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FILE NO. 130754 ‘ RESOLUTION NO.

1 [Accept and Expend Grant - OneBayArea Grant Program - $17,026,221]
2 ' |
3 Resolution authorizing the filing of an application for funding assigned to the
4 Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC); committing any necessary matching
5 funds; stating assurance to complete the projecté; and authorizing the Department of |
6 Public Wo_rks to accept and expend $17,026,221 in'OneBayA'rea Grant Progrém funds
7 .awarded through the MTC for the period of December 1, 2013, through December 30,
8 || 2016. | |
| 9 WHEREAS, The Department of Publlc Works (DPW) is submitting an appllcatlon to the
10 Metropohtan Transportation Commission (MTC) for $17,026,221 in funding assigned to MTC
11 for programming discretion, lncludlng but not limited to federal funding administered by the
12 || Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) such as Surface Transportation Program (STP)
13 funding, Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) funding and/or
14 Transportation Alternatives (TA) funding (herein colllectvively referred to as REGIONAL
15 || DISCRETIONARY FUNDING) for the
16 1. Longfellow Safe Routes to School Project;
17 2. ER Taylor Safe Routes to School Project;
18 3. Chinatown BroadWay Phase 1V Street Design Prdject;
19 4. Second Street Streetscape Improvement Project;
20 (herein referred to as PROJECTS) for the OneBayArea Grant Program (herein referred
21 || to as PROGRAM); and - | '
22 WHEREAS, The Moving Ahead for Progreés in the 21% Century Act (Public Law 112-
23 141, July 6, 2012) and any extensions or successor legislation for continued funding
24 (collecﬁvely, MAP 21) authorize various federal funding programs including, but not limited to
25

the Surface Transportation Prdgram (STP) (23 U.S.C. § 133), the Congestion Mitigation and
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Air Quality Imprbvement Program (CMAQ) (23 us.C. § 149) and the Transpdrtation
Alternatives Program (TA) (23 U.S.C. § 213); énd

WHEREAS, State statutes mcludmg California Streets and Highways Code 182.6 and
182 7 provide various funding programs for the programming discretion of the Metropolitan
Plannlng Organization (MPO) and the Regional Transportation Planning Agency (RTPA); and

WHEREAS, Pursuant to MAP-21, and any regulations promulgated thereunder, eligible
project sponsors wishing to receivé federal funds-for a project shall submit an application first
with the appropriate MPO for review and inclusion in the'MPO‘s Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP) and - |

WHEREAS, MTC is the MPO and RTPA for the nine countles of the ‘San Francisco Bay
fegion, and v

WHEREAS,,,MTC has adopted a Regional Project Funding Delivery Policy (MTC
Resolution No. 3606, revised) that sets out procedures governing the application and use of
federal funds; and _ | ‘

WHEREAS, MTC Resolution No. 4035 established the OneBayArea Grant (OBAG)
Program as the MTC’s framework for programming federal surféce transportation funds,
which delegated program management and project selection to the county congestion
management agencies (CMAs) for OBAG program projects for Bicycle and Pedestrian

Improvements, Local Streets and Roads Preservation, Safe Rdutes’ to Schools, énd

N N N N N DN
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Trénsportation of Livable Communities; and
WHEREAS, DPW is an eligible sponsor for REGIONAL DISCRETIONARY FUNDING:
and : |
WHEREAS, The San Francisco County Transpdrtation Agehcy (SFCTA), which. is the
CMA for San Francisco County, solicited applications for $35,016,000 in federal funds under
the OBAG program; and
Mayor Lee
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| WHEREAS, The Department of Public Works (DPW) haa applied to the SFCTA and
received approval for four projects to receive $17,026,221 in federal funds under the OBAG
program: | -

1. Longfellow Safe Routes to School Project ($670,307);

2. ER Taylor Safe Routes to School Project ($519,631);
3. Chinatown Broadway Phase 1V Street Design Project ($5,320,537);
4. Sécond Street Streetscape Improvement Project ($10,515,746); and ‘
WHEREAS, Each of the pro;ects requires a local match which DPW plans to program
as follows: | . _ _

1. ‘Longfellow Safe Routes to School Project ($86,846 ianrap K sales tax funds);

2. ER Taylor Safe Routes to School Project ($67,324 in Prop K sales tax funds);

3. Chinatown Broadway Phase IV Street Design Project ($701,886 in Prop K sales
tax funds and $650, 000 in Prop AA funds); ,

4. Second Street Streetscape improvement Project ($758,427 in Prop K sales tax
funds and $604,000 in Prop K/Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Program Swap
funds); and | | -

WHEREAS, As part of the application for REGIONAL DISCRETIONARY FUNDING,
MTC requires a resolution adopted by the responsible impleménting agency stating the

following:

N N N NN
o A W N 2 O

1. the commitment of any required matching funds; and

2. that the sponsor understands that the REGIONAL DISCRETIONARY FUNDING
is fixed at the programmed amount, and therefore any cost increase cannot be
expected to be funded with additional REGIONAL DISCRETIONARY FUNDING;

and

Mayor Lee ‘
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3. that the project will comply with the procedures, delivery milestones and fundihg

2 ~ deadlines specified in the Regional Project Funding Delivery Policy (MTC
| 3 Resolution No. 3606, revised); and |
4 4. the assurance of the sponsor to complete the project as described in the
5 application, subject to environmental clearance and if approved as included in
6 MTC's federal Transportation Improvement Program (TIP); and
7 . 5. that the project will comply with all project-specific requirements as set forth in
8 the PROGRAM; and }
9 - WHEREAS, The grants do not require an ASO arpendment; and _
10 WHEREAS, The grant budgets include pfovisi'on for indirect costs totaling $3,186,781;
11 now, therefore, be it
12 RESOLVED, That DPW is authorized to execute and file an application for funding for
13 || the PROJECTS for REGIONAL DISCRETIONARY FUNDING under MAP-21 for continued
14 funding; and, be it | | |
15 ' FURTHER RESOLVED, That DPW by adopting this resolution does hereby state that:
16 1. DPW will provide $2,868,482 in non-federal matching fundsi and
17 2. DPW understands that the REGIONAL DISCRETIONARY FUNDING for these
18 projects is fixed at the MTC-approved arﬁount, and that any cost increaseé must
19 be funded by DPW from other funds, and that DPW does not expect any cost
20 increases to be funded with additional REGIONAL DISCRETIONARY
21 FUNDING; |
22 3. DPW understands the funding deadlines associated with these funds and will
23 comply with the provisions and requirements of the Regional Project Funding
24 Delivery Poblicy (MTC Resolution No. 3606, as revised) and DPW has, and will
25 retain the expertise, knowledge, and resources necessary to deliver federally-
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funded transpoﬂatioh projects, and has assigned, and will maintain a single
point of contact for all FHWA-funded transportation projects to coordinate within
the agenéy and'with the respective Congestion Management Agency (CMA),
MTC, Caltrans, and FHWA on all communications, inquiries, or issues that may

arise during'th_e federal programming and delivery process for all FHWA-funded

4. PROJECTS will be implemented as described in the complete application and in

this resolution, subject to environmental clearance, and, if approved, for the

5. DPW and the PROJECTS will comply with the requirements set forth in MTC

programming guidelines and project selection procedures for the PRO'GRAM;

FURTHER RESOLVED, That there is no legal impediment to DPW making applications

" FURTHER RESOLVED, That there: is no pending or thr,e_atene,dJitigati,onihat,mi,ghitinm*

FURTHER RESOLVED, That DPW authorizes its Director or his or her designee to

execute and file an application REGIONAL DISCRETIONARY FUNDING for the PROJECTS

.2
-3

4

5

'6 fransportation’ projects im_plémented by DPW,

7

8

9 amount approved by MTC and programmed in the federal TIP;
10
11
12 and, be it .
13 FURTHER RESOLVED, That DPW is an eligible spbn’sor of REGIONAL
14 DISCRETIONARY FUNDING-funded projects; and, be it ' |
15 | FURTHER RESOLVED, That DPW is authorized to submit an application for
16 || REGIONAL DISCRETIONARY FUNDING for the PROJECTS; and, be it |
17
18 for the funds; and, be it
19
20 any way adversely affect the proposed PROJ'ECTS, or the ability of DPW to deliver such
21 | PROJECTS; and,beit -
22
23
24 || as referenced in this resolution; and, be it
25

Mayor Lee
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Department of Public Works
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

1 FURTHER RESOLVED, That a copy of this resolution will be transmitted to the MTC in
2 conjﬁnction with the ﬁljng of the application; and, bé it ‘
3 FURTHER RESOLVED, That MTC is requested to support the PROJECTS d_escribed
4 herein and.to include the PROJECTS, if approved, in MTC’s federal TIP; and, be it . | |
5 FURTHER RESOLVED, That DPW is authorized to accept and expend $17,026,221
6 through the I\_/ITC’s OneBayArea Grant (OBAG) Program; and, be it » '
7 'FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Director of Public Works or his or her designee is
8 | a'uthorized to execute all documents pertaining to the project with Caltrans.
. _
10
11 :
12 Recommended: Apbroved: MA S
13 £~ Co preoct €8t
14 r
15 ‘Mohammed Nuru Approved: (hW
16 Director of Public Works ' Centrelier
17 " /%9—7#/"
18
19
0
21
22
23
24
25
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City and County of San Francisco . San Francisco Department of Public Works
: : _ Office of the Director

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 348
San Francisco, CA 94102

(415) 554-6920 =m www.sfdpw.org

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Mohammed Nuru, Director

TO: Apgela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
FROM: Mohammed Nuru, Director of Public Works
DATE: July 9, 2013

SUBJECT: Accept and Expend Federal Grant

GRANT TITLE: OneBayArea Grant

Attached please find the original and 4 copies of each of the following:

%] Proposed grant resolution; original signed by DPW

M Grant information form, including disability checklist

M Grant budgets |

M Grant applications |

M San Francisco County Transportatioﬁ Authority Resolution approving grant

applications

Special Timeline Requirements: The funding agency has requested a statement of local support

for the grants be completed by July 30, 2013.

Departmental representative to receivé a copy of the adopted resolution:

Name: Ananda Hirsch (ananda.hirsch@sfdpw.org) Phone: 415-558-4034
Interoffice Mail Address: DPW, IDC 30 Van Ness Ave, 5™ Floor

Certified copy required OYes M No

San Francisco Department of Public Works
Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city.




File Number:
(Provided by Clerk of Board of Supervisors)

Grant Ordinance Information Form
(Effectrve May 2011)

Purpose: Accompanies proposed Board of Supervisors ordinances authorizing a Department to accept and
expend grant funds.

The following describes the grant referred to in the accompanying ordinance:

—

. Grant Title: OneBayArea Grant

2. Department: Public Works

3. Contact Person: Ananda Hirsch _ Telephone: 415.558.4034
4. Grant Approval Status (check one):
[ 1 Approved by funding agency _ [X] Not yet approved
5. Amount of Grant Funding Approved or Applied for: $17,026,221
Grant Codes:
Grant Code Project
PWHB29 1331FD Longfellow Elementary SRTS
PWHB30 1330FD ER Taylor Safe Routes.to Schools
PWHB31 1375FD ‘ Chinatown Broadway Streetscape Improvements
PWHB32 1364FD 2™ Street Streetscape Improvements

——Longfellow-Safe-Routes-to-School-Project ($670,307): To-improve pedestrian-safety-around-the-s

6a. Matching Funds Required: $ 2,868,482

b. Source(s) of matching funds (if applicable): Proposition K (Local Sales Tax), Proposition AA (Vehicle
Registration Fee)
7a. Grant Source Agency: Metropolitan Transportation Commission

b. Grant Pass-Through Agency (if applicable): San Francisco Transportation Authority

8. Proposed Grant Project Summary:

ER Taylor Safe Routes to School Project ($519,631): To improve pedestrian safety around the school.

Chinatown Broadway Phase IV Street Design Project ($5,320,537): To extend the streetscape improvements
along Broadway implemented in phases one through three, between Powell and the Broadway Tunnel,
including pedestrian safety enhancements around Jean Parker Elementary School and greening.

Second Street Streetscape Improvement Project ($10,515,746): To improve pedestrian and bicycle safety, add
landscaping and street furnishings, and improve the pavement condition.



9. Grant Project Schedule, as allowed in approval documents, or as proposed:

Start-Date: 12/1/2013 : End-Date: 12/30/2016

10. Number of new positioné created and funded: 0

~ 11. Explain the disposition of employees once the grant ends? N/A

12a. Amount budgeted for contractual services: $15,589,502
b. Will contractual services be put out to bid? Yes.

c. If so, will contract services help to further the goals of the Department’s Local Business Enterprise (LBE)
requirements? No, because of restrictions on use of these Federal grant funds.

d. Is this likely to be a one-time or ongoing request for contracting out? One-time
" 13a. Does the budget include indirect costs? : [X] Yes [1No

b1. If yes, how much? $3,186,781
b2. How was the amount calculated? Using DPW’s overhead rate

c. If no, why are indirect costs not included? : :
[ 1 Not allowed by granting agency [ 1 To maximize use of grant funds on direct services
[ ] Other (please explain): :

. ¢2. If no indirect costs are included, what would have been the indirect costs?
14. Any other significant grant requirements or comments: A resolution of local support for the projects has

been requested by July 31. These grant requests were approved by the San Francisco Transportation
Authority on June 25, 2013. '




**Disability Access Checklist™*

15. This Grant is intended for activities at (check all that apply):

[X ] Existing Site(s) [ ] Existing Structure(s) [ ] Existing Program(s) or Service(s)
[ ] Rehabilitated Site(s) [ ] Rehabilitated Structure(s) [ 1 New Program(s) or Service(s)
[ 1 New Site(s) [ 1 New Structure(s)

16. The Departmental ADA Coordinator or the Mayor’s Office on Disability have reviewed the proposal and
concluded that the project as proposed will be in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act and all
other Federal, State and local access laws and regulations and will allow the full inclusion of persons with
disabilities, or will require unreasonable hardship exceptions, as described in the comments section:

Comments:

Departmental ADA Coordinator or Mayor’s Office of Disability Reviewer:

Kevin Jensen \\L\&\'C??W\\ (CPQOJ\\/D/\/\D %x{x

(Name)
Disability Access Coordinator ‘
(Title) ' _
7L ™ .
Date Reviewed: /7 / {3 l\\n\v muﬁ?@) \ PN

(Sign&iure Required)

Overall Department Head or Designee Approval;

Mohammed Nuru

(Name) : : / .
~_ Director, Department of Public Works B e i 7 o

(Title) : 4

D?te Reviewed: 7//3{/ /}

(Signature Required)






PPC061813 RESOLUTION NO. 13-63 (g g

RESOLUTION ADOPTING SAN FRANCISCO’S PROGRAM OF PROJECTS FOR

$35,016,000 IN ONEBAYAREA GRANT FUNDS

WHEREAS, In May 2012, through Resolution 4035, the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC) adopted the OneBayArea Program (OBAG) as its framework for programrﬁing
fe‘deralb surface transportation funds anticipated in the yet-to-be developed surface £ransportation
act; and

WHEREAS, The policy impe"cus behind OBAG is an effort to be&er integrate‘the region’s
federal transportation progtam with California’s climate law (Senate Bill 375, Steinberg, 2008) and
the Sustainable Comm.unitie; Strategy (SCS); and

WHEREAS, The OBAG program accomplishes this integration by using transpottation-
dollars to rev.vard jurisdictions that accept housing a]loéations through the Regional Housing Need
Allocation process and that have his?orically Produced housing, by supporting the SCS for the Bay
Area by promoting trgnsportation investments in Prority Development Areas (PDAs), and by
providing a higher pfoportion of funding to Congestion Management Agencies (CMAs) and
additional investment flexibility by eliminating requited program targets; and

WHEREAS, MTC’s guide]ines allow for 2 CMA to prioritize projects that are eligible for the

Transpertatio:r—l——fer%vable—@ommuf&&e&p—rogfam,—the%eea:l—Streets—an&Roads—pregramfaﬁd—the'% e

Safe Routes to School program, as well as bicycle and pédestrian improvements and CMA planning
activities; and

WHEREAS, San Francisco’s estimated share of OBAG fur;ds is $38.8_. mﬂliqn, with funds
available primarily in Fiscal Years 2013/14 to 2015/16; and

WHEREAS, As CMA for San Francisco, in September 2612, the Authority Board adopted

Resolution 13-11, establishing the funding framework (Attachment 1), schedule (Attachment 2),and

M:\Board\Resolutions\2013RES\R13-63 OBAG.docx : Page 1 of 5



PPCOGISI3 | 'RESOLUTION NO. 13-63 (g

screening and priotitization criteria (Attachment 3) for San Francisco’s OBAG progtam; and

WHEREAS, The Authority’s funding framework set aside $3.5 million for CMA Planning
activities over the four-year prograrnrmng cycle and dedlcated $35 million for OBAG pro]ects and

WHEREAS, The OBAG fundmg framework follows MTC’s guidelines requiring that a
minimum of 70% of the OBAG funds be spent on projects within or that provide proximate access
to PDAs, and it establishes a small targeted program intended to incenﬁvize Safe Routes to School ‘
infrastructure projects; and

WHEREAS, In recognition of the challenges of meeting strict timely-of-funds requirements
associated with federal funds, the Authority’s OBAG schedule establishes a two-part call for project;s
intended to provide time for the Authority to work with sponsors to advance projecf development
and build community support fof a final set of OBAG projects for which there is a high level of
confidence that they will be able to meet the strict ﬁmely—use—of—funds deadlines; and

WHEREAS, The adopted OBAG screening and ptiotitization criteria.includes all of MTC’s
tequired screening and prioritization ctitetia as well as San Francisco-specific critetia foc‘used on
prioritizing project readiness, multi-modal/ complete streets projects, and projects that address safety
iséues on high-collision pedesttian and bicycle cortidors; and

WHEREAS, On September 27, 2012, thé Authority issued a call for projects for OBAG in
accordance with the guidelines established by MTC through Resoluﬁon 4035; and

WHEREAS, On October 26, 2012, the Authority received 12 applications requesting a total
of $62.7 million in available OBAG funds; and

WHEREAS, In December, through Resolution 13-25, the Authority Boatd approved the
initial pool of candidate OBAG projects, and advanced 10 pfojects to the second patt of the OBAG
call for projects; and

WHEREAS, From Januaty to April 2013, project sponsors continued to develop the

M:\Board\Resolutions\2013RES\R13-63 OBAG.docx _ Page 2 of 5




PPC061813 | RESOLUTION NO. 1363 (g

caqdidate OBAG projects through refined conceptual engineeting and cost estimation, and public
outreach; and

WHEREAS, On Apl:il 29, 2013 the Authority received 9 updated applicétions tequesting a
total of §44.5 million in available OBAG funds; and |

WHEREAS, The San Francisco Municipal- Transportation Agency withdrew the Balboa
Sfcatioﬁ Area and Plaza Improvements: Shelter Canopies project from consideration since it has
identified other existing fund soﬁrce‘s that wi]l. enable a pQrtion of the project to be delivered
potentially faster than OBAG quld allow; and

WHEREAS, Authority staff wotked with project applicants to clarify project information,
re-evaluate projects based on the adopted scoting critetia, and identify other funding sources ot
funding strategies to fully fund projects recommended for OBAG funds, as well as for projects not
recommended for this cycle of OBAG programming; and

WHEREAS, Attachment 4, which shows the recommended OBAG Program of Projects,
also provides a brief project description, total cost, amount requested, and final ptiotity ranking;
Attachment 5 contains a map of the recommended projects and \San Francisco’s PDAs; Attachment
6 demonstrates that the Authority’s recommendatioﬁ satisfies MTC’s requitement to direct at least
70% of OBAG funds towatd projects located within PDAs or which provide proximate access to

R —m.-75-~llDAs;—a-ndett—aehme—n~ts—7~-»&ﬂdﬁ%—summaﬁze-the-vpre-jec—t~sehedules -»andfﬁmdiﬂgfplans,—res—peeﬁvely; e

fot the recommended OBAG projects; and

WHEREAS, Since May 2012, Authority staff has sought input on the OBAG program from
the Plans and Prograrhs Committee, the Citizens Advisoty Committee, the Authority’s Technical
Workmg Gtroup, the Bicycle Advisory Committee, and the Pedesttian Safety Adv150ry Committee;
and has also posted OBAG information on the Authontys website and Facebook page, done

outreach through the Authority’s contact lists, Authority Board Members’ offices, and the Mayot’s

M:\Board\Resplutions\2013RES\R13-63 OBAG.docx Page 3 of 5



PPC061813

Office of Neighbothood Services; and
WHEREAS, At its May 22, 2013 fﬁeeting, the Citizens Advisory Committee unanimously
adopted a motion supporting the staff recommendation; and
WHEREAS, At its June 18, 2013 meeting, the Plans and Programs Committee reviewed and
unammously recommended approval of the staff recommendation; now, thetefore, be it -
RESOLVED, That the Authority hereby adopts San Francisco’s Program of Projects for
$35,016,000 in OBAG funds, as shown in Attachments 4 through 8; and be it further
RESOLVED, The Executlve Director is authorlzed to submit the San Francisco’s Program
of Projects for $35 016,000 in OBAG funds to MTC; and be it futther
RESOLVED, That the Capital Improvement Program of the Congestion Management
Program is hereby amended, as approptiate.
Attachments:
Funding Framework
Call for Projects Schedule (Updated: February 2013)
Screening and Priotitization Criteria
Program of Projects '
Program of Projects and Priotity Development Area Map
Program of Projects and Priority Development Area Tatget

Project Schedule
Funding Plans

PN A LN
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San Francisco Department of Public Works 7/9/2013
OneBayArea Grant Program Budgets
Chinatown Broadway Phase IV Street Design Project
OneBayArea Program Grant Budget
: _ Sources Amount
OneBayArea Grant Program S 5,320,537
Prop K Sales Tax S 701,886
Prop AA S 650,000
State Safe Routes to School S 387,058
SFMTA Operating S 43,006
TOTAL COST ) 7,102,487
Uses Amount
Environmental S 30,000
Design S ‘910,851
Construction Phase & Contingency S 16,161,638
TOTAL COST . $ 17,102,487
Second Street Streetscape Improvement Project
OneBayArea Program Grant Budget
Sources. Amount
OneBayArea Grant Program S 10,515,746
Prop K Sales Tax ) 758,427
Prop K/Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Program Swap S 604,000
TOTAL COST ‘ S 11,878,173
Uses - Amount
- |Environmental ) 20,045
Design S 1,486,865
_IConstruction Phase & Contingency.——— S 10,371,263
TOTAL COST $ 11,878,173
W:\Hirsch\Funding and Advocacy\OBAG\BOS support\attachments\Budgets for A&E.xIsx 20f2



San Francisco Department of Public Works
OneBayArea Grant Program Budgets

Longfellow Safe Routes to School Project
OneBayArea Program Grant Budget

Amount

Sources

OneBayArea Grant Program S 670,307
Prop K Sales Tax S 86,846
SFMTA Operating S 17,483
TOTAL COST $ 774,636

Uses Amount
Planning/Conceptual Engineering ) 17,483
Environmental S 7,976
Design S 209,817
Construction Phase & Contingency S - 539,360
TOTAL COST ) 774,636
ER Taylor Safe Routes to School Project
OneBayArea Program Grant Budget

Sources Amount

OneBayArea Grant Program S 519,631
Prop K Sales Tax S 67,324
SFMTA Operating S 17,618
TOTAL COST S 604,573 |

Uses Amount
Planning/Conceptual Engineering S 17,618
Environmental S 7,976
Design $ 167,994
Construction Phase & Contingency S 410,985
TOTAL COST ) 604,573

W:\Hirsch\Funding and Advocacy\OBAG\BOS support\attachments\Budgets for A&E.xIsx

7/9/2013
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OneBayArea Grant Application

'ER Tavlor Elementary School

Safe Routes to School Project

Submitted by the San Francisco Department of Public Works
To the San Francisco County Transportation Authority
April 29, 2013

Second application round, featuring updates since October 2012




San bragtivco Coundy Transpoitation Authority
1455 Market Street, 22nd Floor
San Francisco, Californla 94103

415.522.4800 FAX 415.522.4829
info@sfcta.org  www.sfcta.org

2012 San Francisco OneBayArea Grant (OBAG) Apphcatlon
Due: 4:00 pm, Friday, October 26, 2012
Revised April 29, 2013

A. PROJECT INFORMATION

Project name: ER Taylor Flementary School Safe Routes to School Project

Sponsor ageﬁcy: Department of Public Works

Brief Description of Project (a short paragraph or about 50 wotds)

This project will construct a total of four pedestrian bulbs at the intersection of Bacon and
Goettingen for ER Taylor Elementaty School. The need for the bulb-outs was identified in a Safe
Routes to Schools Walking Audit. The total project cost is $604,573, with $519,631 proposed in
OBAG funding. .

