: Commissioners Safai, Sheehy and Tang (3) 

Absent at Roll Call: Commissioners Breed and Farrell (2) 

2. Citizens Advisory Committee Report – INFORMATION

Chris Waddling, Chair of  the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC), reported that at its January 11
special meeting, the CAC considered and passed Item 4 from the agenda.

There was no public comment.

3. Approve the Minutes of  the December 6, 2016 Meeting – ACTION

There was no public comment.

The minutes were approved without objection by the following vote:

Ayes: Commissioners Safai, Sheehy and Tang (3) 

Absent: Commissioners Breed and Farrell (2) 

4. Recommend Allocation of  $653,101 in Prop K Funds, with Conditions, to the Bay Area
Rapid Transit District for the Balboa Park Station Eastside Connections – Additional
Scope Project, Subject to the Attached Fiscal Year Cash Flow Distribution Schedule –
ACTION

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

Chair Tang asked Mr. Pickford to address the cost increases mentioned in Mr. Waddling’s CAC
report. Mr. Pickford replied that the work under consideration was a contract option that was
separate from other aspects of  the project. He said that previous lower cost estimates for the
overall project presented to the Board were less completely developed than the current estimate,
and that the current level of  construction activity throughout the city had resulted in higher costs
for many projects.

Anna LaForte, Deputy Director for Policy and Programming, added that the base contract had
been bid on over a year prior. She said that staff  discussed project costs with BART staff  and that
they said higher costs for the overall project were due to the added scope of  the contract option
under consideration as well as the bidding environment at the time that the contract was put out
for bid. She said that the construction costs were typical for recent contracts and that there were
also corresponding increases in contingency costs when a project scope was increased.
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Commissioner Tang asked about concerns that the CAC had related to the architectural design of  
the station. Ms. LaForte replied that BART staff  said that there had been many discussions related 
to the design with the architect of  the station additions and that it was agreed that the station 
needed a “front door” access point. She said that the discussions also conclude that a glass 
structure would be appropriate for the largely concrete station structure.  

Commissioner Safai said that he thought the project was an important step to open up a poorly 
designed station, especially to provide pedestrian access. 

During public comment, Chris Waddling said that he had spoken to the architect who designed 
the new station features included in the project. He said the design for the greenhouse was based 
on the brutalist work of  the architect James Stirling, whose glass structures responded to their 
often overcast weather settings. He said the shape and material of  the new glass roof  would 
provide an opposite complement to the heavy forms of  the existing station. He said the architect 
considered the passions of  the original station architect, Ernest Born, and thought Born would 
have considered the new design an aesthetic foil to the heavy massing of  the original design. 

Chair Tang said that she thought almost any change would look better than the current conditions. 

The item was approved without objection by the following vote: 

Ayes: Commissioners Safai, Sheehy and Tang (3) 

Absent: Commissioners Breed and Farrell (2) 

5. Introduction of  New Items – INFORMATION

There were no new items introduced.

6. Public Comment

During public comment, Andrew Yip commented on the openness of  the human heart.

7. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 10:19 a.m.
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Memorandum 

02.07.17 RE: Plans and Programs Committee 

February 14, 2017 

Plans and Programs Committee: Commissioners Tang (Chair), Farrell (Vice Chair), Breed, 
Safai, Sheehy and Peskin (Ex Officio) 

Anna LaForte – Deputy Director for Policy and Programming 

Tilly Chang – Executive Director 

– Recommend Allocation of  $4,456,324 in Prop K Funds and $2,540,359 in Prop AA
Funds, with Conditions, for Five Requests, Subject to the Attached Fiscal Year Cash Flow 
Distribution Schedules 

As summarized in Attachments 1 and 2, we have five requests totaling $6,996,683 in Prop K and Prop 
AA funds to present to the Plans and Programs Committee. The San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency (SFMTA) has requested Prop K funds for two projects: $797,000 for the 
construction phase of  bicycle, pedestrian, and traffic calming improvements along the residential 
portion of  the Wiggle bicycle route between the Church/Duboce and Fell/Scott intersections; and 
$100,000 to leverage a $300,000 Caltrans Planning Grant for an extensive community planning process 
to develop neighborhood greenway designs along three key corridors in District 11. San Francisco 
Public Works (SFPW) has requested $80,000 in Prop K funds to design pathways to help bicyclists 
and pedestrians safely navigate the western entrance to the Bayshore Boulevard/Cesar Chavez 
Street/Potrero Avenue intersection (The Hairball). SFPW has also requested funds for two pavement 
renovation projects: $3,479,324 in Prop K funds for the construction phase of  the Filbert & 
Leavenworth Streets Pavement Renovation project, and $2,540,359 in Prop AA funds for pavement 
renovation on Brannan Street from The Embarcadero to 10th Street/Division Street/Potrero Avenue 
intersection. 

We have received five requests for a total of  $4,456,324 in Prop K funds and $2,540,359 in Prop AA 
Funds to present to the Plans and Programs Committee at its February 14, 2017 meeting, for potential 
Board approval on February 28, 2017. As shown in Attachment 1, the requests come from the following 
Prop K and Prop AA categories: 

 Prop K Street Resurfacing, Rehabilitation, and Maintenance

 Prop K Traffic calming

 Prop K Pedestrian Circulation/Safety

 Prop K Transportation / Land use Coordination

 Prop AA Street Repair & Reconstruction

Transportation Authority Board adoption of  a 5-Year Prioritization Program (5YPP) for Prop K and 
Prop AA programmatic categories is a prerequisite for allocation of  funds from these categories. 
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The purpose of  this memorandum is to present four Prop K requests totaling $4,456,324 and one Prop 
AA request totaling $2,540,359 to the Plans and Programs Committee and to seek a recommendation to 
allocate the funds as requested. Attachment 1 summarizes the five requests, including information on 
proposed leveraging (i.e. stretching Prop K dollars further by matching them with other fund sources) 
compared with the leveraging assumptions in the Prop K Expenditure Plan. Attachment 2 provides a 
brief  description of  each project. A detailed scope, schedule, budget and funding plan for each project 
are included in the enclosed Allocation Request Forms. 

Staff Recommendation: Attachment 3 summarizes the staff  recommendations for the requests, highlighting 
special conditions and other items of  interest. 

Transportation Authority staff  and project sponsors will attend the Plans and Programs Committee 
meeting to provide brief  presentations on some of  the specific requests and to respond to any questions 
that the Committee may have. 

1. Recommend allocation of  $4,456,324 in Prop K funds and $2,540,359 in Prop AA funds, with
conditions, for five requests, subject to the attached Fiscal Year Cash Flow Distribution Schedules,
as requested.

2. Recommend allocation of  $4,456,324 in Prop K funds and $2,540,359 in Prop AA funds, with
conditions, for five requests, subject to the attached Fiscal Year Cash Flow Distribution Schedules,
with modifications.

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

The CAC was briefed on this item at its January 25, 2017 meeting and unanimously adopted a motion of  
support for the staff  recommendation. Since then, the staff  recommendation for the Wiggle 
Neighborhood Green Corridor has been revised from $647,000 to $797,000 in Prop K funds to reflect 
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s (SFMTA’s) additional $150,000 request to cover 
the higher-than-anticipated construction bid and associated contingency. The SFMTA attributes the 
increase in bid prices to the rising demand for construction services in San Francisco, as well as the 
project’s green infrastructure that limited the competition to contractors with specialized training and 
expertise. 

This action would allocate $4,456,324 in Fiscal Year (FY) 2016/17 Prop K sales tax funds, with 
conditions, and $2,540,359 in FY 2016/17 Prop AA funds, with conditions, for five requests. The 
allocations would be subject to the Fiscal Year Cash Flow Distribution Schedules contained in the 
enclosed Allocation Request Forms. 

Attachment 4, Prop K/Prop AA 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 
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cash flow distribution for those respective fiscal years. 

Recommend allocation of  $4,456,324 in Prop K funds and $2,540,359 in Prop AA funds, with 
conditions, for five requests, subject to the attached Fiscal Year Cash Flow Distribution Schedules.  

Attachments (4): 
1. Summary of  Applications Received
2. Project Descriptions
3. Staff  Recommendations
4. Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Summary – FY 2016/17

Enclosure: 
1. Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Request Forms (5)
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Attachment 4.

Prop K/Prop AA Allocation Summary - FY 2016/17

PROP K SALES TAX

Total FY 2016/17 FY 2017/18 FY 2018/19 FY 2019/20 FY 2020/21

Prior Allocations 88,734,869$  44,099,551$       31,752,768$       12,437,450$       445,100$           -$  

Current Request(s) 4,456,324$  388,500$           3,197,993$        869,831$           -$  -$  

New Total Allocations 93,191,193$  44,488,051$       34,950,761$       13,307,281$       445,100$           -$  

PROP AA VEHICLE REGISTRATION FEE

Total FY 2016/17 FY 2017/18 FY 2018/19 FY 2019/20 FY 2020/21

Prior Allocations 141,794$  141,794$           -$  -$  -$  -$  

Current Request(s) 2,540,359$  -$  1,693,573$        846,786$           -$  -$  

New Total Allocations 2,682,153$  141,794$           1,693,573$        846,786$           -$  -$  

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

allocation(s). 

The above table shows maximum cash flow for all FY 2016/17 allocations approved to date, along with the current recommended allocation(s). 

CASH FLOW

Strategic 
Initiatives

1.3% Paratransit
8.6%

Streets & 
Traffic Safety

24.6%Transit
65.5%

Investment Commitments, per Prop K Expenditure Plan

Strategic 
Initiatives

1.0%
Paratransit

8.1%

Streets & 
Traffic 
Safety
20.4%

Transit
70.5%

Prop K Investments To Date

Street Repair & 
Reconstruction

53.2%Pedestrian 
Safety
28.3%

Transit 
Reliability & 

Mobility 
Improvements

18.5%

Prop AA Investments To Date

Street Repair & 
Reconstruction

50.0%

Pedestrian 
Safety
25.0%

Transit 
Reliability & 

Mobility 
Improvements

25.0%

Investment Commitments, per Prop AA Expenditure Plan
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Memorandum 

: 02.06.17 RE: Plans and Programs Committee 

February 14, 2017 

Plans and Programs Committee: Commissioners Tang (Chair), Farrell (Vice Chair), Breed, 
Safai, Sheehy and Peskin (Ex Officio) 

Anna LaForte – Deputy Director for Policy and Programming 

Tilly Chang – Executive Director 

– Recommend Adoption of  the Fiscal Year 2017/18 Transportation Fund for Clean
Air Local Expenditure Criteria 

Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) funds come from a $4 per vehicle surcharge collected by 
the California Department of  Motor Vehicles on motor vehicle registrations in the nine-county Bay 
Area region. A portion of  the funds (40 percent) is available to each county on a return-to-source 
basis from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Air District). These funds are used to 
implement strategies to improve air quality by reducing motor vehicle emissions in accordance with 
the Air District’s Clean Air Plan. As the Program Manager for the City and County of  San Francisco, 
the Transportation Authority is required to adopt Local Expenditure Criteria for the programming of  
the local TFCA funds. Our proposed Fiscal Year (FY) 2017/18 Local Expenditure Criteria 
(Attachment 1) are the same as those used in past cycles and are consistent with the Air District’s 
TFCA policies for FY 2017/18. The criteria establish a clear prioritization methodology for applicant 
projects, including project types ranked by local priorities, emissions reduced, program diversity, 
project readiness, and past project sponsor delivery. Following Board approval of  the Local 
Expenditure Criteria, we plan to issue the FY 2017/18 call for projects by March 7 and anticipate 
having approximately $724,500 to program to projects. 

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

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

The purpose of  this memorandum is to present our proposed Fiscal Year (FY) 2017/18 TFCA Local 
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Expenditure Criteria and to seek a recommendation for the adoption of  the criteria as presented. 

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

: Our schedule for the FY 2017/18 TFCA program involves Board approval of  the Local 
Expenditure Criteria in February 2017 in order to support release of  the call for projects in early March. 
The proposed schedule for the call for projects is shown in Table 1 below.  

Table 1. Proposed Schedule for FY 2017/18 TFCA Call for Projects* 

Wednesday, January 25, 
2017 

Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting – ACTION 
Local Expenditure Criteria 

Tuesday, February 14, 2017 
Plans and Programs Committee Meeting – ACTION 
Local Expenditure Criteria 

Tuesday, February 28, 2017 
Transportation Authority Board Meeting – ACTION 
Local Expenditure Criteria 

By Tuesday, March 7, 2017 Transportation Authority issues TFCA Call for Projects 

Friday, April 28, 2017 TFCA Applications Due to the Transportation Authority 

Wednesday, May 24, 2017 
Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting – ACTION 
TFCA staff  recommendations   

Tuesday, June 20, 2017 
Plans and Programs Committee Meeting – ACTION 
TFCA staff  recommendations  

Tuesday, June 27, 2017 
Transportation Authority Board Meeting – ACTION 
TFCA staff  recommendations  

Aug-Sept 2017 (estimated) Funds expected to be available to project sponsors 

*Meeting dates are subject to change. Please check the Transportation Authority’s website for the most up-
to-date schedule (www.sfcta.org/agendas).

 Some counties have established a complex point system for rating potential TFCA 
projects, while other counties have utilized a general policy with a set of  priorities. As a combined City 
and County, San Francisco does not have multiple jurisdictions applying for funds; however, there is 
considerable diversity in the types of  projects initiated in the county. Compared to more auto-oriented 
counties, the revenue that San Francisco receives from this program ($722,400 in new revenues this 
year) is relatively small and can normally fund only a few (e.g., four to six) projects. 

