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[Accept and Expend Grant - Retroactive - Metropolitan Transportation Commission - State 
Transportation Development Act, Article 3 - Pedestrian and Bicycle Projects - $1,362,816]

Resolution retroactively authorizing the acceptance and expenditure of State 

Transportation Development Act, Article 3, Pedestrian and Bicycle Project funding, by 

the San Francisco Public Works from the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, for 

Fiscal Years 2021-2022, 2022-2023, and 2023-2024 in the amount of $1,362,816 for the 

term of July 1, 2023, through June 30, 2026.  

 

WHEREAS, Article 3 of the Transportation Development Act, California Public Utilities 

Code, Section 99230 et seq., authorizes the submission of claims to a regional transportation 

planning agency for the funding of projects exclusively for the benefit or use of pedestrians 

and bicyclists; and 

WHEREAS, The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), as the regional 

transportation planning agency for the San Francisco Bay region, has adopted MTC 

Resolution No. 4108, entitled “Transportation Development Act, Article 3, Pedestrian and 

Bicycle Projects,” which delineates the procedures and criteria for submission of requests for 

the allocation of Transportation Development Act, Article 3 funding (TDA Funds); and 

WHEREAS, MTC Resolution No. 4108 requires that requests for the allocation of TDA 

Article 3 funding be submitted as part of a single, countywide coordinated claim from each 

county in the San Francisco Bay region; and  

WHEREAS, San Francisco Public Works (SFPW) desires to submit a request to MTC 

for the allocation of $1,362,816 in Fiscal Year (FY) 2021-2022 through FY2023-2024 TDA 

Funds to support the projects and project categories described below, which are for the 

exclusive benefit or use of pedestrians or bicyclists; and 
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WHEREAS, The TDA Funds are to be expended from July 1, 2023, through  

June 30, 2026; and 

WHEREAS, SFPW has identified $681,408 in work for the preliminary engineering and 

construction of curb ramps to be constructed at various locations throughout San Francisco, 

as required by the federal Americans with Disabilities Act, to be funded from the TDA Funds; 

and 

WHEREAS, SFPW has identified $681,408 in work to repair damaged public 

sidewalks, curbs, gutters, and angular returns at various locations throughout San Francisco, 

to be funded from the TDA Funds; and 

WHEREAS, SFPW’s actions contemplated in this Resolution are part of the Better 

Streets Plan (Project), for which the City’s Planning Department issued a Final Amended 

Programmatic Mitigated Negative Declaration (PMND) on November 16, 2023, under CEQA, 

finding that the Project could not have a significant effect on the environment; said PMND is 

incorporated herein by reference; and  

WHEREAS, As stated in the Opinion of Counsel accompanying this Resolution, the  

SFPW are not legally impeded from submitting a request to the Metropolitan Transportation 

Commission for the allocation of TDA Funds, nor SFPW legally impeded from undertaking the 

projects; and 

WHEREAS, The SFPW have committed adequate staffing resources to complete the 

projects described in Attachment B; and 

WHEREAS, A review of the projects described in Attachment B has resulted in the 

consideration of all pertinent matters, including those related to environmental and right-of-

way permits and clearances, attendant to the successful completion of the project(s); and 

WHEREAS, Issues attendant to securing environmental and right-of-way permits and 

clearances for the projects have been reviewed and will be concluded in a manner and on a 
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schedule that will not jeopardize the deadline for the use of the TDA Funds being requested; 

and 

WHEREAS, The project categories are included in a locally approved bicycle, 

pedestrian, transit, multimodal, complete streets, capital improvement program, or other 

relevant plan; and 

WHEREAS, Any project that is a bikeway will meet the mandatory minimum safety 

design criteria published in Chapter 1000 of the California Highway Design Manual; and 

WHEREAS, As described in the budgets for the projects, the sources of funding other 

than TDA Funds are assured and adequate for completion of the projects; and 

WHEREAS, The projects within the project categories will be completed before the 

grant funds expire; and 

WHEREAS, The SFPW agree to maintain, or provide for the maintenance of, the 

projects and facilities for the benefit of and use by the public; and 

WHEREAS, SFPW’s proposed grant budget includes indirect costs of $417,616; and 

WHEREAS, The projects and project categories have been reviewed by the Bicycle 

Advisory Committee of the City and County of San Francisco; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, That this Board of Supervisors authorizes SFPW to retroactively accept 

and expend up to $1,362,816 in state TDA Funds for FY2021-2022 through FY2023-2024 for 

the projects described above and to execute all required documents for receipt of such funds; 

and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Resolution shall be applied to cover all relevant 

expenditures and activities undertaken from July 1, 2021, ensuring full eligibility for 

reimbursement under the Transportation Development Act, Article 3; and, be it 

FURTHER RESOLVED, That a certified copy of this Resolution and its attachments, 

and any accompanying supporting materials shall be forwarded to the congestion 
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management agency, countywide transportation planning agency, or county association of 

governments, as the case may be, of San Francisco for submission to MTC as part of the 

countywide coordinated Transportation Development Act, Article 3 claim. 

 

      Approved: _/s/Benjamin McCloskey_______ 
        Daniel Lurie 

Mayor 

 

 

Recommended:    Approved: ___/s/Jocelyn Quintos____ 
        Greg Wagner 

Controller 

 

___/s/___________________ 
Carla Short 
Director, San Francisco Public Works 
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File Number: _______________________ 
   (Provided by Clerk of Board of Supervisors) 

Grant Resolution Information Form 
(Effective July 2011) 

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

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

1. Grant Title: State Transportation Development Act, Article 3

2. Department: San Francisco Public Works (SFPW)

3. Contact Person: Joyce Lee-Yip Email: joyce.lee-yip@sfdpw.org 

4. Grant Approval Status (check one):
[  ]  Approved by funding agency [X] Not yet approved

5. Amount of Grant Funding Approved or Applied for: $ 1,362,816

Grant Contract ID Project Amount 
TBD Curb Ramps $681,408
TBD Public Sidewalk Repair $681,408

6. a. Matching Funds Required:   
Required: Not applicable 

b. Source(s) of matching funds (if applicable):
Not applicable

7. a. Grant Source Agency:
Metropolitan Transportation Commission

b. Grant Pass-Through Agency (if applicable):
Not Applicable

8. Proposed Grant Project Summary:

Preliminary engineering (planning and design) and construction of curb ramps for compliance with the
Federal Americans with Disabilities Act; Public sidewalk, curb, gutter, and angular return repair,
reconstruction, and replacement.

9. Grant Project Schedule, as allowed in approval documents, or as proposed:
Start-Date:  07/01/2023 End-Date: 06/30/2026 

10. a. Amount budgeted for contractual services: 
SFPW: TBD 

DocuSign Envelope ID: B9B70073-6011-45D8-8698-D5523E740D97
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b. Will contractual services be put out to bid? 
TBD, depending on funding availability. 
 

c. If so, will contract services help to further the goals of the Department’s Local Business 
Enterprise (LBE) requirements?  

 If applicable, yes. 
 
d. Is this likely to be a one-time or ongoing request for contracting out? 

  If applicable, one-time. 
 

11. a. Does the budget include indirect costs? 
[X] Yes  [ ] No 
 

b. 1. If yes, how much? 
  $417,616 
 
b. 2. How was the amount calculated? 

Estimate derived from FY 23/24 Indirect Cost Plan 
 
c. 1. If no, why are indirect costs not included? 
 

 [ ] Not allowed by granting agency  [ ] To maximize use of grant funds on direct services 
 [ ] Other (please explain):   
 

c. 2. If no indirect costs are included, what would have been the indirect costs? 
   Not Applicable 
 

12. Any other significant grant requirements or comments: 
Not applicable 

  

DocuSign Envelope ID: B9B70073-6011-45D8-8698-D5523E740D97
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**Disability Access Checklist***(Department must forward a copy of all completed Grant Information 
Forms to the Mayor’s Office of Disability) 
 
13. This Grant is intended for activities at (check all that apply): 
 
[ X ] Existing Site(s)  [ ] Existing Structure(s)  [X ] Existing Program(s) or Service(s) 
[ ] Rehabilitated Site(s)  [ ] Rehabilitated Structure(s)  [ ] New Program(s) or Service(s) 
[ ] New Site(s)   [ ] New Structure(s) 
 
14. 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 disability rights laws and regulations and will allow the full inclusion of persons 
with disabilities.  These requirements include, but are not limited to: 

1.  Having staff trained in how to provide reasonable modifications in policies, practices and procedures; 

2.  Having auxiliary aids and services available in a timely manner in order to ensure communication access; 

3.  Ensuring that any service areas and related facilities open to the public are architecturally accessible and 
have been inspected and approved by the DPW Access Compliance Officer or the Mayor’s Office on 
Disability Compliance Officers.   