B. PROJECT ELIGIBILITY (Check all thatapply,and fill in the blanks as applicable.)

Program Type
Transportation for Livable Commu*nﬂes O
Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements [
Local Streets and Roads O
Safe Routes to School
All Programs
The project is a fully funded stand-alone capital project with a usable segment.
Sponsor has a Master Agreement with Caltrans with an expitation date of: : 'Aggf;i:éeﬂt
'8/28/ 2007 -
100 expiration
date.
The OBAG funding request is at least $500,000. :
The project is consistent with the adopted Regional Transportatlon Plan and the

. Countywide Transportatlon Plan.
Sponsor will receive construction E-76 from Caltrans by March 31 of
2014 O 2015 2016 I

Local Streets and Roads Only

The project is on the Federal-Aid system. O
The project selection is based on the analysis results from San Francisco’s certified ]
(i.e. DPW’s) Pavement Management System. '
(For pavement rehabilitation) The project location’s PCI is:
(For preventative maintenance) The project will extend the useful life of the facility
by the following number of yeats: '

Safe Routes to School Only

The project is coordinated with San Francisco SR2S Coalition and has a signed X
letter of support from a school administrator from the selected school.

W:\Eirsch\Funding and Advocacy\OBAG\Applications\Round 2 Submissions\ER Taylor\ER Taylor OBAG App Round2.docx Page 1 of
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For each unchecked item, please justify the project’s eligibility: The project is not in a PDA, butis in
close proximity to PDA C and close to Muni lines that connect PDAs from Balboa Park BART to

downtown. (See Attachment 4 for more details.)

C. PROJECT PRIORITIZATION (Check all that apply, or fill in the blanks as applicable.)

See the Authortity’s OBAG website (wwwsfcta.otg/ obag) for links to resources that correspond to

the criteria below

Area name .

High Prlotlty Location ' L
Priotity Development Area (PDA) O
Project is not within PDA but provides a proximate access. [See attachment 4
Community of Concern Bayview/Hunters Point
CARE Community Eastern San Francisco
High Impact Project Area ' Jobs & Transit Access
High Impact Area
R LT e ocatlon name/numbet
Complete Streets and Safety -~ = . treet/intersection/ route)-:
Key Walking Street 3 blocks away from key
[0 walking streets of San Bruno
Ave and Silver Ave

- Pedestrian High Injurf Cotridor

Weighted high injury score for each street segment:
Better Streets Plan typology of the project location:

The project complies with the Better Streets Plan guidelines.

Bicycle Route Network
Bicycle High Collision Intersection

Number of bicycle collisions at each intersection in 2009 —
2011 '

No, but is 3 blocks away from
O San Bruno Ave (40.8~51.5)

2 ped. injuries at this intersection

Neighborhood Residential

- Transit Ruutc(b)

Operator, route number and name (e.g. Muni 14-Mission)
Muni Rapid Network

X
O
O
Muni-54-Felton;3-blocks—
from Muni 9 San Bruno
3 blocks away from Muni 8X
San Bruno

'Agency Prlonty

The SFMTA has ranked a]l elementary schools for Safe Routes to School pro]ects and ER Taylor

Elementary is in the 2* priority tiet, out of 5 tiers.

'Planmng and Commumty Suppott

The project has clear and diverse community support as ewdenced in: "
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Lettets of support (check if attached) SRTS Coalition, school
X .
_ = principal
Adopted plans (specify plan title and page number) O
Walking audits (for SR2S; specify school and date) ER Taylor Elementary
' . School, January 25, 2011

The conceptual design has been reviewed by the public at the Walking audit participants

following community meeting (date and place) ' - informed of plan for bulbs

' after audit.

Project Readiness

Please describe coordination with other independent pfojects that may impact the proposed projéct
schedule (e.g. sewer replacement), if any.

Coordination between SEDPW and SFPUC will be required to relocate several catch basins for construction of the
bulb-outs. ! ' ’

Please provide a description of the CEQA and NEPA clearance strategies for the project, including
the dates that each clearance was received or is anticipated to be received.

As per the revised funding plan, we will use OBAG and Prop K local match for the environmental phase of this
project. For that reason work will commence in January 2014 and be completed in June 2014, We anticipate that
the project be categorically exempt/ categorically exccluded.

If the project has an impact on city landmarks, historic districts, and/ort conservation districts,
please describe what steps sponsor has taken to ensure the project’s compliance with histotical
district requirements: ‘

N/A '

If the project will generate a significant traffic and parking impact (e.g. parking removal), please
provide an impact analysis (if completed) or a plan for conducting the analysis:

The bu/b-ozgf; will remove parking near this intersection. However, the impact will be minimal and will not need an
impact analysis. :
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D.

IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY

1. Please provide the following information for all involved agencies.
' Phase |Contractor,
Phase Agency Brief Scope / Responsibility Lead? |- Use?

Pre Development/Planning [SFMTA  [Develop and plan the project o X . O

PE Environmental SEMTA  |Obtain environmental clearance-CEQA and NEPA X [

PE Environmental DPW Lead on Caltrans paperwork submissions. ] O

PE Design SFMTA  |Conceptual design of bulbs- overall dimensions, O n
parking impacts, legislation, etc.

PE Design : DPW Detailed design of bulbs. Caltrans paperwork. Securing| _ O]

: Prop K funding. .
CON Construction SEMTA  |Perform any necessary sign and paint work. Assist with B 0
' any needed community outreach.

CON Construction, DPW Hire and oversee contractor. Caltrans paperwork and <
Prop K funding request. =

2. Desctibe project developmeht activities planned between the Part One and Part Two calls for

projects, including likely schedule and approach for the required community meeting. Indicate
how project development will be funded, including proposed Prop K amounts and categories, as
approptiate and needed for this purpose.

The pre-development phase occurred between December 2012 and April 2013. This phase cost §17,618, funded
by SEMT.A. We spoke to the residents immediately adjacent to the intersection on the phone, and met with the
library manager (adjacent to the intersection) and school principal and staff (also adjacent fo the intersection). The
residents have requested to be kept informed as DPW develops designs for the bulbs.

Describe the funding plan and identify the responsible agency for ongoing maintenance of the

project, including but not limited to lighting and landscaping.
The Planning phase was funded by MTA. We are requesting $519,631 in OBAG funding for the -

environmental, design, and construction phases, which. wonld be matched with §67,324 in local funds, kkely from
Prop K. DPW will maintain the bulb-onts after project completion. Maintenance requirements will be minimal.

E. PROJECT SCHEDULE
‘Start Date End Date
Project Phase (Month, Year) | (Month, Year)
Planning/Conceptual Engineeting ‘ December 2012 | March 2013
Environmental Studies -January 2014 June 2014
ROW Activities/ Acquisition June 2014
Design Engineering Match 2014 September 2014
Advertise Construction - January 2015
Award Construction Contract — March 2015
Construction April 2015 August 2015
Project Closeout -— August 2016
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F. BUDGET

Please sepatate out the budget for each involved agency. Oanly include budget information for
project costs following selection of initial OBAG project list.

Planning / Conceptual Engineering (project dev. phase, December 2012 - April 2013)

Agency: SFMTA '
, Hourly
Hourly Base| Overhead Fully
Position (Title and Classification) | Hours Salary Rate Burdened FTE Cost
5203 Assistant Engineer 33 $45.325 2.83 $128.31 0.0159 $4,251
5207 Assodate Engineer 30 $52.725 2.79 $146.93 0.0144 $4,408
Agency: DPW
5203 Assistant Engineer 75 $45.325 2.64 $119.45 0.03606{ $ 8,959
Planning / Conceptual Engineering Total ' 0.0664 $17,618
Envitonmental '
|Agency: SFMTA
Hourly
Hourly Base{ Overhead Fully _
Position (Title and Classification) | Hours Salary Rate Burdened FTE Cost
5203 Assistant Engineer 53 $45.325 2.83 $128.31 ~ 0.0255 $6,800
5207 Assodate Engineer 8 $52.725 2.79 $146.93 0.0038 $1,175
Environmental Total - ' 0.0293 $7,976
Design Phase
Hourly
Hourly Base| Overhead Fully -
Position (Title and Classification) | Hours' Salary Rate Burdened FTE Cost
Agency: SFMTA
5203 Assistant Engineer 74 $45.325 2.83 $128.27 0.0358 $9,549
5207 Assodate Engineer 180 $52.725 2.79 $147.10 0.0865 $26,478
Agency: DPW '
5211 Senior Engineer 35 $70.650 2.64 $186.19 0.0168 $6,517
5241 Full Engineer 145 $61.025 2.64 $160.83 0.0697 $23,320]
5203 Assistant Engineer 855 $45.325 2.64 $119.45 0.4111 $102,129
Design Total $167,994
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Construction Phase Hard Costs (by scope item) v
Ttem Unit | Quantity | UnitPrice Cost .
Traffic Routing Work - LS - $ 28,055
Temporaty Striping 100 1 $ 100
Asphalt Conctete (Type A, 2-Inch Maximum With 100 TON 130 $ 13,000
Full Depth Planing Per 2-Inch Depth of Cut 4,000 SE 1 $ 2,640
8-Inch Thick Concrete Base 3,500 SF 10 $ 35,000
Combined 6-Inch Wide Concrete Curb and 2-Foot 350 LF 45 $ 15,750
3 V»-Inch Thick Concrete Sidewalk ' 3,380 SKF 10 $ 38,800
Concrete Curb Ramp With Concrete Detectable 8 EA 2,500 $ 20,000
Mobilization ' 1S - $ 9,985
Trench and Excavation Support Work - LS - $ 4,000
Catch Basin 5 EA 8,240 $ 41,200
Manhole 2 EA 5,150 $ 10,300
Abandoning Existing Catchbasin 3 EA 400 $ 1,200
Exploratory Holes 1 EA 1000 |§ 1,000
Valve Relocation - LS 45,000 $ 45,000
Excavation Permit Fee - LS 10,000 $ 10,000
Office - LS 1,000 $ 1,000
Project Signs - LS 2,000 $ 2,000
Subtotal ‘ $279,030
Contingency (20%) $55,806
Construction Hard Costs Total $334,836
Construction Phase Labor Costs (Construction Management and Support)

) Hourly

Hourly Base|{ Overhead Fully

Position (Title and Classification) | Hours Salary Rate Burdened FTE Cost
Agency: DPW
5211 Senior Engineer 51 $70.650 2.64 $186.19 0.0245 $9,496
6318 Construction Inspector 3501 . $45.763 2.64 $120.60 0.1683 $42,211
1408 Prindpal Cletk 106 - $33.400 2.64 $88.02 0.0510 $9,330
5203 Assistant Engineer 32 $45.325 2.64 $119.45 0.0154 $3,822
5207 Assodate Engineer 10 $52.725 2.64 $138.95 0.0048 $1,390
|Agency: SEMTA -
5203 Assistant Engineer 16 - $45.325 2.83 $128.31 0.0077 $2,053
5207 Assodate Engineer 16 $52.725 2.79 $146.93 0.0077 $2,351
7346 Painter 36 $35.925 2.93 $105.11 0.0173 $3,784
7457 Sign Worker 19 $30.525 2.95 $90.11 0.0091 $1,712
Construction Labor Costs Total ‘ $76,149
Construction Total $410,985
TOTAL |
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-G.  FUNDING PLAN

Fiscal | Planning/

Source Status* | Year CE Env. Design - | Construction Total
AITA Seawred |12/13 | § 17,618 $§  17618]
OBAG Planned  [13/14 § 706118 148725 § 155,786
OBAG Planned 14/15 $ 363,845 | § 363,845
Match Prop K | Planned 13/14 1% 915 | ¢ 19,269 ] $ 20,184
Match Prop K (Planned 14/15 $ 47140 { § 47,140

Total § 1761818 7,976 | § 167,994 | § 410,985 | § 604,573

H.  ATTACHMENTS
Please include the following required attachments, and other attachments as applicable.

1. Scope narrative that identifies project goals and benefits, describes project
elements that benefit each mode (bike, walking, transit, auto), and highlights any
creative elements that integrate benefits for multiple users

2. Maps, charts, drawings or other materials that are necessary to show the detail

.
and context of the project

3. Letters of support

4. Justification for proximate access to a PDA
I. CONTACT AND SIGNATURE
Sponsor Agency — Project Manager

Agency Department of Public Works

Name, title Ken Spielman, Project Manager

E-mail Kenneth.Spielman@sfdpw.org

Telephone ___(415) 437-7002 Fax

— .

Signature /C'-v"‘ e — Date '“1/ 2 ‘F(A 3
Sponsor Agency - Grant Manager _

Name, title : Ananda Hirsch Tranéportation Finance Analyst

E-mail Ananda.hirsch@sfdpw.org

Telephone 415.558.4034 Fax’ : v

Signature W/ ’A/Lﬂm - " Dae_ 4 /7'4// z

C o AKVR Hhescs

Other Partner Agencies

Agency Design leads (name, title) Telephone Email

SFMTA - Laura Stonéhﬂl. Asst Engineer 415.701-4789 laura.stonehill@sfmta.com
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Attachments

Scope

Maps and Drawings

ER Taylor Elementary Letter of Support (October 2012)
Safe Routes to School SF Letter of Support (October 2012)

Justification for proximate access to a PDA




Attachment 1

Scope \

This project will construct pedestrian bulbs at the intersection of Bacon and Goettingen streets for
ER Taylor Elementary School (the Portola branch of the San Francisco Public Library is also at this
corner). The proposed bulb outs would increase the safety of students and other pedestrians within
the area. The intersection of Bacon and Goettingen is a busy vehicular intersection with a high
number of student pedestrians. Bacon and Goettingen are both approximately 40 feet wide with two
lanes of traffic, one in each direction, and parking on each side. The intersection has four-way
STOP conttol.

ER Taylor Elementary School has over 600 students, and roughly 30 percent of these students walk
to school. The community supports the installation of bulb outs in this location, as evidenced by
_ the attached letters of support from both the Principal of ER Taylor School and the Safe Routes to

School Coalition. Project staff spoke to the residents immediately adjacent to the intersection on the
phone, and met with school principal and staff as well as the manager ot the adjacent library.

The bulb-outs increase safety by sharpening street corner curves to ptevent speeding tutns,
shortening pedestrian crossing distances, and Increasing pedesttians’ visibility to vehicles, transit and

cyclists.  Similarly, the bulb-outs increase vehicle visibility for pedestrians. As a result, adding this
traffic calming measure at the intersection would encourage more parents to allow their children to
walk, bike, or take transit to school. Additionally, the increase in pedestrian ttips to school could
lead to 2 cleaner air quality in the neighborhood due to fewer motorized student drop offs.

The Bacon/Goettingen crosswalk is located 3 blocks east of Bayshore Blvd, where a SF Priority
Development Area begins (Bayview/Hunter’s Point). According to the Mayor’s Office of Housing
data, and as part of the Sustainable Communities Strategy, affordable housing is planned in
Bayview/Hunter’s Point within close proximity to ER Taylor. There are few elementary schools
within close distance, and it is likely that many of the children who would be living in this affordable
housing would be commuting, as pedestrians, to ER Taylor Elementary.

The Bacon/ Goettingen intersection is within a High Impact Area. It is within % mile of mass
transit, provides direct access to regional transit hubs, and connects to multiple PDAs. Muni 54-
Felton, Muni 9 San Bruno, Muni 44 O'Shaughnessy, and SamTrans transit stops are within 3 blocks
of this intersection. Users of these nearby transit lines often walking or biking to the transit stops,
and the Bacon/Goettingen bulbs would create a more pedestrian friendly environment to encourage
utilizing multiple-modes of transit. Additionally, based on the Jobs-Housing Connection Scenario
of the Sustainable Communites Strategy, the Bacon/Goettingen intersection lies within an area
expected to take on the top 1/3 of job growth density over the next 30 years. Investing into the
Portola neighborhood and ER Taylor Elementary to improve the pedestrian realm at the
Bacon/Goettingen intersection will help accommodate the anticipated growth in the area and
continue to enhance its connectivity to other PDAs within San Francisco.
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Attachment 2

Maps and Dfawings
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Attachment 3 : Letters of Support

SFUSD  yuua

MTC
101 Eighth Street,
Oakland. California 94607

To Whom It May Concern:

As the principal of ER Taylor Elementary School, I am wriiing to express my full support
for the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s (SFMTA) ER Taylor OBAG
{One Bay Area) grant application.

ER Taylor Elementary School has over 600 students, of whom roughly 30 percent take
walk to school. The intersection of Bacon and Goettingen is a busy vehicular intersection
with a high number of student pedestrians. This traffic can be intimidating for our
students and can discourage their parents from letting their children walk, bike, or take
transit to school.

The changes proposed in the grant application create a better environment in which our
students can safely walk along and cross Bacon and Goettingen streets. The bulb-outs at
Bacon and Goettingen streets will sharpen the comer curves to prevent speeding turns.
shorten crossing distances, and make pedestrians waiting to cross the street more visible.
These improvements will not only benefit the students at our school, but visitors to the
Portola branch library, also at this corner. and the whole community - one that is ofien
dependent on walking, biking, and public transportation.

I enthusiastically endorse the application and encourage your funding of the project. We
hope the proposed improvements will help us improve safety and help us encourage maore

students to seek alternative modes of transportation.

Sincerely.

Narlene Callejas
Principal

E.R. Taylor Elementary School
423 Burrows Sireet San Francisco. CA 94134 1el 4153301530 fax: 415.468.1742

ar equal opporiunity empioyer
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Safe Routes
to School

SAN FRANCISCO
www.sfsaferoutes.org

Program Partners

SF Dept of Public Heatth

SF Environment

Presidio YMCA Bike Program
§F Bioycle Coalition:

§F Municipal Transportation
Agency

$F Unified School District
Walk San Francisco

Program Coordinator

Ana Validzic, MPH
Department of Public Heaith
30 Van Ness Ave, Suite 2300
San Frandsco, CA 94102
415-581-2478

AnaValidzicg sigav.org

Safe Routes to School SF

San Francisco County Transit Authority
14355 Market Street, 22° Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

October 24, 2012

Dear OBAG Grant Admimastrator,

On behalf of the San Francisco Safe Routes to School Parmership, we
would like to express our support for the following project proposals being
submitted by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency for
OBAG Safe Routes to School infrastracture funding:

1} The proposed bulb-outs to the intersection of Bacon/Goettingen
near ER Taylor Elementary School;

2} The proposed bulb-outs to three mtersections sumronndmyg
Longfellow Elementary School, as well as the possibility of
mnstallmg a beacon at the intersection of Mission and Whipple,
and/or speed humps if the school priontizes this need; and

3) The proposed expansion of a larger Broadway comidor project to
improve the block direcily in front of Jean Parker Elementary,
including lengthening the median, installing pedestrian refuge areas
at the mntersection on Broadway at Powell Street, and greening the:
area.

We support these projects with the hope that they will include greening
aspects as well as the proposed infrastructure improvements.

These projects support the work that the Safe Routes to School Partnership
has been doing to enhance children’s safety while walking and biking to
merease their health and well-being, ease traffic congestion near schools,
improve air quality. and improve commmnity member’s overall quality of
life.

ER Taylor and Longfellow Elementary are two of the largest elementary
schools in the distriet and rank high on our pricnity list for SRTS
infrastructure projects. These schools currently have on-site SRTS non-
infrastruciure programming that would directly beneﬁt from these -
proposed mfrastructure projects.

Jean Parker ranks number one on owr priority list for SRTS mfrastruciure

is a program of
Shape YUp San Frandsco.
wwiw shapeupsf org

projects witli daiigerous saeet conditions and a gl aumiter of std&inE

walking who would significantly benefit from the proposed project.

For these reasons, we encourage you to fund these proposed projects.
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Sincerely,

Safe Routes

to School
SAN FRANCISCO
www stsaferoutes.org

istina (Rygtie
Sr. Health Program Planuer, SF Department of Public Heath

Program Partners

SF Dept of Public Health Dhrector, $F Environment

SF Environment

Presidio YMCA Bike Program

. '1ra A itchcock
SF Bicycle Coalition - Branch Manager, Presidio YMCA Bike Program

$F Municipal Transportation
Agency N
Kit Hode

Deputy Direcior, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition

SF Unified School District

Walk San Francisoo

Program Coordinator :4"3’// ﬁ/ﬁ)’ A‘?

Ana Validzic, MPH avrd Goldin
Depamment of Public Health ¢ Facilities Officer, SF Unified School District

30 Van MNess Ave, Suite 2300
San Francsco. CA 94103
415-581-2478

Ana Validnc@sieov.orp

Executive Director, Walk San Francisco
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Attachment 4 Justification for proximate access to a PDA

This project is three blocks (900 ft) away from Ptiority Development Atea C (Bayview/Hunters
point Shipyard/Candlestick Point) and pedestrian, bike, and car traffic flows to and from the PDA
to access transit and ER Taylor Elementary School.

The 54 Felton goes through the intersection of Bacon and Goettingen and continues on east to the
Balboa Park BART station in PDA H and westerly to PDA C.

This project is also within walking distance of the 8AX and 8X Bayshore Exptesses, the 9 San
Bruno and the 9L San Bruno Limited. These buses travel through PDA C and link downtown
PDAs, as well as BART/MUNI stations and the Bayshore Caltrain station. This flow of transit
traffic through the intersection and on to multiple PDAs indicate that the enhanced safety at the
Bacon and Goettingen will benefit students and other tesidents from those communities.

7] SaN FRAMCISCH PRIDRITY
DEVELOPMENT AREAS

A 19th Syenue

§. Balhga Park

C. BayviewlHunluri Faint
SkipyardiCandiestich Point

0. Bewntswn-Yan Ness-Bazry

E. Eastern Weighberkoods

F. Markel & Uclavia

6. Mission Bay

¥ Missien-San Jése Coryidae

1. Part of Ban Francisce

J. Sas FranciscofSan Water
Bi-County Area

K. Tranghay Terminal
L. Treasure tsland
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OneBayArea Grant Application

Longfellow Elementary School

Safe Routes to School Project

Submitted by the San Francisco Department of Public Works
To the San Francisco County'Transportation Authority
April 29, 2013 |

Second application round, featuring updates since October 2012




San francisea County Transportation Authority

r3
. &
1455 Market Street, 22nd Floor F h'
San francisco, California 94103 }‘;
415.522.4800 FAX 415,522,482 i
info@sfcta.org  www.sfcta arg

2012 San Francisco OneBayArea Grant (OBAG) Application
Due: 4:00 pm, Friday, October 26, 2012
Revised April 29, 2013

A. PROJECT INFORMATION

Project name: Longfellow Elementary School Safe Routes to School Project
Sponsor agency: San Francisco Department of Public Works

Brief Description of Project (a short paragraph or about 50 words)

This project will construct a total of six pedestrian bulb-outs at the intersections of Mission and
Whittier Streets, Mission Street and Whipple Avenue, and Mission and Lowell Streets, as well as
Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons at the intersection of Mission Street and Whipple Avenue. The
wotk is based on needs identified in a Safe Routes to Schools Walking Audit of Longfellow
Elementary School. The total project cost is $774,636, with $670,307 proposed in OBAG funding.