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

As in prior years, only applicant projects that meet all of  the Air District’s TFCA eligibility requirements 
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will be prioritized for funding using the Transportation Authority’s Local Expenditure Criteria. Our 
proposed FY 2017/18 Local Expenditure Criteria, shown in Attachment 1, are the same as those used 
in previous years. They include consideration of  the following factors: 

 Project type

 Cost effectiveness

 Project delivery

 Program diversity

 Other considerations (e.g., the project sponsor’s recent track record in delivering TFCA
projects)

We provided input to the Air District on the its draft TFCA FY 2017/18 policies, working with the 
Transportation Authority’s Technical Working Group, the other Bay Area Congestion Management 
Agencies and San Francisco’s representatives on the Air District Board. The Air District’s final TFCA 
FY 2017/18 policies shown in Attachment 2 incorporate several revisions. Notable examples include:

 Increased the cost-effectiveness limit for shuttle projects;

 Allowed upgrades to an existing bicycle facility when converting from a Class-2 or Class-3 to a
Class-1 or Class-4 bike facility; and

 Relaxed requirements for bike share projects;

 Revised policy language for Alternative Fuel Light-Duty Vehicles and Alternative Fuel Heavy-
Duty Vehicles and Buses categories;

 Added On-Road Goods Movement Truck Replacements as an eligible category for the
replacements of  diesel-power trucks that are used for goods movement.

We strongly advocated for and are appreciative of the changes allowing upgrades to existing bicycle 
facilities, such as adding a buffer or curb to separate an existing standard bike lane from car traffic – 
something that was previously ineligible for TFCA funds. Improved bike facilities have been shown to 
increase usage by bicyclists, however, in previous years, only new facilities on streets with no bicycle 
facilities at all were eligible for TFCA funds. Upgrades are a major need in San Francisco, where our 
bike network is already extensive, but where older-style bike lanes do not always provide the level of 
comfort and safety necessary to attract less experienced riders. 

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

1. Recommend adoption of  the FY 2017/18 TFCA Local Expenditure Criteria, as requested.

2. Recommend adoption of  the FY 2017/18 TFCA Local Expenditure Criteria, with modifications.

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

The CAC was briefed on this item at its January 25, 2017 meeting and unanimously adopted a motion of  
support for the staff  recommendation. 
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Approval of  the Local Expenditure Criteria will not have any impact on the Transportation Authority’s 
adopted FY 2016/17 budget, but it will allow the Transportation Authority to apply for approximately 
$724,500 (including estimated de-obligations) in FY 2017/18 local TFCA funds that can then be 
programmed to eligible San Francisco projects. These funds will be incorporated into the FY 2017/18 
budget. 

Recommend adoption of  the FY 2017/18 TFCA Local Expenditure Criteria. 

Attachments (2): 
1. Draft FY 2017/18 TFCA Local Expenditure Criteria
2. County Program Manager Fund Expenditure Plan Guidance – FY Ending 2018
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Attachment 1 

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

DRAFT LOCAL EXPENDITURE CRITERIA 

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

ELIGIBILITY SCREENING 

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

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

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

PROJECT PRIORITIZATION 

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

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

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

Local Priorities 

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

Project Type – In order of  priority: 

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

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

3) Alternative fuel vehicles and alternative fuel infrastructure; and

4) Any other eligible project.

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

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

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

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

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

• Implementation of  Prior Project(s) – Project sponsor has a signed Funding Agreement for a
TFCA project that has not shown sufficient progress; the project sponsor has not implemented
the project by the project completion date without formally receiving a time extension from the
Transportation Authority; or the project sponsor has violated the terms of  the funding
agreement.
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Changes from Fiscal Year Ending (FYE) 2016 2017 to FYE 

20172018 

Based on feedback and comments received during the public comment period, the following changes have 

been made: 

 Streamlined and improved wording to clarify and to ensure adherence to state statute; 

 Aligned with FYE 2017 TFCA Regional Fund Policies as follows: 

 Increased the cost-effectiveness limit for shuttle projects 

 Revised policy language for Alternative Fuel Light-Duty Vehicles and Alternative Fuel Heavy-
Duty Vehicles and Buses categories; 

 Added On-Road Goods Movement Truck Replacements as an eligible category for the replacements 
of diesel-power trucks that are used for goods movement; 

 Allowed upgrades to an existing bicycle facility when converting from a Class-2 or Class-3 to a Class-
1 or Class-4 bike facility; and    

 Relaxed requirements for bike share projects.   

 

Reporting Schedule for FYE 20187 

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

District: 

 March 3, 20176 - Expenditure Plan application for FYE 20187 - The application must include:  

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

o Summary Information Addendum Form (if applicable) 

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

For each project: 

o Project Information Form (sample can be found in Appendix G) 

o Cost-effectiveness Worksheet (instructions can found in Appendix H) 

 Every May 31 (See Page 8-9) 

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

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

 

 Every October 31 (See Page 8-9) 

o Interim Project Report Form – Submit this form for every open project. 
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o Funding Status Report Form – Include all open projects and projects closed since January 1. 

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

Note: Items due on dates that fall on weekends or on State/Federal holidays are due on the next following 

business day. 

 

Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) 

Introduction 

On-road motor vehicles, including cars, trucks, and buses, constitute the most significant source of air 

pollution in the Bay Area.  Vehicle emissions represent the largest contributor to unhealthful levels of 

ozone (summertime "smog") and particulate matter. 

To protect public health, the State Legislature enacted the California Clean Air Act in 1988.  Pursuant to this 

law, the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Air District) has adopted the 2010 Clean Air Plan (CAP), 

which describes how the region will work toward compliance with State and Federal ambient air quality 

standards and make progress on climate protection.  To reduce emissions from motor vehicles, the 2010 

CAP includes transportation control measures (TCMs) and mobile source measures (MSMs).  A TCM is 

defined as “any strategy to reduce vehicle trips, vehicle use, vehicle miles traveled, vehicle idling, or traffic 

congestion for the purpose of reducing motor vehicle emissions.”  MSMs encourage the retirement of 

older, more polluting vehicles and the introduction of newer, less polluting motor vehicle technologies. 

The TFCA Program  

To fund the implementation of TCMs and MSMs, the State Legislature authorized the Air District to impose 

a $4 surcharge on motor vehicle registration fees paid within the nine-county Bay Area.  These revenues are 

allocated by the Air District through the Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA).  TFCA grants are awarded 

to public and private entities to implement eligible projects.  

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

 Reducing air pollution, including air toxics such as benzene and diesel particulates 

 Conserving energy and helping to reduce greenhouse gas emissions  

 Improving water quality by decreasing contaminated runoff from roadways  

 Improving transportation options  

 Reducing traffic congestion  

 

Forty percent (40%) of these funds are allocated to a designated county program manager within each of 

the nine counties within the Air District’s jurisdiction.  This allocation is referred to as the TFCA County 

Program Manager Fund.  The remaining sixty percent (60%) of these funds are directed to Air District-

sponsored programs and to Air District-administered TFCA Regional Fund. 

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

Program Managers. 
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Eligible TFCA Project Types 

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

1. The implementation of ridesharing programs; 

2. The purchase or lease of clean fuel buses for school districts and transit operators; 

3. The provision of local feeder bus or shuttle service to rail and ferry stations and to airports; 

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

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

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

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

8. Implementation of a smoking vehicles program; 

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

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

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

TFCA funds may not be used for:  

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

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

Roles and Responsibilities 

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

1. Administer funding in accordance with applicable legislation, including HSC Sections 44233, 44241, and 
44242, and with Air District Board-Adopted TFCA County Program Manager Fund Policies for FYE 2017 
(found in Appendix D). 

2. Hold one or more public meetings each year 

oa. to adopt criteria for the expenditure of the funds if those criteria have been modified in any 
way from the previous year (criteria must include the Air District Board-Approved TFCA County 

Program Manager Fund Policies)1, and  
ob. to review the expenditure of revenues received. 

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

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

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

6. Limit administrative costs in handing of TFCA funds to no more than five 6.25(5) percent of the funds 
received. 

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

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

Air District—The Air District is required to: 

1. Hold a public hearing to:  

oa. Adopt cost-effectiveness criteria that projects and programs are required to meet.  Criteria shall 
maximize emission reductions and public health benefits; and  

ob. Allocate County Program share of DMV fee revenues. 

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

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

4. Re-distribute unallocated TFCA funds from the County Program Manager Fund.  

5. Limit TFCA administrative costs to a maximum of 6.25five percent (5%). 

                                                           
1 California Senate Bill 491. Transportation: omnibus bill. Retrieved from https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/. Approved by Governor 
on October 2, 2015. 
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6. Conduct audits of TFCA programs and projects. 

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

Attributes of Cost-Effective Projects 

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

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

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

4. The following are additional attributes of cost-effective projects for specific project categories: 

1.o For vehicle trip reduction projects (e.g., bike facilities, shuttle/feeder bus service, 
ridesharing):  

1. Project serves relatively large % of riders/participants that otherwise would have 
driven alone over a long distance.  

2. Project provides “first and last mile” connection between employers and transit.   

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

2.o For vehicle-based projects:  

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

3.o For arterial management and smart growth projects:  

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

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

3. Project is located along high volume transit corridors and/or is near major activity 
centers such as schools, transit centers, civic or retail centers. 

4. Project is associated with a multi-modal transit center, supports high-density 
mixed-use development or communities. 

Attributes of Project Readiness 

Projects must meet Readiness Policy (Policy #6).  Beginning in FYE 2017, the Air District and the County 

Program Managers are directed to enforce the two-year time limit for bicycle projects (i.e., any projects 

under Policy # 29), the County Program Managers should cancel any projects that are not completed within 

the two-year time limit, and the Air District will not consider any extension requests for bicycle projects 

that have already been granted a two-year extension from the County Program Manager.2 For all other 

project categories, County Program Managers may grant a two-year extension, for a total of four years to 

implement projects. 

 

                                                           
2 Per direction provided by the Air District’s Mobile Source Committee members on October 22, 2015. 
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Therefore, County Program Managers are strongly encouraged to require that bicycle projects have 

completed the following activities prior to being awarded TFCA funds in order to ensure the successful 

completion of projects: 

1. Planning (drawings) 

2. Obtaining permits 

3. Conducting environmental review/approvals. 

Furthermore, County Program Managers are strongly encouraged to ensure that all projects meet project 

readiness prior to being awarded TFCA funds. 

Program Schedule 

Program Schedule for the FYE 20187 Cycle (County Program Manager deadlines are italicized) 

December Dec.ember 714, 20152016 (tentative)  Expenditure Plan Application Guidance 
issued by Air District, including funding estimates 

Marchr.ch 3, 20176 Deadline for County Program Managers to submit Expenditure Plan 
application  

April 27May 5, 2017 (tentative)6 Proposed Expenditure Plan funding allocations reviewed by Air 
District Mobile Source Committee  

May 318, 2017 (tentative)6 Expenditure Plan funding allocations considered for approval by Air 
District Board of Directors  

May 124, 20117 (tentative)6 Air District provides Funding Agreements for funding allocations to 
County Program Managers for signature (tentative) 

May 31, 20176 Funding Status Report and Final Reports due for projects from FYE 
20167 and prior years 

August18Aug.ust 318, 20176 Deadline: Within three months of Board approval, County Program 
Manager submits request for Air District approval of any projects 
that do not conform to TFCA policies  

October Oct.ober 31, 20176 Funding Status Report, Interim Project Reports, and Final Reports 
due for projects from FYE 20176 and prior years 

November18November. 318, 20176 Deadline: Within six months of Board approval, County 
Program Manager provides Cost-effectiveness Worksheets and 
Project Information Forms for new projects and programming  

May 31, 20187 Funding Status Report and Final Reports due for projects from FYE 
20187 and prior years 

Expenditure Plan Application Process 

TBy December 14, 20152016 (tentative), the Air District will email provide County Program Managers the 
Summary Information Form and Summary Information - Addendum Form (i.e., the Expenditure Plan 
application materials).  These forms must be completed by the County Program Manager and returned to 
the Air District as indicated below.  See Appendix B for examples of these forms. 

Expenditure Plans are due ThursdayFriday, March 3, 2016 2017 and must be must be submitted both 
electronically via email to lhui@baaqmd.gov  and as ain hard copy by mail or delivery service to:  
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Chengfeng Wang, Strategic Incentives Division 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
Strategic Incentives Division 
939 Ellis Street 
San Francisco, CA 94109375 Beale Street, Suite 600 

 San Francisco, CA 94105 

Materials sent to the Air District via fax will not be accepted. 

Programming of Funds 

County Program Managers must allocate (program) TFCA funds within six months of Air District Board 

approval of a County Program Manager’s Expenditure Plan and submit a hard copy of: 1) the Cost-

effectiveness Worksheet and 2) the Project Information Form for each new project or supplemental 

allocation to an existing project.   

Policy #3 provides a mechanism for consideration of projects that are authorized in the TFCA legislation and 

meet the cost-effectiveness requirement for that project type, but are in some way inconsistent with the 

current-year TFCA County Program Manager Policies.  To request that such a project be considered for 

approval by the Air District, County Program Managers must submit a Cost-effectiveness Worksheet, 

Project Information Form, and supporting documentation to the Air District for review no later than three 

months after Air District Board’s approval of the Expenditure Plan.  (See the Program Schedule section for 

further details.) 

Project Information and Reporting Forms 

The following Air District- approved forms will be emailed to the County Program Managers or  posted on 
either the Air District’s website at: www.baaqmd.gov/tfca4pm or another online platform..  