If such access would be technically infeasible, this is described in the comments section below:   
 
Comments: 
 
 
 
Departmental ADA Coordinator or Mayor’s Office of Disability Reviewer: 
 
Kevin Jensen               
(Name) 
 
Disability Access Coordinator             
(Title) 
 
Date Reviewed:           
         (Signature Required) 
 
 
 
 
Department Head or Designee Approval of Grant Information Form: 
 
Carla Short 
(Name) 

Director, San Francisco Public Works 

(Title) 

Date Reviewed:           
         (Signature Required) 

DocuSign Envelope ID: B9B70073-6011-45D8-8698-D5523E740D97
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Resolution No.     page  1   of 4 
Attachment B 

TDA Article 3 Project Application Form 
 

1.   Agency  City and County of San Francisco 

2.   Primary Contact  Joyce Lee‐Yip 

3.   Mailing Address  San Francisco Public Works, 49 South Van Ness Ave, 16th Fl, San Francisco CA 94103 

4.   Email Address  Joyce.lee‐yip@sfdpw.org  5.   Phone Number   (628)271‐3093 

6.  Secondary Contact (in 

the event primary is 

not available) 

Victoria Chan 

Victoria.w.chan@sfdpw.org 

7.  Mailing address (if 

different)  N/A☐ 
 Same as above 

8.   Email Address  victoria.w.chan@sfdpw.org  9.   Phone Number   (415) 205‐6316 

10.  Send allocation 

instructions to (if 

different from above): 

 

11. Project Title  Various Locations Curb Ramps No. 19 

12. Amount requested  $ 681,408  13. Fiscal Year of 

Claim 

FY 21‐22, FY 22‐ 

23 and FY 23‐24 

14. Description of Overall Project: 
 

15. Project Scope Proposed for Funding: (Project level environmental, preliminary planning, and ROW 
are ineligible uses of TDA funds.) 

 

16. Project Location: A map of the project location is attached or a link to a online map of the project 

location is provided below: 

 

 
Project Relation to Regional Policies (for information only)   

17. Is the project in an Equity Priority Community?  Yes☒ No☐ 

18. Is this project in a Priority Development Area or a Transit‐Oriented Community?  Yes☒ No☐ 
 

 
MTC, November 2022 TDA Article 3 Model Resolution Page 1 

List of project locations is attached. 

Preliminary engineering and construction of curb ramps for compliance with the Federal 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). 

TDA funds will pay for curb ramp program planning, preliminary engineering, and construction of curb ramps at 
various locations throughout the City. Locations will be based on public requests and prioritized by the Public Works 
Disability Access Coordinator and Mayor’s Office of Disability. 



19. Project Budget and Schedule 
 

Project 

Phase 
TDA 3 Other Funds Total Cost 

Estimated Completion 

(month/year) 

Bike/Ped 

Plan 
$50,000 

 
$50,000 12/2024 

ENV     

PA&ED     

PS&E $500,000  $500,000 12/2025 

ROW     

CON $131,408 $948,592  $1,100,000 12/2026 

Total Cost $681,408 $948,592  $1,650,000  

Project Eligibility 

A. Has the project been reviewed by the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee?  Yes☒ No☐ 
If “YES,” identify the date and provide a copy or link to the agenda. 02/26/2024 
If "NO," provide an explanation). 

B. Has the project been approved by the claimant's governing body?  Yes☒ No☐ 
If "NO," provide expected date:   

 

C. Has this project previously received TDA Article 3 funding?  Yes☐ No☒ 
(If "YES," provide an explanation on a separate page) 

 

D. For "bikeways," does the project meet Caltrans minimum safety design criteria  Yes☐ No☐ 
pursuant to Chapter 1000 of the California Highway Design Manual? 

E. 1.  Is the project categorically exempt from CEQA, pursuant to CCR Section 15301(c),  Yes☒ No☐ 
Existing Facility? 

 

2.  If “NO” above, is the project is exempt from CEQA for another reason?  Yes☐ No☐ 
Cite the basis for the exemption.     
If the project is not exempt, please check “NO,” and provide environmental 
documentation, as appropriate. 

N/A☒  

F. Estimated Completion Date of project (month and year):  _1/2027   

G. Have provisions been made by the claimant to maintain the project or facility, or has  Yes☒ No☐ 
the claimant arranged for such maintenance by another agency?  (If an agency other 
than the Claimant is to maintain the facility, please identify below and provide the agreement. 

H. Is a Complete Streets Checklist required for this project ?  Yes☒ No☐ 
If the amount requested is over $250,000 or if the total project phase or construction 
phase is over $250,000, a Complete Streets checklist is likely required.  Please attach 
the Complete Streets checklist or record of review, as applicable. More information 
and the form may be found here: https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete‐streets 

 
November 2022  TDA Article 3 Model Resolution    Page 2 
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Resolution No. _____                  page  _3_ of _4_ 
Attachment B 

TDA Article 3 Project Application Form 

1. Agency  City and County of San Francisco 

2. Primary Contact  Joyce Lee‐Yip 

3. Mailing Address  San Francisco Public Works, 49 South Van Ness Ave, 16th Fl, San Francisco CA 94103 

4. Email Address  Joyce.lee‐yip@sfdpw.org  5. Phone Number   (628)271‐3093 

6. Secondary Contact (in 

the event primary is 

not available) 

Victoria Chan 

Victoria.w.chan@sfdpw.org 

7. Mailing address (if 

different)        N/A☐ 

Same as above. 

8. Email Address  victoria.w.chan@sfdpw.org  9. Phone Number  (415) 205‐6316 

10.  Send allocation 

instructions to (if 

different from above):  

 

11. Project Title  Public Sidewalk Repair and Reconstruction 

12. Amount requested  $ 681,408  13. Fiscal Year of 

Claim 

FY 21‐22, FY 22‐

23 and FY 23‐24 

 

14. Description of Overall Project: 

 

15. Project Scope Proposed for Funding: (Project level environmental, preliminary planning, and ROW 
are ineligible uses of TDA funds.)  

 

16. Project Location: A map of the project location is attached or a link to an online map of the 

project location is provided below: 

 

 
 

 

Project Relation to Regional Policies (for information only) 

17. Is the project in an Equity Priority Community?            Yes☒        No☐  

18. Is this project in a Priority Development Area or a Transit‐Oriented Community?     Yes☒        No☐  

19. Project Budget and Schedule 

 

Public sidewalk repair and reconstruction. 
 

TDA funds will pay for labor and materials to repair damaged public sidewalks, curbs, gutters, and angular returns at 
various locations throughout San Francisco.   
 

Citywide 
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Project Eligibility 

 

A. Has the project been reviewed by the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee?   Yes☒        No☐ 
If “YES,” identify the date and provide a copy or link to the agenda. 02/26/2024 
If "NO," provide an explanation).     

 

B. Has the project been approved by the claimant's governing body?        Yes☒        No☐ 
If "NO," provide expected date:__________________ 

 

C. Has this project previously received TDA Article 3 funding?          Yes☒        No☒ 
(If "YES," provide an explanation on a separate page) 

 

D. For "bikeways," does the project meet Caltrans minimum safety design criteria     Yes☐        No☐ 
pursuant to Chapter 1000 of the California Highway Design Manual?  

 

E. 1.  Is the project categorically exempt from CEQA, pursuant to CCR Section 15301(c),   Yes☐        No☒ 
Existing Facility?  

 

2.  If “NO” above, is the project is exempt from CEQA for another reason?     Yes☐        No☐ 

Cite the basis for the exemption.  __________________________                  N/A☒ 
If the project is not exempt, please check “NO,” and provide environmental  
documentation, as appropriate. 

 

F. Estimated Completion Date of project (month and year):          ___June 2025_______ 
 

G. Have provisions been made by the claimant to maintain the project or facility, or has   Yes☒        No☐ 
the claimant arranged for such maintenance by another agency?  (If an agency other 
 than the Claimant is to maintain the facility, please identify below and provide the agreement. 

 

H. Is a Complete Streets Checklist required for this project ?           Yes☒        No☐ 
If the amount requested is over $250,000 or if the total project phase or construction  
phase is over $250,000, a Complete Streets checklist is likely required.  Please attach  
the Complete Streets checklist or record of review, as applicable. More information  
and the form may be found here: https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete‐streets

Project 

Phase
TDA 3 Other Funds Total Cost

Estimated Completion 

(month/year)

Bike/Ped 

Plan

ENV

PA&ED

PS&E

ROW

CON                  681,408                  681,408 06/2025

Total Cost                  681,408                              -   



Transportation Development Act, Article 3 (TDA) Budget

Public Works Curb Ramp Planning, Design, and Construction 

 Hourly 

Rate 

 Fully Burdened 

Hourly Rate 

(including MFB, 

PTO, and Overhead) 

 Hours   Amount 

5203 Assistant Engineer 71.24$                       200.50$                     1,592.23                    319,237$                         

5207 Associate Engineer 84.50$                       237.80$                     138.88                       33,024$                           

5241 Engineer  96.01$                       270.20$                     509.26                       137,602$                         

5174 Administrative Engineer 94.44$                       265.77$                     103.55                       27,520$                           