B. PROJECT ELIGIBILITY (Check all that apply, and fill in the blanks as applicable.)

Program Type
Transportation for Livable Communities 1
Bicycle and Pedesttian Improvements |
Local Streets and Roads O
Safe Routes to School
All Progtams .
The project is a fully funded stand-alone capital project with 2 usable segment.
Sponsor has a Master Agreement with Caltrans with an expiration date of: Agze:f?ieﬂt
ates
8/28/2007 -
no expiration
date.
Th? OBAG funding request is at least $SO0,000.
The project is consistent with the adopted Regional Transportadon Planrand the

Countywide Transportation Plan. :
Sponsor will receive construction E-76 from Caltrans by March 31 of:

2014 00 2015 X 2016 O

Local Streets and Roads Only

The project is on the Federal-Aid system. : O

‘The project selection is based on the analysis results from San Francisco’s certified =
(i.e. DPW’s) Pavement Management System. '

(Fot pavement rehabilitation) The project location’s PCI is:
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(Fot preventative majntenaﬁce) The project will extend the useful life of the facility
by the following number of years:

Safe Routes to School Only

The project is coordinated W1th San Francisco SR2S Coahtlon and has a 51gned
letter of support from a school administrator from the selected school.

For each unchecked item, please justify the project’s eligibﬂity:

C. PROJECT PRIORITIZATION (Check all thatapply, or fill in the blanks as applicable.)

See the Authority’s OBAG website. (www.sfcta.org/obag) for links to resources that correspond to
the criteria below.

.ngh Pnotlty Locatlon Lo (1 ,7' o Uk £ e S Area name =
Priority Development Area (PDA) Mlss1on—San Jose Comdor
Project is not within PDA but provides a proximate access. 0
Community of Concern ‘ Crocker-Amazon
CARE Community = Eastern San Francisco
High Impact Project Area
L i R _Locatlon name/number
Complete Streets and Safety e (street/lntersecuon/ route
Key Walking Street : Mission Street
Pedestrian High Injuty Corridor O
Weighted high injury scote for each street segment: 2-5 injuries at Mission and Whipple,
: . _ 1-2 and Mission and Lowell
Better Streets Plan typology of the project location: Commercial Throughway
The project complies with the Better Streets Plan guidelines.
Bicycle Route Network . O
Bicycle High Collision Intersection O
Number of bicycle collisions at each intersection in 2009 —
2014
Transit Route(s) ' Mission Street
Operatort, route number and name (e.g. Muni 14-Mission) Muni 14-Mission, Muni 14L-Mission
Limited, Muni 14X-Mission Express,
Muni 88-BART Shuttle, BART
Muni Rapid Network Mission Street
,.«X,Agency Pnonty - o ' T B
The SFMTA has ranked all elementary schools for Safe Routes to School pro]ects and Longfe]low
Elementary is in its 3rd priority tier, out of 5 ters.
Planning and Community Support '
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The project has clear and diverse community support as evidenced in:

Letters of support (check if attached) , : SRTS Coalition, School
‘ : Principal
Adopted plans (specify plan title and page number) O
Walking audits (for SR2S; specify school and date) Longfellow Elementary; May
27, 2010
The conceptual design has been reviewed by the public at the Walking audit participants
following community meeting (date and place) informed of plan for bulbs
O - after audit.

Projéct Readihess ‘ 7’  [T e LN i T e A T
Please describe coordination with other independent projects that may impact the proposed project
schedule (e.g. sewer replacement), if any.

There are no independent projects expected in the area within the project timefranme.

Please provide a description of the CEQA and NEPA clearance strategies for the project, including
the dates that each clearance was received of is anticipated to be received.

As per the revised funding plan, we will use OBAG and Prop K local match for the environmental phase of this
project. For that reason work will commence in January 2014 and be complesed in June 2014. We anticipate that
the project be categorically exenspt/ categorically exccluded,

If the project has an impact on city landmarks, historic distticts, and/or conservation districts,
please describe what steps sponsor has taken to ensure the project’s compliance with historical
district requirements:

N/A
If the project will generate a significant traffic and parking impact (e.g. parking removal), please
provide an impact analysis (if completed) or a plan for conducting the analysis:

The bulb-onts will remove parking near all three intersections. Homwever, the impact will be minimal and will not
need an impact analysis. ‘
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D. IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY

1. Please provide the following information for all involved agencies.

paperwork and Prop K funding request.

' Phase [Contractor|
Phase Agency Brief Scope / Responsibility Lead?| Use?
Pre- |SFMTA [Develop and plan the project X |:|
Development/Planning] .
PE Environmental SFMTA |Obtain envitonmental clearance-CEQA and
. O
NEPA
PE Environmental DPW  |Lead on Caltrans paperwork submissions. | O
PE Design SEMTA |Conceptual ~design of bulbs-  overall O ]
dimensions, parking impacts, legislation, etc. |
PE Design DPW Detailed design of bulbs. Caltrans pdperwork. X ]
, Securing Prop K funding. .
CON Construction ~ |SEMTA [Perform any necessary sign and paint work. O ]
o |Assist with any needed community outreach.
CON Construction  [DPW  [Hire and oversee contractor. Caltrans X

2. Describe project development activities planned between the Part One and Past Two calls for
projects, including likely schedule and approach for the required community meeting. Indicate

‘how project development will be funded, including proposed Prop K amounts and categories, as
approptiate and needed for this purpose. ' '

Project development was funded by SEMTA. The SFMTA beld a community meeting in February 2013.

Principal Carrie Betti, PTA President and SRTS Liaison Brenda Garvia, teachers, parents, and
SEMT.A/ DPW were in attendance. The SFMTA presented the proposal to install bulbonts at the intersections
of Mission/ Naglee/ Lowell, Mission/ Whipple, and Mission] Whittier, as well as flashing beacons at the

intersection of Mission/ Whipple. The proposal received positive support. The following items were discussed:

The community ranked the proposed project intersections based on their safety concerns, in case any unjoreseen

complications arise and a specific bulbout is no longer feasible:

1. Mission/ Whipple (most coniem) '
Mission/ Naglee/ Lowell
Mission/ Whittier (least concern)

2.
3.

Speed surveys do not warrant speed bumps on Morse or Lowell. Community asked about rumble strips, and we

responded that they are not ideal because of the noise factor and constant maintenance.

The cormmunity is concerned about overall traffic operation at the intersection of Mission/ Naglee/ Lowell. Spht -

phasing may not be ideal becanse it will likely require additional hardware or may increase the signal cycle length;

we will forward this request o Operations section in Traffic Engincering,

The community is concerned about pick-up/ drop off operation and parents Jeaving their vebicle unattended, which

blocks traffic. We have added enforcement staff to the crossing guard program fo help with traffic cirenlation.

The community asked if we had any flyers to distribute for school safety.
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3. Desctribe the funding plan and identify the responsible agency for ongoing maintenance of the
project, including but not limited to lighting and landscaping. '

The Planning phase (§ 77,483 ) was funded by MTA. We are requesting $670,307 in OBAG Junding for the

environmzental, design, and construction phases, which would be matched with §8 6,846 in local funds, likely from
Prop K DPW will maintain the bulb-outs after project completion. Maintenance requirements will be minimal.

E. PROJECT SCHEDULE

Start Date End Date

Project Phase ‘ (Month, Year) (Month, Year)
Planning/Conceptual Engineering December 2012 | March 2013
Environmental Studies January 2014 June 2014
ROW Activities/Acquisition June 2014
Design Engineering ' March 2014 September 2014
Advertise Construction ' , - January 2015
Award Consttuction Contract ‘ - March 2015
Construction ' April 2015 August 2015
Project Closeout --- August 2016
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F. BUDGET

Please separate -out the budget for each involved agency. Only include budget information for
project costs following selection of initial OBAG project list.

Planning / Conceptual Engineering (project dev. phase, December 2012 - April 2013)
Agency: SFMTA® '

Hourly |Overhead| Hourly

Position (Title and Classification) Hours Salary Rate Burdened | FTE Cost
5364 Engineering Assodate 16]  $37.463 2.88 $108.02 0.0077] $ 1,728
5201 Junior Engineer 24| $40.100 2.86 $114.82 0.0115] § 2,756
5207 Assodate Engineer 18]  $52.725 2.79 $146.93 0.0087| § 2,645
5241 Engineer 6| $61.025 2.76 $168.28]  0.0029] § 1,010
5211 Senior Engineer 2| $70.650 2.73 $193.03 0.0010] $ 386
Agency: DPW :

5203 Assistant Engineer 75|  $45.325 2.64 $119.45 0.0361] § 8,959
Planning / Conceptual Engineering Total ‘ . : 0.0678| $ 17,483
Envitonmental

Agency: SFMTA

Hourly |Overhead| Hourly

Position (Title and Classification) Hours Salary | Rate Butdened | FTE Cost
5203 Assistant Engineer 53 $45.325 2.83 $128.31 0.0255] § 6,800
5207 Assodate Engineer 8 $52.725 2.79 $146.93 0.0038| $ 1,175
Environmental Total ) ; : 0.0293) $ 7,976
Design Phase

Hourly Overhead ~ Hourly

Position (Title and Classification) Hours Salary Rate Burdened | FTE Cost
Agency: SFMTA
5203 Assistant Engineer 258|  $45.325 2.83 $128.31 0.1240]1 § 33,104
5207 Assodate Engineer - 115]  $52.725 2.79 $146.93 0.0553] § - 16,897
| Agency: DPW '

5241 Full Engineer 1801 $61.025 2.64 $160.83 0.0865] § 28,949
5203 Assistant Engineer . 1080  $45.325 2.64 $119.45 0.5192} § 129,005
- 15211 Seniot Engineer ' 10|  $70.650 2.64 $186.19 0.0048] % 1,862
Design Total ’ i ' ‘ 0.7899| $ 209,817
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Construction Phase Hard Costs (by scope item)

. Ttem Quantity Unit  |Unit Price Cost
TrafficRouting Work - 13 - $ 40,000
Asphalt Concrete (Type A, Y2-Inch Maximum With Medium Grading) 60 TON $ 130] $ 7,800
Full Depth Planing Per 2-Inch Depth of Cut 300 SF $ 066]% 198
8-Inch Thidc Concrete Base ' 3500 SF $ 10| § 35,000
8-Inch Thidk Concete Patking Strip or Gutter 1700 SF $ 16 $ 27,200
6-Inch Wide Concrete Curb 590 LF $ 351 % 20,650
3 Y2-Inch Thick Concete Sidewalk 6930 SF $ 101 $% 69,300
Concete Curtb Ramp With Concrete Detectable Sustface Tiles 17 EA $ 2500| 8% - 42500
Flashing Beacon 1 EA $ 15000 $ 15,000
Landsaping - LS - $ 10,000
Mobilization for bulb-outs - : IS - § 12,200
TrafficRouting for Sewetr Work - 1S - $ 8,454
Trench and Exavation Support Work - 1S - $ 4,000
Catch Basin 4 EA $ 82408 32960
Manhole 4 BEA $ 5150 % 20,600
Abandoning Existing Catchbasin 2 EA $ 400] 9 800
Standard Side Sewer Air Vent and Trap Assembly 1 EA $ 1,000] § 1,000
Exploratory Holes 1 EA $ 1,000] § 1,000
Mobilization and Demobilization for sewer work - 1S - $ 2,818
Allowance for Exaavation Petmit Fee - AL $ 10,000 | § 10,000
Field Office . - LS $ 1,000] % 1,000
Project Sign : - 1S $ 2000} % 2,000
Subtotal ) . $ 364,480
Contingency (20%) $ - 72,896
Construction Hard Costs Total $ 437,376
Construction Phase Labor Costs (Construction Management and Support)

' Hourly |Overhead| Hourly

Position (Title and Classification) Houis Salary Rate Burdened | FTE Cost
| Agency: DPW '
5211 Senior Engineer , ' 46  $70.6501 - 2.64 $186.19 0.0221] § 8,565
6318 Construdion Inspector 575 $45.763 2.64 $120.60] - 0.2764| § 69,346
1408 Prindpal Cletk L 99  $33.400 2.64 $88.02 0.04761 $ 8,714
5203 Assistant Engineer ‘ 46]  $45.325 2.64 $119.45) © 0.0221] § 5,495
5207 Assodate Engineer 22 $52.725 2.64 $138.95 0.0106] $ 3,057
Agency: SFMTA ‘
5203 Assistant Engineer 16 $45.325 2.83 $128.31 0.0077{ § 2,053
5207 Assodate Engineer 16|  $52.725 2.79]  $146.93 0.0077] $ 2,351
7346 Painter : 16]  $35.925 2.93 $105.11 0.0077] § 1,682 |
7457 Signh Wozker 8]  $30.525 2.95 $90.11 0.0038] § 721
Construction Labor Costs Total ) 0.4058| $ 101,984
Construction Total $539,360
TOTAL | $774,636

W:\Hirsch\Funding and Advocacy\OBAG\Applications\Round 2 Submissions\Longfellow\Longfellow OBAG App Roundz.docxPage 7 of 19



G. FUNDING PLAN

Fiscal | Planning/

Source Status* | Year CE Env. Design Construction Total
MTA Seaured 12/13 | § 17483 3 17,483
OBAG Planned 13/14 : § 7,061 | § 185,751 $ 192,812
OBAG Planned 14/15 . ) § 477495 | § 477,495
Match Prop K |Planned 13/14 $ 9151 % 24,066 $ 24,981
Match Prop K {Planned 14/15 $ 61,865 | § 61,865

Total § 174831% 7,976 | $ 209,817 § 539,360 | § 774,636

H. ATTACHMENTS
Please include the following required attachments, and other attachments as applicable.

1. Scope narrative that identifies project goals and benefits, describes project
elements that benefit each mode (bike, walking, transit, auto), and highlights any
creative elements that integrate benefits for multiple users ,

2. Maps, charts, drawings or other materials that are necessary to show the dr,taﬂ

and context of the project
3. Letters of support _ : _
4. Justification for proximate access to 2 PDA 0

I. CONTACT AND SIGNATURE
Sponsor Agency — Project Manager

Agency Department of Public Works

Name, title Ken Spielman, Project Manager

E-mail . Kenneth.Spielman@sfdpw.otg »

Telephone (415) 437-7002 Fax

.-——‘7/7 .

Signature _ 7C :"""/ T AT Date L(/ 29 / 3
Sponsor Agency — Grant Manager

Name, title Ananda Hirsch, Transportation Finance Analyst

E-mail Ananda.hitsch@sfdpw.org

Telephone - 415.558.4034 ' Fax

Signature WEZ//@’W% WE Dateb q / 249 / 23
A Hhesert

Agency Design leads (name, title) Telephone Email

Other Partner Agencies

SEMTA Cesario Agudelo, Asst Engineer 415.701.4596 Cesario.Agudelo

T\ Documents &nd Setunqs\sp elumzk\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Files\Conlent.Outlook\LSEBEQGR\Longfellow OBAG Apn
Round? . docx . Page 8 of 18



Attachment 1
Scope

‘Longfellow Elementaty School is located at 755 Morse Street in the Crocket Amazon
Neighborhood of San Francisco. Of the school’s 600 students, roughly 35 percent walk to school.
Situated just south of Mission Street, Longfellow Elementary is in an MTC Community of Concern
and in close proximity to affordable housing. The school and surrounding area are accessible by
several Muni routes, which are all part of the Mission Street MUNI Rapid Network and connections
to BART. Many students and adults using transit to enter and exit the area access that transit on foot
and will benefit from pedesttian safety imptovements.

The proposed project will construct pedestrian bulb-outs and upgrade curb ramps at the
intersections of Mission and Whittier Streets, Mission Street and Whipple Avenue, and Mission and
Lowell Streets; install rectangular rapid flashing beacons at the intersection of Mission Street and
Whipple Avenue; and provide landscaping, if feasible, near Longfellow Elementary School. Mission
Street is a 58-6” wide street, with four travel lanes, two in each direction, and traffic volumes of
14,000 vehicles per day. The intersections of Mission and Whittier Streets and Mission Street and
Lowell Street/Naglee Avenue ate signalized, while the intersecion of Mission Street and Whipple
Avenue is two-way STOP controlled.

As a result of a Longfellow Elementaty School Walkmg Audit that took place in May 2010, the
following measures have a]ready been nnplernented to improve the safety around the school:

- ® Installed red zones on Mission Stteet and Whipple Avenue to improve Visibﬂity at the
uncontrolled crossing.
¢ Installed advance yield and limit lines at the school crosslng on Mission Street and Whipple
Avenue.
* Adjusted pedestrian signal times at Mission and Whittier Streets and Mission Street and
Lowell Street/Naglee Avenue to ensute sufficient pedestrian crossing times.
* Installed 15 mph speed limit signs on streets adjacent to Longfellow Elementary School.

- Additionally, 2 recommendation was made in the Longfellow Elementary Walking Audit to
construct pedestrian bulb-outs. Bulb-outs extend the curbs towatd the center of the roadway and are
used to narrow the roadway and create shorter pedesttian crossings. Bulb-outs improve sight
distance by making pedestrians waiting to ctoss the street more visible. They also influence dtiver
behavior by changing the appearance of the street. For instance, they prevent speeding turns by
sharpening the corner cutves.

Because of the high number of students who walk to Longfellow Elementary School the community
strongly suppotts the installation of the bulb-outs at the intetsections of Mission and Whittier
Streets, Mission Street and Whipple Avenue, and Mission and Lowell Streets. Community support is
evident with the inclusion of letters of support from both the Principal of Longfellow Elementary
School and the Safe Routes to School Coalition, which is comprised of the SF Department of Public
Health, SF Environment, Presidio YMCA Bike Program, SF Bicycle Coalition, SF Unified School
District and Walk San Francisco.
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Attachments

o Maps

¢ Photos

o Longfellow Elementary Support Letter (October 2012)

o Safe Routes to School SF Support Letter (October 2012)
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Attachment 2

Maps and Photos.
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Current Conditions

—= 22 bR

Westbound Mission Street at Whittier Street
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Westbound Mission Street at Whiple Avenue
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Attachment 3

Letters of Support

§\§“,%, Longfellow Elementary
= . 755 Morse Street

- . San Francisco, CA 94121
SFUSD iy rrancisca Phone: $69-4730 Fax: 469-3083

PUBLIC SCHOOLS

A

-

October 13, 2012

MTC
101 Eighth Sweet
Oakland, CA 94607

To Whom It May Concem:

As the principal of Longfellow Elementary School, I am writing to express my full support for
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s (SFMTA) Longfellow One Bav Area
(OBAGY) grant application. : -

Longfellow has over 600 students, of whom roughly 33 percent walk to school. Our school is
located just south of Mission Steet, which is a busy vebicular corridor with a high number of
student pedestrians. Furthermare, the side sweets along Missioh Street create intersections that
vary widely from the standard four-legged intersection. This waffic, along with the unique
physical geometry, canbe intimidating for our students and can discourage their parents from
letting their children walk, bike, or tale transit to school

The proposed changes in this grant application will help create a safer environment that will
allow our students to safely walk along Mission Street and cross at Whitter Street, Whipple
Avenue, and Lowell Sweet. The bulb-outs at these intersections will sharpen the comer curves o
prevent speeding tums, shorten crossing distances, and make pedestians waiting to cross the
streetmore visible. Theseimprovements will not only benefit the students at our school, but the
whole community — one thatis often dependent on walking, biking, and public ransportaton.
Traffic congestionis a concemn of ours at drop off and pick up each day, without bulb-outs it
really creates unsafe street conditions, which detours families from walking or riding bikes to
school. '

[ enthusiastically endorse the application and encourage your funding of the project. We hope the
proposed improvements will help us improve safety andh elp us encourage more stadents to walk
or bike to school.

Sincerely,
Cavie Bellt

Carrie Berd
Principal
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Safe Routes

to School

SAN FRANCISCO
www.sfiaferoutes.org

Program Partners

SF Dept of Public Health

SF Enviranment

Presidio YMCA Bike Program

SF Ricycte Coalition

$F Municipal Transportation
Agency

SF Unified School District

. Walk San Franciico

Program Coordinator

Ana Validzic, MPH
Department of Public Health
30 Van Ness Ave, Suite 2300
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-581-2478

Ana Validzic@sfgov.org

Safe Routes to Scheol SF

San Francisco County Transit Authority
1455 Market Street, 22°% Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

October 24, 2012

Dear OBAG Grant Admimistrator;

On behalf of the San Francisco Safe Routes 1o School Partnership, we
would like to express our support for the following project proposals bemg
submitted by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency for
OBAG Safe Routes to School mfrastructure funding:

1) The proposed bulb-outs to the intersection of Bacon/Goettingen
near ER Taylor Elementary School;

2) The proposed bulb-outs to three intersections surrounding
Longfellow Elementary School, as well as the possibility of
installing a beacon at the intersection of Mission and Whipple,
and/or speed humps if the school prionitizes this need; and

3) The proposed expansion of a larger Broadway comidor project to
unprove the block directly m front of Jean Parker Elementary,
including lengthening the median, installing pedestrian refuge areas
at the intersection on Broadway at Powell Street, and greening the
area.

We support these projects with: the hope that they will include greening
aspects as well as the proposed mnfrastructure mmprovements.

These projects support the work that the Safe Routes to School Partnership
has been doing to enhance children’s safety while walking and biking to
increase their health and well-bemg, ease traffic congestion near schools,
improve air quality, and improve commmuaity memmber s overall quality of
life. : : ’

ER Tavlor and Longfeliow Elementary are two of the largest elementary
schools in the district and rank high on our priority list for SRTS
infrastructure projects. These schools currently have on-site SRTS non-
mfrastructure programming that would directly benefit from these -
proposed infrastructure projects.

Jean Paker ranks number one on our priority list for SRTS infrastucture

is a program aof
Shaps Up $an Frandsco,

www._shapeupsf.org

projects with dangercns street conditions and a jiugh nuinber of SHid&EnTs
walking whe would significantly benefit from the proposed project.

For these reasons, we encourage you to fund these proposed projects.
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Sincerely,

Cristing tte
S1. Health Program Planner, SF Department of Public Heath

Safe Routes

to School
| SAN FRANCISCO
wawnw sfsaferoutes.org

Program Partners.
SF Dept of Public Health

SF Environment

Presidic YMCA Bike Program -
ara e tcheock

SF Bigycle Coalition Branch Manager, Presidio YMCA Bike Program

$F Municipal Transportation
Agency

SF Unified School District

Walk San Frandisco Deputy Darector, San _Franmsco Bicycle Coalition

PFregram Coordinater » M"'?/ ﬁ/ﬂé" ﬁ?

Ana Validzic, MPH avid Goldin

epartment of Public Health . - - - ..
30?5;“ ;,:SS '1‘\;; 2;;& ;; oo Chief Facilities Officer, SF Unified School District

San Francisco, CA 94102 e
415-581-247 Lo rhl
Ana. Validzic @sfgov. o] £ b fs‘—’ 4. (';5—7 et
- Wi LJ
Elizabeth Stamge

Executive Director, Walk San Francisco
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OneBayArea Grant Application

Chinatown Broadway Street Design

Submitted by the San Francisco Department of Public Works
To the San Francisco County Transportation Authority
April 29,2013

Second application round, featuring updates since October 2012




San Francicco County Transpontation Authority

1455 Market Street, 22nd Floor
San Francisco, California 94103
415.522.4800 FAX 415,522.4829
info@sfcta.org  www.sfcta,org

2012 San Francisco OneBayArea Grant (OBAG) Application
e Due: 4:00 pm, Friday, October 26, 2012
Revised April 29, 2013

A. PROJECT INFORMATION

Project name: _Chinatown Broadway Phase IV Street Design (Columbus Avenue to the Broadway
Tunnel) ' ' _ '

Sponsor agency: _Department of Public Works

Brief Description of Project (a short paragraph or about 50 words)

Removal of eastbound tow-away lane. Bulb-outs added at all corners. Special paving at intetsections. Last
block of project (Broadway Tunnel to Powell Street) to include new medians and curb work. Streetscape
amenities along the corridor will include street trees, lighting, and seating. Bus stop improvements at two
locations to include bus bulbs, bus shelter, seating, and signage. Pedestrian safety enhancements, as described
above, to improve safety Jean Parker Elementary School. The Planning Department completed 2 community
engagement process and conceptual designs for this phase of the Broadway streetscape in 2012, funded by a
Caltrans Environmental Justice Transportation Planning Grant.