 Cost-effectiveness Worksheet (due within 6 months of Air District Board approval of Expenditure 
Plan, and for FYE 20167 and prior year projects, with the Final Report; see Appendix H) 

The purpose of the Cost-effectiveness Worksheet is to calculate estimated (pre-project) and realized 
(post-project) emissions reduced for each project, and compare the emissions reductions to the TFCA 
funds invested.  County Program Managers must submit a worksheet for each new project and must 
ensure that the TFCA cost-effectiveness is equal to or less than the TFCA funds per ton of emissions 
reduced (i.e., reactive organic gases (ROG), oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and weighted particulate matter 
less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10)), as specified in Policy #2. 

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

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

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

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

1. Cost-effectiveness worksheets must be submitted in a Microsoft Excel spreadsheet with the 
filename structure listed below. 
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1.o [Last two digits of FYE][abbreviated county code][sequential project number]_CE-
Submitted-[Project Name].xlsx 

2.o Example:  17SC1218SC12_CE-Submitted-SanJoseZeroEmissionShuttle.xlsx 

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

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

1. Information Forms must be submitted in a Microsoft Word document with the filename 
structure listed below. 

1.o [Last two digits of FYE][abbreviated county code][sequential project number]_ProjInfo-
[Project Name].docx 

2.o Example:  187SC12_ProjInfo-SanJoseZeroEmissionShuttle.docx 

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

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

1. Final Report Form (due October 31 and May 31; tentatively available August 20162017) 

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

1. Due October 31: Projects that closed Jan 1–Jun 30 (and optionally those closing later) 

2. Due May 31: Projects that closed Jul 1–Dec 31 (and optionally those closing later)  

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

2. Annual Interim Project Report Form (due October 31; tentatively available August 20176) 

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

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

Additional Information 
 

Workshops, Support, and Assistance  

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

 

Air District Contact 

Please direct questions to: Linda Hui, Administrative AnalystStaff Specialist, (415) 749-4796, 
lhui@baaqmd.gov     
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Appendix A: Guidelines for Eligible TFCA Reimbursable Costs 

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

Project Implementation Costs 

Project implementation costs are charges associated with implementing a TFCA-funded project including:  

1. Documented hourly labor charges (salaries, wages, and benefits) directly and solely related to 
implementation of the TFCA project; 

2. Capital equipment and installation costs;  

3. Shuttle driver labor and equipment maintenance costs;  

4. Contractor labor charges related to the TFCA project;  

5. Travel, training, and associated personnel costs that are directly related to the implementation of 
the TFCA-funded project (e.g., the cost of training mechanics to service TFCA-funded natural gas 
clean air vehicles); and   

6. Indirect costs associated with implementing the project, including reasonable overhead costs 
incurred to provide a physical place of work (e.g., rent, utilities, office supplies), general support 
services (e.g., payroll, reproduction), and managerial oversight.    

Administrative Project Costs 

Administrative project costs are costs associated with the administration of a TFCA project, and do not 

include project capital or operating costs, as discussed above.  Administrative project costs that are 

reimbursable to a Grantee are limited to a maximum of 6.25five percent (5%) of the total TFCA funds 

received.   

 

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

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

1. Accounting for TFCA funds; and  

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

2. Documented indirect administrative costs associated with administrating the project, including 
reasonable overhead costs of utilities, office supplies, reproduction and managerial oversight. 
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Additionally, documented indirect administrative costs associated with administrating the project, including 

reasonable overhead costs of utilities, office supplies, reproduction and managerial oversight are also 

eligible.  

 

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

SUMMARY INFORMATION 

 

County Program Manager Agency Name:  

 

Address:    

 

 

PART A: NEW TFCA FUNDS 

1. Estimated FYE 2017 2018 DMV revenues (based on projected CY2015 CY2016 revenues): Line 1: 

    

2. Difference between prior-year estimate and actual revenue: Line 2:    

a. Actual FYE 2015 2016 DMV revenues (based on CY2014CY2015):   

b. Estimated FYE 2015 2016 DMV revenues (based on CY2014CY2015):     

  

(‘a’ minus ‘b’ equals Line 2.) 

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

4. Interest income.  List interest earned on TFCA funds in calendar year 20152016. Line 4:    

5. Estimated TFCA funds budgeted for administration:1   Line 5:   

(Note: This amount may not exceed 6.25% of Line 3.) 

6. Total new TFCA funds available in FYE 2017 2018 for projects and administration Line 6: 

   

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

 

PART B: TFCA FUNDS AVAILABLE FOR REPROGRAMMING 

7. Total amount from previously funded projects available for  Line 7:    

reprogramming to other projects.  (Enter zero (0) if none.)  

(Note: Reprogrammed funds originating from pre-2006 projects are not  

 

subject to the six-month allocation deadline.) 

 

PART C: TOTAL AVAILABLE TFCA FUNDS 

                                                           
1 The “Estimated TFCA funds budgeted for administration” amount is listed for informational purposes only.  Per California Health 

and Safety Code Section 44233, County Program Managers must limit their administrative costs to no more than 6.25% of the 

actual total revenue received from the Air District. 
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8. Total Available TFCA Funds (Sum of Lines 6 and 7) Line 8:     

 

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

 

 

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

 

 

Executive Director Signature:        Date:    
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SUMMARY INFORMATION - ADDENDUM 

Complete if there are TFCA Funds available for reprogramming. 

 

 

Project # 
Project Sponsor/ 

Grantee 
Project Name 

$ TFCA 

Funds 

Allocated 

$ TFCA 

Funds 

Expended 

$ TFCA 

Funds 

Available 
Code* 

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

       

 

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

 

* Enter UB (for projects that were completed under budget) and CP (for cancelled project). 
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Appendix D: Board-Adopted TFCA County Program Manager 

Fund Policies for FYE 20178 

Adopted November 186, 20165 

 

The following Policies apply only to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s (Air District) 

Transportation Fund for Clean Air (TFCA) County Program Manager Fund for fiscal year ending (FYE) 2018. 

BASIC ELIGIBILITY  

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

Projects must conform to the provisions of the California Health and Safety Code (HSC) sections 44220 et 
seq. and these Air District Board of Directors adopted TFCA County Program Manager Fund Policies for 
FYE 20178.  

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

4.2. TFCA Cost-Effectiveness:  Projects must not exceed the maximum cost-effectiveness (C-E) limit noted in 
Table 1.  Cost-effectiveness ($/weighted ton) is based on the ratio of TFCA funds awarded divided by the 
sum of surplus emissions reduced of reactive organic gases (ROG), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and weighted 
PM10 (particulate matter 10 microns in diameter and smaller) over a project’s useful life.  All TFCA-
generated funds (e.g., reprogrammed TFCA funds) that are awarded or applied to a project must be 
included in the evaluation.  For projects that involve more than one independent component (e.g., more 
than one vehicle purchased, more than one shuttle route), each component must achieve this cost-
effectiveness requirement. 

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

effectiveness. 

Table 1: Maximum Cost-Effectiveness for FYE 20178 County Program Manager Fund Projects 

Policy 
No. 

Project Category Maximum C-E  
($/weighted ton) 

22 Alternative Fuel Light-Duty Vehicles 250,000 

23 Reserved Reserved 

24 Alternative Fuel Heavy-Duty Vehicles and Buses 250,000 

25 Alternative Fuel Bus ReplacementOn-Road Goods 
Movement Truck Replacements 

250,00090,000 

26 Alternative Fuel Infrastructure 250,000 

27 Ridesharing Projects 150,000 

28 .a.-h. Shuttle/Feeder Bus Service – Existing 200,000;  
250,000 for services in CARE 

Areas or PDAs 
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28 .i. Shuttle/Feeder Bus Service - Pilot Year 1 - 2500,000 
Year 2 -- see Policy #28.a-

h.175,000 

28 .i. Shuttle/Feeder Bus Service – Pilot in CARE Areas or 
PDAs 

Years 1 & 2 - 500,000 
Year 2 - 200,000 

Year 3 - see Policy #28.a-
h.175,000 

29 Bicycle Projects 250,000 

30 Bay Area Bike Share 500,000 

31 Arterial Management 175,000 

32 Smart Growth/Traffic Calming 175,000 

 

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

7.4. Consistent with Existing Plans and Programs: All projects must comply with the Ttransportation Ccontrol 
measures and Mmobile Ssource Control measures included in the Air District's most recently approved 
strategiesplan for achieving and maintaining State and national ambient air qualityozone standards, 
those plans and programs establishedwhich are adopted pursuant to HSC sections 40233, 40717, and 
40919;, and, when specified, with other adopted federal, State, regional, and local plans and programs.  

8.5. Eligible Recipients: Grant recipients must be responsible for the implementation of the project, have the 
authority and capability to complete the project, and be an applicant in good standing with the Air 
District (Policies #8-10). 

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

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

9.6. Readiness: Projects must commence by the end of calendar year 20178.  For purposes of this policy, 
“cCommence” meansincludes a tangibleny preparatory actions taken in connection with the project’s 
operation or implementation, for which the grantee can provide documentation of the commencement 
date and action performed.  For purposes of this policy, “Ccommence” can mean the issuance of a 
purchase order to secure project vehicles and equipment, commencement of shuttle/feeder bus and 
ridesharing service, or the delivery of the award letter for a construction contract. 

10.7. Maximum Two Years Operating Costs: Unless otherwise specified in policies #22 through #32, TFCA 
County Program Manager Funds may be used to support up to two years of operating costs for Projects 
that provide a service-based projects (e.g., such as ridesharing,  programs and shuttle and feeder bus 
service projects), are eligible to apply for a period of up to two (2) years, except for bike share projects, 
which are eligible to apply for a period of up to five (5) years. Grant applicants that seek TFCA funds for 
additional years must reapply for funding in the subsequent funding cycles.   

APPLICANT IN GOOD STANDING  

11.8. Independent Air District Audit Findings and Determinations: Grantees who have failed either the 
fiscal audit or the performance audit for a prior TFCA-funded project awarded by either County Program 
Managers or the Air District are excluded from receiving an award of any TFCA funds for three (3) years 
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from the date of the Air District’s final audit determination in accordance with HSC section 44242, or for 
a duration determined by the Air District Air Pollution Control Officer (APCO).  Existing TFCA funds 
already awarded to the project sponsor will not be released until all audit recommendations and 
remedies have been satisfactorily implemented.  A failed fiscal audit means a final audit report that 
includes an uncorrected audit finding that confirms an ineligible expenditure of TFCA funds.  A failed 
performance audit means that the program or project was not implemented in accordance with the 
applicable Funding Agreement or grant agreement. 

A failed fiscal or performance audit of the County Program Manager or its grantee may subject the 

County Program Manager to a reduction of future revenue in an amount equal to the amount which was 

inappropriately expended pursuant to the provisions of HSC section 44242(c)(3). 

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

13.10. Maintain Appropriate Insurance: Both the County Program Manager and each grantee must obtain 
and maintain general liability insurance, workers compensation insurance, and additional insurance as 
appropriate for specific projects, with required coverage amounts provided in Air District guidance and 
final amounts specified in the respective grant agreements. 

INELIGIBLE PROJECTS 

14.11. Duplication: Duplicative projects are not eligible. Projects that propose to expand and achieve 
additional emission reductions of existing projects are eligible (e.g., shuttle service or route expansion, 
previously-funded project that has completed its Project Useful Life).   

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

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

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

USE OF TFCA FUNDS 

18.15. Combined Funds: Unless otherwise specified in policies #22 through #32, TFCA County Program 
Manager Funds may not be combined with TFCA Regional Funds to fund a County Program Manager 
Fund project. Projects that are funded by the TFCA County Program Manager Fund are not eligible for 
additional funding from other funding sources that claim emissions credits. (For example, County 
Program Manager-funded projects are eligible formay be combined with Congestion Mitigation and Air 
Quality (CMAQ) funds because CMAQ does not require emissions reductions for funding eligibility.)  

19.16. Administrative Costs: The County Program Manager may not expend more than five6.25 percent 
(5%) of its County Program Manager Funds for its administrative costs.  The County Program Manager’s 
costs to prepare and execute its Funding Agreement with the Air District are eligible administrative costs.  
Interest earned on County Program Manager Funds shall not be included in the calculation of the 
administrative costs.  To be eligible for reimbursement, administrative costs must be clearly identified in 
the expenditure plan application and in the Funding Agreement, and must be reported to the Air District. 

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

21.18. Unallocated Funds:  Pursuant to HSC 44241(f), any County Program Manager Funds that are not 
allocated to a project within six months of the Air District Board of Directors approval of the County 
Program Manager’s Expenditure Plan may be allocated to eligible projects by the Air District.  The Air 
District shall make reasonable effort to award these funds to eligible projects in the Air District within the 
same county from which the funds originated. 

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

23.20. Reserved. 

24.21. Reserved. 

ELIGIBLE PROJECT CATEGORIES  

25.22. Alternative Fuel Light-Duty Vehicles:  

Eligibility: These projects are intended to accelerate the deployment of qualifying alternative fuel 

vehicles that operate within the Air District’s jurisdiction. All of the following conditions must be met for 

a project to be eligible for TFCA funds:  For TFCA purposes, light-duty vehicles are those with a gross 

vehicle weight rating (GVWR) of 14,000 lbs. or lighter.  Eligible alternative light-duty vehicle types and 

equipment eligible for funding are: 

a. Vehicles purchased and/or leased have a gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR) of 14,000 lbs. or 
lighter.   

b. Purchase or lease ofVehicles are 2017 model year or newer  

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

i.  