5504 Project Manager II 105.90$                     298.02$                     110.81                       33,024$                           

$550,408

Professional Services 131,000                                

$131,000

$681,408

 Position/Expenditure Category 

Labor Subtotal

Non‐Labor Subtotal

Project Total



Transportation Development Act, Article 3 (TDA) Budget

Public Works Sidewalk Repair and Reconstruction

 Hourly 

Rate 

 Fully Burdened Hourly 

Rate (including MFB, 

PTO, and Overhead) 

 Hours   Amount 

7227 Cement Finisher Supervisor I 69.73$                               191.74$                            453.17                      86,889$                           

7311 Cement Mason 51.84$                               142.54$                            3,047.97                   434,444$                         

7355 Truck Driver 55.35$                               152.18$                            380.64                      57,926$                           

$579,258

Materials ‐ Cement Mix and Lumber 102,150$                         

Non‐labor subtotal 102,150$                         

$681,408

 Position 

Total

Labor Subtotal



Attachment A
Res No. 4450
Page 6 of 20

2/24/2021

FY2020 21 TDA Revenue Estimate FY2021 22 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2020 21 Generation Estimate Adjustment FY2021 22 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 20) 53,477,500 13. County Auditor Estimate 44,562,500
2. Revised Revenue (Feb, 21) 41,052,500 FY2021 22 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2 1) (12,425,000) 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 222,813

FY2020 21 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 222,813
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) (62,125) 16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 1,336,875
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3) (62,125) 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 1,782,501
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) (372,750) 18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13 17) 42,779,999
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) (497,000) FY2021 22 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3 7) (11,928,000) 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 855,600

FY2020 21 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining (Lines 18 19) 41,924,399
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) (238,560) 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 2,096,220
10. Funds Remaining (Lines 8 9) (11,689,440) 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20 21) 39,828,179
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) (584,472)
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10 11) (11,104,968)

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2020 FY2019 20 6/30/2020 FY2019 21 FY2020 21 FY2020 21 FY2020 21 6/30/2021 FY2021 22 FY2021 22

Apportionment

Jurisdictions

Balance

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for

Allocation

Article 3 1,707,384 71,406 1,778,791 (1,599,153) 0 1,026,768 (238,560) 967,845 855,600 1,823,445
Article 4.5 (2,285) 2,285 0 0 (1,865,705) 2,515,582 (584,472) 65,405 2,096,220 2,161,625

SUBTOTAL 1,705,100 73,691 1,778,791 (1,599,153) (1,865,705) 3,542,350 (823,032) 1,033,250 2,951,820 3,985,070
Article 4

SFMTA 1,218 11,754 12,972 (37,734,637) 1,865,705 47,796,049 (11,104,968) 835,121 39,828,179 40,663,300
SUBTOTAL 1,218 11,754 12,972 (37,734,637) 1,865,705 47,796,049 (11,104,968) 835,121 39,828,179 40,663,300

GRAND TOTAL $1,706,317 $85,445 $1,791,763 ($39,333,790) $0 $51,338,399 ($11,928,000) $1,868,371 $42,779,999 $44,648,370
1. Balance as of 6/30/20 is from the MTC FY2019 20 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/20, and FY2020 21 allocations as of 1/31/21.

FY 2021 22 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION

ViChan
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Attachment A
Res No. 4504
Page 6 of 20

2/23/2022
  

FY2021-22 TDA Revenue Estimate FY2022-23 TDA Revenue Estimate

FY2021-22 Generation Estimate Adjustment FY2022-23 County Auditor's Generation Estimate
1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 21) 44,562,500 13. County Auditor Estimate 45,952,500

2. Revised Revenue (Feb, 21) 43,722,500 FY2022-23 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2-1) (840,000) 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 229,763 

FY2021-22 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 229,763 

4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) (4,200)  16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 1,378,575 

5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3)4
(4,200) 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 1,838,101

6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) (25,200)  18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13-17) 44,114,399

7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) (33,600) FY2022-23 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3-7) (806,400) 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 882,288 

FY2021-22 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18-19) 43,232,111

9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) (16,128) 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 2,161,606 

10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8-9) (790,272) 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20-21) 41,070,505

11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) (39,514)
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10-11) (750,758)

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2021 FY2020-21 6/30/2021 FY2020-22 FY2021-22 FY2021-22 FY2021-22 6/30/2022 FY2022-23 FY2022-23

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 1,494,496 27,326 1,521,822 (1,621,504) 0 855,600 (16,128) 739,790 882,288 1,622,078 

Article 4.5 0 0 0 0 0 2,096,220 (39,514) 2,056,706 2,161,606 4,218,312 

SUBTOTAL 1,494,496 27,326 1,521,822 (1,621,504) 0 2,951,820 (55,642) 2,796,496 3,043,894 5,840,390 

Article 4

SFMTA (6,579) 12,016 5,437 (41,924,399) 0 39,828,179 (750,758) (2,841,541) 41,070,505 38,228,964 

SUBTOTAL (6,579) 12,016 5,437 (41,924,399) 0 39,828,179 (750,758) (2,841,541) 41,070,505 38,228,964 

GRAND TOTAL $1,487,917 $39,342 $1,527,259 ($43,545,903) $0 $42,779,999 ($806,400) ($45,045) $44,114,399 $44,069,354 

1. Balance as of 6/30/21 is from the MTC FY2020-21 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/21, and FY2021-22 allocations as of 1/31/22.

FY 2022-23 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION

ViChan
Highlight
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List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 301 25TH AVE 25TH AVE CALIFORNIA ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 747 23RD AVE 23RD AVE CABRILLO ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3199 CLEMENT ST CLEMENT ST 32ND AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 561 34TH AVE 34TH AVE GEARY BLVD 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 121 07TH AVE 07TH AVE LAKE ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3910 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD 03RD AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 132 10TH AVE 10TH AVE LAKE ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 472 22ND AVE 22ND AVE GEARY BLVD 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4725 ANZA ST ANZA ST 38TH AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 728 44TH AVE 44TH AVE BALBOA ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 554 33RD AVE 33RD AVE GEARY BLVD 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 750 25TH AVE 25TH AVE BALBOA ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 828 26TH AVE 26TH AVE CABRILLO ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 818 28TH AVE 28TH AVE CABRILLO ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 6300 FULTON ST FULTON ST 39TH AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1308 CLEMENT ST CLEMENT ST 14TH AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 225 STANYAN ST STANYAN ST GOLDEN GATE AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 651 06TH AVE 06TH AVE BALBOA ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4355 CALIFORNIA ST CALIFORNIA ST 05TH AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 825 LA PLAYA  LA PLAYA CABRILLO ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4150 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD 05TH AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 120 32ND AVE 32ND AVE EL CAMINO DEL MAR 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 169 02ND AVE 02ND AVE LAKE ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 770 22ND AVE 22ND AVE CABRILLO ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 5059 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD 14TH AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 5059 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD 14TH AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 778 43RD AVE 43RD AVE BALBOA ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 117 STANYAN BLVD STANYAN BLVD ANZA ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2521 MCALLISTER ST MCALLISTER ST PARKER AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 750 44TH AVE 44TH AVE BALBOA ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 500 39TH AVE 39TH AVE GEARY BLVD 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3700 CLEMENT ST CLEMENT ST 38TH AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3100 FULTON ST FULTON ST 07TH AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 787 25TH AVE 25TH AVE BALBOA ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1300 CABRILLO ST CABRILLO ST 14TH AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4455 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD 08TH AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 719 30TH AVE 30TH AVE BALBOA ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 401 41ST AVE 41ST AVE CLEMENT ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 5500 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD 19TH AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4900 FULTON ST FULTON ST 25TH AVE \ CROSSOVER DR 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 606 36TH AVE 36TH AVE ANZA ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 646 36TH AVE 36TH AVE ANZA ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4455 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD 08TH AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3829 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD 02ND AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2843 BALBOA ST BALBOA ST 29TH AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 322 STANYAN ST STANYAN ST MCALLISTER ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 219 STANYAN ST STANYAN ST STANYAN BLVD \ TURK BLVD 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 863 ARGUELLO BLVD ARGUELLO BLVD MCALLISTER ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2545 TURK BLVD TURK BLVD TAMALPAIS TER 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2008 BALBOA ST BALBOA ST 21ST AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 639 21ST AVE 21ST AVE BALBOA ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 201 ARGUELLO BLVD ARGUELLO BLVD LAKE ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 588 34TH AVE 34TH AVE GEARY BLVD 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 495 39TH AVE 39TH AVE CLEMENT ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 701 ANZA ST ANZA ST PARKER AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 641 48TH AVE 48TH AVE ANZA ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 671 19TH AVE 19TH AVE BALBOA ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 300 16TH AVE 16TH AVE CLEMENT ST 01