B. PROJECT ELIGIBILITY (Check all thatapply, and fill in the blanks as ap?licable.)

Program Type
Transportation for Livable Communities X
Bicycle and Pedesttian Improvements O
Local Streets and Roads O
Safe Routes to School X
All Programs _ : '
The project is a fully funded stand-alone capital project with a usable segment. X
Sponsor has a Master Agreement with Caltrans with an expiration date of: : Agzz‘i:;eﬂt

8/28/2007 - no
expiration date.
‘The OBAG funding request is at least $500,000. X
The project is consistent with the adopted Regional Transportation Plan and the
Countywide Transpottation Plan.
Sponsor will receive construction E-76 from Caltrans by March 31 of:

2014 O 2015 X 2016 O

X

Local Streets and Roads Only

The project is on the Federal-Aid system. » O
The project selection is based on the analysis results from San Francisco’s certified ]
(ie. DPW’s) Pavement Management System.
(For pavement rehabilitation) The project location’s PCI is:
(For preventative maintenance) The project will extend the useful life of the facility
by the following number of years: .

Safe Routes to School Only

Broadway 4 OBAG Application_Round 2.docx ) Page 1 of 10



The project is coordinated with San Francisco SR2S Coalition and has a signed
letter of support from a school administrator from the selected school.

For each unchecked item, please justify the project’s eligibility:

C. PROJECT PRIORITIZATION (Check all thatapply, or fill in the blanks as applicable.)

See the Authority’s OBAG website (Wwwsfcta otg/obag) for links to resources that correspond to
the criteria below.

: ngh Pl’lotlty Locatlon i R e Area name

Priotity Development Area (PDA) Downtown-Van Ness- Gea_ry
Project is not within PDA but provides a proximate access. O
Community of Concern Chinatown
CARE Community X Eastern San Francisco
I—I1gh Irnpact Pro]ect Area
» e e e ‘;:;Locatlon name/number
Complete Streets and Safety i (street/intersection/route)
Key Walking Street . Broadway
Pedestrian High Injury Corridor X ’ Broadway
Weighted high injury scote for each street segment: 83.4 (Front to Powell), statistics include: |-
C . 2-5 injusies at Powell, 2-5 at Stockton,
and 5-11 at Columbus.
Better Streets Plan typology of the project location: : Comsmercial Throughway
The project complies with the Better Streets Plan guidelines. X '
Bicycle Route Network “Minor Improvement to Bicycle
0 Route Network”
Bicycle High Collision Intersection O
Number of bicycle collisions at each intersection in 2009 —
2011 . 2: One at Stockton and one at Powell
Transit Route(s) :
Opetator, route number and name (e.g. Muni 14-Mission) Muni 8AX, 10, 12, 30, 30X, 45
Muni Rap1d Network ' O :
. #77,A.Agency_Pnoﬂtv S A e

This project is a top pnonty for OBAG fundlng because itis the key complement to DPW s three
priot streetscape projects on Broadway. San Francisco Planning Department recently finished the
planning process for the project. This project was prioritized for OBAG funding because of its
ability to meet MTC’s project readinéss requirements. OBAG funding, paired with the pending
Prop AA allocation would enable this project to move along swiftly and deliver the community’s
visionin a Umely fashlon

, Planmng and Commumty Support 7» 7 ;

The project has clear and diverse commumty support as ev1denced .
Lettets of suppott (check if attached) . X See attached

‘Adopted plans (specify plan title and page number) X Chinatown Area Plan- no
specific reference, but forwards
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Objective 7 and Policy 7.1.

Broadway is identified as a
pedesttian safety corridor in the
Chinatown Community
Development Center’s
Pedestrian Safety Needs
Assessment

Walking audits (for SR2S; specify school and date) [0  See attached brief explanation.

The conceptual design has been reviewed by the public at the 6/6/12 International Hotel

. following community meeting (date and place) =

Pro]ect Readlness e r : . . .
Please describe coordination w1th other mdependent pro]ects that may unpact the proposed pro]ect
schedule (e.g. sewer replacement), if any.

There are no other projects scheduled on this segment of Broadway. |

Please provide a desctiption of the CEQA and NEPA clearance strategies for the project, including
the dates that each clearance was received or is anticipated to be received.

The project was certified categorically exempt from environmental review pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Article 19
(Section 15301) on March 29. 2013 by the San Francisco Planning Depariment. Under NEPA, a categorical
excclusion 15 likely, as with the other phases of this project. We anticipate a fairly simple NEP-A process.

If the project has an impact on city landmarks, historic districts, and/or conservation districts,
please describe what steps sponsor has taken to ensure the project’s compliance with historical
district requirements:

We don’t anticipate any impact on city landmarks, historic districts, and/ or conservation districts.

If the project will generate a significant traffic and parking impact (e.g. patking removal), please
provide an impact analysis (if completed) or a plan for conducting the analysis:

Traffic
The Planning department has conducted preliminary SYNCHRO ana/ymr to assess the project’s impacts on trajfic. It

is anticipated that the project wounld not result in significant traffic impacts and will receive an exemption underAn‘zc/e
19 of the CEQA Guidelines.

Parking
We anticipate 23 metered parking spots will be removed and replaced with bulb outs. These par,émg Jpat.r are currently

only available during part of the day, as this is also a no-parking tow-away ome. The project also proposes removing an
excisting AM tow-away 30ne, making the space avaslable for parking, thus balancing parking availability in the
corridor. Because of the overall parking impact and recent experience on Cesar Chaves, regarding removal of part-time
parking spaces, DPW does not believe that parking removal will pose a problem. DPW is confirming with

Caltrans| FHW A whether or not an impact analysis is needed.
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D.

IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY

1. Please provide the following information for all involved agencies.

: , Contractor
Phase Agency Brief Scope / Responsibility | Phase Lead? Use?
1  [Planning Environmental Review- CEQA X O
1 DPW Environmental Review- NEPA ]
2 DPW Design X |
2 MTA Assist in design O O
3 |DPW Construction X
3 MTA ‘ Staffing support O |
4 . |DPW Maintenance- Eirst 3 years in CON| < X
contract. Ongoing will be DPW.

2. Describe project development activities planned between the Part One and Patt Two calls for
projects, including likely schedule and approach for the required community meeting. Indicate
how project development will be funded, including proposed Prop K amounts and categoties, as
appropriate and needed for this purpose. :

e T awatded this-grant; we-would return-to-the-community uporr completion-of 65%design to~

With funding from a Caltrans Environmental Justice Transportation Planning grant, the
Planning Department, in partnership with the Chinatown Community Development Centet,
led an intensive community engagement process in 2011 and 2012. Three community
workshops were held, all with translation, to engage the community in the planning ptocess:
May 4, August 16, and November 16, 2011. A fourth public meeting, the final Open House,
was held June 6, 2012 at the International Hotel (848 Kearney St). Mote than 70 people
attended this event. In addition, concept design matetials from the project (which are
attached) have been on display in the lobby and windows of the East West Bank at the
corner on Stockton and Broadway since mid-July 2012. All the meeting materials are
available online as well: http:/ /www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx’page=2646.

Due to the tecent and robust nature of community engagement in planning this project, we

did not schedule additional community meetings between the Part One and Part Two calls

for projects. We have worked with out partners at MTA and from the community and have

redesigned intersection improvements at Stockton and Broadway and have eliminated traffic
conflicts here.

teview the final planning design, discuss any changes that have were discovered necessary
during the design process, and inform them of the project timeline.

3, Describe the funding plan and identify the responsible agency for ongoing maintenance of the
project, including but not limited to lighting and landscaping. '

We are requesting $5,761,282 in OBAG funding for the Broadway Chinatown Street
Design. Of that amount, we request that $1,376,597 come from the Safe Routes to School
Program, as it covers the portion of work that improves conditions around Jean Parker
Elementary School. SFMTA has already received a state Safe Routes to Schools grant that
will install some of the improvements near the school, but federal funding is needed to
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complete the scope. The state grént and the local match ﬁilreadyr set aside 7by MTA covers
- $430,064 of this project’s cost.

We believe that the remaining wotk falls under the guidelines of the Transportation for |
Livable Communities program. Prop AA funds, if approved by the San Francisco County
Transportation Authority, will cover much of the design phase expense, and serve as the
- local match to the small amount of federal funding needed to cover remaining costs of this
phase. This leaves a femaining need, which we request from OBAG under TLC, of
$4,384,685. : :

The local match dollars, which are needed for the construction phase, total $789,129. We
anticipate that this match will come from Prop K (EP 44). This equates to a match
petcentage of 12.63%. This need is slightly higher than the minimum required under OBAG
because there are federally-ineligible costs, such as work done by city forces to relocate fire
alarms, which tequire local overmatch.

The first three years of maintenance will be petformed by the contractor. Subsequent
maintenance will be the tesponsibility of DPW, save for the maintenance of lighting. We
don’t anticipate any issues regarding maintenance of street lighting as we plan to use the
same fixtures utilized in phase 1, 2 and 3 of Broadway Projects inspected, which are already
accepted and maintained by PUC/BLHP: Supplemental/Decorative lighting shown in
conceptual drawings will not be installed as a part of this contract or maintained by SFPUC.
If any supplemental lighting will be added, it will be at the request of local community or
business group who, upon teceiving approval by SFPUC/BLHP, would then assume all
costs and responsibilities related to its installation and maintenance.

E. PROJECT SCHEDULE

Start Date End Date

Project Phase (Month, Year) | (Month, Year)
Planning/Conceptual Engineerin ' 04/2011 04/2013
Environmental Studies ' 11/2012 ©12/2013
| ROW Activities/ Acquisition -~ 12/2013
Design Engineering : 01/2014 10/2014
Advertise Construction 10/2014 12/2014
Award Construction Contract , —- ' 04/2015
Construction 04/2015 01/2016
Project Closeout — 06/2019
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F. BUDGET

Please separate out the budget for each involved agency.. Only include budget information for
project costs following selection of initial OBAG project list.

Planning / Conceptual Engineetingl

Planningﬁonceptual Engineering Total (Completed 2012 with Caltrans grant) $ -
Envitonmental ' |
Agency: SFDPW Overhead Rate: 1.6354
Hourly Hourly
Base Fully ,

Position (Title and Classification) Hours | Salary | Burdened | FTE Cost
Project Manager I/ 5504 40 $65 $171] 0.019] § 6,852
Assistant Project Managet/ 5262 50 $45 $119] 0.024] $ 5,930
Engineering Trainee 11 105 - $26 $69] 0.0511 § 7,219
Consultant NEPA Review ' : $ 10,000
Environmental Total 0.094| $ 30,000
Design Phase
Agency: SEDPW Overhead Rate: 1.6354

Hourly Hourly
Base Fully

Position (Title and Classification) Houts| Salary | Burdened | FTE Cost
Project Manager 1/5502 950 $61 $161] 0.457| § 152,721
Assistant Projec Manager/ 5262 780 $45 $119] 0.375] $ 92,503
Senior Engineer/5211 100 $71 $187] 0.048] § 18,711
Engineer/ 5241 (Civil, Elect, Hydraulig 800 $61 $161] 0.385] § 128,608
Assodate Engineer/ 5207 (Civil, Elect, Hydraulic 850 $53 $140] 0.4091 $ 118,725
Assistant Engineer/ 5203 (Civil, Eledt, Hydraulig 900 $45 $119| 0433]$ - 106,734

unior Engiheer/ 5201 (Civil, Elect, Hydaulic) 800 $40 $105] 0.385] § 84,333
Senior Clerk Typist/ 1426 109 $28 $74] 0.052 § 8,034
Full Landscape Ardhiteat/ 5211 200 $71 '$187] 0.096] § 37,423
Landscape Architectural Assodate 11/5272 600 $53 $140| 0.288] $ 83,806
LandscapeArdhitectural Assodate 15262 848 $45 $119]-0.408|-§ 100,567
Project Managet I1/5504 (Env) 30 $65 $171] 0.014} $ " 5,139
Assistant Projec: Managet/ 5262 (Env) 40 $45 $119] 0.019] $ 4,744
Engineering Trainee I11 (Env) 110 $26 $69| 0.053] § 7,537
Agency: SEMTA
Transit Planner IT1/5289 55 $48| . $135] 0.026] $ 7,425
Assodate Engineer/ 5207 80 $53] $147] 0.038] § 11,760
Signal Engineer/ 5241 60 $61 $168| 0.029] § 10,080
Design Total 7,312 | 3515| 8 978849
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Construction Phase Hard Costs (by scope item)
Item Unit | Quantity | Unit Price Cost

Full Depth Planing 2" Depth SF 56,640 $1 § 56,640
AsphalticConcrete TON 908.51 $135 $ 122,649
8" Thidk Concrete Base SF 16,041 $10 $ 160,410
Combined 6" Curb and Gﬁtter at Bulbs 1IF 1,599 $65 $ 103,935
Combined 6" Curb and Gutter LF 1,303 $65. $ 84,695
Combined 6" Curb and Gutter at Median LF 970 $40 $ 38,800
8" Wide Conarete Band at Parking Strip LF 1,475 $15 $ 22,125
8" Thick Concrete Parking Strip SFE 9,101 $16 $ 145,616
8" Thic Concrete Raised Crosswalk - SF 595 $13 $ 7,735
Spedal Paving at Crosswalks SF 9,322 $25 $ 233,050
Conaete Curb Ramp w/ Detectable Surface Tiles| EA 24 $3,000 $ 72,000
Deteaable Surface Tiles SF - 195 $65 $ 12,675
Sidewalk Paving w/ Spedal Finish SF- 37,777 $15 § 566,655
Install Street Trees, 36" Box EA 70 $1,800 $ 126,000
Irrigation 1S 3 $50,000 $ 150,000
Site Furnishings: Trash Receptades EA 12 $2,500 ) 30,000
Site Fumishings: Benches EA 32 $2,500 $ 80,000
Site Furnishings: Tree Grates EA 19 $2,700 $ 51,300
DG at Treewells SF 840{ $7 $ 5,880
3 Year Maintenance EA 86 $550 $ 47,300
Install Median Ttees, 36" Box EA 16 $1,800 $ 28,800
Planting (5 gallon plants at 30" o.c) EA 200 $60 $ 12,000
Weed Barrier Fabric (Median) SF 1,450 $1.50 $ 2,175
Amended Badkfill (Median) 18" Depth CY 80.56 $100 $ 8,056
Gravel Mulch (Median) CY 14.5 $200 $ 2,900
Unit Paver Maintenance Strip (Median) SF 1,345 $25 $ 33,625
Wayne Place Improvements LS 11 $300,000 $ 300,000
Tunnel Entrance/Exit Bollards @6'o.c EA 20 $1,500 $ 30,000
New Pedestrian Street thﬁng EA 54 $15,000 $ 810,000
Relocate Fire Alarm EA 2 $3,000 $ 6,000
Relocate Traffic Signal Box EA 3 $15,000 $ 45,000
Concete Catch Basin w/ Frame Grating and MH| "EA 12 $15,000 $ 180,000
Relocate Sewer Vents EA 3 $100,000 $ 300,000
Relocate Low Pressute Fire Hydrant EA - 2 $20,000 $ 40,000
Adjust SFWD Valves EA 3 $1,500 $ 4,500
Roadway Striping EA 3 $15,000 $ 45,000
Sub-total $ 3,965,521
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Arts Commission @ 2% IS 1| $79310 $ 79,310
Mobilization @ 5% 1S 1 $198,276 $ 198,276
Triffic Control @ 5% 1S 1 $198,276 $ 198,276
Design Contingency @ 15% LS 1|  $594,828 $ 594,828
Esalation@ 5% 1S 1|  $198,276° $ 198,276
Sub-total ‘ $ 5,234,487
Contingency (10%) $ 523,449
Construction Hard Costs Total $ 5,757,936
Construction Phase Labor Costs (Construction Managemeht and Suppott)
Agency: SFDPW Overhead Rate: 1.6354
Hourly Hourly
Base Fully
Position (Title and Classification) Hours | Salary | Burdened | FTE Cost
Project Manager 1/5502 400 $61f $161| 0.192] § 64,304
Assistant Project Manager/5262 300 $45 $119] 0.144| $ 35,578
Public Relations Ofﬁér/1314 50 $43 $113] 0.024 $ 5,666
Disability Aaess Coordinatotr/ 6335 40 $70 $184] 0.019] § 7,379
Admirﬁstrative Engineer/ 5174 (Civil, Elect, Hyd) 350 $66 $174] 0.168] § 60,878
Engineer/ 5241 (Civil, Elect, Hydraulic 430 $61 $161} 0.207] $ 69,127
Landsape Architect/5274 100 $61 $161] 0.048] % 16,076
Landsape Architectural Assodate I1/5272 240 $53 $140| 0.115) § 33,522
Landscape Architectural Assodate I/5262 428 $45 $119{ 0.206| $ 50,806
Office Admin: Constr. Inspector/ 6318 900 $46 $121] 0.433| $ 109,106
Resident Engineer: Assoc Eagineer/5207 1,000 $53 $140| 0.481 $ 139,676
Constr. Manager: Admin. Engineer/5174 1,000 $66 $174] 0.481] § 173,936
Division Manager: Senior Engineer/5211 - 500 $71 $187| 0.24]| % 93,557
Agency: SFMTA '
Engineer/5241 8 $61 $168] 0.004| $ 1,344
Assodate Engineer/ 5207 8 $53 $147] 0.002] $ 1,176
Painter/ 7346 8 $36 $105{ 0.008( $ 840
Sign Worker/ 7457 8 $31 $90] 0.008{ $ 720
Construction Labor Costs Total 5,770 2.78{ $ 863,690
Construction Total | ) $ 6,621,627
TOTAL $7,630,475

A
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G. FUNDING PLAN

Source Status* | Fiscal Year Env. "~ Design Construction Total
State SR2S Alloated  |13/14 | $ 51174 | s 51,174
MTA Lol Matdh to SR2S  |Allocated 13/14 $ 5;686 : $ 5,686
OBAG (SR2S) Planned 13/14 $ 75,314 $ 83,621
OBAG (TLC) Planned  |13/14 $ 196,675 | $ 218,368
Prop AA Planned _ |13/14 $ 650,000 | $ 650,000
State SR2S Alloated  |14/15 sheiiion| g 335884 |8 335,884
MTA Loal Matda to SR2S  [Alloaated  '[14/15 $ 37,320 | § 37,320
OBAG (SR2S) Planned . 14/15 $ 1,292,976 | $ 1,292,976
OBAG (TLC) Planned 14/15 $ 4,166,317 | $ 4,166,317
Loal Match (Prop K) Planned  [14/15 1§ 789129 | 789,129
Total $ 30,000 | § 978,849 | § 6,621,626 | $ 7,630,475
H. ATTACHMENTS
Please include the following tequired attachments, and other attachments as applicable.
1. Scope narrative that identifies project goals and benefits, desctibes project
elements that benefit each mode (bike, walking, transit, auto), and highlights any
creative elements that integrate benefits for multiple users ' <
** See “Chinatown Broadway Street Design™ for brief natrative.
Excerpts from the February 2013 Chinatown-Broadway Street Design
Final Report ate also included.
2. Maps, chatts, drawings or othet materials that are necessary to show the detail X
and context of the project :
3. Letters of support X
O

4. Justification for proximate access to a PDA
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I. CONTACT AND SIGNATURE

Sponsor Agency — Project Manager

Agency

Name, title

E-mail

Telephone

Signature

Sponsor Agency — Grant Mar)z/lger

Name, title
- E-mail
Telephone

Signature

Other Partner Agencies

Agency
Planning
SFMTA
SFMTA

Departient of Public Works
John Dennis. Project Manager

john.dennis@sfdpw.otg
4155584495  Fax_ VS - SUR 032

O T~ Datel O\‘{/l‘r/\:ﬁ
o s

Ananda Hirsch, Transportation Finance Analyst

. Ananda.l'ﬁrsch(a_)‘sfdpw.org
415-558-4034 Fax

WMJ/‘PNZ{D e Date 4’/25\/]3

P4 th st

Design leads (name, title) Telephone Email

Lily Langlois 415-575-9083 Lily.Langlois@sfgov.org
Ellen Robinson 415-701-4322 ellen.robinson@sfmta.com
Nick-Catr 415-701-4468 nick.carr@sfmta.com
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April 2013
Attachments

e Final Option Rendering (Feb 2013)
e 6 pages from Planning Dept Street Design book (Feb 2013)

¢ Planning Dept exemption from review (Mar 2013) |
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Certificate of Determination
EXEMPTION FROM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Case No.: 2012.0071E

Project Title: SF Department of Public Works Broadway Streetscape Design Project
Project Location:  Broadway between Columbus Avenue & Broadway Tunnel
Neighborhood: Between North Beach & Chinatown Neighborhood Districts

Project Sponsor: San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW)
John Dennis - (415) 558-4495
john.dennis@sfdpw.org

Staff Contact: - Brett Bollinger - (415) 575-9024

e brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
The Broadway Streetscape Design proposed project (“Project”) boundary includes the north and south
' side of Broadway from the Broadway Tunnel (Robert C Levy Tunnel) to Columbus Avenue, The
proposed Project would involve removal of the eastbound AM (7AM-9AM) tow-away lane from Powell
Street to Columbus Avenue and the westbound PM (3PM-7PM tow-away lane from Turk Murphy Lane
to Powell Street. The Broadway Tunnel to Powell Street segment would include a planted center median,
and two' planted side medians. The new center median would accommodate routine cleaning and
maintenance of the Broadway Tunnel. New curb work is also proposed and would include a loading
pocket in front of Jean Parker El ementary School (northside of Broadway between Powell and Mason).

Sidewalk extensions would be added at all project intersection corners along Broadway between the
Broadway Tunnel and Columbus Street and mid-block on the southside of Broadway between Powell
and Stockton streets. Bus bulbs would be added at the two existing bus stops for the 8AX muni bus line,
on the northwest corner of Broadway and Grant Street and for the 10 Townsend and 12 Folsom muni bus
lines on the southeast corner of Broadway and Stockton Street. New bus shelters would be added to
these locations. Pedestrian lead time would be implemented as part of the proposed Project at the
Broadway and Stockton Street intersection to provide a three second head start for pedestrians crossing
Broadway. '

EXEMPT STATUS:
Categorical Exemption, Class 1 [State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301(c)

DETERMINATION:

I 'do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements.

7 | " V
gé 74 |
2 e A o - . ' e 1) -
- W-& < (*7&—" //(// (e / o/, 20T
Sarah Jones 7 / S Date '
Acting Environmental Review Officer
cc Nick Carr, SFMTA

Supervisor Chiu, District 3

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6408

Pianning
Information:
415.558.6377



Exemption from Environmental Review CASE NO. 2012.0071E
“ Broadway Streetscape Design

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (CONT’D):

Implementation of the proposed Project would result in a net loss of 27 on-street metered parking spaces
and the net loss of one (1) metered loading space to accommodate sidewalk extensions at the corner or
midblock at intersections in the Project boundary area. Decorative paving would be added at the
intersection of Broadway and Grant Street and Broadway and Stockton Street. Raised crosswalks would
be added along Broadway at the intersections of Turk Murphy Lane, Cordelia Street and Grant Street.
Streetscape amenities would be added along the Project’s portion of the Broadway corridor to include
new street trees, median plantings, pedestrian scale lighting, sidewalk seating, and public art.