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

c. For TFCA purposes, light-duty vehicles are those with a gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR) of 
14,000 lbs. or lighter.  Vehicles must be maintained and operated within the Air District’s 
jurisdiction. 

b. The amount of TFCA funds awarded may not exceed 90% of the vehicle’s cost after all other 
grants and applicable manufacturer and local/state/federal rebates and discounts are 
applied. 
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d.  

Gasoline and diesel (non-hybrid) vehicles are not eligible for TFCA funds.  Funds are not available for non-

fuel system upgrades, such as transmission and exhaust systems, and should not be included in the 

incremental cost of the project.  

Grantees may request authorization of up to 50% of the TFCA Funds awarded for each vehicle to be used 

to pay for costs directly related to the purchase and installation of alternative fueling infrastructure 

and/or equipment used to power the new vehicle. 

26.23. Reserved. 

27.24. Alternative Fuel Heavy-Duty Vehicles and Buses:  

Eligibility: These projects are intended to accelerate the deployment of qualifying alternative fuel 

vehicles that operate within the Air District’s jurisdiction. All of the following additional conditions must 

be met for a project to be eligible for TFCA Funds:  

a. Vehicles purchased and/or leased either have a GVWR greater than 14,000 lbs or are 
classified as urban buses.; and  

b. Vehicles aAre 20175 model year or newer hybrid-electric, electric, CNG/LNG, and hydrogen 
fuel cell vehicles approvedcertified by the CARB.  

b.  

c. Vehicles must be maintained and operated within the Air District’s jurisdiction. 

d. The amount of TFCA funds awarded may not exceed 90% of the vehicle’s cost after all other 
grants and applicable manufacturer and local/state/federal rebates and discounts are 
applied. 

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

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

systems. 

Grantees may request authorization of up to 50% of the TFCA Funds awarded for each vehicle to be used 

to pay for costs directly related to the purchase and installation of alternative fueling infrastructure 

and/or equipment used to power the new vehicle. 

Projects that seek to replace a vehicle in the same weight-class as the proposed new vehicle, may qualify 

for additional TFCA funding. Costs related to the scrapping and/or dismantling of the existing vehicle are 

not eligible for reimbursement with TFCA funds. 

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

systems. 

29. Scrapping Requirements: Grantees with a fleet that includes model year 1998 or older heavy-duty 

diesel vehicles must scrap one model year 1998 or older heavy-duty diesel vehicle for each new vehicle 

purchased or leased under this grant. Costs related to the scrapping of heavy-duty vehicles are not eligible 

for reimbursement with TFCA funds. 

30.  
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31. Alternative Fuel Bus Replacement:   

32.25. On-Road Goods Movement Truck Replacements: The project will replace Class 6, Class 7, or Class 8 
diesel-powered trucks that have a gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR) of 19,501 lbs. or greater (per 
vehicle weight classification definition used by Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)) with new or 
used trucks that have an engine certified to the 2010 CARB emissions standards or cleaner. Eligible 
vehicles are those that are used for goods movement as defined by CARB. The existing trucks must be 
registered with the California Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) to an address within the Air District’s 
jurisdiction, and must be scrapped after replacement. Eligibility: For purposes of transit and school bus 
replacement projects, a bus is any vehicle designed, used, or maintained for carrying more than 15 
persons, including the driver.  A vehicle designed, used, or maintained for carrying more than 10 persons, 
including the driver, which is used to transport persons for compensation or profit, or is used by any 
nonprofit organization or group, is also a bus.  A vanpool vehicle is not considered a bus.  Buses are 
subject to the same eligibility requirements and the same scrapping requirements listed in Policy #24.   

33.26. Alternative Fuel Infrastructure:   

Eligibility: Eligible refueling infrastructure projects include new dispensing and charging facilities, or 

additional equipment or upgrades and improvements that expand access to existing alternative fuel 

fueling/charging sites (e.g., electric vehicle, CNG, hydrogen).  This includes upgrading or modifying 

private fueling/charging sites or stations to allow public and/or shared fleet access.  TFCA funds may be 

used to cover the cost of equipment and installation.  TFCA funds may also be used to upgrade 

infrastructure projects previously funded with TFCA-generated funds as long as the equipment was 

maintained and has exceeded the duration of its useful lifeyears of effectiveness after being placed into 

service. 

TFCA-funded infrastructure projects must be available to and accessible by the public.  Equipment and 

infrastructure must be designed, installed, and maintained as required by the existing recognized codes 

and standards and as approved by the local/state authority.  

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

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

35.28. Shuttle/Feeder Bus Service:  

These projects are intended to reduce single-occupancy vehicle trips by providing short-distance 

connections.  All of the following conditions must be met for a project to be eligible for TFCA funds:   

a. The service must provide direct connections between a mass transit hub (e.g., a rail or Bus 
Rapid Transit (BRT) station, ferry or bus terminal or airport) and a distinct commercial or 
employment location. 

b. The service’s schedule must be coordinated to have a timely connection with corresponding 
mass transit service.  

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

d. TFCA funds may be used to fund only shuttle services to locations that are under-served and 
lack other comparable service. For the purposes of this policy, “comparable service” means 
that there exists, either currently or within the last three years, a direct, timed, and publicly 
accessible service that brings passengers to within one-third (1/3) mile of the proposed 
commercial or employment location from a mass transit hub.  A proposed service will not be 
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deemed “comparable” to an existing service that brings passengers from a mass transit hub 
to within 1/3 mile of the employment location or commercial hub if the passengers’ 
proposed travel time will be at least 15 minutes less thanshorter and will be at least 33% 
shorter than the existing service’s travel time to the proposed destination;.   

e. Reserved.Project applicants that were awarded FYE 2014 or FYE 2015 or FYE 2016 TFCA 
Funds that propose identical routes in FYE 2015 or in FYE 2016 or in FYE 2017 may request an 
exemption from the requirements of Policy 28.D. provided they meet the following 
requirements: 1) No further TFCA project funding as of January 1, 2017; 2) The proposed 
service must serve the identical transit hub and commercial or employment locations as the 
previously funded project; and 3) Submission of a plan to achieve financial self-sufficiency 
from TFCA funds by January 1, 2017, or a plan to come into compliance with Policy 28.D. and 
all other eligibility criteria.  

f. Shuttle/feeder bus service applicantsGrantees must be either: 1) a public transit agency or 
transit district that directly operates the shuttle/feeder bus service; or (2) a city, county, or 
any other public agency. 

g. AShuttle/feeder bus service applicants must submit a letter of concurrence from the transit 
district or transit agency that provides service in the area of the proposed route, certifying 
that the service does not conflict with existing service. 

h. Existing projectsEach route must meet thea cost-effectiveness requirement in Policy #2 of 
$200,000 per ton of emissions reduced.  Projects that would operate in Highly Impacted 
Communities or Episodic Areas as defined in the Air District Community Air Risk Evaluation 
(CARE) Program, or in Priority Development Areas (PDAs), may qualify for funding at a higher 
cost-effectiveness limit (see Policy #2) of $250,000 per ton of emissions reduced. 

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

i. Provide data and other evidence demonstrating the public’s need for the service, 
including a demand assessment survey and letters of support from potential users.  
Project applicants must agree to conduct a passenger survey for each year of 
operation. 

ii. Provide written documentation of plans for financing the service in the future; 

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

iv. Pilot projects located in Highly Impacted Communities as defined in the Air District 
Community Air Risk Evaluation (CARE) Program and/or a Planned or Potential Priority 
Development Area (PDA) may receive a maximum of three years of TFCA Funds 
under the Pilot designation.  For these projects, the project applicants understand 
and must agree that such projects will be evaluated every year, and continued 
funding will be contingent upon the projects meeting the following requirements: 
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1. During the first year and by the end of the second year of operation, projects 
must not exceed a cost-effectiveness of $500,000/ton, and 

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

3.2. By the end of the third year of operation, projects must not exceed a cost-
effectiveness of $175,000/ton and meet all of the requirements, including  
cost-effectiveness limit, of Policy #28.a.-h. (existing shuttles). 

v. Projects located outside of CARE areas and PDAs may receive a maximum of two 
years of TFCA Funds under this designation.  For these projects, the project 
applicants understand and must agree that such projects will be evaluated every 
year, and continued funding will be contingent upon the projects meeting the 
following requirements: 

1. By the end of the first year of operation, projects shall meet a cost-
effectiveness of $2500,000/ton, and 

2. By the end of the second year of operation, projects shall cost $175,000 or 
less per ton (cost-effectiveness rating) and shall meet all of the 
requirements, including cost-effectiveness limit, of Policy #28.a-h. (existing 
shuttles). 

36.29. Bicycle Projects:  

New bicycle facility projects or upgrades to an existing bicycle facility that are included in an adopted 

countywide bicycle plan, or Congestion Management Program (CMP), countywide transportation plan 

(CTP), city plan, or the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC) Regional Bicycle Plan are eligible 

to receive TFCA funds. Projects that are included in an adopted city general plan or area-specific plan 

must specify that the purpose of the bicycle facility is to reduce motor vehicle emissions or traffic 

congestion. A project that proposes to upgrade an existing bicycle facility is eligible only if that project 

involves converting an existing Class-2 or Class-3 facility to a Class-1 or Class-4 facility.   

Eligible projects are limited to the following types of bicycle facilities for public use that result in motor 

vehicle emission reductions:  

a. New Class-1 bicycle paths;  

b. New Class-2 bicycle lanes;  

c. New Class-3 bicycle routes;  

d. New Class-4 cycle tracks or separated bikeways;  

e. Upgraded Class-1 or Class-4 bicycle facilities;Reserved. 

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

g. Electronic bicycle lockers; 

h. Capital costs for attended bicycle storage facilities; and 

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

j. Reserved.   
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All bicycle facility projects must, where applicable, be consistent with design standards published in the 

California Highway Design Manual, or conform to the provisions of the Protected Bikeway Act of 2014. 

37.30. Bay Area Bike Share: 

PThese projects that make bicycles available to individuals for shared use for completing first- and last-

mile trips in conjunction with regional transit and stand-alone short distance trips are.  To be eligible for 

TFCA funds, subject to all of the following conditions:  

a. , bicycle share projects must work in unison  with the existing Bay Area Bike Share 
pProjectProjects must by either increaseing the fleet size of within the initial 
participatingexisting service areas or expanding the existing service areas to include 
additionanewl Bay Area communities. 

b. Projects must have a completed and approved environmental plan and a suitability study 
demonstrating the viability of bicycle sharing.   

c. Projects must have shared membership  and/or be interoperable with the Bay Area Bike 
Share (BABS) project when they are placed into service, in order to streamline transit for 
maximize benefits to the end users byby  reducing the number of separate independent 
operaoperators that would comprise bike trips. Projects that meet one or more of the 
following conditions are exempt from this requirement: 

i. Projects that do not require membership or any fees for use, or  

ii. Projects that were provided funding under MTC’s Bike Share Capital Program to start 
a new or expand an existing bike share program; or.  

iii. Projects that attempted to coordinate with, but were refused by, the current BABS 
operator to have shared membership or be interoperable with BABS. Applicants 
must provide documentation showing proof of refusal. 

 

 

Projects may be awarded FYE 2018 TFCA funds to pay for up to five years of operations.Projects must 

have a completed and approved environmental plan and a suitability study demonstrating the viability of 

bicycle sharing.  Projects may be awarded TFCA funds to pay for up to five years of operations. 

38.31. Arterial Management:  

Arterial management grant applications must identify a specific arterial segment and define what 

improvement(s) will be made to affect traffic flow on the identified arterial segment.  Projects that 

provide routine maintenance (e.g., responding to citizen complaints about malfunctioning signal 

equipment) are not eligible to receive TFCA funds.  Incident management projects on arterials are eligible 

to receive TFCA funds.  Transit improvement projects include, but are not limited to, bus rapid transit and 

transit priority projects.  Signal timing projects are eligible to receive TFCA funds.  Each arterial segment 

must meet the cost-effectiveness requirement in Policy #2.  

39. Smart Growth/Traffic Calming:   

Physical improvements that support development projects and/or calm traffic, resulting in motor vehicle 

emission reductions, are eligible for TFCA funds, subject to the following conditions:  
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a. The development project and the physical improvements must be identified in an approved 
area-specific plan, redevelopment plan, general plan, bicycle plan, pedestrian plan, traffic-
calming plan, or other similar plan.; and  

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

c. The project must have a completed and approved environmental plan.  If a project is exempt 
from preparing an environmental plan as determined by the public agency or lead agency, 
then that project has met this requirement. 

Traffic calming projects are limited to physical improvements that reduce vehicular speed by design and 

improve safety conditions for pedestrians, bicyclists or transit riders in residential retail, and employment 

areas. 
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Appendix E: Glossary of Terms 

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

Environmental plan – A completed and approved plan to mitigate environmental impacts as required as 
the result of the review process of all applicable local, state, and federal environmental reviews (e.g., 
CEQA, NEPA).  For the purpose of the County Program Manager Fund, projects requiring a completed 
and approved environmental plan must complete all required environmental review processes.  Any 
project that is exempt from preparing an environmental plan, as a result of an environmental review 
process, has met the requirement of having a completed and approved environmental plan.  

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

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

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

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

Project Useful Life (see Years Effectiveness) 

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

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

Weighted PM10 - Weighted particulate matter less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10) is calculated by 
multiplying the tailpipe PM emissions by a factor of 20, which is consistent with CARB methodology for 
estimating PM10 emissions for the Carl Moyer Program. 