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 32 SUTRO HEIGHTS AVE SUTRO HEIGHTS AVE 46TH AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 419 07TH AVE 07TH AVE GEARY BLVD 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 614 FUNSTON AVE FUNSTON AVE BALBOA ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 618 FUNSTON AVE FUNSTON AVE BALBOA ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 654 FUNSTON AVE FUNSTON AVE BALBOA ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 157 16TH AVE 16TH AVE LAKE ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4350 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD 07TH AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2636 FULTON ST FULTON ST 02ND AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 627 37TH AVE 37TH AVE ANZA ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 631 37TH AVE 37TH AVE ANZA ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 635 37TH AVE 37TH AVE ANZA ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4710 CABRILLO ST CABRILLO ST 48TH AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 834 24TH AVE 24TH AVE CABRILLO ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 599 CLEMENT ST CLEMENT ST 06TH AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4540 FULTON ST FULTON ST 21ST AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 876 31ST AVE 31ST AVE CABRILLO ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 771 30TH AVE 30TH AVE BALBOA ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 6555 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD 29TH AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4141 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD 05TH AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 790 06TH AVE 06TH AVE CABRILLO ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 495 39TH AVE 39TH AVE CLEMENT ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2250 CLEMENT ST CLEMENT ST 23RD AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 850 LA PLAYA  LA PLAYA CABRILLO ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 444 10TH AVE 10TH AVE GEARY BLVD 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 305 CLEMENT ST CLEMENT ST 04TH AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   FULTON ST GREAT HWY 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 409 10TH AVE 10TH AVE GEARY BLVD 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 701 ANZA ST ANZA ST PARKER AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 790 22ND AVE 22ND AVE CABRILLO ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 701 11TH AVE 11TH AVE CABRILLO ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 0000   FUNSTON AVE CABRILLO ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 714 48TH AVE 48TH AVE BALBOA ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 608 44TH AVE 44TH AVE ANZA ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 738 09TH AVE 09TH AVE CABRILLO ST 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4420 BALBOA ST BALBOA ST 45TH AVE 01

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1738 LOMBARD ST LOMBARD ST OCTAVIA ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 900 NORTH POINT ST NORTH POINT ST LARKIN ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 503 EUCLID AVE EUCLID AVE PARKER AVE 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 55 RETIRO WAY RETIRO WAY RICO WAY 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3572 PIERCE ST PIERCE ST CAPRA WAY 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 37 CERVANTES BLVD CERVANTES BLVD ALHAMBRA ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3228 CLAY ST CLAY ST LYON ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 35 CERVANTES BLVD CERVANTES BLVD ALHAMBRA ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 890 MARINA BLVD MARINA BLVD LYON ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2701 JACKSON ST JACKSON ST SCOTT ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2251 GREEN ST GREEN ST FILLMORE ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2427 GREEN ST GREEN ST PIERCE ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 66 CLEARY CT CLEARY CT GEARY BLVD 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2010 EDDY ST EDDY ST BRODERICK ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2887 GREEN ST GREEN ST BAKER ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1800 LOMBARD ST LOMBARD ST LAGUNA ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3460 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD STANYAN BLVD 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 38 PALM AVE PALM AVE CALIFORNIA ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3500 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD JORDAN AVE 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2101 LOMBARD ST LOMBARD ST FILLMORE ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2599 SACRAMENTO ST SACRAMENTO ST FILLMORE ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2710 PINE ST PINE ST DIVISADERO ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1963 MCALLISTER ST MCALLISTER ST LYON ST 02



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3731 FILLMORE ST FILLMORE ST BEACH ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1475 LOMBARD ST LOMBARD ST VAN NESS AVE 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2240 FRANCISCO ST FRANCISCO ST ALHAMBRA ST \ SCOTT ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 250 CHERRY ST CHERRY ST WASHINGTON ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3201 OCTAVIA ST OCTAVIA ST CHESTNUT ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1836 MCALLISTER ST MCALLISTER ST BAKER ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2438 JACKSON ST JACKSON ST FILLMORE ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2956 BUSH ST BUSH ST LYON ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3141 JACKSON ST JACKSON ST LYON ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 800 TURK ST TURK ST FRANKLIN ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2670 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD MASONIC AVE 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1940 BROADWAY  BROADWAY OCTAVIA ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2820 BAKER ST BAKER ST FILBERT ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3447 CLAY ST CLAY ST WALNUT ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1 DANIEL BURNHAM CT DANIEL BURNHAM CT VAN NESS AVE 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2401 SACRAMENTO ST SACRAMENTO ST WEBSTER ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3650 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD PALM AVE 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3666 BAKER ST BAKER ST JEFFERSON ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1500 FRANKLIN ST FRANKLIN ST BUSH ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 164 COLLINS ST COLLINS ST EUCLID AVE 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 201 LAKE ST LAKE ST 03RD AVE 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 10 CAPRA WAY CAPRA WAY MALLORCA WAY 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3555 BRODERICK ST BRODERICK ST NORTH POINT ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1851 DIVISADERO ST DIVISADERO ST BUSH ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1812 DIVISADERO ST DIVISADERO ST BUSH ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 900 BEACH ST BEACH ST POLK ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 100 CAPRA WAY CAPRA WAY PIERCE ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 478 EUCLID AVE EUCLID AVE SPRUCE ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2425 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD BAKER ST \ SAINT JOSEPHS AVE 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 96 TOLEDO WAY TOLEDO WAY MALLORCA WAY 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2080 WASHINGTON ST WASHINGTON ST GOUGH ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1660 NORTH POINT ST NORTH POINT ST BUCHANAN ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1940 VALLEJO ST VALLEJO ST OCTAVIA ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2590 UNION ST UNION ST SCOTT ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2901 LYON ST LYON ST GREENWICH ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3600 JACKSON ST JACKSON ST SPRUCE ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 251 RICHARDSON AVE RICHARDSON AVE FRANCISCO ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2200 SCOTT ST SCOTT ST CLAY ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1360 FRANKLIN ST FRANKLIN ST DANIEL BURNHAM CT 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 257 29TH AVE 29TH AVE LAKE ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2978 PINE ST PINE ST BAKER ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1028 LOMBARD ST LOMBARD ST LEAVENWORTH ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2358 LOMBARD ST LOMBARD ST PIERCE ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2140 SUTTER ST SUTTER ST STEINER ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2 MARINA BLVD MARINA BLVD LAGUNA ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1815 JACKSON ST JACKSON ST FRANKLIN ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 7070 CALIFORNIA ST CALIFORNIA ST 32ND AVE 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1995 CHESTNUT ST CHESTNUT ST WEBSTER ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1800 CHESTNUT ST CHESTNUT ST BUCHANAN ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 201 ARGUELLO BLVD ARGUELLO BLVD LAKE ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1388 SUTTER ST SUTTER ST VAN NESS AVE 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3574 PIERCE ST PIERCE ST CAPRA WAY 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2901 SACRAMENTO ST SACRAMENTO ST DIVISADERO ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 283 31ST AVE 31ST AVE SEA VIEW TER 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3140 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD COOK ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1462 LAKE ST LAKE ST 15TH AVE 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 27 27TH AVE 27TH AVE SEACLIFF AVE 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1898 UNION ST UNION ST OCTAVIA ST 02



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2460 LARKIN ST LARKIN ST FILBERT ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1000 UNION ST UNION ST JONES ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3765 CALIFORNIA ST CALIFORNIA ST COMMONWEALTH AVE 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2490 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD BAKER ST \ SAINT JOSEPHS AVE 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2001 UNION ST UNION ST BUCHANAN ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 40 VEGA ST VEGA ST ANZAVISTA AVE 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 237 29TH AVE 29TH AVE LAKE ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2350 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD BRODERICK ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2100 WASHINGTON ST WASHINGTON ST OCTAVIA ST 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1801 BEACH ST BEACH ST CERVANTES BLVD \ MALLORCA WAY 02

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 101 CLAY ST CLAY ST DRUMM ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1600 STOCKTON ST STOCKTON ST UNION ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 200 WASHINGTON ST WASHINGTON ST DAVIS ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 890 JACKSON ST JACKSON ST ADELE CT 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 458 JACKSON ST JACKSON ST BALANCE ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1 MARKET ST MARKET ST STEUART ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 201 CLAY ST CLAY ST DAVIS ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 7 VARENNES ST VARENNES ST GREEN ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1650 JACKSON ST JACKSON ST POLK ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 45 KEARNY ST KEARNY ST MAIDEN LN 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 500 GEARY ST GEARY ST TAYLOR ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 115 SANSOME ST SANSOME ST BUSH ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1298 UNION ST UNION ST MOORE PL 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 663 UNION ST UNION ST COLUMBUS AVE 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1165 KEARNY ST KEARNY ST FRESNO ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2323 HYDE ST HYDE ST LOMBARD ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2455 LEAVENWORTH ST LEAVENWORTH ST FRANCISCO ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 850 COLUMBUS AVE COLUMBUS AVE MASON ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1200 BUSH ST BUSH ST HYDE ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 222 FRONT ST FRONT ST CALIFORNIA ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1200 UNION ST UNION ST HYDE ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1227 MONTGOMERY ST MONTGOMERY ST GREEN ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1122 VAN NESS AVE VAN NESS AVE GEARY BLVD \ GEARY ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1560 POWELL ST POWELL ST VALLEJO ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 366 COLUMBUS AVE COLUMBUS AVE GRANT AVE 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 155 PFEIFFER ST PFEIFFER ST GRANT AVE 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1701 JACKSON ST JACKSON ST VAN NESS AVE 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2390 POWELL ST POWELL ST BAY ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1323 COLUMBUS AVE COLUMBUS AVE LEAVENWORTH ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 19 MEDAU PL MEDAU PL FILBERT ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 165 BERNARD ST BERNARD ST JONES ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1111 STOCKTON ST STOCKTON ST JACKSON ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 480 SUTTER ST SUTTER ST STOCKTON ST \ STOCKTON TUNL 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1200 STOCKTON ST STOCKTON ST PACIFIC AVE 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 50 BROADWAY  DAVIS ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 301 VALLEJO ST VALLEJO ST SANSOME ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1005 HYDE ST HYDE ST PINE ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 233 GREENWICH ST GREENWICH ST MONTGOMERY ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 823 WASHINGTON ST WASHINGTON ST WAVERLY PL 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 549 CHESTNUT ST CHESTNUT ST POWELL ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2155 POWELL ST POWELL ST CHESTNUT ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2015 HYDE ST HYDE ST HASTINGS TER 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 800 GRANT AVE GRANT AVE CLAY ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 750 GRANT AVE GRANT AVE COMMERCIAL ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1600 STOCKTON ST STOCKTON ST UNION ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 996 PINE ST PINE ST VINE TER 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1201 STOCKTON ST STOCKTON ST PACIFIC AVE 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 352 GRANT AVE GRANT AVE HARLAN PL 03