The Broadway Streetscape Improvement project area includes the following roadway segments:
» Broadway from Mason Street to Powell Street
e Broadway from Powell Street to Stockton Street
e Broadway from Stockton Street to Grant Avenue
e Broadway from Grant Avenue to Columbus Avenue

Currently, Broadway is a four-lane, east-west directional street with two 10-foot-wide lanes in each
direction; an eight-foot-wide (8") PM peak hour (3PM-7PM) tow away lane that functions at all other
times as a parking lane on the north side of Broadway; a 10-foot wide AM peak hour (FAM-9AM) tow-
away lane that functions at all other times as a parking lane on the south side of Broadway-(Figure 1).

13 i in 4 '] dRA R - Bymrac it b L atama lasntod slono
Muni buses 10 Townsend, 12 Folsom and 8AX Bayshore Express currently nave ous 5t0ps 10catea aiong

Broadway. The proposed streetscape improvements would slightly increase the width of Broadway
travel lanes from 10 feet to 11 feet for the inner (center) east and west bound lanes. The outer east and
west bound lanes would increase from 10.5 feet to 12 feet (Figure 2). The proposed Project would involve
the removal of the eastbound AM tow-away lane along Broadway from the Broadway Tumnel to
Columbus Avenue and the westbound PM tow-away lane along Broadway from Turk Murphy Lane to
Powell Street.

Sidewalk extensions and bus bulbs would be added at the following locations:
e Broadway and Powell Street, all corners
e Broadway and Stockton Street, all corners
e Broadway and Columbus Avenue, northwest
¢ Broadway (midblock, southside) between Powell and Stockton streets
e Broadway and Grant Street, southwest corner

Overall, implementation of the Project as proposed would result in a net loss of 27 on-street metered

parking spaces and one (1) on-street metered loading space. A total of 14 on-street parking metered
spaces would be converted to on-street loading spaces due to the removal of metered loading spaces for
sidewalk extensions. The Project does not include any changes to existing off-street parking or loading
facilities. Changes to on-street parking conditions due to the proposed improvements are detailed in
Table 1. : ‘

8AN FRANGISCO ) 9
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Exemption from Environmental Review

CASE NO. 2012.0071E
Broadway Streetscape Design

Table 1: Broadway Streetscape Impro{/ements On-Street Parking Net Changes

LANNING DEPARTMENT

% Hnading Mot
iCosy| GaimeLost)

Broadway between Mason & Powell streets, south side Corner Bulb 4) 0
Broadway between Mason & Powell streets, north side none 0

Broadway between Powell & Stockton streets, south side BlocE/(l)Sr:;rS/tl\od;d];u]bs 8 0
Broadway between Powell & Stockton streets, north side Corner Bulb (5) (1)
Broadway between Stockton & Grant streets, south side Corner Bulb (2) 0
Broadway between Stockton & Grant streets, north side Corner/Bus Stop Bulb 4) 1
Powell Streel between Broadway & Vallejo Street, west side none 0 0
Powell Street between Broadway & Vallejo Street, east side Corner bulb (1) 0
Powell Street between Broadway & Pacific Ave, west side Corner bulb (2) 1
Powell Street between Broadway & Pacific Ave, east side Corner bulb ()] 0
Stockton Street between Broadway & Vallejo Street, west side none 0 0
Stockton Street between Broadway & Vallejo Street, east side none 0 0
Stockton Street between Broadway & Pacific Ave, east side none B 0 0
Stockton Street between Broadway & Pacific Ave, west side Corner bulb 0 (1)
Grant Ave. between Broadway & Pacific Ave, west side _ Corner bulb 0 0
Grant Ave. between Broadway & Pacific Ave, east side none 0 0
Total Net Parking Space Gain (Loss) (27) (1)

Figure 1: Existing Broadway Conditions
%AN FRANCISCO 3



Exemption from Environmental Review CASE NO. 2012.0071E
Broadway Streetscape Design

Figure 2: Proposed Broadway Improvements

REMARKS:

T ransportatlon

The level of service (LOS) results for existing conditions and the proposed Project during the AM and PM
peak hours for existing and cumulative conditions are presented in Table 2.1 Under existing conditions,
all three study intersections (Broadway/Powell, Broadway/Stockton, and Broadway/Columbus) along the
Broadway study area corridor operate at acceptable LOS with the exception of the intersection at
Broadway/Powell Street during the PM peak hour, which operates at LOS E. Implementation of the
Project would generally result in similar LOS as under existing conditions. The intersection at
Broadway/Powell Street would continue to operate at an unacceptable LOS E and the intersection at
Broadway/Stockton Street would experience additional delay but would continue to operate at acceptable
LOS D.

The analysis demonstrates that a Leading Pedestrian Interval (LPI) signal timing change could be
implemented on the east and west crosswalks of the intersection at Broadway/Stockton Street, while
maintaining acceptable LOS operations. A leading pedestrian interval would allow pedestrians a three
second lead time to begin crossing Broadway without any automobile traffic. This means that pedestrians
— - ————crossing-Broadway would-have-a-three-second-head-start-crossing-the- street-without-any-autemobile-
traffic. This would improve a sense of safety for pedestrians and prioritize the intersection for pedestrians
for the north and south bound movements. LPI on the south and north crosswalks at the intersection of
Broadway/Stockton Street could not be implemented without adversely affecting traffic operahons 2

Cumulative Year 2035 traffic volumes for the Project intersections were determined by examining the AM
and PM cumulative transportation analysis for the 34t America’s Cup EIR. Generally, traffic volumes
grow by 18% during the AM peak hour (or an annual growth rate of 0.75%), and PM traffic volumes
grow by 23% (or 0.94% annual growth).

! The AM and PM peak hours are generally from 7:45 am to 8:45 am and 5 pm to 6 pm, respectively.
? Providing a LPI on the south and north crosswalks would require allocating more green time to the east/west
movement and less time to the north/south movement; however, providing less time to the north/south movement

is not possible due to minimum pedestrian crossing times (even with constructlon of the proposed bulbs).

SAN FRANCISCO 4
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- Exemption from Environmental Review CASE NO. 2012.0071E
Broadway Streetscape Design

Table 2: AM & PM Peak Hour Operations:

- Level of Service (LOS)/Average Delay (seconds)
Hour*[ 70 URE T | Project | o o
1. Broadway/Powell AM C /31 sec. D/ 35 sec. C /30 sec. D /40 sec.
cproadway PM | E/é8sec | E/68sec. | F/125sec. | F /125 sec.
AM B/ 11 sec. D/ 46 sec. B/12sec. | D/5Tsec.
2. t

Broadway/5 qckton PM A /10 sec. A /10 sec. C /29 sec. C /25 sec.
: AM B /15 sec. B /16 sec. B /17 sec. C /25 sec.

.B -
3. Broadway/Columbus .PM C /27 sec. C /25 sec. D /54 sec. D /49 sec.

Source: SF Planning Department, 2013.

As shown in Table 2, implementation of the proposed Project would not cause any intersection to
degrade to unacceptable conditions for either Existing or Cumulative Year 2035 conditions.

Transit

Existing Conditions

With implementation of the proposed Project, the total increase in average delay during the AM and PM
peak periods along Broadway would not result in an unacceptable level of transit service or cause a
substantial increase in transit service delays or operating costs. Therefore, the proposed Project would
resultin {ess-than-significant transit impacts to the 10 Townsend, 12 Folsom and 8AX Bayshore Muni bus
routes under Existing Plus Project conditions. Therefore, no significant transit impacts would occur as a
result of implementation of the proposed Project.

2035 Cumulative Conditions . :
During the Cumulative Plus Project scenario, the total increase in average delay along Broadway as a
result of the proposed Project would not result in an unacceptable level of transit service or cause a
substantial increase in transit service delays or operating costs. As a result, the proposed Project would
not contribute considerably to cumulative .impacts to transit conditions or cause transit service to
deteriorate to unacceptable levels to the 10 Townsend, 12 Folsom or 8AX Bayshore routes under
cumulative conditions.

Pedestrian : :

The proposed Project includes corner and mid-block sidewalk extensions along with new bus shelters, as
well as intersections improvements at the majority of Project study intersections. Through the proposed
increased pedestrian visibility and shortened crossings at Project intersections, pedestrian conditions
- would improve. Therefore, no significant pedestrian impacts would occur.

Bicycle ' g
Broadway is an existing Class III bike route (Route 10) in both the eastbound and westbound direction
within the Project area. The proposed Project would replace the existing bike sharrows with new
sharrows along the Project area Broadway corridor in both the eastbound and westbound directions.
Therefore, no significant bicycle impacts would occur as a result of the proposed Project.

SAN FRANCISCO . 5
PLANNING DEPARTMENT .



Exemption from Environmental Review CASE NO. 2012.0071E
’ Broadway Streetscape Design

Emergency Access - -

The proposed Project would not involve the closing off of any existing streets or entrances to public uses,
and emergency vehicle access would not be impeded by the Project. Therefore, the proposed Project
would not result in a significant impact related to emergency access. :

Construction o ' ,
The proposed Project would involve restriping, elimination of the eastbound AM and westbound PM to
away parking lanes, and implementation of corner and mid-block sidewalk extensions along Broadway
within the Project area. During the Project construction, drivers would have to adjust to' temporary lane
reconfiguration along Broadway. Construction would be limited in duration, involving mostly
restriping, and installation of sidewalk extensions. No sidewalk closures are anticipated. Because these
potential impacts would be temporary, no significant construction impacts would occur. Therefore,
Project implementation would result in less-than-significant impacts during construction.

Loading

The proposed Project would result in the net loss of one (1) on-street metered loading space as indicated
in Table 1. The Project would retain existing metered loading spaces and convert 14 existing regular
metered parking spaces to metered loading spaces, resulting in the net loss of one (1) metered loading
spaces. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would result in less-than-significant loading

impacts.

Parking _ .

Overall, implementation of the Project as proposed would result in a net loss of 27 on-street metered
parking spaces. The Project does not include any changes to off-street parking or loading. Changes to on-
street parking conditions due to the proposed improvements are detailed in Table 1.

San Francisco does not consider parking supply as part of the permanent physical environment and
therefore, does not consider changes in parking conditions to be environmental impacts as defined by

CEQA. The San Francisco Planning Department acknowledges, however, that parking conditions may be’

of interest to the public and the decision makers. Therefore, this report presents a parking analysis for
information purposes.

Parking conditions are not static, as parking supply and demand varies from day to day, from day to
night, from month to month, etc. Hence, the availability of parking spaces (or lack thereof) is not a

permanent physical condition, but changes over time as people change their modes and patterns of
- travel.

Parking deficits are considered to be social effects, rather than impacts on the physical environment as
defined by CEQA. Under CEQA, a project’s social impacts need not be treated as significant impacts on
the environment. Environmental documents should, however, address the secondary physical impacts
that could be triggered by a social impact (CEQA Guidelines §15131 (a)). The social inconvenience of
parking deficits, such as having to hunt for scarce parking spaces, is not an environmental impact, but
there may be secondary physical environmental impacts, such as increased traffic congestion at
intersections, air quality impacts, safety impacts, or noise impacts caused by congestion. In the
experience of San Francisco transportation planners, however, the absence of a ready supply of parking
spaces, combined with available alternatives to auto travel (e.g., transit service, taxis, bicycles or travel by
foot) and a relatively dense pattern of urban development, induces many drivers to seek and find
alternative parking facilities, shift to other modes of travel, or change their overall travel habits. Any

SAN FRANCISCO ’ - 6
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Exemption from Environmental Review CASE NO. 2012.0071E
: Broadway Streetscape Design

such resulting shifts to transit service in particular, would be in keeping with the City’s “Transit First”
policy. The City’s Transit First Policy established in the City’s Charter Article 8A, Section 8A.115,
provides that “parking policies for areas well served by public transit shall be designed to encourage
travel by public transportation and alternative transportation.” '

The transportation analysis accounts for potential secondar'y effects, such as cars circling and looking for
a parking space in areas of limited parking supply, by assuming that all drivers would attempt to find
parking at or near the project site and then seek parking farther away if convenient parking is available.
Moreover, the sécondary effects of drivers searching for parking is typically offset by a reduction in
vehicle trips due to others who are aware of constrained parking conditions in a given area. Hence, any
secondary environmental impacts which may result from a shortfall in parking in the vicinity of the
proposed project would be minor, and the traffic assignments used in the transportation analysis, as well
as in the associated air quality, noise, and pedestrian safety analyses, reasonably addresses potential
secondary effects. '

In summary, changes in parking conditions are considered to be social impacts rather than impacts on the
physical environment. Accordingly, the parking analysis presented in this study is for informational
purposes only. '

Conclusion )

In summary, the proposed Broadway Street Design Project would not result in significant impacts on the
transportation network in the study area. The proposed Project is expected to improve pedestrian safety
and overall pedestrian conditions along Broadway without degrading LOS conditions. The proposed
removal of the AM and PM tow-away lanes and implementation of sidewalk extensions along Broadway
in the Project area would result in less-than-significant project-level or cumulative impacts.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15301 (c) or Class I(c), provides for
exemption from environmental review for minor alterations to "existing highways and streets, sidewalks,
gutters, bicycle and pedestrian trails, and similar facilities." Therefore, the proposed implementation of
Broadway Streetscape Improvements Project would be exempt under Class 1.

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used for an
activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity would have a significant effect on the
environment due to unusual circumstances. As described above, the Project would not have a significant
effect on adjacent transportation facilities or modes. There are no unusual circumstances surrounding the
current proposal that would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant environmental effect. The
Prdject would be exempt under the above-cited classification.

For all of the above reasons, the proposed Project is appropriately exempt from environmental review.

SAN FRANCISCO . Vi
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City and County of San Francisco San Francisco Department of Public Works
' 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 348

Sar: Francisco. OA 54102

(415} 554-6900 + www.sfdpw.org

Edwin M. Lee, Mafor - cq
Mehammed Nury, Director ;(ﬂ,_ ,
O
10/25/12

RE: Chinatown Broadway Street Design (Columbus Avenue to the Broadway Tunnel)

Lack of Safe Routes to School Walking Audit .

Although the Jean Parker Elementary School has not had a walking audit, the project is still a
strong candidate for Safe Routes to Schools funding under the One Bay Area Grant program.
56% of Jean Parker Elementary School’s 275 students walk to school. The Broadway Chinatown
project will improve students’ safety when reaching school and transit, and encourage using
these methods by widening sidewalks, sidewalk plantings, and shortening crossing distances
with curb bulb outs. The project has strong support from both the Principal of Jean Parker
Elementary School and the San Francisco Safe Routes to Schools Coalition, as ev1denced in the -
attached letters of support.

Hen rhEroicso Lene

Making San Francisco a beautiful, Iwable vibrant, and sustainable city.
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4.5 ROATWAY HAPROVEMENT FEATURES

UG <PECIAL ITRRSECTION/CRCSSWALK PAVING
O Special intersection and crosswalk paving can
B break the visnal uniformity of asphalt streets,
R  highlighe crossings as an extension of the ,
BN  pedestrian realm, and contribute to the unique -

character of commercial sereets. Oakland and

ey B Los Angeles have implemented unique crosswalk
B W W B designs in their Chinatown neighborhoods,

) b §  and similar trearments are supported by San
s Bl e MR W Francisco’s Chinatown community.

FARKING/LCALIS LANE (HPROVERERTYS

Broadway's commercial uses and lack of
back-alley access makes parking and loading
a key design consideration. The removal of
the eastbound tow-away lane will restore

a permanent parking/loading lane on the
south side of the street and also allow for
the construction of sidewalk bulb ours, Like

X - previous phases of the Broadway strectscape

project, concrete is proposed as the parking
lane paving material to help visually narrow
the roadway.

FLANVED MEDIAWS

Planted medians provide an additional refuge
for pedestrians crossing the street, help to visu-
ally narrow the roadway, and provide an addi-
tional opportunity for greening, Tree-planted
medians are proposed for one block (between
the Broadway Tunnel and Powell). The medi-
ans will separate local traffic from tunnel craffic
and will help to slow traffic entering and exist-

S §  ing the tunnel.

THa PET 2 ERYGICY S LEW BROMLL &

BIKE SHiALEGWS

Bicycle “Sharrows” lane markings are

Pproposed for Broadway to notify mororists

»ﬂmn«iwﬂn that the street is part of San

Prancisco’s Bicycle Route 10. Proposals for

‘_UT_EE on Broadway were presented to the

community but received minimal support.

In the event that the Broadway Tunnel is

re igned to berter accommodate bicyclists,
cycling facilities on Broadway can be

accommodated.

_

WEVIALK BULE-DUTS

<5

minsn_r bulb-outs are extensions of the
sidewalk into the parking lane. When
placed at intersections, bulb-outs reduce
ia?l.:m distances and make pedestrians
waiting to cross the street more visible to
a_osaa. When placed mid-block they
w__din_o additional space for pedestrians and
street life. When placed at transic stops they
improve transit efficiency. All three types

ow bulb-outs are important components of
Broadway's proposed design. :

m.n._.mm,...w CiHSSWALLS

Raised crosswalks bring the level of the

S y to that of the sidewalk, forcing
= icles to slow before passing over the

and enhancing the crossing by

B m%e&»_an;&ﬁns%&%ﬁimﬁ

curb to curb. Raised crosswalks are proposed
where Broadway intersects with smaller streets
and alleys, including Grant Avenue, Turk
Murphy Lane, and Cordelia Street.

31
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4.4 BTREETSCAPR IvED

AL B SRt F e :

B Good strectscape lighting helps define a positive’

B urban character and support nighttime activities.

| Currently the strerch of Broadway in the study area

| lacks visually appealing roadway lighting and has very
limited pedestrian-scaled lighting, New roadway and

M pedestrian lighting is propesed for the entire corridor.

Site furnishings (such as seating, waste bins, etc.)

and public art make a street more comforcable and
welcoming. Groups of seating are included on many
of the proposed sidewalk extensions on Broadway.
Opportunities to incorporate public art inte the street |
design project should be explored as the project moves |
forward. Artistic clements could be incorporated into
both seating and lighting elements on the street.

B R iR T n i R e
Ehapf o malnl TRk dT ST 6P

VR CVRELT TEEES

Bus bulbs and shelters are proposed for the study
ared’s two bus stops. Bus bulbis are sidewalk extensions
that improve transit parformance by allowing busses
to pull up against the curb without having to exit
and re-enter the flow of traffic. They also improve
pedestrian conditions by providing extra space for
waiting pedestrians and Muni shelters.

B To improve the image and eavironmental quality of
M Broadway new street trees are proposed the length
B 131 of the corridor, The conceprual design proposes pink
B flowering Cherry trees for the middle of the blocks,
PRl Sycamores on bulb-outs, and Armstrong Maples on.
mil! the landscaped medians between Powell Strect and the
"ol Broadway Tunnel.

ITEAET VI SHTWING LOTATILS

*"NOTE comer bul-outs necessitate right tur restrictions et easthoud anr!
westhound Broadway




4.1 VigIol

Based on extensive collaboration between the community and City
apencies, a new conceptual design for Broadway in Chinatown has been
selected. The design is an updated version of the “Bulb-out Option”
first presented at 2 community workshop on November 2011, The
selected design is based on input from community members, residents,
neighborhood groups and city staff. The recommended design will
improve pedestrian conditions, and help to transform Broadway into a
safe and lively corridor. :

This chapter describes the proposed design of the streer. It is important
to note that this design is still conceptual in nature. Further refinements
and more detailed design work will take place as the project moves
towards construction. For more information on the steps that will be
taken to make this vision for Broadway a reality, please see Chapter

5- Next Steps.

4.2 FINAL SPEM HOUSE

Details of the design are pravided in the following pages. These
drawings are the same as those presented at the final public open house
on June 6, 2012 at the International House Community Room. Over
75 participants were in artendance. ‘The goal of the open house was to
present the final design and celebrate all the work that has taken plice
during this planning process to envision a new design for Broadway. .
Participants were invited to view the final design, and a brief remarks
were given by various city officials and community representatives.

Envisioning a New Broadway

4.3 SULAMREY OF PUEYOSED GUSISN PEATURES

Roadway Configurations Two lanes of travel in each .&noao:. with
curb-side parking/loading lanes ot both sides of the street.

Pedestrian Crossings: Bulb-outs “Mﬁ all incersections, Raised crosswalks
at all alleys and across Grant. muomE paving at the intersections to

improve visibility of the intersection.

Bus Stop Improvements: Two new bus bulbs at existing Muni stops.

Improvements to bus stops including shelters, seating and signage.

Trees & Landscaping: Scventy-two new street trees along the existing |
sidewalls, Trees and plantings along the new medians from the Broadway
Tunnel to Powell Street. Greening improvements along Wayne Place,

Bike Facilities: Bike sharrows along the corridor to improve visibility of
cyclists, .
Sidewalk Seating: Thirty-two new benches along the corridor
Street Lighting: Fifty-four Bniudnn lights along the corridor

Estimated cost: $7 million
Estimated Time for Construction: 12-18 months
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The primary goal of chis project is to develop a community-based design
plan to improve pedestrian conditions. =

The three outcomes the project aims (o achieve

* Develop a community vision for Broadway

« Identify locations 8 opportunities for mamaﬁﬂn!.u
+ Pinal street design for Broadway
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The goals and objectives of this study seek to meet the requirements set
forth by numerous local, state, and federal standards and policies for
complete stretr design. The California Complete Streets Policy, the San
Francisco City Charter’s “Transit Fitst Policy,” the San Francisco General
Plan, the San Francisco Bicycle Plan, the SEMTA Transit Effectiveness
Project, the San Francisco Better Streess Plan, and The San Francisco
Complete Streets Policy (Public Works Code Section 2.4.13) guide the goals

and objectives of the project.

.Han vB.th Eﬂwu._oumwnonmsﬁwm.oiOo_cawﬁ?.nn:asnrn
Robert C, Levy (Broadway) Tunnel. ;
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October 2, 2012

José Luis Moscovich, Executive Director

San Francisco County Transportation Authority
1455 Market Stzeet, 22nd Floor

San Frazicisco, CA 94103

Dear Director Moscovich:

It is with geeat pleasure that [ support the Chinatows Broadway Strect Design project, located in
my district along Grant Avenue to the Broadway, Tunnel. Broadway serves as a citical regional
and cxywide connection between the waterfront and the surrounding neigliborhoods, and the
project will produce benefits for pedestrians, drivers and hicyclists at all income levels that use
this corridor : S

- Early on in‘planning process, T supported the application for the Caltrans Environmental Justice
grant that produced the schematic design now betng under consideration for caprial {uads. 1
cornmend the Chinatown Community Developmemt Center, the San Francisco Planning
Department, Municipal Transportiation Agency. and Department of Public Works for engaging
community stakeholders to develop a comprchensive vision that provides functional benefits for
the diversity of users along this corridor. These community workshops provided an excellent
forum for young people, moriolmgual seniors. and immi grant fanulies living in single ruom
oceupancy hotels whe traditionally have not participated in the transportation planning process tu
provide input. -

I strongly support the Chinatown Broadway Street Design project because it will produce
significant environmental benefits, Eighty percent of Chinatown households do not own a car.
and yet this corridor along Broadway has only facilitated car use. The project will ehcoutage
different modes of transportation and better serve local residents and businesses along the
cerridor, including the Wu Yes Day Cate Center. Jean Parker Elementary School. the Ping Yuen




public 'hoﬁ_sing project and hundreds of units of low-income senior and single room vccupancy
housing, I urge you to approve its application. :

_ Sincerely,

‘} “":/‘@gfw"“"z‘ g L - A{'—“""’

David Chiu
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Jean Parker Elementary School

g ‘ :g Al B | ., 840 Broadway Street
L ET OB ; San Francisco, CA 94133
L YRGBT | Phone: 415-291-7990

Fax: 415-291-7996

' October 3, 2012

José Luis Moscovich, Executive Director

San Francisco County Trahsportation Authority
1455 Market Street, 22nd Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Moscovich:

The Jean Parker Elementary School is located on Broadway within the Chinatown
Broadway Street Design project site at 840 Broadway in fromt of the eastern portal of the
Broadway Tunnel, We serve grades K-5 and as many as 280 students face the dangerous
intersection at Powell and Broadway daily, where they are confronted with high traffic
volumes and congestion. We are extremely invested in seeing our youth and families
have access to safer streets and pedestrian enhancements in and around schools.