Years Effectiveness - Equivalent to the administrative period of the grant and used in calculating a 
project’s Cost Effectiveness.  This is different from how long the project will physically last.   
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Appendix F: Insurance Guidelines  

This appendix provides guidance on the insurance coverage and documentation typically required for TFCA 

County Program Manager Fund projects.  Note that the Air District reserves the right to specify different 

types or levels of insurance in the Funding Agreement. 

The typical Funding Agreement requires that each Grantee provide documentation showing that they meet 

the following requirements for each of their projects.  The County Program Manager is not required to meet 

these requirements itself, unless it is acting as a Grantee. 

1. Liability Insurance:  

Corporations and Public Entities - a limit of not less than $1,000,000 per occurrence.  Such insurance shall 

be of the type usual and customary to the business of the Grantee, and to the operation of the vehicles, 

engines or equipment operated by the Project Sponsor. 

Single Vehicle Owners - a limit of not less than $750,000 per occurrence.  Such insurance shall be of the 

type usual and customary to the business of the Grantee, and to the operation of the vehicles, engines or 

equipment operated by the Grantee. 

2. Property Insurance: 

New Equipment Purchases - an amount of not less than the insurable value of Grantee’s vehicles, engines 

or equipment funded under this Agreement, and covering all risks of loss, damage or destruction of such 

vehicles, engines or equipment. 

Retrofit Projects - 2003 model year vehicles or engines or newer in an amount of not less than the 

insurable value of Grantee’s vehicles, engines or equipment funded under this Agreement, and covering 

all risks of loss, damage or destruction of such vehicles, engines or equipment. 

3. Workers Compensation Insurance: 

Construction projects – including but not limited to bike/pedestrian paths, bike lanes, smart growth and 

vehicle infrastructure, as required by California law and employers insurance with a limit not less than $1 

million.  

4. Acceptability of Insurers: 

Insurance is to be placed with insurers with a current A.M. Best’s rating of no less than A: VII.  The Air 

District may, at its sole discretion, waive or alter this requirement or accept self-insurance in lieu of any 

required policy of insurance. 

The following table lists the type of insurance coverage generally required for each project type.  The 

requirements may differ in specific cases.  County Program Managers should contact the Air District liaison 

with questions, especially about unusual projects. 
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Project Category Liability Property 
Workers 

Compensation 

Vehicle purchase and lease X X   

Engine retrofits X X   

Operation of shuttle services X   X 

Operation of vanpools X     

Construction of bike/pedestrian path or overpass X   X 

Construction of bike lanes X   X 

Construction of cycle tracks/separated bikeways X   X 

Construction of smart growth/traffic calming projects X   X 

Construction of vehicle fueling/charging infrastructure X X X 

Arterial management/signal timing X   X 

Purchase and installation of bicycle lockers and racks X X X 

Transit marketing programs X     

Ridesharing projects X   X 

Bike Share projects X X X 

Transit pass subsidy or commute incentives X     

Guaranteed Ride Home Program X     
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Appendix G: Sample Project Information Form 

A. Project Number:      187XX01  

 Use consecutive numbers for projects funded, with year, county code, and number, e.g., 187MAR01, 

187MAR02 for Marin County.  Zero (e.g., 187MAR00) is reserved for County Program Manager TFCA 

funds allocated for administration costs.   

B. Project Title: ________________________________  

 Provide a concise, descriptive title for the project (e.g., “Elm Ave. Signal Interconnect” or “Purchase Ten 

Gasoline-Electric Hybrid Light-Duty Vehicles”). 

A. TFCA County Program Manager Funds Allocated: $__________________ 

B. TFCA Regional Funds Awarded (if applicable): $______________ 

C. Total TFCA Funds Allocated (sum of C and D): $______________ 

D. Total Project Cost: $________________ 

Indicate the TFCA dollars allocated (C, D and E) and total project cost (D). Data from Line E (Total TFCA 

Funds) should be used to calculate C-E. 

E. Project Description:   

 

Grantee will use TFCA funds to _________.  Include information sufficient to evaluate the eligibility and 

cost-effectiveness of the project.  Ex. of the information needed include but are not limited to: what will 

be accomplished by whom, how many pieces of equipment are involved, how frequently it is used, the 

location, the length of roadway segments, the size of target population, etc.  Background information 

should be brief.  For shuttle/feeder bus projects, indicate the hours of operation, frequency of service, and 

rail station and employment areas served.   

 

F. Final Report Content:  Final Report form and final Cost Effectiveness Worksheet 

 Reference the appropriate Final Report form that will be completed and submitted after project 

completion. See www.baaqmd.gov/tfca4pm for a listing of the following forms:  

1. Form for Ridesharing, Shuttles, Transit Information, Rail/Bus Integration, Smart Growth, and 

Traffic Calming Projects.  (Includes Transit Bus Signal Priority.) 

1. Form for Clean Air Vehicle and Infrastructure Projects 

2. Form for Bicycle Projects 

3. Form for Arterial Management Projects 

 

G. Attach a completed Cost-effectiveness Worksheet and any other information used to 

evaluate the proposed project.  For example, for vehicle projects, include the California Air Resources 

Board Executive Orders for all engines and diesel emission control systems.  Note, Cost-effectiveness 

Worksheets are not needed for TFCA County Program Managers’ own administrative costs. 

 

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

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

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

Make entries in the yellow-shaded areas only in the worksheets.  Begin each new filename with the 
application number (e.g., 187MAR04) as described below.  Each worksheet contains separate tabs for: 
Instructions (no user input), General Information, Calculations, Notes and Assumptions, and Emission Factors 
(no user input).   

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

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

Instructions Specific to Each Project Type 

Ridesharing and Shuttle Projects 

Two key components in calculating cost-effectiveness is the number of vehicle trips eliminated per 

day and the trip length.  The number of vehicle trips eliminated is the number of trips by 

participants that would have driven as a single occupant vehicle if not for the service; it is not the 

same as the total number of riders or participants.  A frequently used proxy is the 

percentagenumber of survey respondents who report that they would have driven alone if not for 

the service provided.  For calculating the length of trip, it is appropriate to use only use the length of 

the vehicle trip avoided by only the riders that otherwise would have driven alone. 

In addition, each shuttle route must meet the cost-effectiveness criteria (Policy # 28).  If a project 

consists of more than one route, one worksheet should be submitted with all routes listed, and a 

Project Type Worksheet Name 

Ridesharing, Shuttles, Bicycle, Bike Share , Smart Growth, and 
Traffic Calming Projects 

Trip Reduction FYE 187 

Arterial Management:  Signal Timing Arterial Management  FYE 187 

Transit Bus Signal Priority (also for Transit Rail Vehicles) Trip Reduction  FYE 187 

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

LD & LHD Vehicle  FYE 187 

Alternative-Fuel Low-Mileage Utility Trucks – Idling Service Heavy-Duty Vehicle  FYE 187 

Alternative-Fuel Heavy-Duty Vehicles, Buses, or Infrastructure Heavy-Duty Vehicle  FYE 187 

63



County Program Manager Fund Expenditure Plan Guidance FYE 20187 

BAAQMD Transportation Fund for Clean Air  Page 33 

separate worksheet must be prepared showing the cost-effectiveness of each route (i.e., as 

determined by that route’s ridership, funding allocation, etc.).      

Transit Signal Priority 

For the length of trip, a good survey practice is to determine the length of automobile trip avoided by 

just those riders that otherwise would have driven, rather than by all riders. 

Arterial Management Projects 

 Please note that each segment must meet the cost-effectiveness requirement (Policy #231).  If 

there are multiple segments being considered for funding, one worksheet should be submitted with 

all segments listed, and a separate worksheet should be submitted showing the cost-effectiveness 

for each segment.    

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

after two (2) years. 

Smart Growth, Traffic Calming 

Projects must reduce vehicle trips by increasing pedestrian/bicycle travel and transit use.  Projects 

that only involve slowing automobile traffic briefly (e.g., via speed bumps) tend to not be cost-

effective, as the acceleration following deceleration increases emissions.   

Vehicle and Fueling Infrastructure Projects 

The investment in each individual vehicle must be shown to be cost-effective (Policy #2).  The 

worksheet calculates the cost-effectiveness of each vehicle separately, so only one worksheet is 

required when more than one vehicle is being considered for funding.     

 TFCA Policies require that all projects including those subject to emission reduction regulations, 

contracts, or other legally binding obligations achieve surplus emission reductions—that is, 

reductions that go beyond what is required.  Therefore, vehicles with engines certified as Family 

Emission Limit (FEL) engines are not eligible for funding because the engine is certified for 

participation in an averaging, banking, and trading program in which emission benefits are already 

claimed by the manufacturer. 

 Because TFCA funds may only be used to fund early-compliance emissions reductions, and because 

of the various fleet rule requirements, calculating cost-effectiveness for vehicle grant projects can be 

complex, and it is recommended that it be done only by someone familiar with all applicable 

regulations and certifications.  Additionally, electric vehicle infrastructure generally does not qualify 

for more than $23,000 per Level 2 (6.6KW) charging spot, and County Program Managers should 

consult with the Air District on such projects, as the evaluation methodologies are evolving.  Also, 

any questions should be raised to Air District staff well before project approval deadlines in order to 

assure project eligibility. 

 The cost-effectiveness of fueling infrastructure is based on the vehicles that will use the funded 

facility.  For these projects, County Program Managers must exercise care that emission reductions 

from the associated vehicles are only credited towards a TFCA infrastructure project, and are not 

double counted in any other Air District grant program, either at the present time or for future 

vehicles that will use the facility during its effective life. 

The total mileage a vehicle can travel may be limited by regulation, and the product of Years of 

Effectiveness and Average Annual Miles cannot exceed that mileage (e.g., some cities limit the 

lifetime miles a taxicab can travel). 
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Heavy-duty vehicle and infrastructure projects: The California Air Resources Board (CARB) Carl 

Moyer Program Guidelines document is the source for the formulas and factors used in the Heavy-

Duty Vehicle worksheet.  The full documentation is available at 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/moyer/guidelines/current.htm.  Note that there are some 

differences between the TFCA and Moyer programs; consult Air District staff with any questions.  At a 

minimum, a funded vehicle must have an engine complying with the model year 2010 and later 

emission standards.  Vehicles that are funded by the TFCA shall not be co-funded with other funding 

sources that claim emissions credits.  At this time, vehicles that are funded by the CARB (e.g., Hybrid 

and Zero-Emission Truck and Bus Voucher Incentive Project [HVIP]), Carl Moyer, or other Air District 

grant programs are not eligible for additional funding from TFCA. 

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

Guidance on inputs for the worksheets are as follows: 

 

Instructions Tab 

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

General Information Tab 

Project Number, which has three parts: 

1st – fiscal year in which project will be funded (e.g., 187 for FYE 20187). 

2nd – County Program Manager; use the following abbreviations: 

ALA – Alameda CC - Contra Costa MAR – Marin 

NAP – Napa SF - San Francisco SM - San Mateo 

SC - Santa Clara SOL – Solano SON – Sonoma 

3rd – two-digit number identifying project; 00 is reserved for County Program Manager administrative 

costs. 

Example: 187MAR04 = fiscal year ending 20187, Marin, Project #04. 

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

Project Type Code: Insert one and only one of the following codes for the corresponding project type.  If 

a project has multiple parts, use the code for the main component.  Note that not all listed project 

types may be allowed in the current funding cycle. 

 

 

 

Code Project Type Code Project Type 

0 Administrative costs 6c Shuttle services – NG powered 

1a NG buses (transit or shuttle buses) 6d Shuttle services – EV powered 

1b EV buses 6e Shuttle services – Fuel cell powered 

1c Hybrid buses 6f Shuttle services – Hybrid vehicle 
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Code Project Type Code Project Type 

1d Fuel cell buses 6g Shuttle services – Other fuel type 

1e Buses – Alternative fuel 6h Shuttle services w/TFCA purchased retrofit 

2a NG school buses 6i Shuttle services – fleet uses various fuel types 

2b EV school buses 7a Class 1 bicycle paths 

2c Hybrid school buses 7b Class 2 bicycle lanes 

2d Fuel cell school buses 7c Class 3 bicycle routes, bicycle boulevards 

2e School buses – Alternative fuel 7d Bicycle lockers and cages 

3a 
Other heavy-duty – NG (street sweepers, garbage 

trucks) 
7e 

Bicycle racks 

3b Other heavy-duty – EV 7f Bicycle racks on buses 

3c Other heavy-duty – Hybrid 7g Attended bicycle parking (“bike station”) 

3d 
Other heavy-duty – Fuel cell 

7h 
Other type of bicycle project (e.g., bicycle loop 

detectors) 

3e Other heavy-duty - Alternative fuel (High Mileage) 7i Bike share 

3f Other heavy-duty - Alternative fuel (Low Mileage) 7j Class 4 cycle tracks or separated bikeways 

4a Light-duty vehicles – NG 8a Signal timing (Regular projects to speed traffic) 

4b Light-duty vehicles – EV 8b Arterial Management – transit vehicle priority 

4c Light-duty vehicles – Hybrid 8c Bus Stop Relocation 

4d Light-duty vehicles – Fuel cell 8d Traffic roundabout 

4e Light-duty vehicles – Other clean fuel 9a Smart growth – traffic calming 

5a Implement TROs (pre-1996 projects only) 9b Smart growth – pedestrian improvements 

5b Regional Rideshare Program 9c Smart growth – other types 

5c Incentive programs (for any alternative mode) 10a Rail-bus integration 

5d Guaranteed Ride Home programs 10b Transit information / marketing 

5e 
Ridesharing – Vanpools (if cash incentive only, use 

5c) 
11a 

Telecommuting demonstration 

5f Ridesharing – School carpool match 11b Congestion pricing demonstration 

5g Other ridesharing / trip reduction projects 11c Other demonstration project 

5h 
Trip reduction bicycle projects (e.g., police on 

bikes) 
12a 

Natural gas infrastructure 

6a Shuttle services – diesel powered 12b Electric vehicle infrastructure 

6b Shuttle services – gasoline powered 12c Alternative fuel infrastructure 

 

County: Use the same abbreviations as used in Project Number. 