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 711 PACIFIC AVE PACIFIC AVE PELTON PL 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1001 GRANT AVE GRANT AVE JACKSON ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 450 PACIFIC AVE PACIFIC AVE OSGOOD PL 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 750 KEARNY ST KEARNY ST MERCHANT ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 432 POWELL ST POWELL ST POST ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 827 STOCKTON ST STOCKTON ST SACRAMENTO ST \ STOCKTON TUNL 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 925 STOCKTON ST STOCKTON ST CLAY ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   CALIFORNIA ST VAN NESS AVE 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1500 CLAY ST CLAY ST HYDE ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2390 HYDE ST HYDE ST LOMBARD ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 537 SACRAMENTO ST SACRAMENTO ST SANSOME ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2323 HYDE ST HYDE ST LOMBARD ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 275 POST ST POST ST GRANT AVE 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 340 STOCKTON ST STOCKTON ST CAMPTON PL 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 101 NORTH POINT ST NORTH POINT ST GRANT AVE 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 848 STOCKTON ST STOCKTON ST SACRAMENTO ST \ STOCKTON TUNL 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 485 SACRAMENTO ST SACRAMENTO ST BATTERY ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 50 CALIFORNIA ST CALIFORNIA ST DRUMM ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1556 TAYLOR ST TAYLOR ST BERNARD ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 600 THE EMBARCADERO  THE EMBARCADERO GREEN ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 620 JONES ST JONES ST GEARY ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2262 MASON ST MASON ST WATER ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 800 BUSH ST BUSH ST MASON ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 808 SUTTER ST SUTTER ST JONES ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 265 UNION ST UNION ST CALHOUN TER 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1359 PINE ST PINE ST HYDE ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 720 PACIFIC AVE PACIFIC AVE GRANT AVE 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 801 GRANT AVE GRANT AVE CLAY ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 838 STOCKTON ST STOCKTON ST SACRAMENTO ST \ STOCKTON TUNL 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   STOCKTON ST STOCKTON TUNL \ SUTTER ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 507 BUSH ST BUSH ST GRANT AVE 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 300 BAY ST BAY ST POWELL ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 60 BROADWAY  DAVIS ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 275 SACRAMENTO ST SACRAMENTO ST DAVIS ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 57 POST ST POST ST LICK PL 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2168 MASON ST MASON ST LOMBARD ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 840 TAYLOR ST TAYLOR ST MULFORD ALY 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1808 LARKIN ST LARKIN ST JACKSON ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 123 OFARRELL ST OFARRELL ST STOCKTON ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 498 JACKSON ST JACKSON ST HOTALING PL 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 417 STOCKTON ST STOCKTON ST STOCKTON TUNL \ SUTTER ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 200 POWELL ST POWELL ST OFARRELL ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 200 KEARNY ST KEARNY ST SUTTER ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1201 STOCKTON ST STOCKTON ST PACIFIC AVE 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 180 SUTTER ST SUTTER ST LICK PL 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 50 BAY ST BAY ST KEARNY ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1100 SACRAMENTO ST SACRAMENTO ST MASON ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 200 POWELL ST POWELL ST OFARRELL ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 301 GEARY ST GEARY ST POWELL ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 990 VALLEJO ST VALLEJO ST ALTA VISTA TER 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 760 FILBERT ST FILBERT ST COLUMBUS AVE \ VIA BUFANO 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1821 GRANT AVE GRANT AVE LOMBARD ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1570 STOCKTON ST STOCKTON ST COLUMBUS AVE \ GREEN ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 32 LOMBARD ST LOMBARD ST BATTERY ST \ THE EMBARCADERO 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 100 BUSH ST BUSH ST BATTERY ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1900 POLK ST POLK ST JACKSON ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 450 POWELL ST POWELL ST POST ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1300 COLUMBUS AVE COLUMBUS AVE NORTH POINT ST 03



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 20 OFARRELL ST OFARRELL ST SECURITY PACIFIC PL 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 225 BATTERY ST BATTERY ST CALIFORNIA ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1100 SACRAMENTO ST SACRAMENTO ST MASON ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1122 POWELL ST POWELL ST WASHINGTON ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 924 GRANT AVE GRANT AVE WASHINGTON ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 301 GEARY ST GEARY ST POWELL ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1100 GRANT AVE GRANT AVE PACIFIC AVE 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 381 BUSH ST BUSH ST BELDEN ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1208 STOCKTON ST STOCKTON ST PACIFIC AVE 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 895 PACIFIC AVE PACIFIC AVE TRENTON ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 943 FILBERT ST FILBERT ST REDFIELD ALY 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 659 COLUMBUS AVE COLUMBUS AVE POWELL ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 52 CALIFORNIA ST CALIFORNIA ST DRUMM ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1706 HYDE ST HYDE ST BROADWAY 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 279 COLUMBUS AVE COLUMBUS AVE JACK KEROUAC ALY \ SAROYAN PL 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   LARKIN ST ROCKLAND ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1200 STOCKTON ST STOCKTON ST PACIFIC AVE 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 733 GRANT AVE GRANT AVE COMMERCIAL ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 430 CALIFORNIA ST CALIFORNIA ST SANSOME ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 670 DAVIS ST DAVIS ST DAVIS CT \ JACKSON ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   CLAY ST WALTER U LUM PL 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1400 BROADWAY  BROADWAY LARKIN ST \ ROBERT C LEVY TUNL 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 586 BUSH ST BUSH ST CHATHAM PL 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 699 SUTTER ST SUTTER ST MASON ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1800 HYDE ST HYDE ST VALLEJO ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1483 MASON ST MASON ST PACIFIC AVE 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 398 GEARY ST GEARY ST POWELL ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 200 COLUMBUS AVE COLUMBUS AVE PACIFIC AVE 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 380 BEACH ST BEACH ST MASON ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1653 GRANT AVE GRANT AVE JACK MICHELINE ALY 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 929 PINE ST PINE ST VINE TER 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 240 FRONT ST FRONT ST HALLECK ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 220 GEARY ST GEARY ST STOCKTON ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   BROADWAY KEARNY ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 924 GRANT AVE GRANT AVE WASHINGTON ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 852 STOCKTON ST STOCKTON ST SACRAMENTO ST \ STOCKTON TUNL 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1301 MASON ST MASON ST JACKSON ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1701 MASON ST MASON ST GREEN ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 529 POWELL ST POWELL ST SUTTER ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 8 MISSION ST MISSION ST THE EMBARCADERO 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 420 TAYLOR ST TAYLOR ST OFARRELL ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 80 ELLIS ST ELLIS ST 04TH ST \ MARKET ST \ STOCKTON ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1221 JONES ST JONES ST SACRAMENTO ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1085 SUTTER ST SUTTER ST HYDE ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 929 PINE ST PINE ST VINE TER 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 698 POST ST POST ST OPHIR ALY 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 186 FRANCISCO ST FRANCISCO ST GRANT AVE 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1123 SUTTER ST SUTTER ST LARKIN ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1316 PINE ST PINE ST HYDE ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 301 GEARY ST GEARY ST POWELL ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 501 GREENWICH ST GREENWICH ST GRANT AVE 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 400 CALIFORNIA ST CALIFORNIA ST SANSOME ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 835 PACIFIC AVE PACIFIC AVE CORDELIA ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1299 CALIFORNIA ST CALIFORNIA ST JONES ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 68 BAY ST BAY ST KEARNY ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1423 POWELL ST POWELL ST BROADWAY \ ROBERT C LEVY TUNL 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1118 POWELL ST POWELL ST WASHINGTON ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 100 POWELL ST POWELL ST ELLIS ST 03