The former Jean Parker principal, Janet Dong, participated in the series of focus groups
with the Broadway Team and gave instrumental feedback that is now incorporated in the
design. She has since retired after 35 years of service, and I recently had a briefing with
the Broadway Team where I learned about the proposed improvements.

[ support the project improvements on Broadway directly in front of the school,
especially the landscaping improvements, as well as clarifying the travel paths for cars in
the school’s drop off zone, In particular, I would like to see a dedicated travel lane for
cars turning into the loading area and then allowing them to go straight through to Mason
Street. 1 also support improving the median to replace the current chain link fence and
continuing the greening that exists on the other side of Broadway west of the Tunnel. We
want to have a-safe and attractive environment for our siudents. The Chinatown
Broadway Street Design addresses these concerns and meets our needs.

In addition, we need more signage around the Powell/Broadway intersection and Tunnel
entrance to alert drivers that there is a school nearby and they should slow down in the
presence of young children. I also request that the MTA adjust the signal timing at the
Broadway/Powell intersection as I personally experience and observe that pedestrians
need more time to adequately cross the 4 lanes of traffic that exist on Broadway.

We strongly urge the San Francisco County Transportation Auﬂxorify and Board to
support the capital grant proposal for the Chinatown Broadway Street Design. Our

 students and parents are looking forward to the new and improved Broadway.

Sincerely,

I ,’J ', ,-“' ,x_;'J _i-. I rr’t o R
[ LR T‘;‘ T o
Wesley Tang
Principal

an equal cpportunity employer
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www sfsaferoutes.org

Program Partners

- SF Dept of Public Health

SF Environment

Presidio YMCA Bike Program
SF Bicycle Caoalition

SF Municipal Transportation
Agency

SF Unified School District
Walk San Francisco

Program Coordinator

Ana Validzic, MPH
Department of Public Health
30 Van Ness Ave, Suite 2300
San Francisco, CA 94102
415-581-2478
Ana.Validzic@sfgov.org

San Francisco County Transit Authority
1455 Market Street, 22™ Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

October 24, 2012

Dear OBAG Grant Administrator,

On behalf of the San Francisco Safe Routes to School Partnership, we
would like to express our support for the following project proposals being
submitted by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency for
OBAG Safe Routes to School infrastructure funding:

1} The proposed bulb-outs to the intersection of Bacon/Goettingen
near ER Taylor Elementary School;

2) The proposed bulb-outs to three intersections surrounding
Longfellow Elementary School, as well as the possibility of
installing a beacon at the intersection of Mission and Whipple,
and/or speed humps if the school prioritizes this need; and

3) The proposed expansion of a larger Broadway corridor project to
improve the block directly in front of Jean Parker Elementary,
including lengthening the median, installing pedestrian refuge areas
at the intersection on Broadway at Powell Street, and greening the
area.

We support these projects with the hope that they will include greening
aspects as well as the proposed infrastructure improvements.

These projects support the work that the Safe Routes to School Partnership
has been doing to enhance children’s safety while walking and biking to
increase their health and well-being, ease traffic congestion near schools,
improve air quality, and improve community membet’s overall quality of
life. - ' '

EXR Tayl or,andLong.fel]ow_Elemcntétyﬁarc ‘two of the largest elementary

Safe Routes to School SF
is a program of
Shape Up San Francisco.

www.shapeupsf.org

schools in the district and rank high on our priority list for SRTS
infrastructure projects. These schools currently have on-site SRTS non-
infrastructure programming that would directly benefit from these
proposed infrastructure projects.

Jean Parker ranks number one on our priority list for SRTS infrastructure
projects with dangerous street conditions and a high number of students
walking who would significantly benefit from the proposed project.

For these reasons, we encourage you to fund these proposed projects.



Safe Routes
to School|]
SAN FRANCISCO
www.sfsaferoutes.org

Program Partners

SF Dept of Public Health

SF Environment

Presidio YMCA Bike Program
SF Bicycle Coalition

SF Municipal Transportation
Agency

SF Unified School District
Walk San Francisco

Program Coordinator

Ana Validzie, MPH
Department of Public Health
30 Van Ness Ave, Suite 2300
San Francisco. CA 94102
415-581-2478
Ana.Validzic@sfgov.org

Safe Routes to School SF
is a program of
Shape Up San Francisco.

www. shapeupsf.org

Sincerely,

af j Sy { :
Lhodie At
“'Melanie Nuttef

Director, SF Environment

itchcock
Branch Manager, Presidio YMCA Bike Program

éﬁ;dgql :

Deputy Director, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition

_ =y
W M‘l?/é"’ G /é;?
‘David Goldin ,
Chief Facilities Officer, SF Unified School District

Elizabeth Stimpe
Executive Director, Walk San Francisco




'SAN FRAMNCISCO HOUSING AUTHORITY

X PINGYUEN B 235 PACIFIC AVENUE TELEPHONE 3622065
L | SANFTANCECD, CALTFORNIA M3

Date: September 14, 2012

José Luis Moscovich

San Francisco County Transportation Autherity
1455 Market Street, 22nd Floor

San Prancisco, CA 94103

bcar Mr. Moscovich:

'O behalf of the San Frencisco Housing Authority (SFHA), I am writing to express my strong
support for the Chinatown Broadway Street Design. I have been the property menager for North
Ping Yuen sits since 2005 and I am very familiar with the site conditions and pedestrian safety
jesues along Broadway. North Ping Yuen is located directly on the southem side of Broadway.

The majority of Ping Yuen residents do not own & car and depend on welking and taking public
tramsit to get around. The amount of fast moving cars and volume of traffic along Broadway
makes it very dangerous for young children and senfors to walk around and go about their daily
‘business. Furthermore, the frees on Broadway in front of North Ping Yuen block the street lamps
and makes the sidewslk dark, especially at night, which leads to conditions where residents feel
unsefe. There have been multiple incidents of criminel activities, such as theft and muggingsin
front of this location. Better lighting will improve safety conditions along Broadvway and reduce
crime, :

Since 2011, 1 participated in focus groups with the Broadway Team, including staff from the
Chinatown Community Development Center and the Planning Department. I am aware of the
project plans and gave input that has been incorporated in the current plans to improve lighting o

" along the corridor, add a mid-block bulb-out between Stockton and Powell in front of Ping Yuen,
and improve landscaping. I support these changes and Jook forward to their implementation.

As such, ] urge you to approve the Chinatown Broadway Street Design application for One Bay
Area capital implementation funds. The SFHA looks forwatd to seeing these improvements

along Broadway for Pi;jf//’hm the Chinatown community as & whole.

Sincerely, é‘//f " JR—
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September 19, 2012 -

José Luis Moscovich, Executive Director -
San Francisco County Transportation Auﬂmnty
1455 Market Street, 22nd Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr.. Moscovich: -

On behalf of the Chinatown Transportation and Research Improvement Project (TRIP), I am
writing to ask your agency and the San Francisco County Transportation Authority Board to
support the Chinatown Broadway Street Design project.

Founded in 1976, Chinatown Transportation Research and Improvement Project (TRIP) is a
grassroots organization of neighborhood stakeholders committed to improving fransit service and
pedestrian safety in San Francisco’s densest neighborhoods. Our mission is to improve
Chinatown’s pedestrian and transit needs through planning, research, education, and advocacy.

- For nearly 20 years after the Loma Prieta earthquake and the demolition of the Embarcadero
Freeway, Chinatown TRIP has been actively working with the Chinatown Community
Development Center to improve Broadway from Chinatown to the Waterfront. In partnership
with CCDC, we led the Broadway Envisioning Study in 1994. This advocacy resulted in capital
funding for Phases 1, 2, and 3 of the Broadway Streetscape Improvement Project, which now
offers immense transit and urban design improvements to Broadway east of Columbus Avenue.

With the Chinatown segment of Broadway between Columbus Avenue and Mason Street yet to
see any improvements, we worked with Board President David Chiu, the Chinatown Community
Development Center, and the San Francisco Planning Department to develop the current -
Chinatown Broadway Street Design. This part of Broadway is the most congested and has the
highest pedestrian volumes, increasing the risk for pedestrian-vehicle conflict. We recall a fatal
accident several years ago at the Broadway and Stockton intersection where a senior was struck
by a large freight truck making a right turn,

Furthermore, the Chinatown part of Broadway has the highest concentration and density of land
uses. There are grocery stores, single room oceupancy hotels, a K-5 elementary school and infant
daycare center. There are also two heavily used bus stops, including the 10/12 bus stop that
doubles as the Park & Ride stop during weekends, as well as the weekday peak 8BX bus stop.

TR G Avenie i Pransiaee, Calioiia 3180« Tl fE-0RS-LE ¢ Faw HIU-G02 V082 » chinweountripteyation.som
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Given the vulnerable types of transit tiders and pedestrians, such as elementary school children

and elderly seniors using Broadway daily, we cannot afford to wait longer for much needed

safety measures. We believe that the proposed Chinatown Broadway plan will greatly alleviate
 ths situation by clarifying right of way at the intersections, adding bulb-outs at all intersections,
' imptoving bus shelter amenities, and upgrading lighting throughout the Broadway corridor.

Chinatown TRIP supports the proposed Chinatown Broadway Street Design, and we strongly
urge you and the SFCTA Board to approve capital funds. We look forward to its

groundbreaking.
Si ly.
incerely, o , f, y, -
‘ , , o enartiog ,—c’im ity
Wil Din Harvey Louie
TRIP Co-Chair . TRIP Co-Chair

. CC: Ed Reiskin, SFMTA
Bond Yee, SFMTA

T Giat Avaie + 847 Fatitan, Caliorly 2018« il 100841407 ¢ Fan415-300-T080 ¢ chlasdrtipityhna.cy



EEVIEALIZE AND ENERGITE THE NGRTHEAST
AND WATERFRONT OF 54K FRANCISCO

renewsl.oig
October 8, 2012

Director Jose Luis Moseavich. .
San Francisco County Transportation Agency
1455 Market Street, 22* floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Rl Chinatovwa Breadway Siveet Design Project Fanding AppHcetion
Dear Director Moscovich,

On behalf of RENEWSF, 1 am writing in support of the Chinatowa Broadway Street Design project as well as the
approval of Cne Bay Area Grant capital funds to implement this project’s proposed iiprovements.

RENEWSEF is a neighborkood planning organization with a focus on revitelizing and energizing the Northeast and
Waterfront of San Francisco. As you would recall, we have worked in partnership with the CTA on the -
Columbus Avenue Transportation Study, the final report of which was adopted by the CTA Board four years ago.
Thus, we have a keen interest in the proposed improvements along the three blocks of the Broadway corridor that
are adjacent to and wili affect the Columbus corridor.

Indeed, we have reviewed the design proposal and concluded that the Chinatown Broadway Street Design project
will have a positive impact on transit efficiency and pedestrian safety not only along the three blocks of Broadway
but also in areas surrounding the Broadway and Columbus intersection. .

With funding from the One Bay Arca Grant, we look forward to the instailations of corner curh extensions, high
visibility crosswalks and other improvements including pedestrian lighting, street furnishings and bus shelter
amenities. ‘In addition, we further hope that there will be improvements in way-finding signage to guide
pedestrians, motorists and bicyclists alike, '

Thus, we urge the County Transportation Authority and Board to approve the One Bay Area Grant funding so that
the community vision behind this important project can be transformed into reality.

%incerely,

Ciandine Cheng
Chair, RENEWSF

CC: CTA Board of Directors
‘ Boarg of Diraclors:

Ciaudglne Chens, Chalr
ficd Fruebalrn-Lriith
Mervin Kasol

Eopavt Wiltslstadt
Wells Williney, Chalr



Cetober 1, 2012

Zosé Luis Moscovich

San Francisco County Transportaticn Autkority
1455 bMarket Street, 22nd Floor

San Frenciseo, TA 94163

WU YEE Cear Mr, Moscovich:

chllqrép‘i épr&é:q;

WEISTEIRAE Established in 1277, Wa Yeo Children’s Services (“Wu Yes"} was the firs: Chinese
owned and menagad child cere end Samily services agency i San Francisco, created
in responss to the overwhelming need for edequete child care and family resources in
Chinatewn. We touch the lives of oves 21,060 families, childran, and child cere
providers; most of ihese fumilies av2 low- income recent ivimigrants, Wu Yee's -
valuabie soranunity ptograms (Child Development Services end Family Suppest
S=rvices) are available ot five sites located in San Francisce’s Chinetown, the
Tenderloin, snd Visitacion Velley.

v

One of our sites, the Wu Vee Chinetown Infant Center, is located at 331 Broadway in
front of the Brosdway Tunre! and across from Jean Parker Eleracatary School, For
this reason, wa stroxgly suppor! the Chinatown Breadway Sireet Diesign and urge the
gporovat of capital funds to build ks projact. '

Every day, our teachers and parents have o deal with fast moving cars spaeding into
the Broadway Tusnel, Cur school is jocsied in front of & four lene Tormer frecway
connecior, &xdd 1t certainly feels like i, Wu Yee staif and persuts escort young
children daily aczoss the Powell and Broadway interssciion, where they are ceastanily
in foar of being hit by cers when crossing the streef, '

Several of our senter steff perticipetad in focus grovps with the Brosdway Team end
gave feadbeck thet is now incotporaied into the dezign. In particular, Wu Yee
supports fhe improvements on Brcadway near and arourd their Chinatown Infant
Centsr. We looi forward io seeing median improvements end landscaping to replace
the current chain link fence, We hope that better marked crosswalks and iztereesing

sidewelk space for peonle at the comer intersections with bulb-outs will improve

pedestriet: sufaly, &speéiaily for children ss thay enter the intersection.

Tlie Chinatown Broadway Street Desian mests our needs, and we urge the Zan
Francisco County Transportation Authority and Board to approve funds to improvs
Broadway in Chinatown. '

Sincerely, Ty

fl ;’( e
i iter Wong, Executive Dyt
. |

I



Pine View Housing Coiporetion
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“Providing strength; hope and
empowernment for seniors since 19668"

Lady Shaw Senior Center
1483 Mason Street

San Francisco, CA 84133

Telephone: 415-677-7572

. Fax: 415-292:2462
pvhousingcorp@predigy.net
www.selthelpsiderly.org
WWW.IVOIC8.0rg

August 30, 2012

José Luis Moscovich

San Francisco County Transportation Authonty
1455 Market Strest, 22nd Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Moscovich:

The Lady Shaw Senior Center is a low-income independent living complex with a total of 70
studio and one-bedroom apartments, a meal site with a capacxty to serve 150 seniors and an
activity center that offers multi-service programs for both the elderly residents and the
community. Our mission is to enrich the lives of seniors in their golden years by providing
residents with high quality services and housing which ensure their independence, safety and
well-being. After nearly six years of advocacy begmnmg in 1984, the Lady Shaw Senior Center
opened 1ts doors to its first batch of reszdents to move in on Movember 1, 1990.

We are located at 1483 Mason Street, about a half a block west of the project area defined in the
Chinatown Broadway Street Design, and many of our residents walk along Broadway on a daily
basis. We are deeply concerned with pedestrian safety issues along the corridor. A few years ago,
one of our 90-year old residents was struck and killed by a cable car in front of her home.

The majority of our residents aré elderly and do not own cars; therefore, they rely on walking to
see the doctor, buy groceries, and run errands. Given their old age, many of them have visual and
physical impairments that put them in direct danger when they are confronted with the four lanes
of fast speeding traffic that run along Broadway. We hope for Broadway to be a calmer; safer
street such that our seniors can continue to enjoy their safety, mobility, and independence.

Dozens of residents have atiended all three community workshops for the Chinatown Broadway
Project, and we also came fo the Final Open House to express onr strong support for this project.
We look forward to seeing median imptovements and landscaping to replace the current chain
link fence. We would like to see better marked crosswalks and more space for pedestrians
throughout the corridor, and especially at the Broadway and Stockton intersection,



The Chinatown Broadway Stresi Design meets our nesds, and we urge the Sar: Francisco County
Transportation. Authority and Board to approve funds to improve Broadwey in Chinatowr.
Singerely,

|
[]
§

. . )“
L

Kafen il
Diivector
Lady Shaw Senio: Centex

HE
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September 5, 2012

José Luis Moscovich

San Francisco County Transportation Authority
1455 Market Street, 22nd Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Diear M. Moscqvich:

On behalf of over 1,000 Community Tenants Association (CTA) members, I urge you to approve
and fund the improvements outlined in the Chinatown Broadway Street Design Plan. Abouta
dozen CTA board members participated in the three community planning workshops hosted by
the Chinatown Community Development Center (CCDC), and I was also one of the guest
speakers at the final open house on June 6, 2012 where I expressed strong support for the project
along with the directors of Planning, Department of Public Works, and Supervisor David Chiu.

The Community Tenants Association (CTA) is a grassroots community-based group advocating
for tenant rights in San Francisco. The mission of CTA is to preserve affordable housing and
irmprove the quality of life for the residents. We are especially concerned about the Broadway
Corridor because we hold our weekly meetings at the Bayside Senior Housing Community
Room at 777 Broadway, The majority of CTA members are transit dependent and pedestrians,
and we frequent the Chinatown Broadway Street Design project site on a daily basis.

Specifically, we want to see improvements to improve pedestrian safety, and we believe that
adding more sidewalk space at the Broadway/Stockton intersection is critical to this effort..
Currently, the sidewalks are extremely overcrowded with pedestrians, shoppers, and spiilover of
grocery merchandise, leading to dangerous conditions where peopie are forced to walk in the
road along with vehicles and large freight trucks. We fully support the Plan’s vision to add space
to all four corners here,

We were instrumental in advancing the improvements in the Chinatown Broadway plan,
including sidewalk extensions at Broadway/Stockton intersection and adding bus amenities at the
10/12 and 8BX bus stops. We believe that these improvements will benefit Chinatown and the
broader citywide population, as well as tourists who come in and out of the neighborhood.

The Community Tenants Association wholeheartedly supports the proposed Chinatown
Broadway Street Design and urges the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and
Board to approve the capital funding to build this vision.

- Sineercly,

Wiy Loy [enng ' : : 1525 Grant Avenue
President San Francisco, CA 94133-3323
Phone: (415) 984-1460

Fax: (415) 984-2724
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José Luis Mioscovich ! e 5
San Francisco County Transportation Authority V7 o
1455 Market Street, 22nd Floor 5 5 .
San Francisco, CA 94103 N o
Dear Mr. Moscovich: S

Established in the 1970s, the Ping Yuen Residents improvement Association (PYRIA) is
a tenant advocacy group with the mission is to improve the quality of lifs for its residents.
The majority of our members are monolmgual lovr-income, and elderly public housing
residents. Over 609 residents live in the North Ping Yuen building located directly facing
oroadway in the Chinatown Broadway Street Design project site. Therefore, we are
invested in seeing this vision built, as we believe that the proposcd design will bnng
significant benefits to our residents.

PTYRIA strongly supports the Chinatown Broadwey Street Design proposal. Our board
members participated in the past three community workshops facilitated by the
Chinatown Community Development Center (CCD'CT), and we have a strong interest in
seeing Broadway become a safe corridor that allows our residénts and community
stakeholders to go about their daily activities.

Chinatown is the densest neighborhood west of Manhattan and has the lowest per capita

_ open space in San Francisco. Therefore, public spaces serving the community are
extremely valuzble, and the sidewalk in particular is a well-used form of open space, Safe,
pleasant streets are a priority for residents.

We specifically called for the Chinatown Broadway design to include more lighting
throughout Broadway but especially in front of our building where the sidewalk is
cursently skaded by trees and leads to serious public safety concerns after dark. We also

asked for mors space at the Broadway/Stockton intersection and throughcut the corridor.
Many of our rasidents do not own cars and walk everywhere. We strongly support adding
cormner and mid-block sidewalk extensions to réduce the d"ngers for pedestrians walking
in and around Broadway.

We urge the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and Board to speedily
approve funds for the Chinatown Broadway Streei Design so that out community
members can benefit from this pmject We look forward to groundbreaking of the m]ect
in the near future.

Sincerely,

1

. Py i
( izin e R VELTUIE P & TN
(,mmz. W’u{ LRI P
i3oard President

. 799 Pacific Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94133-4411
Phone: (415) 7€1-2860
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SRO Families United Collaborative

Colaborativa de las Familias Unidas de los Hoteles SRO
663 Clay Street, San Francisco, CA 94111
(415) 984-1450 -
September 28, 2012

Jose Luis Moscovich

8an Francisco County Transportation Authority
1455 Market Street, 22nd Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Moscovich:

On behalf of SRO Famities United Collaborative, | am writing 1o strongly support the Chinatown Broadway
Street Dasign. We paticipated in the yearlong process and am proud to ba part of the effort to come up
with & community vision that s supported by residents, merchants, numerous commiunity-based
organizations, and the Board Presldent and District 3 Supervisor David Chiu. We beligve that the
Chinatown Broadway Street Design wilt encourage a diversity of people to have improved transportation
options, whether for bus riders, pedestrians, or drivers. .

The SRO Famflies United Gollaborative (SROFU) was founded in 2001 and is comprised of the

. Chinatown Community Development Center, Chinese Progressive Association, Coallition on
Homelessness, SOMCAN, and Dolores Sireet Community Services. The Collaborative has worked

‘together since 2001 to provide no-cost tenant outreach and stabilization to low and very low-income

families with children who live in Single Room Occupancy (SRO) hotels in the Chinatown, Mission, South

of Market and Tenderloin neighborhoods. The target population is very low-income families with children

wha live in SRO hotsls whose basic needs are not met because of a lack of support services and

because of the unsafe and unhealthy conditions in SRO hotele. The Collaborative currently serve over

600 famifies and 800 children across the city, in which over 400 families live in Chinatown and use

Broadway on a daily basls.

We support the Chinatown Broadway Street Project because pedestrian safety is extremely important to
our families. Qur families, which consist of adults, young children and senior grandparents, live in
Chinatown and navigate the neighborhoad by foot every day. Broadway has been a central corridor for
Chinatown residents for the restaurants, bus stops and grocery stores on it, Many of our familles worry
about the fast and moving traffic down Broadway that acts like a freeway embedded in our busy
neighborhood. ' :

We are looking forward to the following Improvements that will heip pedestrian safety, such as crosswaiks
that clearly mark the pedestrian right of way. We are aiso excited to see additional bus shelters to allow
transit riders to have a safe and comfortable wait for the bus, as well as extra sidewalk width at the
corners at the Broadway and Stockton intersection, reducing the distance for people to cross, especially
elderly seniors and young children, and making them mare vigible to drivers, ‘

SRQ Families strongly supports the proposed Chinatown Broadway Street Design because it would
improve padestrian and neighborhcod safety for us and the pracess is one from the community that our
familles actively participate in. After 20 years of advocacy that began with the Broadway Envisioning
Study, we are looking forward to the groundbreaking to create a Better Broadway for Chinatown.

Sincerely, Y
o g f
' _J;'»:'Y:L__. .'L 2075

Joyea Lam )
Project Coordinater /



- ADOPTA

_ ALLEYWAY

October 2, 2012

Jose Luis Moscovich
San Francisco County Transporiation Authority
1455 Market Street, 22nd Floor

_ San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Moscovich: -

On behalf of Adept-An-Alleyway Youth Empowerment Project (AAA), | am writing to offer my support

- on the Chinatown Broadway Street Design, which is supported by residents, merchants, numerous

" community-based organizations, and the Board President and District 3 Supervisor David Chiu. The
Chinatown Broadway Street Design alms to encourage multimodal access, especlally for pedestrians and
bicyclists, and improve transportation options for a variety of income levels.