Worksheet Calculated by: Name of person completing the worksheet. 

Date of Submission: Date submitted to the County Program Manager. 

Grantee Org.: Organization responsible for the project. 

Contact Name: Name of individual responsible for implementing the project.  Include all 

contact information requested (email, phone, address). 

Project Start Date Date work begins on a project. Note: Project must meet Readiness Policy 

(Policy #6). 

Completion Date & 

Final Report to CMA:  Date the project was completed and the date the Final Report was 

received by the County Program Manager. Note: County Program 

66



County Program Manager Fund Expenditure Plan Guidance FYE 20187 

BAAQMD Transportation Fund for Clean Air  Page 36 

Managerss must expend funds within two years of receipt, unless an 

application states that the project will take a longer period of time and is 

approved by the County Program Manager or the Air District. 

 

Calculations Tab 

 Because the worksheets have many interrelated formulas and references, users must not add or delete 

rows or columns, or change any formulas, without consulting with the Air District.  Several cells have 

input choices or information built in, as pull-down menus or comments in Excel.  Pull-down menus are 

accessed by clicking on the cell.  Comments are indicated by a small triangle in the upper right corner of a 

cell, and are made visible by resting the cursor over the cell.  

 Cost Effectiveness Inputs  

# Years Effectiveness:  Equivalent to the administrative period of the grant.  See inputs table 

below.  The best practice is to use shortest value possible.   

Total Project Cost:  Total cost of project including TFCA funding, sponsor funding, and funds 

contributed by other entities.  Only include goods and services of which 

TFCA funding is an integral part. 

TFCA Cost:  TFCA 40% County Program Manager Funds and the 60% Regional Funds 

(if any), listed separately. 

 

Emission Reduction Calculations  

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

Notes & Assumptions Tab 

Provide an explanation of all assumptions used.  If you do not use the Air District’s guidelines and default 

values to determine cost-effectiveness, you must document and explain your inputs and assumptions 

after receiving written approval from the Air District. 

Emission Factors Tab 

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

Additional Information for Heavy-duty Vehicle Projects 

CARB has adopted a number of standards and fleet rules that limit funding opportunities for on-road heavy-

duty vehicles.  See the below list of CARB rules that affect on-road heavy-duty fleets, followed by a reference 

sample CARB Executive Order.   For assistance in determining whether a potential project is affected, contact 

Air District staff or consult Carl Moyer Implementation Charts at: 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/moyer/guidelines/supplemental-docs.htm  
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Summary of On-Road Heavy-Duty Fleet Rules 

Vehicle Type Subject to CARB Fleet Rule? 

Urban buses Fleet Rule for Transit Agencies 

Transit Fleet Vehicles Fleet Rule for Transit Agencies 

Solid Waste Collection Vehicles, excluding transfer 

trucks 

Solid Waste Collection Vehicle Regulation 

Municipal Vehicles and Utility Vehicles Fleet Rule for Public Agencies and Utilities 

Port and Drayage Trucks Port Truck Regulation 

All other On-road heavy-duty vehicles On-road Rule 

Summary of On-Road Heavy-Duty Fleet Rules 

 

 

Summary of Maximum Cost-effectiveness & Years Effectiveness by Project Category 

 

Policy 
No. 

Project Category 
Maximum C-E 
($/weighted ton) 

Years Effectiveness 

22 Alternative Fuel Light-Duty Vehicles 250,000 
3 years recommended, 4 
years max 

23 Reserved Reserved Reserved 

24 
Alternative Fuel Heavy-Duty Vehicles 
and Buses 

250,000 
3 years recommended, 4 
years max 

25 
On-Road Goods Movement Truck 
ReplacementsAlternative Fuel Bus 
Replacement 

250,00090,000 
3 years recommended, 4 
years max 

26 Alternative Fuel Infrastructure 250,000 
3 years recommended, 4 
years max 

27 Ridesharing Projects 150,000 2 years max 

28 a.A-
h.H 

Shuttle/Feeder Bus Service – Existing 
200,000;  
250,000 for services in CARE 
Areas or PDAs 

2 years max 

28 i.I Shuttle/Feeder Bus Service - Pilot 
Year 1 - 2500,000 
Year 2 - see Policy #28.a-
h.175,000 

2 years max 

28 i.I 
Shuttle/Feeder Bus Service – Pilot in 
CARE Areas or PDAs 

Years 1 & 2 - 500,000 
Year 2 - 200,000 
Year 3 - see Policy #28.a-
h.175,000 

2 years max 

29 Bicycle Projects 250,000 From 3 to 10 years 

30 Bay Area Bike Share 500,000 5 years max 

31 Arterial Management 175,000 2 or 4 years 

32 Smart Growth/Traffic Calming 175,000 10 years max 
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Memorandum 

: 02.06.2017 RE: Plans and Programs Committee 

February 14, 2017 

: Plans and Programs Committee: Commissioners Tang (Chair), Farrell (Vice Chair), Breed, 
Safai, Sheehy and Peskin (Ex Officio) 

: Amber Crabbe – Assistant Deputy Director for Policy and Programming 

Tilly Chang – Executive Director 

: – Recommend Adoption of  the One Bay Area Grant Program Cycle 2 San Francisco
Call for Projects Framework 

This is the second cycle of  the Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s (MTC’s) One Bay Area Grant 
program (OBAG 2) for which the Transportation Authority has $44.2 million to program over the next 
five fiscal years (2017/18–2021/22). The OBAG program directs federal funding to projects and 
programs that integrate the region’s transportation program with California’s climate law and Plan Bay 
Area, the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy. About 45% of  OBAG funds 
are directed to congestion management agencies (CMAs), such as the Transportation Authority. 
Provided that the CMAs comply with rather extensive OBAG requirements (such as requiring that at 
least 70% of  San Francisco OBAG funds must be invested in our Priority Development Areas shown 
in Attachment 1), CMAs have flexibility to program funds to a wide variety of  project types from transit 
capacity and enhancement projects to pedestrian and bicycle safety projects to street resurfacing. For 
San Francisco’s $44.2 million, we propose assigning $1.9 million for CMA planning activities (consistent 
with Cycle 1, augmenting the base amount of  CMA planning funds we receive from MTC), $1.797 
million for Safe Routes to School (MTC-guaranteed minimum) with priority to non-infrastructure 
projects (which have limited discretionary funding opportunities), and the remaining $40.489 million for 
a competitive call open to all OBAG-eligible projects. In addition to MTC’s required selection criteria, 
we propose retaining most of  the Board-approved OBAG Cycle 1 criteria and adding new criteria that 
reflect the City’s growing need to address core capacity and reliability improvements. Approval of  the 
proposed approach will allow us to release the call for projects in early March 2017. The recommended 
project list would come back to the to the Board for approval in June, enabling us to submit with the 
list and related documentation to MTC by its July deadline. 

In May 2012, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) adopted the One Bay Area Grant 
Cycle 1 (OBAG 1) funding and policy framework for programming the region’s federal transportation 
funds. This was the first effort to better integrate the region’s transportation program with California’s 
climate law and Plan Bay Area (PBA), the Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities 
Strategy. OBAG 1 established funding commitments and policies for various regional and county 
programs to reward jurisdictions that accept housing allocations through the Regional Housing Need 
Allocation (RHNA) process and that have historically produced housing. It also promoted transportation 
investments in Priority Development Areas (PDAs) (see Attachment 1) that are targeted for growth and 
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increased programming flexibility for local agencies. Through the OBAG 1 County Program, the 
Transportation Authority programmed $38.8 million for CMA Planning activities and seven competitively 
selected projects reflecting a focus on complete streets and safety. The projects and their status are shown 
in Attachment 2. 

In November 2015, MTC adopted the OBAG Cycle 2 (OBAG 2) framework, which was revised in July 
2016 to distribute additional revenues and incorporate housing-related program elements. OBAG 2 
maintains largely the same framework and policies as OBAG 1, building on progress made by OBAG 1 
by making some refinements that attempt to address the region’s growing challenge with the lack of  
housing and affordable housing, in particular. For instance, compared to OBAG 1, the OBAG 2 County 
Program funding distribution formula places additional emphasis on housing production and the share 
of  affordable housing and expands the definition of  affordable housing to include housing for moderate-
income households in addition to low- and very low-income households. MTC continues to require 70% 
of  the OBAG 2 County Program funding be invested to projects in PDAs for urbanized counties like 
ours. San Francisco’s PDAs are shown in Attachment 1. 

As the CMA for San Francisco, the Transportation Authority is responsible for managing San Francisco’s 
OBAG 2 County Program. 

The purpose of  this memorandum is to present our proposed approach San Francisco’s OBAG 2 call for 
projects and to seek a recommendation to approve the call for projects framework. The framework is 
comprised of  a proposed funding distribution for the overall county share program, screening and 
prioritization criteria, and a call for projects schedule. MTC’s OBAG 2 guidelines lay out most of  the 
project selection requirements, including screening and prioritization criteria, eligible project types and 
sponsors, and public outreach, all of  which are intended to comply with federal requirements and meet 
the goals of  OBAG. 

 San Francisco’s share of  the OBAG2 county program is $44.186 million 
which is available for programming over the next five fiscal years (Fiscal Year 2017/18–2021/22). Our 
proposed distribution of  those funds is summarized in the table below. 

Table 1. 

 San Francisco OBAG 2 County Program Funding Approach 
(millions $) 

CMA planning augmentation   $ 1.900 

Safe Routes to School (SRTS)  $ 1.797 

Countywide OBAG 2  $40.489 

TOTAL  $44.186 

CMA Planning Augmentation  CMAs are required to perform various planning, funding 
programming, monitoring, and outreach functions in compliance with regional, state, and federal 
requirements. While CMAs’ responsibilities have increased to support the OBAG framework and the 
proliferation of  different MTC funding programs and related requirements, state funds that used to 
supplement this type of  the activities have been significantly reduced. As was done in OBAG 1, MTC 
sets aside a minimum base of  funds for CMAs’ planning activities ($3.997 million for San Francisco 

82



M:\PnP\2017\Memos\02 Feb\OBAG\OBAG Call Framework Memo.docx Page 3 of 5

over the five-year OBAG cycle) and continues to allow CMAs to designate additional funding from their 
County Program to augment their planning efforts. We recommend augmenting CMA planning funds 
by $1.9 million, a level that is consistent with OBAG 1 and comparable to other urban counties, such as 
Alameda, San Mateo, and Santa Clara. 

Safe Routes to School (SRTS)  MTC has assigned the guaranteed funding amount for SRTS based on 
each county’s total kindergarten through 12th grade enrollment. That amount for San Francisco is $1.797 
million (7.2% of  the regional total using FY 2013-14 data as the base year). MTC allows funding both 
infrastructure projects and non-infrastructure programs (e.g. education and outreach). Given very 
limited funding sources for non-infrastructure programs, we recommend prioritizing non-infrastructure 
programs with this dedicated SRTS funding. This does not preclude SRTS infrastructure projects or 
non-infrastructure programs from competing for additional OBAG 2 funds. 

Countywide OBAG 2  For the remaining $40.489 million in County Program funds, we will select 
projects through a transparent and competitive process, as required by MTC. Eligible project types include 
but are not limited to transit expansion, reliability and access improvements; smart system management; 
transportation demand management (including education/outreach); safety and streetscape 
improvements; street resurfacing; SRTS; and PDA planning and implementation. The proposed screening 
and prioritization criteria described in the section below capture the particular emphasis we suggest for 
OBAG 2. 

Attachment 2 describes our proposed screening and prioritization criteria. 
Most of  these are required by the MTC guidelines. Elements that we have proposed to be added to the 
San Francisco call for projects are listed in italics. The proposed prioritization criteria retain most of  the 
Board-approved criteria that we used for OBAG 1, such as the PDA focus requiring at least 70% of  the 
funds to be invested in PDAs (net of  the SRTS guaranteed minimum), multi-modal benefits, multiple 
project coordination, and safety. In particular, given the challenge of  meeting the timely use of  funds 
requirements as evidenced in OBAG 1, we will continue to give strong consideration to project readiness. 

In addition, we propose adding new criteria that reflect the City’s growing needs in core capacity and 
reliability improvements (e.g. Muni Metro, Transbay, Peninsula corridors), a need which was also identified 
in the San Francisco Transportation Plan and in Plan Bay Area. 

Since we are also conducting calls for projects for two other funding programs (Prop AA Vehicle 
Registration Fee and Transportation for Clean Air County Program) in an overlapping timeframe, we will 
consider the amount and timing of  funding availability of  all three funding programs, as well as their 
specific requirements and purposes, in order to match projects with the most fitting funding sources as 
part of  the application evaluation. We will also work with sponsors to identify and support Prop K 
allocations to provide all or a portion of  the required local match. Other strategic considerations include 
upcoming funding opportunities through the MTC’s anticipated Regional Measure 3 bridge toll revenue 
measure, MTC Climate Program, Air District’s regional TFCA program and the California Air Resources 
Board’s (CARB’s) Cap and Trade program. 