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1 POST ST POST ST MONTGOMERY ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 565 GRANT AVE GRANT AVE VINTON CT 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 495 GEARY ST GEARY ST MASON ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 44 MONTGOMERY ST MONTGOMERY ST POST ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 693 SUTTER ST SUTTER ST MASON ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 854 GRANT AVE GRANT AVE CLAY ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1101 SUTTER ST SUTTER ST LARKIN ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 100 POWELL ST POWELL ST ELLIS ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1560 VAN NESS AVE VAN NESS AVE PINE ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 460 BUSH ST BUSH ST MARK LN 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1 CALIFORNIA ST CALIFORNIA ST DRUMM ST 03

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1380 SLOAT BLVD SLOAT BLVD EL MIRASOL PL 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2626 38TH AVE 38TH AVE VICENTE ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1317 37TH AVE 37TH AVE IRVING ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1801 VICENTE ST VICENTE ST 28TH AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2372 22ND AVE 22ND AVE SANTIAGO ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1733 19TH AVE 19TH AVE MORAGA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1 CONSTANSO WAY CONSTANSO WAY CRESTLAKE DR 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1383 41ST AVE 41ST AVE IRVING ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2200 46TH AVE 46TH AVE RIVERA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2667 47TH AVE 47TH AVE CUTLER AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1238 23RD AVE 23RD AVE LINCOLN WAY 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2010 46TH AVE 46TH AVE PACHECO ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 850 VICENTE ST VICENTE ST 19TH AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   LAKESHORE PLZ SLOAT BLVD 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1825 21ST AVE 21ST AVE NORIEGA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2124 TARAVAL ST TARAVAL ST 31ST AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2075 21ST AVE 21ST AVE PACHECO ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2435 46TH AVE 46TH AVE TARAVAL ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3246 JUDAH ST JUDAH ST 37TH AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4145 LAWTON ST LAWTON ST 47TH AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2671 21ST AVE 21ST AVE VICENTE ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1300 QUINTARA ST QUINTARA ST 22ND AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1337 ORTEGA ST ORTEGA ST 20TH AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1474 40TH AVE 40TH AVE JUDAH ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2701 SUNSET BLVD SUNSET BLVD WAWONA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1238 28TH AVE 28TH AVE LINCOLN WAY 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1763 23RD AVE 23RD AVE MORAGA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2130 34TH AVE 34TH AVE QUINTARA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1830 MORAGA ST MORAGA ST 24TH AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1030 TARAVAL ST TARAVAL ST 20TH AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2900 21ST AVE 21ST AVE SLOAT BLVD 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3427 IRVING ST IRVING ST 35TH AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2200 47TH AVE 47TH AVE RIVERA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 171 LAKESHORE DR LAKESHORE DR COUNTRY CLUB DR 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 601 EUCALYPTUS DR EUCALYPTUS DR MELBA AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2278 46TH AVE 46TH AVE RIVERA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1206 47TH AVE 47TH AVE LINCOLN WAY 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2040 GREAT HWY GREAT HWY PACHECO ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4641 LINCOLN WAY LINCOLN WAY 47TH AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1245 VICENTE ST VICENTE ST 23RD AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2500 25TH AVE 25TH AVE ULLOA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1351 31ST AVE 31ST AVE IRVING ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1571 43RD AVE 43RD AVE KIRKHAM ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1033 TARAVAL ST TARAVAL ST 20TH AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 555 CRESTLAKE DR CRESTLAKE DR YORBA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 560 CRESTLAKE DR CRESTLAKE DR YORBA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 595 CRESTLAKE DR CRESTLAKE DR YORBA ST 04



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2482 47TH AVE 47TH AVE TARAVAL ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2494 47TH AVE 47TH AVE TARAVAL ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1663 30TH AVE 30TH AVE LAWTON ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1774 GREAT HWY GREAT HWY MORAGA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2520 22ND AVE 22ND AVE ULLOA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2526 22ND AVE 22ND AVE ULLOA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2540 22ND AVE 22ND AVE ULLOA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2546 22ND AVE 22ND AVE ULLOA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2570 22ND AVE 22ND AVE ULLOA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1444 TARAVAL ST TARAVAL ST 24TH AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1040 VICENTE ST VICENTE ST 21ST AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2200 46TH AVE 46TH AVE RIVERA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2243 24TH AVE 24TH AVE RIVERA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2255 24TH AVE 24TH AVE RIVERA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2401 24TH AVE 24TH AVE TARAVAL ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1900 SUNSET BLVD SUNSET BLVD ORTEGA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1771 21ST AVE 21ST AVE MORAGA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1530 VICENTE ST VICENTE ST 26TH AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2470 GREAT HWY GREAT HWY 48TH AVE \ TARAVAL ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1755 20TH AVE 20TH AVE MORAGA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2195 28TH AVE 28TH AVE QUINTARA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2050 IRVING ST IRVING ST 21ST AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2430 29TH AVE 29TH AVE TARAVAL ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2214 NORIEGA ST NORIEGA ST 29TH AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1150 TARAVAL ST TARAVAL ST 21ST AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   41ST AVE MORAGA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1392 GREAT HWY GREAT HWY IRVING ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1463 19TH AVE 19TH AVE JUDAH ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1125 QUINTARA ST QUINTARA ST 20TH AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1135 QUINTARA ST QUINTARA ST 20TH AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1406 25TH AVE 25TH AVE JUDAH ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2833 NORIEGA ST NORIEGA ST 35TH AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1883 19TH AVE 19TH AVE NORIEGA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2279 37TH AVE 37TH AVE RIVERA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1033 VICENTE ST VICENTE ST 21ST AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2254 31ST AVE 31ST AVE RIVERA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3010 NORIEGA ST NORIEGA ST 37TH AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3400 LAWTON ST LAWTON ST 40TH AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2267 27TH AVE 27TH AVE RIVERA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3645 SANTIAGO ST SANTIAGO ST 47TH AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2471 28TH AVE 28TH AVE TARAVAL ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3622 RIVERA ST RIVERA ST 46TH AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1271 38TH AVE 38TH AVE LINCOLN WAY 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2700 40TH AVE 40TH AVE WAWONA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2458 33RD AVE 33RD AVE TARAVAL ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2123 28TH AVE 28TH AVE QUINTARA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1201 36TH AVE 36TH AVE LINCOLN WAY 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 899 WAWONA ST WAWONA ST 19TH AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1210 ORTEGA ST ORTEGA ST 19TH AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2695 19TH AVE 19TH AVE VICENTE ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2191 30TH AVE 30TH AVE QUINTARA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2286 25TH AVE 25TH AVE RIVERA ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1200 TARAVAL ST TARAVAL ST 22ND AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2603 21ST AVE 21ST AVE VICENTE ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   GREAT HWY JUDAH ST 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   GREAT HWY CUTLER AVE 04

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1 DR CARLTON B GOODLETT PL DR CARLTON B GOODLETT PL GROVE ST \ POLK ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 900 VAN NESS AVE VAN NESS AVE ELLIS ST 05



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 330 ELLIS ST ELLIS ST TAYLOR ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 455 GOLDEN GATE AVE GOLDEN GATE AVE LARKIN ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 500 EDDY ST EDDY ST HYDE ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1101 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD GEARY ST \ VAN NESS AVE 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 489 HAYES ST HAYES ST GOUGH ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 793 DIVISADERO ST DIVISADERO ST GROVE ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 17 CHARLES J BRENHAM PL CHARLES J BRENHAM PL 07TH ST \ MARKET ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1700 ELLIS ST ELLIS ST STEINER ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1101 VAN NESS AVE VAN NESS AVE GEARY BLVD \ GEARY ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1700 ELLIS ST ELLIS ST STEINER ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 155 FULTON ST FULTON ST HYDE ST \ UNITED NATIONS PLZ 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 599 DIVISADERO ST DIVISADERO ST FELL ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1709 OAK ST OAK ST ASHBURY ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1235 FELL ST FELL ST DIVISADERO ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1626 HAYES ST HAYES ST LYON ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   GROVE ST SCOTT ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   GROVE ST STEINER ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 500 STANYAN ST STANYAN ST HAYES ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2198 FELL ST FELL ST SHRADER ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 300 LARKIN ST LARKIN ST MCALLISTER ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 500 GROVE ST GROVE ST OCTAVIA ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1698 FELL ST FELL ST CENTRAL AVE 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 835 OFARRELL ST OFARRELL ST LARKIN ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1825 POST ST POST ST WEBSTER ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1455 FILLMORE ST FILLMORE ST ELLIS ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 664 LARKIN ST LARKIN ST WILLOW ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1101 LAGUNA ST TURK ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1330 FILLMORE ST FILLMORE ST EDDY ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 201 LINDEN ST LINDEN ST FRANKLIN ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 498 HAYES ST HAYES ST GOUGH ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 100 GROVE ST GROVE ST DR CARLTON B GOODLETT PL \ POLK ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 940 HAYES ST HAYES ST FILLMORE ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1482 PAGE ST PAGE ST CENTRAL AVE 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 135 BUCHANAN ST BUCHANAN ST HERMANN ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 927 DIVISADERO ST DIVISADERO ST MCALLISTER ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 861 DIVISADERO ST DIVISADERO ST FULTON ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1301 FILLMORE ST FILLMORE ST EDDY ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 545 OAK ST OAK ST BUCHANAN ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 666 ELLIS ST ELLIS ST HYDE ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1776 SUTTER ST SUTTER ST LAGUNA ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 301 SCOTT ST SCOTT ST PAGE ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 400 POLK ST POLK ST
DR CARLTON B GOODLETT PL \ MCALLISTER ST