Founded in 1991, AAA Is a youth leadership, service and advocacy program rocted in the Chinatown
community where leaders focus on snvironmental cleanliness, open space, and affordable housing
Issues. AAA engages high school students to monitor and organize beautification projects to improve
Chinatown's forty-one alleyways and provides services to the community. AAA has advocated for
improved quality of open space and pedestrian safety via the Alleyway Master Plan to renavate
alleyways; we gtrongly support the Broadway Street improvement Project because we recogriize that
streets and zlleys are interrelated and through creating a healthier and more vibrant Broadway, it will
greatly improve the quality of life for Chinatown: as a neighborhood.

The Chinatown Broadway Street Design truly reflects input from diverse stakeholders in the community.
Our youth pragram became involved and invested in the Broadway Street Improvement Projact through
attending the series of engaging workshops and an open house where the vision of Broadway was
formed through Interactive discussions. The experience of seeing so many community members and
residents at the table giving out ideas regarding potential design improvements showed us that this
preject was an important priority In the nelghborhood. The final product is a harmonious balance of
strestscape enginesring and commurity voice.

Of the list of Improvements such as high visibility crosswalks, pedestrian-scale lighting, street, improved
bus shelters and consolidated newsstands, we are particularly excited to see the comer curbs extended, -
Because Broadway is a such an active street, there a large group of pedestrians that donot have
sufficient room 1o stand, we often observe pedestrians congested in the corner curbs and even spillover

- ——————-—into-the-roadway-due-to-a-lack-of eurb-space.-Additionally-eurb-extensions-will benefit the seniors-of
Chinatown because It would reduce the walking distance from each side. As Chinatown has a significant
demographic of senlors aging-in-place--many of whom reside in Ping Yuen public housing, Bayside
Elderly Housing or single-room-oceupancy buildings along Broadway-reducing the crossing distance
between intersections as an important sirategy for promoting pedestrian safsty.

Every time we walk pass Broadway, we see that It is an artery for different modes of transit including
buses, cars and bicycles. Serving as an entry and exit point for the Broadway Tunnel, these three
blocks of Broadway pose tensions between motorists and pedestrians as cars are unaware that they ars
entering a residential and highly populated area. They may maintaln their high speeds and race down the
portion of Broadway endangering pedestrians. We helieve these improvements will signal to drivers that
they are transitioning into a neighhorhood and to reduce their speeds.



The corridor street is a route frequented by many children and familles, as Broadway houses two
major educational institutions: Wu Yee Infant Care Center(ages 0-3), Jean Parker Elementary School.
Hunidreds of children enter Chinatown via Broadway Street and the entrance remains important to the
famiilies around the area. Filled with restaurants, affordable grocery shops, and improvised gathering
places, this section of Broadway is an economic and social hub that continues to serve as a magnet for
~ youth activity. We hope that the proposed Chinatown Broadway plan will facllitate pedestrian flow for a
‘sefer Broadway.

Adopt-An-Alleyway strongly supports the proposed Chinatown Broadway Street Dosign, and we look
forward to seeing this shovel-ready project become actualized. For an advocacy project that began
twenty years ago, the Broadway Street vision remains very relevant for our community today and we look
forward to the groundbreaking to create a Better Broadway.

Sincerely,
:'ff':‘ A J;i'.r._ Ty . ’/T'v'; E _
Jtbis R ] &
e rfi*"- T mics
Kimberly Liang Simon Zhang

Presidsnt, Adopt-An-Alleyway ' Vice President, Adopt-An-Allsyway
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EASTWESTBANK

September 6, 2012

José Luis Moscovich

San Francisco County Transportation Authority
1455 Market Street, 22nd Floar

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Moscovich:

Cn behalf of Best West Bazk, I am writing to exptess support for the Chinatow: Broadway
Street Design. I am a Vice President and the branch menager for the East West Bank branch
located on 13C1 Stockton at the Broadway and Stockton intersection within the project area.

My staff and 1 have participated in discussions with the Broadway Project Team, including staff
from the Chinatown Community Development Center and Planning Tepartment about the
project improvements. I worked with ths team to aliow the Breadway display boards to be
displayed on the bank location for customers to view and comment on the proposed design.

I supnor: this project and the many proposed improvements, which includes: 1) improving the
two bus stops for the 8B and 10/12 bus stops in the project area, inclading adding bus shelters;
2) increasing the space for pedestrians to walk safely, especially at the corners of the
Broadway/Stockton intersection including in front of my bank branch, and 3) adding more
lighting and landscaping to make Broadway a pleasant place for residents and shoppers.

Lurge the the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and Boerd to éppmve capital funds
for this project, ' _ '

Sincerely.

L

:‘,'."_ ] -
TN e

Hubert Gee

¥.P. Branch Manager
1301 Stockton Street
San Francisco, CA 94133

1301 Stockton St., San Francisco, CA 94133, Tel, 415.989.4088 « Nasidzg: EWBC



August 28, 2012

Raymond Owyang, Owner

New Sun Hong Kong Restaurant
606 Broadway ‘
San Francisco, CA 94133

José Luis Moscovich

San Francisco County Transportation Authority
1455 Market Street, 22nd Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

" Dear M.r Moscovich:

I am the owner of New Hong Kong Restaurant at 606 Broadway since 1989. After I started my
restaurant just months prior fo the ‘89 earthquake, I found that the elimination of the
Embarcadero Freeway really affected my business and other store owners along Broadway.
When the Broadway Streetscape project team from the San Francisco Planning Department
solicited my participation, I became very involved in improving Broadway to make it more
welcoming to visitors and tourists. When Broadway Strectscape Phase 11 was completed in 2008,
a wonderful public art piece “Language of Birds” sculpture was constructed in front of my
restaurant. As a merchant, I have personally financed the maintenance of the historically
significant mural on the upper levels of my buildings depicting people in the jazz era, and spent

~ thousands of dollars installing a new awning for my restaurant.

In addition to Broadway Streetscape Phase II, I also participated in the “Chinatown Broadway
Street Design” public process and 1 am pleased fo give my full support for the vision laid out in
the plan. I especially support better marked crosswaiks, and improving the median between
Powell and the Broadway Tunnel. :

On behalf of other Chinatown merchants, T would like to petition that SFCTA will approve the
One Bay Area grant build a better Broadway to help businesses and improve safety for shoppers
and visitors.

Thank you!

Sincerely,
"y

o / =
f J ﬂ‘"{{ ,s"‘ T f{;?’-ﬁ,‘_j.

Ra\ mqml Uw }ang Owmer of-New Sun. kuno Restaurant
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August 28, 2012

Kenneth Lau, Owner

. Kum Luen & Best Food Produce
4255, 1262 Stockton Street

Szn Francisco, CA 94108

José Luis Moscovich

San Francisco County Transportation Authority
1455 Market Street, 22nd Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear José,

| own two produce stores in Chinatown on the corner of Stockton and Broadway. Best Food Produce
opened at 1265 Stockion on March 15, 1983 and Kumn Luen opened af 1262 Stockton in 1988, Since the
1989 earthquake and the elimination of the Embarcadero Freeway, business has not been the same for
my stores nor the other businesses along Broadway. L have besn looking to the City to help local
rerchants like myself to create a distinct and pleasant shopping experience for Chinatewn visitors,

I did not have the funds o improve my storefronts until 2011, when Chinatown CDC helped me geta
$20,000 grant from the Office of Economic and Workforce Development to replace my awnings and
customize vegetable crates for produce displays, among other fagade improvernents.

Sirce theﬁ, 1 have invested a big part of my time to join the Broadway community focus group, led by
Chinatown CDC and the San Francisco Planning Department. My input, along with other Chinatown
merchants, residents, and stakeholders, were incorporated in the “Chinatown Broadway Street Design®
regort, :

As a longtime Chinatown merchant, | support the vision laid out in the design report, especially
_improvements including corner bulb-outs at the very busy Broadway-Stockton intersection, which | have
witnessed very tragic accidents when elderly people have been hitand kitied by fast moving cars and
even once a big rig. Changing the bulb-out here will definitely provide more safety space for pedestrians,
along with better marked crosswalks, and improving the median between Pawell and the Broadway
Tunnel by adding landscaping and clarity of cars traveling. ' ‘

1 suppert and urge the SFCTA to approve One Bay Area grant funds to build the vision for a safer and

better designed Broadway o improve the iivelinood of local businesses in Chingtown which will boostthe ™~
overall economy of this iconic community. -

Thank youl

Sincerely,

‘Kenneth Lau, Owner of Kum Luen & Best Food Produce



September. 20,2012

Jose Luis Moscovich

San Francisco County Transportation Authority
1455 Market Street, 22 floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Moscovich:

We are the fioor representatives of Bayside Senior Housing representing about 42 senior residents of the 30
units at 777 Broadway Street, San Francisco. On behalf of the residents of the above address and ourselves, -
we want to urge youto _approve and fund the Improvements outlined in the Chinatown Broadway Street’
Design Plan. Many of our residents and us had participated in the three community planning workshops
hosted by the Chinatown Community Development Center (CCDC) and they expected that the opinion and
proposal collected in *he workshops would be implemented soon.

777 Broadway is a senior apartment with many very old residents whose acﬁvity areas are around Chinatown
between Kearny Street to Mason and Sacramental and Union. They do shopping, family and friend visits and
gathering within the area. Therefore a safe and car accident free environment: is very important to them,

Specifically, as the residents of the area, we want to see improvefnents on pedestrian safety and we believe
that adding more sidewalk space at the Broadway/Stockton intersection is critical to this effort. We also
recommend adding bus amenities at the 10, 12 & 8BX bus stops along the Broadway Street. We believe that
these improvements will benefit Chinatown and the broader citywide population and the tourists who come in
and out of the neighborhood. ‘

Please go shead with the approval and speed up the improvement work so that the senjors around would
move more safely and happily.

;’;fwbm i. wﬁg !’("&3 ‘ g

iy iV

Xin Jiao Liu  Yu Qing Huang Joe Shi Zha 3 Chiu Ping Lee Ron{ ui Li Tiem Luu
#104 #110 #203 #206 #301 #3086

Contact: Bayside Senior Housing, 777 Broadway Street, SF CA 94108.



September 13, 2012

lose Luis Moscovich

San Francisco County Transportatian Authority
1455 Market Street, 22™ fioor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Mascovich:

We are the officers of the Swiss American Hotel Tenant Council representing 88 senior and low. income
residents of the 66 units at 534 Broadway Street, San Francisco. On behalf of the residents of the above
address and ourselves, we want to urge you to approve and fund the improvements outiined in the Chinatown
Broadway Street Design Plan. Many of our residents had participated in the three community planning
workshops hosted by the Chinatown Community Development Center (CCDC) and they expect that the
opinions and proposal collected in the workshops wauld be implemented soon.

534 Broadway is a low income-and senior apartment with many elderly residents whose activity areas are
around Chinatown between Kearny Street to Mason and Sacramental and Union. They do shopping, family
and friend visits and gathering within the area. Therefore a safe and car accident free environment is very
important ta them.

Specifically, as the residents of the area, we want to-see improvements on pedestrian safety and we believe
that adding more sidewalk space at all four corners at Broadway and Stockton is critical to this effort. We also
recommend adding bus amenities at the 10, 12 & 8BX bus stops along the Broadway Street. We believe that
these improvements will benefit Chinatown and the broader citywide population and the tourists who come in
and out of the neighborhood.

Please go ahead with the approval and speed up the improvement work so that the seniors can move more
- safely and happily.

Sincerely,

N "L WAl = ’L P’ | A P 1 _
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XinQilu YueXian Mo YueYouliu Hinglouie Mei-FongTsoi Xin En Zheng fang Mok

President Vice President Secretary Treasurer Activity Officer Officer Offieey

Contact: SATC (Swiss American Tenant Councll}, 534 Broadway Street, SF CA 94108. Attn: President



Internatiomal Hote! Tenant Association
| 848 Kearny St.
San Francisco, CA 84108
Attn: Resident Gouncil

September 26, 2012

Jose Luis Moscovich

San Francisco County Transportation Authority
1455 Market Street, 22nd floor

San Francisco, CA 94103 -

Dear Mr. Mascovich:

We represent 150 low-income senlfors who reside at the Intemationiol Hotel, Our mission at the Intemational
Hotel Tenant Association is to create hedithy and safe living environment for seniors. We are concemed with
the Broadway Cormidor because each year pedestrians are injured in traffic collisions, Many of our seniors use
the crowded and congested sireets of Broadway. By extending the sidewatks and creating improvements fo
our pubiic sfreets, our seniors can more easlly access and use Broodway.

From our personal experiences, Kearny Street is one of the busiest conridors in Chinatown. Every day we see fast
cars diive by our infersection and we understand the dangers that fast conidors can pose for the communtty
especially for seniors. We strongly ask for you to approve capital improvements funds for the Chinatown
Broadway Street Plan. Many of our residents participated in the three community planning workshops hosted
by the Chinatown Community Development Center (CCDC), and we believe the feedback collected from
these workshops and incorporated into the design will make Broadway more pedestrian and transit frienclly.

The Infernational Hotel Tenant Associafion iruly supports and believes the proposed Chinatown Broadwcty
Design wil improve the qudlity of life for our neighborhiced. We urge the San Francisco County Transportation
Authority and Broad to quickly approve funds for this design. We look forward fo changes in the near future.

Sincerely,
f !
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September 26, 2012

Jose Luis Mascovich, Executive Director

San Francisco County Transportation Authority
1455 Market Street, 22™ fioor

San Francisco, CA 94103 ‘

Dear Mr. Moscovich;

On behelf of over 200 residents at Broadway Family Apartments, we as the Tenant Councii members are
writing to express our strong support for the Chinatown Broadway Street Design project. Our resident leaders
participated in the past three community planning workshops hosted by Chinatown Community Development
Center (Chinatown CDC) and belleve that the project will provide great benefit for residents and the
community. '

Broadway Family Apartments is an affordable family housing cammunity focated on 810 Battery Street (cross
street at Broadway} in San Francisco. The majority of our residents are seniors, low-income families with
young children who do not own cars and need to commute to Chinatown for their daily activities by walking or
taking public transportations. Therefore, having a safe and pedestrian friendly community is extremely
important to our residents. '

tn particular, we want to see improvements on pedestrian safety and adding more sidewalk space at the
Broadway and Stockton intersections. We believe these improvements meet our needs and will create a safe
and better Chinatown.

We urge the San Francisco County Transportation Authority and board to approve capital grant for the
Chinatown Broadway Street Design project.

Sincerely,
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OneBayArea Grant Application

_2“0| Street Streetscape Improvement Project

Submitted by the San Francisco Department of Public Works
To the San Francisco'County Transportation Authority
April 29, 2013




Sen franciees County franspaitation Aulhntily

1455 Market Street, 22ad Floor
San Francisco, California 94103
415.522.4B00 FAX 415,522.4B2¢
infofsicla.org  www.siciz.org

2012 San Francisco OneBayArea Grant (OBAG) Application
‘Due: 4:00 pm, Monday, April 29, 2013

A. PROJECT INFORMATION

Project name: _Second Street Streetscape Improvement Project

‘Sponsor agency: _Department of Public Works

Brief Descripﬁon of Project (a short paragraph or about 50 words)

The 2™ Street Improvement Project is located along 2™ Street from Market to King Streets.
Improvements include pedesttian safety enhancements, one-way cycletracks, landscaping, street
furnishings, and pavement renovation. The proposed design concept is the result of an inclusive
planning process led by DPW from Aptil 2012 — May 2013. Design and construction will also be led
by DPW. The SFMTA and City Planning are project partners. --- - -

B. PROJECT ELIGIBILITY (Check all thatapply, and fill in the blanks as épphcable.)

Program Type

Transportation for Livable Communities

Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements ‘

-Local Streets and Roads X

Safe Routes to School O

| All Programs :

The project 1s a fully funded stand-alone capital project with a usable segment. X

Sponsor has a Master Agteement with Caltrans with an expiration date of: Agz“:;“;ﬂt
8/28/ 2007 -
no CXP]IathIl

' : date.
The OBAG funding request is at least $500,000. X
The project is consistent with the adopted Regional Transportation Plan and the X

Countywide Ttanspottation Plan.
Sponsor will receive construction E-76 from Caltrans by March 31 of:
2014 O 2015 O 2016

Local Streets and Roads Only

The project is on the Federal-Aid system. :

The project selection is based on the analysis results from San Francisco’s certlﬁed ' X
(i.e. DPW’s) Pavement Management System. :

(Fot pavement rehabilitation) The project location’s PCI is: 48

(For preventative maintenance) The project will extend the useful life of the facility -
by the following number of years:

Safe Routes to School Only

The project is coordinated with San Francisco SR2S Coalition and has a signed O

V:\1064J_2nd Streetscape Improvements Project\0_Project Info\Grant Application\13_0429_OBAG App 2nd street.docx Page 1 of 8



| Jetter of support from a school administrator from the selected school. ]

Priotity Development Area (PDA) X  Eastern Neighborhoods
Project is not within PDA but provides a proximate access. O [attach justification]
Community of Concern O
CARE Community X Eastern San Francisco
High Impact Project Area X
Complete Streets and Safety .~ o oo C o (street/intersection/route)
Key Walking Street . _ X Entire project area
| Pedestrian High Injury Corridor " Intersection at 2 and
I Mission is on a high injuty
_ corridor.
Weighted high injury score for each street segment: - 4 intersection with 2-5 injuries

For each unchecked item, please justify the project’s eligibility:

C. PROJECT PRIORITIZATION (Check all that apply, or fill in the blanks as applicable.)

See the Authotity’s OBAG website (wwwisfcta.org/obag) for links to resources that cottrespond to
the criteria below. :

N ngh Prlotlty Locatlon

5 intersections with 1-2 injuries

1 fatality and 2 severe injuries

Better Streets Plan typology of the project location: : Downtown Commercial from Market
I to Folsom, then Mixed Use to King

The project complies with the Better Streets Plan guidelines.

Bicycle Route Network _ X Entire project area

Bicycle High Collision Intersection O

Number of bicycle collisions at each intersection in 2009 — 2011 15

Transit Route(s) Entire project area
_Operator, route number and name (e.g. Muni 14-Mission) . Muni. 10-Townsend & 12-Folsom | .

Muni Rapid Network : O

" Agency Priority e e

The 2™ Street Improvement Project is the top OBAG priority for the Department of Public
Works. When the 2* Street Improvement Project could not be delivered with its previously
awarded CMA Block Grant, DPW committed to the community and the District representative,
Supetvisot Kim, to conduct a full-scale community engagement process and to deliver upon that
vision. With the selection of a preferred alternative by the community, aftet three well-attended
community meetings, we are conducting environmental and getting ready to move into design.
This makes it a good fit for OBAG project readiness criteria and OBAG delivery timelines.

V:\1064J_an_streetscape_Improvements_Project\O_Project_Info\Grant Application\13_0429 OBAG App 2nd street.docx ’Pag' e 2 of 8



The proposed prbject is parf of a master program of projects developed by the departments within

| - the City and County of San Francisco to improve our aging infrastructure, improve pavement
condition, and create safe routes to schools, livable streets and neighborhoods. The ptogram of
projects was developed through months of meetings and coordination between various
Depattments within the City and County of San Francisco. The projects proposed reflect the City
and County of San Francisco’s priorities for these funds. Reference documents supporting this
priotitization include the City and County of San Francisco’s 10-Year Capital Plan, the Municipal
Transportation Agency’s 5-Year Capital Improvement Program, and the San Francisco County
Transportation Authority’s Proposition K 5-Year Prioritization Programs.

 Planning and Community Support '~ i |
"The project has clear and diverse community support as evidenced in:

Letters of support (check if attached) ' X
Adopted plahs (specify plan title and page number) : . 2009 Eastern
: ) ' Neighborhoods Plan-Fast
SOMA Area Plan-
references include:
Objective 4.6 p 44,
Objective 4.7 p 45,
L o Objective 5.3 p 54
Walking audits (for SR2S; specify school and date) O ,
The conceptual design has been reviewed by the public at the October 20, 2013

following community meetings (date and place) » X = November 28, 2012

, Ptoject Readiness E S e T E el :
Please describe coordination with other independent projects that may impact the proposed

project schedule (e.g. sewer teplacement), if any.

A sewer project will be combined with the streetscape project. We have met with and continue to
coordinate with the Transbay Transit Center to ensure that there are no project conflicts; we do
not anticipate thete being any. We are also coordinating with the Planning Department on their
Central Corridor plan and with the Transportation Authotity on its Cote Circulation Plan to make
sure the changes made by this project are reflected in those plans. ’

Please provide a desctiption of the CEQA and NEPA clearance strategies for the project,
including the dates that each clearance was received o is anticipated to be received.

The project will require CEQA and NEPA clearance. DPW submitted the Eavironmental
Evaluation application to the SF Planning Department in March 2013. The Transportation Impact
Study will be done by a consultant. This study will help determine the level of environmental
clearance needed for the project. NEPA clearance will be handled by Caltrans. We anticipate
teceiving federal environmental clearance by November 2014. .

If the project has an impact on city landmarks, historic districts, and/or conservation districts,
lease describe what steps sponsor has taken to ensure the project’s compliance with historical

V: \1064J_2nd_streetscape_Improvements_Proj ect\0_Project_Info\Grant Application\13_0429_OBAG App 2nd street.docx Page 3 of 8



district requirements:

DPW partially completed a NEPA review process for 2 Street as part of the CMA Block Gtant.
Duting that pfocess, we indentified historical preservation issues that needed to be addressed and
we cleared out approach to those issues with Caltrans. We believe this clearance will smooth the
way for a relatively easy historical clearance for the project under OBAG.

If the project will generate a signiﬁcant traffic and parking impact (e.g. parking removal), please
provide an impact analysis (if completed) or 2 plan for conducting the analysis: '

Traffic analysis will be conducted as part of the envitonmental review for the project. We currently
have a third-party consultant under contract to complete the Transpottation Impact Study.

D. IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY

1. Please provide the following information for all involved agencies.

. Contractor

Phase Agency | Btief Scope / Responsibility [Phase Lead?]  Use?
Environmental |City Planning CEQA Review O
Environmental {DPW INEPA Review by Caltrans X X
Design DPW Develop construction drawings a
Design SFMTA |Assist in design O O
Construction |[DPW Follow federal process to contract X

: 'work and oversee contractor
Maintenance [DPW Contractor will be responsible for
' first 2-3 years of maintenance, X

then DPW will take over:.

2. Describe project development activities planned between the Part One and Part Two calls for
projects, including likely schedule and approach for the required community meeting. Indicate
how project development will be funded, including proposed Prop K amounts and categories, as
approptiate and needed for this purpose. '

On November 28, 2012, DPW and pattners from Planning and MTA ptesented the preferred
alternative. to the community at the third community meeting. Following that meeting, MTA,

DPW, and MOD hosted an accessibility workshop to address issues related to the design and
accessibility standards. In March we began the environmental process by submitting an EE
application to City Planning. MTA has already secured a Prop K grant and DPW has general
fund money to complete the planning phase. : :

Should the projéct teceive OBAG funding, we will again meet with the community upon
completion of about 65% design to update them on the project status and timeline.

3. Desctibe the funding plan and identify the responsible agency for ongoing maintenance of the
project, including but not limited to lighting and landscaping.

DPW is requesting a total of $10,515,746 in OBAG Funding- $1,155,723 from Local Streets and
Roads for repaving work and $9,360,023 from Transportation for Livable Communities for the
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Stteetscape portion of the project. We antlclpate that Prop K will be the soutce of local
matching funds (EP 44 for Streetscape, EP to-be-determined for ‘tepaving).

The streetscape and repaving elements of this project will be funded through OBAG with local

matchlng dollars from Prop K.