: Following Board approval of  the proposed framework, we anticipate 
releasing the call for projects on March 3. Attachment 3 shows the schedule by which we propose 
soliciting projects from sponsors, evaluating applications, and recommending the project list to the CAC 
in May and to the Plans and Programs Committee and Board in June. This schedule would enable us to 
submit our OBAG 2 priorities and required project documentation to MTC by its July 31 deadline. 
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Consistent with MTC’s OBAG 2 guidelines, our public outreach will build on the City’s recent coordinated 
efforts to identify its transportation priorities for the Plan Bay Area and new revenue measures, as well as 
project sponsors’ public involvement activities to identify and refine their agency’s priorities. In addition, 
for the OBAG 2 call for projects, our public outreach approach will include, but not be limited to the 
following: 

 Public meetings of  the Transportation Authority Board, the Plans and Programs Committee and
CAC

 Proposed presentations and information sharing with the Pedestrian Safety Advisory Committee
and Bicycle Advisory Committee (which will also satisfy OBAG 2 requirements to make
Complete Streets Checklists for OBAG projects available to these groups prior to project
selection)

 Stakeholder meetings

 Commissioner engagement, e.g. briefings, newsletters, coordination with project sponsors or
constituents

 Outreach tools, e.g. OBAG 2 website (www.sfcta.org/obag2), email, social media

 Multilanguage translations of  materials and meetings as appropriate and also when requested

 To access OBAG 2 funds, a local jurisdiction must demonstrate that its 
general plan’s housing and complete streets policies are aligned and up-to-date by making a revision to 
the circulation element in compliance with the 2008 Complete Streets Act and having the housing element 
adopted and certified by the California Department of  Housing and Community Development for 2014-
2011 RHNA by May 2015. San Francisco has already satisfied both requirements. MTC also requires that 
CMAs update the PDA Investment & Growth Strategy by May 1, 2017. We are already working with the 
San Francisco Planning Department to complete this task by the due date and anticipate bringing it to 
the Transportation Authority Board for approval in April. 

1. Recommend adoption of  the OBAG 2 San Francisco Call for Projects Framework, as requested.

2. Recommend adoption of  the OBAG 2 San Francisco Call for Projects Framework, with
modifications.

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

The CAC was briefed on this item at its January 25, 2017 meeting and unanimously adopted a motion of  
support for the staff  recommendation. 

The recommended action would have no impact on the adopted Fiscal Year 2016/17 budget. 

Recommend adoption of  the OBAG 2 San Francisco Call for Projects Framework. 

84



M:\PnP\2017\Memos\02 Feb\OBAG\OBAG Call Framework Memo.docx Page 5 of 5

Attachments (4): 
1. San Francisco Priority Development Areas
2. OBAG Cycle 1 Project List
3. Draft OBAG 2 Screening and Prioritization Criteria
4. Draft OBAG 2 Call for Projects Schedule

85



1

At
ta

ch
m

en
t 1

.

86



Attachment 2
One Bay Area Grant (OBAG) Cycle 1 Project List 

January 2017

Project Name (Sponsor) Description
Construction 

Start
Open for Use

Total Project 

Cost

OBAG Funds as 

Last Amended

Broadway Chinatown 

Streetscape 

Improvement (San 

Francisco Public Works 

(SFPW))

Design and construct a complete streets project on Broadway from 

Columbus to the Broadway Tunnel, including bulb‐outs, special 

crosswalk paving, new medians, street trees, bus stop 

improvements, and repaving.

Construction is 5% complete.

June 2016 April 2017 $7,102,487  $3,477,802 1, 3

ER Taylor Elementary 

School Safe Routes to 

School (SFPW)

Design and construct four pedestrian bulb outs at the intersection 

of Bacon and Gottingen near ER Taylor Elementary School to 

improve pedestrian safety.

The project is open for use.

June 2015 November 

2015

$604,573  $400,115 3, 4

Longfellow Elementary 

School Safe Routes to 

School (SFPW)

Design and construct pedestrian safety improvements at the 

intersections of Mission & Whittier, Mission & Whipple, and 

Mission & Lowell near Longfellow Elementary School.

The project is open for use.

August 2015 March 2016 $852,855  $670,307 

Mansell Corridor 

Improvement (San 

Francisco Municipal 

Transportation Agency 

(SFMTA))

Design and construct of a complete streets project on Mansell 

Street from Visitacion Avenue to Brazil Street including reduction 

in number of vehicular lanes and creating a multiuse path for 

pedestrians and bicyclists.

The project is open for use.

September 

2015

January 2017 $6,807,348  $1,762,239 

Masonic Avenue 

Complete Streets 

(SFMTA)

Construct complete streets improvements on Masonic Avenue 

from Fell to Geary, including reallocation of space to calm traffic, 

dedicated bicycle space (raised cycle track), and pedestrian 

enhancements.

Construction is 23% complete. 

Feburary 2016 April 2018 $22,785,900  $0 2

Second Street 

Streetscape 

Improvement (SFPW)

Design and construct of a complete streets project on Second 

Street from Market to Townsend, including pedestrian safety 

improvements, a buffered cycle track, landscaping, and repaving.

Construction contract was advertised in December 2016.

May or June 

2017

March 2019 $15,415,115  $10,567,997 4

Transbay Transit Center 

Bike and Pedestrian 

Improvements 

(Transbay Joint Powers 

Authority)

Construct pedestrian and bicycle projects associated with the 

Transbay Transit Center, including a pedestrian walkway, 

sidewalks, path‐finding signage, real time passenger information, 

bike racks and channels, pedestrian lighting, and public art.

OBAG work will be implemented as part of various construction 

contracts for the Transbay Transit Center project.

January 2017 December 

2017

$11,480,440  $6,000,000 

Light Rail Vehicle (LRV) 

Procurement (SFMTA)

Purchase 175 replacement LRVs and 25 expansion LRVs to help 

meet projected vehicle needs through 2020, including for the 

Central Subway.

Design is 95% complete. Production of the first new LRVs is 

underway.

September 

2014 

(procurement)

Through 2020 $175,000,000  $10,227,540 2

P:\One Bay Area Grant\Cycle 1\Project Monitoring\OBAG Cycle 1 Update - Jan 2017 Page 1 of 2
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Attachment 2
One Bay Area Grant (OBAG) Cycle 1 Project List 

January 2017

Project Name (Sponsor) Description
Construction 

Start
Open for Use

Total Project 

Cost

OBAG Funds as 

Last Amended

Lombard Street US‐101 

Corridor Improvement 

(SFPW)

Design and construct safety improvements along Lombard Street 

between Van Ness Avenue and Richardson Avenue, including curb 

extensions (pedestrian and transit bulb‐outs), daylighting at 

intersections, signal timing improvements, advance stop bars and 

high visibility curb crosswalks.

Design is 75% complete.

November 

2017

Feburary 

2019

$17,465,000  $1,910,000 1

Total OBAG: $35,016,000

1 $1.91 million in OBAG funds were swapped with SFMTA local revenue bond funds because the OBAG funds were unavailable when needed.  In October 

2015, the Transportation Authority Board reprogrammed the OBAG funds to SFPW's Lombard Street US‐101 Corridor Improvement via 2016 Regional 

Transportation Improvement Program, as requested by SFMTA and SFPW.

2 In order to minimize risk of losing federal funds due to project delays, in February 2015, the Transportation Authority Board reprogrammed $10,227,540 in 

OBAG funds from SFMTA's Masonic Avenue project to the LRV Procurement project, with the condition that SFMTA continue to follow OBAG reporting 

requirements for the Masonic Avenue project.  See the Plans and Programs Committee memo (February 3, 2015) and Resolution 15‐42 for more detail.

3 On December 15, 2015, the Transportation Authority Board approved SFPW's request to reprogram $67,265 cost savings from the recently completed ER 

Taylor SR2S to Chinatown Broadway, which has received a higher‐than‐anticipated bid to its original construction contract advertisement.  
4 On June 28, 2016, the Transportation Authority Board approved SFPW's request to reprogram additional $51,215 from the completed ER Taylor SR2S to 

Second Street to cover the cost of the pedestrian lighting, which has been added per the community's request.

P:\One Bay Area Grant\Cycle 1\Project Monitoring\OBAG Cycle 1 Update - Jan 2017 Page 2 of 2
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One Bay Area Grant (OBAG) 2  

Draft San Francisco Screening and Prioritization Criteria 

To develop a program of  projects for San Francisco’s OBAG 2 County Program, the 
Transportation Authority will first screen candidate projects for eligibility and then will prioritize 
eligible projects based on evaluation criteria. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s 
(MTC’s) OBAG 2 guidelines set most of  the screening and evaluation criteria to ensure the program 
is consistent with Plan Bay Area and federal funding guidelines. We have proposed to add a few 
additional criteria to better reflect the particular conditions and needs in our county (as indicated by 
italicized text). 

Projects must meet all screening criteria in order to be considered further for OBAG funding.  The 
screening criteria will focus on meeting the eligibility requirements for OBAG funds and include, 
but are not limited to the following factors: 

 Award of  the OBAG 2 funds will result in a fully funded, stand-alone capital project, plan,
or Safe Routes to School (SRTS) project.

 Project scope must be consistent with the intent of  OBAG and its broad eligible uses.1

 Project sponsor is eligible to receive federal transportation funds.

 Project sponsor is requesting a minimum of  $500,000 in OBAG funds.2

 Project is consistent with Plan Bay Area (the Bay Area’s regional transportation plan) and the
San Francisco Transportation Plan.

 Project has identified the required 11.47% local match in committed or programmed funds,
including in-kind matches for the requested phase.  Alternatively, for capital projects the
project sponsor may demonstrate fully funding the pre-construction phases (e.g. project
development, environmental or design) with local funds and claim toll credits in lieu of  a
match for the construction phase.  In order to claim toll credits, project sponsors must still
meet all federal requirements for the pre-construction phases even if  fully-funded.  For non-
infrastructure projects, the project sponsor may demonstrate funding federally ineligible
activities with the local match.

 Project selection must be based on the analysis results of  federal-aid eligible roads from San
Francisco’s certified Pavement Management System.

 Pavement rehabilitation projects must have a PCI score of  70 or below.  Preventative
maintenance projects must extend the useful life of  the facility by at least 5 years.

-

1 Eligible scopes of work include but are not limited to transit improvements, smart system management, transportation 
demand management, safety and streetscape improvements, street resurfacing, and PDA planning.  Refer to MTC’s 
OBAG 2 guidelines for a full list, and contact SFCTA staff with any questions about eligibility. 
2 SFCTA staff will consider projects requesting more than $100,000 but less than $500,000 on a case by case basis if the 
project is competitive and cannot easily be funded elsewhere, but sponsors must demonstrate an ability to comply with 
federal funding requirements. 
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 Non-infrastructure projects (e.g. education and outreach) will be prioritized given that they have limited
discretionary funding opportunities.

 Projects must be coordinated with San Francisco SRTS Coalition (Coalition), i.e., either having been
prioritized by the Coalition or having a letter of  support signed by all of  the Coalition member agencies.

Projects that meet all of  the OBAG screening criteria will be prioritized for OBAG funding based 
on, but not limited to the factors listed below.  The Transportation Authority reserves the right to 
modify or add to the prioritization criteria in response to additional MTC guidance, to enable 
matching of  recommended projects with eligibility requirements of  available fund sources, and if  
necessary, to prioritize a very competitive list of  eligible projects that exceed available programming 
capacity. 

Location-Specific Criteria 

 Located within or provides “proximate access” to Priority Development Area (PDA):
OBAG establishes a minimum requirement that 70% of  all OBAG funds be used on
projects that are located within or provide proximate access to a PDA.  Projects that are
geographically outside of  a PDA, but are determined to be eligible by the Transportation
Authority because they provide proximate access to a PDA, must be mapped and given
policy justifications for why and how they support a given PDA.  The Transportation
Authority will also consider consistency with the Transportation Investment Growth
Strategy and/or PDA plans.

 Located within High Impact Project Areas: Factors used to determine High Impact
Project Areas include:

o PDAs taking on significant housing growth in Plan Bay Area, including Regional
Housing Needs Allocation, as well as housing production, especially those that are
adding a large number of  very low, low, and moderate income housing units.

o Dense job centers in proximity to housing and transit (both currently and as projected in
Plan Bay Area), especially where supported by reduced parking requirements and Travel
Demand Management programs

o Improved transportation choices for all income levels in proximity to quality transit
access, with an emphasis on connectivity (including safety, lighting, etc.), to reduce
vehicle miles travelled

 Located within a Community of  Concern (COC): Projects located within a COC, as
defined by MTC, Congestion Management Agencies, or Community Based Transportation
Plans will be given higher priority.   Projects identified in Muni’s Equity Strategy will be given priority.

 Located within PDAs with affordable housing preservation and creation strategies:
Projects located within PDAs with affordable housing preservation and creation strategies
and community stabilization strategies will be given priority.  Technically, San Francisco is already
compliant with MTC’s criterion which is meant to apply at the jurisdiction level.  Nonetheless, in order to
meet the spirit of  this criterion and after consulting with the Planning Department, we will give priority to
projects located near a housing development within a PDA with 75% or more affordable units.

 Located within Bay Area Air Quality Management District (Air District) Community
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Air Risk Evaluation (CARE) Community, or located near freight transport 
infrastructure: Projects located in areas with highest exposure to particulate matter and 
toxic air contaminates that employ best management practices to mitigate exposure, will 
receive a higher priority.3 

Other Criteria 

 Project Readiness: Projects that can clearly demonstrate an ability to meet OBAG timely
use of  funds requirements will be given a higher priority.