05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1424 PAGE ST PAGE ST CENTRAL AVE 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 142 CENTRAL AVE CENTRAL AVE HAIGHT ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1921 FILLMORE ST FILLMORE ST WILMOT ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 146 CENTRAL AVE CENTRAL AVE HAIGHT ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1672 GROVE ST GROVE ST LYON ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 450 OFARRELL ST OFARRELL ST SHANNON ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2000 ELLIS ST ELLIS ST DIVISADERO ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 231 FRANKLIN ST FRANKLIN ST LINDEN ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 301 VAN NESS AVE VAN NESS AVE GROVE ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1699 POST ST POST ST LAGUNA ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 455 GOLDEN GATE AVE GOLDEN GATE AVE LARKIN ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1450 POST ST POST ST GOUGH ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 320 OCTAVIA ST OCTAVIA ST OAK ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 185 FRANKLIN ST FRANKLIN ST HICKORY ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 628 ELLIS ST ELLIS ST HYDE ST 05



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1001 EDDY ST EDDY ST GOUGH ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 101 GROVE ST GROVE ST DR CARLTON B GOODLETT PL \ POLK ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 201 ELLIS ST ELLIS ST MASON ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 57 TAYLOR ST TAYLOR ST 06TH ST \ GOLDEN GATE AVE \ MARKET ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   CHARLES J BRENHAM PL 07TH ST \ MARKET ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1114 MARKET ST MARKET ST JONES ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1640 STEINER ST STEINER ST GEARY BLVD 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 500 LARKIN ST LARKIN ST TURK ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 23 FRANKLIN ST FRANKLIN ST PAGE ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 340 GROVE ST GROVE ST FRANKLIN ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 490 FRANKLIN ST FRANKLIN ST FULTON ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 200 MCALLISTER ST MCALLISTER ST HYDE ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 450 IRVING ST IRVING ST 05TH AVE 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1611 POST ST POST ST LAGUNA ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 783 DIVISADERO ST DIVISADERO ST GROVE ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1545 DIVISADERO ST DIVISADERO ST GARDEN ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 600 DIVISADERO ST DIVISADERO ST HAYES ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1640 STEINER ST STEINER ST GEARY BLVD 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 501 OAK ST OAK ST BUCHANAN ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 701 FILLMORE ST FILLMORE ST HAYES ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 98 CLARENDON AVE CLARENDON AVE BIGLER AVE \ TWIN PEAKS BLVD 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1737 WEBSTER ST WEBSTER ST SUTTER ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   GROVE ST STEINER ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2050 BUCHANAN ST BUCHANAN ST PINE ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1720 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD WEBSTER ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1001 FRANKLIN ST FRANKLIN ST ELLIS ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4958 17TH ST 17TH ST SHRADER ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1698 POST ST POST ST LAGUNA ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 940 HAYES ST HAYES ST FILLMORE ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1701 FILLMORE ST FILLMORE ST POST ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1965 PAGE ST PAGE ST SHRADER ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 500 FREDERICK ST FREDERICK ST STANYAN ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 626 HAIGHT ST HAIGHT ST STEINER ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1720 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD WEBSTER ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 610 IVY ST IVY ST BUCHANAN ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1420 TURK ST TURK ST FILLMORE ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 360 GROVE ST GROVE ST FRANKLIN ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 630 GOUGH ST GOUGH ST ASH ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1899 FILLMORE ST FILLMORE ST SUTTER ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1691 LAGUNA ST LAGUNA ST HEMLOCK ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1284 03RD AVE 03RD AVE HUGO ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1795 POST ST POST ST BUCHANAN ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 387 HAIGHT ST HAIGHT ST BUCHANAN ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 890 FULTON ST FULTON ST FRIENDSHIP CT 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1223 WEBSTER ST WEBSTER ST EDDY ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1600 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD LAGUNA ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1425 IRVING ST IRVING ST 15TH AVE 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1392 FUNSTON AVE FUNSTON AVE IRVING ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 908 JUDAH ST JUDAH ST 14TH AVE 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1301 FILLMORE ST FILLMORE ST EDDY ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1510 EDDY ST EDDY ST FILLMORE ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2238 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD DIVISADERO ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1111 GOUGH ST GOUGH ST ELLIS ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   BRODERICK ST TURK ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1590 GEARY BLVD GEARY BLVD LAGUNA ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 251 OCTAVIA ST OCTAVIA ST LILY ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 127 BUCHANAN ST BUCHANAN ST HERMANN ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1362 03RD AVE 03RD AVE IRVING ST 05



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 37 CLEARY CT CLEARY CT GEARY BLVD 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 145 IRVING ST IRVING ST 02ND AVE 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 503 DIVISADERO ST DIVISADERO ST FELL ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 855 LINCOLN WAY LINCOLN WAY 09TH AVE 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 184 ROSE ST ROSE ST GOUGH ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 756 IRVING ST IRVING ST 08TH AVE 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1300 08TH AVE 08TH AVE IRVING ST 05

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 693 MISSION ST MISSION ST ANNIE ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 49 SOUTH VAN NESS AVE SOUTH VAN NESS AVE MARKET ST \ VAN NESS AVE 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 16 SHERMAN ST SHERMAN ST FOLSOM ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 580 07TH ST 07TH ST BRYANT ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 75 ESSEX ST ESSEX ST LANSING ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 165 08TH ST 08TH ST MINNA ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 895 HARRISON ST HARRISON ST 04TH ST \ I‐80 W ON RAMP 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 41 HALLAM ST HALLAM ST FOLSOM ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1650 03RD ST 03RD ST WARRIORS WAY 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 689 03RD ST 03RD ST BRANNAN ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 316 06TH ST 06TH ST FOLSOM ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1004 16TH ST 16TH ST MISSOURI ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 171 RHODE ISLAND ST RHODE ISLAND ST ALAMEDA ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 690 MARKET ST MARKET ST GEARY ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1280 04TH ST 04TH ST MISSION ROCK ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 326 BRYANT ST BRYANT ST BEALE ST \ DELANCEY ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 655 05TH ST 05TH ST BLUXOME ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   08TH ST NATOMA ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1298 MARKET ST MARKET ST 08TH ST \ GROVE ST \ HYDE ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 135 VERMONT ST VERMONT ST ALAMEDA ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1067 FOLSOM ST FOLSOM ST SHERMAN ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1390 MARKET ST MARKET ST 09TH ST \ LARKIN ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1201 08TH ST 08TH ST IRWIN ST \ WISCONSIN ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 422 11TH ST 11TH ST HARRISON ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1325 03RD ST 03RD ST CHINA BASIN ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 316 CLEMENTINA ST CLEMENTINA ST 04TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 808 BRANNAN ST BRANNAN ST 07TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 333 BRYANT ST BRYANT ST RINCON ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 329 BRYANT ST BRYANT ST BEALE ST \ DELANCEY ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 105 FREELON ST FREELON ST 04TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1380 HOWARD ST HOWARD ST GRACE ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1 02ND ST 02ND ST MARKET ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 35 02ND ST 02ND ST MARKET ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 266 04TH ST 04TH ST CLEMENTINA ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 530 BRYANT ST BRYANT ST RITCH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 201 KING ST 03RD ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1435 FOLSOM ST FOLSOM ST 10TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 201 11TH ST 11TH ST HOWARD ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1101 MARKET ST MARKET ST 07TH ST \ CHARLES J BRENHAM PL 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 190 10TH ST 10TH ST NATOMA ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 45 SOUTH PARK  SOUTH PARK JACK LONDON ALY 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 231 09TH ST 09TH ST TEHAMA ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 324 12TH ST 12TH ST FOLSOM ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 120 04TH ST 04TH ST MISSION ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 720 HOWARD ST HOWARD ST 03RD ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 790 TEHAMA ST TEHAMA ST 08TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 81 LANSING ST LANSING ST GUY PL 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 600 06TH ST 06TH ST

BRANNAN ST \ I‐280 NORTHBOUND \ I‐280 

SOUTHBOUND 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 33 FALMOUTH ST FALMOUTH ST FOLSOM ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1400 FOLSOM ST FOLSOM ST 10TH ST 06