E. PROJECT SCHEDULE

Start Date End Date
Project Phase (Month, Year) (Month, Year)
' Planmng/ Conceptual Engineering 05/2012 05/2013
Environmental Studies 03/2013 11/2014
ROW Activities/Acquisition — 11/2014
Design Engineeting 02/2014 06/2015
Advertise Construction 10/2015 12/2015
Award Construction Contract - 01/2016
Construction 02/2016 12/2016
.| Project Closeout — 12/2019
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Planning / Conceptual Engineeting
Agency: N/A , Overhead Rate: 1.5854

Position (Tide and Classification) Hours | Houtly Base Salary | Hourly Fully Burdened | FTE Cost

: : 5ol
Consultant:
Other (specify, e.g. marketing materials)
Sub-total ' | | o 30
Contingency (__%)
Planning / Conceptual Engineering Total I 0 $0]
Environmental
Agency: SFDPW Overhead Rate: 1.5854

Position (Title and Classification) Hours | Houtly Base Salary | Hourly Fully Burdened | FTE Cost
Project Manager I11/5504 40 $65 $171| 0.0192 $6,852
Assistant Project Manager /5262 . 50 $45 $119} 0.024 $5,930
Engineering Trainee ITI 106 $26 $69] 0.051 $7,263{
Consultant:

Other (specify): )
Sub-total 196| | | 0.0942 820,045
Contingency (%)
Environmental Total | $20,045
Design Phase
Agency: SEDPW Overhead Rate: 1.5854
. Position (Title and Classification) Hours | Hourly Base Salary | Hourly Fully Burdened | FTE Cost
Project Manager 1/5502 1400 ‘ $61 $161] 0.6731 $225,063
| Assistant Project Manager /5262 1400 . $45 $119] 0.6731 $166,0308
Senior Engineer/5211 120 $71 $187] 0.0577| $22,454
Engineer/5241 (Civil, Elect, Hydraulic) 1000 $61 $161| 0.4808 $160,759
“ |Associate Engineer/5207 (Civil, Elect, Hydraulic) 1400 $53 $140| 0.6731 $195,547
Assistant Engineer/5203 (Civil, Elect, Hydraulic) 1600 $45 $119} 0.7692 $189,749
Junior Engineer/5201 (Civil, Elect, Hydraulic) 1600 $40 $105} 0.7692 $168,666
Senior Clerk Typist/1426 225 $28 $74] 0.1082 $16,603
Full Landscape Architect/5211 : 200 $71 $187] 0.0962} $37,423
Landséape Architectural Associate I11/5272 "800 $53 $140{ 0.3846 $111,741
Landscape Architectural Associate 1/5262 1100 $45 $119] 0.5288 $130,452
Project Manager I1/5504 (Eav) 40 $65 $171] 0.0192 $6,852
| Assistant Project Manager/5262 (Env) 0 $45 $119 o| $01
Engineering Trainee III (Env) 100 $26 $69] 0.0481 $6,852
Agency: SFMTA Overhead Rate:

Position (Title and Classification) Hours | Hourly Base Salary | Houtly Fully Burdened | FTE Cost
Transit Planner I11/5289 100 $48 $135] 0.0481 $13,500
Associate Engineer/5207 125 $53 $147] 0.0601 $18,375
Signal Engineer/5241 100 $61 $168] 0.0481 $16,800
Sub-total 11310 5.4375 $1,486,865
Contingency (%)

Design Total $1,486,865




Construction Phase Hard Costs (by scope item)
i Ttem Unit Quantity Unit Price Cost
Full Depth Planing 2" Depth SF 201,308 $1 $201,308
Asphaltic Concrete TON 2,516 $130 $327,126
8" Thick Concrete Base - Sidewalk Widening/Parkif ~ SF 48,467 $10 $484,670F - -
8" Thick Concrete Base - Repair LS 7 $109,000 35763,000'
9" Thick Concrete Pavement (At Harrison) - SF — 2,000 --$15 $30,000
10" Thick Concrete Bus Pad SF 7,043 $15 $105,645
6" Concrete Curb - Sidewalk Widening LF 3,709 $30 $111,270
6" Concrete Curb at Islands LF 2,249 $30 $67,470
Concrete Paving - Islands SF 5,210 $10 $52,100
8" Thick Concrete Raised Crosswalk SF 6,641 $12 $79,69v2
Concrete Curb Ramp w/ Detectable Surface Tiles EA 80 $3,500 $280,000
Detectable Surface Tiles at Raised Crosswalks SF 640 $50 $32,000
8" Thick Concrete Base - Cycletrack SF 45,502 $0 $0
Asphaltic Concrete - Cycletrack "TON 569 $130 $73,941
Concrete Buffer Band - Cycletrack - SF 8,362 $15 $125,430
Painted Cycletrack ' SF 47,837 $3 $143,511
Allowance for Traffic Loop Removal and Reinstallad AL 7 $3,125 $21,875
Allowance for Muni Inspectors AL ul $25,000 $175,000
Allowance for Uniformed Off-Duty Police Officers| AL 7 $6,250 $43,750
Sidewalk Paving SF 52,956 $10 $529,560
Sidewalk Paving - Repair LS 7 $4,475 $31,325
Sidewalk Paving - 3' Wide Repair for New Lighting | SF 0 $12 $0
Install Street Trees, 36" box - EA 119 . $1,500 $178,500
Site Furnishings: Trash Receptacles EA 14| $2,000 $28,000
Site Furnishings: Benches EA 14 $2,500 $35,000
Site Furnishings: Bike Racks EA 42 $1,500 $63,000
1DG at Treewells SF 1,823 $10 $18,230
Plants at Street Trees, 1 gal, 4 per tree EA 1,052 $25 $26,300
Plants at Islands 1 gal @ 3' O.C. EA 241 $25 $6,025
'Weed Barrier Fabric( Islands) SF 1,928 $1 $964
Amended Backfill (Islands) 18" Depth CY 71 $100 $7,141
Gravel Mulch (Islands) CY 71 $200 $14,282] -
Irrigation LF 8,916 $40 $356,640§
3 Year Maintenance EA 119 $550 $65,450
Harzison Public Space - AC Paving TON 16 -$130 -$2,080
Bulbout Planters at South Park EA 2 $10,000 $20,000
New Pedestrian Lighting EA 0 $10,000 . %0
Retrofit Existing Overhead Lighting EA 36 $2,000 $72,000
Conduit for Street lighting LF 0 $60 $0§
Relocate Fire Alarm EA 7 $1,357 . $9,499
Relocate Traffic Signal Box ALLOW!| 7 $15,000 $105,000i
New Traffic Signal @ South Park LS 1 $250,000 $250,000]
New Cycletrack Signals EA 12 $37,500 $450,000I
Concrete Catch Basin with frame grating and manhd EA 44| $15,000 $660,000




Relocate Sewer Vents EA 9 $2,000 $1 8,000I
Relocate Low Pressure Fire Hydrant EA 0 $20,000 ' M
Adjust SFEWD Valves ALLOW| 7 $1,500 $10,500}
Roadway Striping (Temp and New) LS 7 $26,500 $185,500]
|Sub-total

: $6,260,784
Arts Commission @ 2% LS 1 $125,216 $125,216
Mobilization @ 5% LS 1 $313,039 $313,039
Triffic Control @ 5% 1S 1 $313,039 $313,039
Design Contingency @ 15% LS 1 $939,118 $939,118
Subtotal Construction Estimate . $7,951,196
Contingency (10%) $795,120
Total Construction Estimate $8,746,315
Escalation@ 5% $313,039
Construction Hard Costs Total $9,059,354
Construction Phase Labor Costs (Construction Management and Support)
Agency: SFDPW Overhead Rate: 1.5854

Position (Title and Classification) Hours | Hourly Base Salary | Hourly Fully Burdened | FTE Cost
Project Manager 1/5502 500 $61 $161| 0.2404 $80,380
 Assistant Project Manager/5262 500 $45] - $119] 0.2404 $59,297
Public Relations Officer/1314 100 $43 $113] 0.0481 $11,332
Disability Access Coordinator/6335 48 $70 $184| 0.0231 $8,855
| Administrative Engineer/5174 (Civil, Elect, Hyd) 400 $66 $174] 0.1923 $69,575
Engineer/5241 (Civil, Blect, Hydraulic) 480 $61 $161] 0.2308 $77,165
Landscape Architect/5274 50 $61 $161| 0.024 $8,038
Landscapé Architectural Associate I1/5272 300 $53 $140] 0.1445 $41,971
Landscape Architectural Associate 1/5262 400 $45 $119| 0.1925 $47,494 V
Office Admin: Constr. Inspector/6318 2000 $46 $121] 0.9615 $242,457
Resident Engineer: Assoc Engineer/5207 2100 $53 $140| 1.0096 $293,3204
Constr. Manager: Admin. Engineer/5174 1500 $66 $174f 0.7212 $260,905
Division Manager: Senior. Engineer/5211 500 $71 $187) 0.2404 $93,557
Agency: SFMTA Overhead Rate:

Position (Title and Classification) Hours | Hourly Base Salary | Hously Fully Burdened | FTE Cost
Engineer/5241 31 %61 $168| 0.0038 $5,208
Associate Engineer/5207 31 $53 $147} 0.0019 $4,557
Painter/7346 40 $36 $105] 0.0077 $4,200]
Sign Worker/7457 40 $31 $90| 0.0077 $3,600
Sub-total 9020.97 4.2899 $1,311,908
Contingency (__%)

Construction Labor Costs Total $1,311,908
Construction Total $10,371,263
TOTAL $11,878,173




G. FUNDING PLAN

) . Fiscal ] -
Source Status* Year | Planning/CE | Env. Design | Construction Total
OBAG : : : B
LS&R Planned 13/14 " $144,796 - $144,796
OBAG : ‘ :
LS&R Planned 15/16 : . _ $1,009,985 $1,009,985
OBAG . ] )
TLC .| Planned 13/14 |- ’ $_1 7,746 | $1,171,526 $1,189,272
OBAG | . : _ C ’
TLC Planned 15/16 $8,171,694 $8,171,694 |
Prop K Planned 13/14 $2,299 $170,543 $172,842.
| PropK | Planned | 15/16 - |- - | $1180584| $1,189,584
Total” $0 | $20,045 |.$1,486,865 $10,371,263 $11,878,173

- * Allocated, programmed, or pi;nned o

H. ATTACHMENTS
Please include the following required attachments, and other attachments as applicable.

1. Scope-narrative that identifies project goals and benefits, desctibes project
elements that benefit each mode (bike, walking, transit, auto), and highlights any X -
creative elements that integrate benefits for multiple users

2. Maps, charts, drawings or other materials that are necessary to show the detail
and context of the project

3. Letters of support

X
4. Justification for proximate access toa PDA O

I. CONTACT AND SIGNATURE
Sponsor Agency — Project Manager

Agency San Francisco Department of Public Works |

Name, title Cristina Olea, Project Managet

E-mail | ctistina.c.olea@sfdpw.org

Telephone 415.558.4004 V" Fax 415.558.4519

Signature _ﬁ%"@_&[ﬁ\-f | Date_4:29-13

Sponsor Agency — Grant Manager

Name, title Ananda Hirsch, Transportation Finance Analyst’
E-mail ananda hirssch@sfdpw.org ‘
Telephone 415.558.4034 Fax 415.558.4519 .

Signature %MW 1. Date 4'/2 ‘f,// 3
Aworvd Hhesot
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Other Partner Agencies

Agency Design leads (name, title) Telephone Email

SEMTA Ellen Robinson 415.701-4322 Ellen.Robinson@sfmta.com

SF Planning Dept  Amnon Ben-Pazi 415.575.9077 Amnon.Ben—Pazi@sfgov.org

V:\10s4J_2nd_si:reetscape_Improvements_Project\O_Project_Info\Grant Application\13_0429_OBAG App 2nd street.docx Page 8 of 8



Project Scope Narrative



2" Street Improvement Project Scope

Second Street between Market and King Streets is a primary pedestrian, bicycle and transit thoroughfare and a

‘ereen connéctor for the neighborhood. The 2™ Street Improvement Project will implement the

recommendations of the East SoMa Area Plan, the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan and the San Francisco Bicycle
© Plan. It will transform 2" Street into an enjoyable multi-modal corridor.

In May 2012, the Department of Public Works (DPW), Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA), and the Planning
Department began the planning process for this project — holding community meetings in May, September, and
November. The May meeting was used to discuss existing conditions along the corridor and to develop a vision
for 2™ Street. Four design concepts were developed by the community. All included pedestrian safety
improvements, but they differed in the design of the bicycle facility — bike lanes, bike lanes with a center turn
lane, one-way cycletracks, and a two-way cycletrack. These four options were presented to the community,
along with a survey, during the September meeting. Based on the community’s comments and survey results the
preferred alternative was the one-way cycletrack, which was presented in more detail at the November
meeting. The specific scope elements of the one-way cycletrack design include:

e Safety improvements — Repaving of 2" Street from Market to King, turning traffic will be restricted or
separated from bicycle and pedestrian movements ’

e Pedestrian improvements — The sidewalk between Harrison and Townsend will be widened to 15 feet,
the dual right turn lane at Harrison will be eliminated, new curb ramps, bulb-outs at South Park, street
furnishings, and possible utility undergrounding (if additional funding can be identified)

e Street trees/greening improvements — Additional street trees and landscaping. DPW will not plant any
new trees before obtaining consent to maintain the trees from fronting property owners.

e Bicycle Improvements — Implements a cycletrack from Market to Townsend

e Transit Facilities - Maintains Muni and regional transit bus travel, constructs bus bulbs

e Travel lanes - Maintains two-way vehicular travel

e Parking - Parking is removed from one side of the street from Market to Townsend to allow for wider
sidewallgs and bicycle facilities creating a safer, less cohgested experience for pedestrians

DPW and MTA held a Separated Bikeway & Accessibility Workshop in February 2013 to address some of the
concerns of the accessibility community. The one-way cycletrack design was reviewed and issues with

———paratransit, bus-island boarding-and crossings, and bicycleta ne buffers-were discussed: The-d es-ign*o’l‘*zl1d Street
was modified to address their concerns.

DPW submitted an Environmental Evaluation application to the San Francisco Planning Department in March
2013, and is in currently having a Transportation Impact Study completed by a transportation planning
consultant. A final community meeting will be held in May 2013 to update the community on the progress of the
design, the environmental process, and project schedule.

With the help of the community, these streetscape improvements look to turn 2" Street into a vibrant, multi-
modal transportation corridor that will improve pedestrian safety, increase bicyclist safety and ridership,
decrease vehicle-pedestrian conflict, and provide continued transit access to locals and commuters.
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Project Location

CONTEXT MAP

SAN FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT ~ DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

SAN FRANCISCO
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Letters of Support




SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

April 25,2013

Maria Lombardo

Interim Executive Director

San Francisco County Transportation Authority
100 Van Ness Avenue, 26th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: Second Street One Bay Area Grant Application
Dear Director Lembardo,

I am writing on behalf of the San Francisco Planning Department to express our enthusiastic
support for funding under the One Bay Area Grant Program for the Second Street [mprovement
Project.

Second Street is a heavily used, multi-modal corridor in San Francisco’s SOMA district. It has
been designated as a pedestrian connector between East SOMA, Downtown, and AT&T
Ballpark, used by bicyclists, motorists, and transit alike. Because of this, we feel that it is very
important for Second Street to be a safe, convenient, and aftractive thoroughfare for commuters
" residents, and visitors of the district.

The City has had three public meetings to review proposed amenities and get feedback from the
community regarding possible improvements with a fourth planned this May. We support this
effort and look forward to seemg the preferred alternative progress in the coming months.

We wholeheartedly urge you to fund the Second Street Improvement Project, and are excited
about the future of Second Street.

Smcerely,

Jt'/é{ t—

John Rahaim
Director of Planning

www sTplanning.org

> -

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 84103-2479

Reception:.
415.550.6378

Fax:
415.558.6400

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



" April 26,2013

. o Maria Lombardo - -'
- . Interim Executive Director
SF MTA San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Municfpal Transporiation Agency ' 100 Van NeSS Aveﬂue, 26ﬂ1 Floor ’
o ' San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: Second Street One Bay Area Grant Application»
© Dear Director Lombardo, -

I am writing this letter to express the San Francisco Municipal
- Transportation- Agency’s enthusiastic support for the San Francisco
Department of Public Works® application for funding under the One Bay
Area Grant Program for the Sggnd Street Improvement Project.

As one of the few non-arterial streets.in the Scuth of Market district,
Second Street is an important corridor for tramsit, pedestrians. and
bicyclists. It is designated as a key walking street and bicycle route, and is
served by both the 10 and 12 Muni bus routes. The proposed project
would calm vehicle traffic and improve the comfort and safety of walkmg

and biking on this corridor.
Edwin M. Lee, Mayor : SFMTA has been involved in planning and public outreach for this project
Tom Nolan, Chairman throughout the course of this project. Our staff has attended the three
Cheryl Brinkman, public meetings held so far, the feedback from which has heavily informed
- Vice-Chairman————-——— therdervelopment of the; preferredxoncept We will continue-to- becngaged S
Leona Bridges, Director in the upcoming fourth meeting in May.

Malcolm Heinicke, Director

We wholeheartedly urge you to fund the Second Street Improvement

Jerry Lee, Director . : 4
Project, and are excited about the fiuture of Second Street.

Joél Ramos, Director -
Cristina Rubke, Director

_ o Smcerely,
Edward D. Reiskin
- Director of Transportation
/3”7’2‘ 77 Z’“—/
Bond M, Yee
: - Director, Sustainable Streets Division
One South Van Ness Avenue
Seventh Floor - ~ San Francisco Mumc1pa1 Transportation Agency

San Francisco, CA 94103
Tele: 415.701.4500

www.sfinta.com




Yerba Buena Alliance
Board of Directors

ALLIANCE Karen.Carr

Al Cosio
Sean Jeffries ..
. Crystal Pak
Aprll 2 5, 2013 Maify McCue
’ John Ratto

: :
Maria Lombardo . Helen Sause
Chi-Hsin Shao

Interim Executive Director . " Patrick Smith
‘San Francisco County Transportation Authority

100 Van Ness Avenue, 26th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: Second Street One Bay Area Grant Application
Dear Director Lombardo,

I am writing on behalf of Yerba Buena Alliance to express our enthu51ast1c support for
funding under the One Bay Area Grant Program for the Second Street Improvement Project.

Second Street is a heavily used, multi-modal corridor in San Francisco’s SOMA district. It
has been designated as a pedestrian connector between East SOMA, Downtown, and AT&T
Ballpark, used by bicyclists, motorists, and transit alike. Because of this, we feel thatitis
very important for Second Street to be a'safe, convenient, and attractive thoroughfare for
commuters, residents, and visitors of the district. ' B

The City has had three public meetings to review proposed amenities and get feedback
from the community regarding possible improvements with a fourth planned this May. We
support this effort and look forward to seeing the preferred alternative progress in the
coming months.

We wholeheartedly urge you to fund the Second Street Improvement Project, and are
excited about the future of Second Street.

Sincerely,

Virginia Grandi
Program Director
Yerba Buena Alliance

YerbaBuena/tizrice 735 Market Street, 6" Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103 T (415) 541-0312 F (415) 541-0160 www . yerbahuena,org
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'ERILE LTI 461 second street suite c127
rmartners sanfrancisce califernia 94107
dbarchitect.com ‘15 895 37.. fIX 415 395 ‘1.3

October 23, 2012

José Luis Moscovich
" Executive Director _
San Francisco County Transportation Authority
100 Van Ness Avenue, 26th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: Second Street One Bay Area Grant Application
Deaf Mr. Moscovich,

‘1 am writing on behalf of Dbarchitect to express our enthusiastic support for funding under the One Bay Area
Grant Program for the Second Street Improvement Project. _ :

Having worked on Second Street for two decades | am extremely aware of the current, unpleasant state of the
street. Second Stieet is a heavily used, multi-modal corridor in San Francisco's SOMA district. It has been
designated as a pedestrian connector between East SOMA, Downtown, and AT&T Ballpark, used by bicyclists,
motorists, and transit alike. Because of this, we feel that it is very important for Second Street to be a safe,
convenient, and attractive thoroughfare for commuters, residents, and visitors of the district.

| have attended two public meetings held by the City to review proposed amenities and get feedback from the
community regarding possible improvements. We support this effort and look forward to seeing a preferred
alternative in the coming months. .

We wholeheartedly urge you to fund the Second Street Improvement Project, and are excited about the future of
Second Street.

Sincerely,

David Baker, FAIA
Dbarchitect



San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
833 Market Street, 10" Floor

ICYCLE | San Francisco CA 94103
T 415431.BIKE
UALITION F 415.431.2468

sfbike.org

1
SAN FRANCISCO

David Campos

Chair, SFCTA Commission
1455 Market Street, 22nd floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

October 24, 2012
Commissioner Campos:

On behalf of the 12,000-member San Francisco Bicycle Coalition, | am writing to
express our support for the list' of projects submitted by the SF Municipal
Transportation (SFMTA) to the SFCTA for One Bay Area Grant (OBAG) funding.
The projects submitted by the SFMTA, including Masonic Avenue, 2™ Street,
Mansell Complete Streets and others are backed by strong community input and
address important safety, health, equity and economic development needs for a
variety of neighborhoods in San Francisco. :

* Masonic Avenue: The Masonic Avenue Street Design Study was
unanimously approved by the SFMTA Board of Directors in September
2012. The strong showing of community support and the unanimous
decision is a testament of the need for bold safety improvements to this
corridor. "Nearby residents have been working for over five years to calm
Masonic Avenue — convening neighborhood meetings, talking about the
project door-to-door to area residents and businesses, and participating in
a community planning process in 2010.

« 2™ Street: The SFMTA and Department of Public Works are poised to
deliver a strong community-based proposal for 2™ Street from Market
Street to King Street; OBAG funding would ensure this much-needed
project is built. Second Street is an important bicycle route connecting
people to BART and Caltrain by bike and it is increasingly used by people
biking to and from work or home in the area. This project also includes a
number of important pedestrian safety improvements along the corridor,
including safety improvements near vehicle access routes to the Bay
Bridge. '

« Mansell Complete Street: Mansell Avenue is a critical connector to
Mclaren Park for many who live in the southeast neighborhoods in San
Francisco and this project would greatly improve bicycle and pedestrian

OB WronE D02 Sual0n S5 SUIIRmAY.



safety to the park. We have been impressed with the large amount of
community involvement in this project so far and look forward to
continuing to work with the community and the Recreation and Parks
Department as these conceptual proposals are refined.

Balboa Park: The Balboa Park BART station has glaring bicycle and
pedestrian connectivity gaps. The SF Bicycle Coalition supports the
SFMTA’s OBAG application for the Balboa Park project and hopes that
OBAG funds are committed to improving access to this important regional
transit connection. We look forward to working with the SFMTA in the
coming months to ensure specific bike connection projects are included in
the final grant application and proposal.

I urge you to approve these projects for initial OBAG funding development.

| Sincerely,

Kit Hodge
Deputy Director
~ San Francisco Bicycle Coalition

CC:

Ed Reiskin, Director, SF Municipal Transportation Agency
Mohammed Nuru, Director, SF Department of Public Works
Phil Ginsburg, General Manager SF Recreation and Park Department







EDWIN M. LEE
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

FROM: ~: Mayor Edwin M. Lee %jg/ |

RE:  Accept and Expend Grant — OneBayArea Grant - $17,026,221
DATE: July 16, 2013 '

Attached for introduction to the Board of Supervisors is the resolution authorizing the
filing of an application for funding assigned to the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC); committing any necessary matching funds; stating assurance to
complete the projects; and authorizing the Department of Public Works (DPW) to accept
and expend $17,026,221 in OneBayArea Grant funds awarded through the MTC.

[3

| request that this item be calendared in Budget and Finance Committee.

Should you have any questions, please contact Jason Elliott (415) 554-5105.

9170 e

012 H

oA
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 '

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 41,3—0—7-?\5(
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 /