 Planning for Healthy Places: Projects that implement best practices identified in Air
District Planning for Healthy Places guidelines will receive higher priority.4

 Safety: Projects that address high injury corridors or other locations consistent with the City’s Vision Zero
policy will be given higher priority.  Project sponsors must clearly define and provide data to support the safety
issue that is being addressed and how the project will improve or alleviate the issue.

 Multi-modal Benefits: Projects that directly benefit multiple system users (e.g. pedestrians, cyclists,
transit passengers, motorists) will be prioritized.

 Multiple Project Coordination: Projects that are coordinated with non-OBAG funded, but related
improvements, such as making multi-modal improvements on a street or road that is scheduled to undergo
repaving, will receive higher priority. Project sponsors must clearly identify related improvement projects,
describe the scope, and provide a timeline for major milestones for coordination (e.g. start and end of  design
and construction phases).

 Community Support: Projects with clear and diverse community support will receive a higher priority.
This can be shown through letters of  support, specific reference to adopted plans that were developed through
a community-based planning process (e.g. community-based transportation plan, the Neighborhood
Transportation Improvement Program, corridor improvement plan), or community meetings regarding the
project.  SR2S infrastructure projects that come from documented walking audits with school officials and
community members also will be prioritized.

 Core Capacity: Projects that increase capacity and reliability needs such as those identified in MTC’s
Bay Area Core Capacity Transit Study will receive a higher priority.  Core corridors include the Muni
Metro and Rapid Network, Transbay and Peninsula travel corridors.  Includes transit capacity and travel
demand management to increase person throughput and transit reliability in freeway corridors.

 Alternate Funding Source: This factor will be considered to prioritize projects with limited alternate
funding sources.

 Project Sponsor Priority: For project sponsors that submit multiple OBAG applications, the
Transportation Authority will consider the project sponsor’s relative priority for its applications.

Geographic Equity: This factor will be applied program-wide. 

As is customary, the Transportation Authority will work closely with project sponsors to clarify 
scope, schedule and budget; and modify programming recommendations as needed to help 
optimize the projects’ ability to meet timely use of  funds requirements.   

3 Information regarding Air District CARE Communities can be found online (http://www.baaqmd.gov/plans-and-
climate/community-air-risk-evaluation-care-program).  
4 Information regarding Air District Planning for Healthy Places can be found online (http://www.baaqmd.gov/plans-
and-climate/planning-healthy-places). 
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If  the amount of  OBAG funds requested exceeds available funding, we reserve the right to 
negotiate with project sponsors on items such as scope and budget changes that would allow us to 
develop a recommended OBAG project list that best satisfies all of  the aforementioned 
prioritization criteria. 
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One Bay Area Grant Cycle 2 (OBAG 2)  
Draft San Francisco Call for Projects Schedule1 

 Updated: January 11, 2017 

January 25, 2017 
Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting - ACTION 

OBAG 2 framework (e.g. approach, schedule, prioritization criteria) 

February 14, 2017 
Plans and Programs Committee Meeting - ACTION 

OBAG 2 framework (e.g. approach, schedule, prioritization criteria) 

February 28, 2017 
Transportation Authority Board Meeting - ACTION 

OBAG 2 framework (e.g. approach, schedule, prioritization criteria) 

March 3, 2017 Transportation Authority Releases OBAG 2 Call for Projects 

March 16, 2017 

Project Sponsors Call for Projects Workshop 

10:30 a.m. at Transportation Authority’s offices, 1455 Market St, Floor 22 

(immediately following Technical Working Group Meeting) 

April 21, 2017 OBAG 2 Applications Due to the Transportation Authority 

May 24, 2017 
Citizens Advisory Committee Meeting – ACTION 

OBAG 2 project list 

June 20, 2017 
Plans and Programs Committee Meeting – ACTION 

OBAG 2 project list 

June 27, 2017 
Transportation Authority Board Meeting – ACTION 

OBAG 2 project list 

July 31, 2017 OBAG 2 Recommendations Due to MTC 

August 31, 2017 
Resolution of Local Support and Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) entry 

due to MTC 

*Meeting dates and times are subject to change.  Please check Transportation Authority’s website for most up-to-date

schedule (www.sfcta.org/agendas).
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Memorandum 

TO: Conunission 

FR: Executive Director 

RE: Regional Measure 3 

Background 

METROPOLITAN 

TRANS t>OR.TATION 

COMMISSION 

Agenda Item 2 

R1y Ar~a .\ l<etro ( :c:nrc:r 

n 5 Oc~k Srrcer 

S:111 fr:mci.m,, CA 94105 

TF.L 415.778.6700 

\!\:EB w11w.111tc.e:1.gov 

DA TE: December 8, 2016 

Included in the Conunission's Draft Advocacy Program for 2017 is a reconunendation that the 
Commission sponsor legislation authorizing MTC to place on the ballot a measure asking Bay 
Area voters to approve a bridge toll increase to fund congestion relief projects for improved 
mobility in the bridge corridors. This memo and the attachments include information for your 
discussion and policy direction as we seek to pass legislation in 2017 to achieve this goal. 

Attached to this memo are the following documents. 

A map showing the major investments included in Regional Measures I and 2- RMl and 
RM2 (Attachment A) 
Key Policy Considerations (Attachment B) 
Charts that include data on the county of origin of the toll payers, the relative size of the 
toll collections at each of the toll bridges and registered voter information (Attachment C) 

Process 

Unlike local sales tax measw-es where the Legislature has provided a general grant of authority 
to a county to create an expenditure plan to be placed on the ballot, RM I and RM2 included an 
expenditure plan written and adopted by the Legislature as part ofits normal bill passage process. 
The toll program is also unique in that it is regional in nature and the tolls are pooled together to 
fund projects throughout the bridge system. The toll revenue provides a benefit to those paying 
the fees (i.e. toll bridge users) or mitigates for the activity associated with the fees. As fees, toll 
increases are subject to a simple majority vote, rather than two-thirds. In the case of RlVH and 
RM2, and MTC's regional gas tax authorization statute, the vote is tallied region-wide. rather 
than county-,by-county. 

In 2003, when RM 2 was under consideration by the Legislature, then Senate Pro Tern Don 
Perata created a special Select Committee that held a number of public hearings to solicit public 
input on the expenditure plan. Concurrently. MTC hosted a Teclmical Advisory Committee that 
met monthly to provide interested parties - transit operators, CMA's and other stakeholders­
an opportunity to propose projects and discuss the attributes of proposals as they emerged in an 
open public forum. 
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Regional Measure 3 
December 7, 2016 

Page 2 of2 

We expect a similar process to begin in earnest when the Legislature convenes in January 2017, 
with a goal of passing a bill in 2017 so that a measure can be placed on the ballot in 2018. 

Workshop Focus 

At your December workshop, staff hopes to solicit your guidance on the key policy 
considerations and draft principles outlined in Attachment B as well as any other related issues 
of concern to the Commission. We would expect to return to the Legislation Committee at 
regular intervals in 2017 to review further details about the Regional Measure 3 bill as it 
develops, including specific projects proposed for potential funding. 

SH:RR 
Attachments 

Ste~ 

J :\COMMITTE\Commission\2016 Commission Workshop\Commisi.ion Workshop December 20 I 6\2 _ RM3 Worshop Memo.docx 
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Regional Measure 3 —  
Key Policy Considerations

When should the vote take place?
We recommend either the primary or general election 

in 2018. This will require the Legislature to pass the en-

abling legislation no later than the end of August 2017. 

How large of a toll hike should we seek?
A comparison of the revenue yield from a $1–$3 toll  

surcharge as well as a comparison of toll rates on other 

bridges are shown in the tables below. A multi-dollar toll 

surcharge could be phased in over a period of years. 

Continued on back page

Toll 
Surcharge 

Amount
Annual 

Revenue

Capital Funding 
Available 

(25-year bond)

$1 $127 million $1.7 billion

$2 $254 million $3.3 billion

$3 $381 million $5.0 billion

Draft Principles for  
Regional Measure 3

Bridge Nexus
Ensure all projects benefit toll payers 
in the vicinity of the San Francisco 
Bay Area’s seven state-owned toll 
bridges

Regional Prosperity 
Invest in projects that will sustain the 
region’s strong economy by enhanc-
ing travel options and improving  
mobility in bridge corridors

Sustainability
Ensure all projects are consistent  
with Plan Bay Area 2040’s focused 
growth and greenhouse gas reduction 
strategy 

State of Good Repair
Invest in projects that help restore 
bridges and transportation 
infrastructure in the bridge corridors 

Demand Management
Utilize technology and pricing to  
optimize roadway capacity 

Freight
Improve the mobility, safety and  
environmental impact of freight 

Resiliency
Invest in resilient bridges and  
approaches, including addressing 
sea level rise 

1�Results from EZ-Pass discount rate
2 �Average rate, based on 24 trips 

Facility
Standard 
Auto Toll

Carpool 
Toll

BATA Bridges $5.00 $2.50

Golden Gate Bridge
$7.50/$6.50 
Plate/FasTrak

$4.50

MTA Verrazano  
Narrows Bridge

$11.081/$16.00 
EZ-Pass/Cash

 $3.081,2

Port Authority of New 
York/New Jersey 
(Bridges and Tunnels)

$10.50/$12.50/$15.00 
Off-Peak/Peak/Cash

 $6.50

Toll Rate Comparisons
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Which counties should vote on the toll  
increase? 
Regional Measure 1 (1988) and Regional Measure 2 

(2004) were placed on the ballot in only seven of the 

nine Bay Area counties; Napa and Sonoma were ex-

cluded. We propose that all nine counties be included 

in Regional Measure 3.

Should toll revenue be used for operating 
purposes? 
If a portion of toll revenue is reserved for operating 

funding (such as to subsidize transit service), the 

capital funding shown in the table on the prior page 

would be reduced. For example, for every 10% of total 

revenue reserved for operating purposes under a $2 

toll scenario, the capital yield from toll revenue bonds 

would be reduced by approximately $300 million. Ac-

cordingly, we recommend restricting operating funding 

to the smallest possible amount. If an operating pro-

gram is created, we recommend establishing perfor-

mance standards similar to those in Regional Measure 

2 as a condition of funding eligibility. 

Should congestion pricing be expanded? 
The $6 peak/$4 off-peak weekday toll on the San 

Francisco-Bay Bridge has successfully reduced  

congestion on that span by encouraging some  

commuters to change their time or mode of travel. 

The $6/$4 differential toll also raises about the same 

amount of revenue as would a flat $5 toll on that span. 

To further reduce congestion, we suggest consider-

ation of a greater discount between the peak and off-

peak rate for the Bay Bridge in Regional Measure 3. 

Should a FasTrak® discount be authorized? 
The Golden Gate Bridge district offers FasTrak  

Discounts to incentivize more drivers to sign up for 

FasTrak, since electronic toll collection significantly 

speeds up traffic throughput on the bridge. RM 3 is  

an opportunity to remove a statutory restriction that  

currently prohibits BATA from offering similar FasTrak 

discounts. We recommend pursuing this change to 

help reduce delays and associated emissions. 

Should trucks pay an additional toll? 
The last toll hike approved by the Bay Area Toll  

Authority (BATA) in 2010 included a substantial  

increase in the axle-based rate paid by commercial 

vehicles and trucks. As a result, we recommend that 

Regional Measure 3 be a flat surcharge added to all 

vehicles crossing the seven state-owned bridges. 

What kind of projects should be  
considered for funding?
Since bridge tolls are fees and not taxes, the use  

of toll revenue should benefit the payers of the fee. In 

other words, the projects funded by Regional Mea-

sure 3 should provide safety, mobility, access, or other 

related benefits in the toll bridge corridors. Regional 

Measure 1 funded primarily a small set of bridge re-

placement and expansion projects. By contrast, Re-

gional Measure 2 funded a much larger set of both 

bridge, highway, and transit projects in the bridge 

corridors. Given the region’s significant needs on all 

modes, we expect that Regional Measure 3 will re-

semble its immediate predecessor in the breadth and 

modal mix of projects.

REGIONAL MEASURE 3 — KEY POLICY CONSIDERATIONS 
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Attachment C 

32%

16%
17%

8%

11%

14%

2%

Share of Bridge Toll Revenue by Bridge

SF - Oakland Bay Bridge, 32%

Benicia-Martinez, 16%

Carquinez, 17%

Dumbarton, 8%

Richmond-San Rafael, 11%

San Mateo - Hayward, 14%

Antioch, 2%

Source: FY16 Toll Revenues Collected by Bridge, MTC Comprehensive Annual Financial Report, June 30, 2016

31%

18%

4%

2%

10%

8%

2%

14%

2% 9%

Share of Toll Revenue by County of Residence 

Alameda, 31%

Contra Costa, 18%

Marin, 4%

Napa, 2%

San Francisco, 10%

San Mateo, 8%

Santa Clara, 2%

Solano, 14%

Sonoma, 2%

Out of Region, 9%

Source: 2015 MTC FasTrak Data - Average Typical Weekday Transactions by County of Billing Address

County
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22%

15%

4%

2%
12%

10%

22%

6%

7%

Share of Voters by County

Alameda, 22%

Contra Costa, 15%

Marin, 4%

Napa, 2%

San Francisco, 12%

San Mateo, 10%

Santa Clara, 22%

Solano, 6%

Sonoma, 7%

Source: 2016 California Secretary of State Report of Registration (registered voters by county as of 10/24/2016)

County
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