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 678 MISSION ST MISSION ST ANNIE ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1550 HOWARD ST HOWARD ST LAFAYETTE ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 190 10TH ST 10TH ST NATOMA ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 8 10TH ST 10TH ST FELL ST \ MARKET ST \ POLK ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 512 BRANNAN ST BRANNAN ST 04TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1400 MISSION ST MISSION ST 10TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   08TH ST BRYANT ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 828 BRANNAN ST BRANNAN ST LANGTON ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 625 MARKET ST MARKET ST 02ND ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 895 HARRISON ST HARRISON ST 04TH ST \ I‐80 W ON RAMP 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 260 TOWNSEND ST TOWNSEND ST LUSK ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 450 06TH ST 06TH ST AHERN WAY 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 388 BEALE ST BEALE ST FOLSOM ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1325 03RD ST 03RD ST CHINA BASIN ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 532 JESSIE ST JESSIE ST 06TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 303 02ND ST 02ND ST FOLSOM ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   BEALE ST FOLSOM ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 975 HOWARD ST HOWARD ST MARY ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 171 GROVE ST GROVE ST DR CARLTON B GOODLETT PL \ POLK ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 155 09TH ST 09TH ST MINNA ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 337 03RD ST 03RD ST FOLSOM ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 100 VAN NESS AVE VAN NESS AVE FELL ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 162 LANGTON ST LANGTON ST DECKER ALY 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1023 MISSION ST MISSION ST 06TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 200 KING ST KING ST 03RD ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 88 SPEAR ST SPEAR ST MARKET ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 114 07TH ST 07TH ST MISSION ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 555 POLK ST POLK ST ELM ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1128 MARKET ST MARKET ST 07TH ST \ CHARLES J BRENHAM PL 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 750 NATOMA ST NATOMA ST 08TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 201 MISSION ST MISSION ST MAIN ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 451 06TH ST 06TH ST AHERN WAY 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 233 BEALE ST BEALE ST HOWARD ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 132 PERRY ST PERRY ST 03RD ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 62 MOSS ST MOSS ST HOWARD ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 29 03RD ST 03RD ST KEARNY ST \ MARKET ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1200 MISSION ST MISSION ST 08TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 55 HAWTHORNE ST HAWTHORNE ST HOWARD ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 455 08TH ST 08TH ST I‐80 W OFF RAMP 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   CHINA BASIN ST TERRY A FRANCOIS BLVD 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 14 ISIS ST ISIS ST 12TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1144 MISSION ST MISSION ST 07TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1550 HOWARD ST HOWARD ST LAFAYETTE ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 33 GOUGH ST GOUGH ST MCCOPPIN ST \ OTIS ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 39 JONES ST JONES ST MCALLISTER ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1200 MISSION ST MISSION ST 08TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 143 SOUTH VAN NESS AVE SOUTH VAN NESS AVE 12TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 450 10TH ST 10TH ST HARRISON ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 199 NEW MONTGOMERY ST NATOMA ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 175 06TH ST 06TH ST NATOMA ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 230 HYDE ST HYDE ST TURK ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 301 EDDY ST EDDY ST JONES ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 380 ELLIS ST ELLIS ST TAYLOR ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 41 GROVE ST GROVE ST 08TH ST \ HYDE ST \ MARKET ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 360 04TH ST 04TH ST SHIPLEY ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   HARRISON ST MAIN ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1375 03RD ST 03RD ST CHINA BASIN ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 50 FREMONT ST FREMONT ST FRONT ST \ MARKET ST 06



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 350 MCALLISTER ST MCALLISTER ST LARKIN ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1407 MARKET ST MARKET ST 10TH ST \ FELL ST \ POLK ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 30 FELL ST FELL ST 10TH ST \ MARKET ST \ POLK ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 72 TOWNSEND ST TOWNSEND ST COLIN P KELLY JR ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1256 MARKET ST MARKET ST 08TH ST \ GROVE ST \ HYDE ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1089 MISSION ST MISSION ST 06TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1402 MARKET ST MARKET ST 10TH ST \ FELL ST \ POLK ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1188 FOLSOM ST FOLSOM ST RODGERS ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 25 JESSIE ST JESSIE ST ECKER ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 600 16TH ST 16TH ST 04TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 121 SPEAR ST MISSION ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1001 HARRISON ST HARRISON ST 06TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 360 04TH ST 04TH ST SHIPLEY ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 260 KING ST KING ST 03RD ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 351 ELLIS ST ELLIS ST TAYLOR ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   11TH ST KISSLING ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1411 MARKET ST MARKET ST 10TH ST \ FELL ST \ POLK ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 252 12TH ST 12TH ST KISSLING ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 753 MISSION ST MISSION ST 03RD ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 260 08TH ST 08TH ST TEHAMA ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 199 GROVE ST GROVE ST DR CARLTON B GOODLETT PL \ POLK ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   AHERN WAY HARRIET ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 160 SOUTH VAN NESS AVE SOUTH VAN NESS AVE 12TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 110 12TH ST 12TH ST SOUTH VAN NESS AVE 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 81 LANSING ST LANSING ST GUY PL 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 94 TURK ST TURK ST MARKET ST \ MASON ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 455 09TH ST 09TH ST HARRISON ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 36 VALENCIA ST VALENCIA ST MARKET ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 777 HARRISON ST HARRISON ST LAPU‐LAPU ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 402 ELLIS ST ELLIS ST JONES ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 405 TAYLOR ST TAYLOR ST OFARRELL ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 405 TAYLOR ST TAYLOR ST OFARRELL ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 301 MISSION ST MISSION ST BEALE ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 70 04TH ST 04TH ST JESSIE ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   04TH ST MISSION ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 85 MCALLISTER ST MCALLISTER ST CHARLES J BRENHAM PL 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 180 HOWARD ST HOWARD ST SPEAR ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 255 10TH ST 10TH ST HOWARD ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 450 HARRISON ST HARRISON ST FREMONT ST \ I‐80 W OFF RAMP 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 650 DELANCEY ST DELANCEY ST BRANNAN ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1049 MARKET ST MARKET ST 06TH ST \ GOLDEN GATE AVE \ TAYLOR ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 890 GEARY ST GEARY ST HYDE ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 193 06TH ST 06TH ST NATOMA ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 301 MISSION ST MISSION ST BEALE ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1468 FOLSOM ST FOLSOM ST JUNIPER ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 450 10TH ST 10TH ST HARRISON ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   11TH ST MISSION ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 489 TERRY A FRANCOIS BLVD TERRY A FRANCOIS BLVD CHINA BASIN ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 450 10TH ST 10TH ST HARRISON ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 300 TURK ST TURK ST LEAVENWORTH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 25 ESSEX ST ESSEX ST FOLSOM ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 77 MCALLISTER ST MCALLISTER ST CHARLES J BRENHAM PL 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 87 MCALLISTER ST MCALLISTER ST CHARLES J BRENHAM PL 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 930 BRYANT ST BRYANT ST LANGTON ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 151 ALICE B TOKLAS PL ALICE B TOKLAS PL MYRTLE ST \ POLK ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1450 FOLSOM ST FOLSOM ST JUNIPER ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 118 02ND ST 02ND ST MISSION ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 120 11TH ST 11TH ST MISSION ST 06



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 388 ELLIS ST ELLIS ST TAYLOR ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1208 MARKET ST MARKET ST 08TH ST \ GROVE ST \ HYDE ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 121 07TH ST 07TH ST MINNA ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 360 04TH ST 04TH ST SHIPLEY ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 606 NATOMA ST NATOMA ST 07TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 810 HOWARD ST 04TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 163 MAIN ST MAIN ST MISSION ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 50 SOUTH VAN NESS AVE SOUTH VAN NESS AVE MARKET ST \ VAN NESS AVE 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 149 BRANNAN ST BRANNAN ST THE EMBARCADERO 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 564 04TH ST 04TH ST WELSH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 465 STEVENSON ST STEVENSON ST 05TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 845 MARKET ST 04TH ST \ ELLIS ST \ STOCKTON ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1017 MARKET ST MARKET ST 06TH ST \ GOLDEN GATE AVE \ TAYLOR ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1450 03RD ST 03RD ST MISSION BAY BLVD 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1700 04TH ST 04TH ST CAMPUS WAY 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 385 TAYLOR ST TAYLOR ST ELLIS ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 33 08TH ST 08TH ST GROVE ST \ HYDE ST \ MARKET ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1095 MARKET ST MARKET ST 06TH ST \ GOLDEN GATE AVE \ TAYLOR ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 81 05TH ST 05TH ST JESSIE ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 100 VAN NESS AVE VAN NESS AVE FELL ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 70 04TH ST 04TH ST JESSIE ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 40 LEAVENWORTH ST LEAVENWORTH ST UNITED NATIONS PLZ 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 260 08TH ST 08TH ST TEHAMA ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 52 GROVE ST GROVE ST LARKIN ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 99 GROVE ST GROVE ST LARKIN ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 701 LARKIN ST LARKIN ST ELLIS ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 120 04TH ST 04TH ST MISSION ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 200 04TH ST 04TH ST HOWARD ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 575 POLK ST POLK ST ELM ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 300 TURK ST TURK ST LEAVENWORTH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   LEAVENWORTH ST UNITED NATIONS PLZ 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   01ST ST BUSH ST \ MARKET ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1067 MARKET ST MARKET ST 06TH ST \ GOLDEN GATE AVE \ TAYLOR ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   01ST ST BUSH ST \ MARKET ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 500 TERRY A FRANCOIS BLVD TERRY A FRANCOIS BLVD MISSION BAY BLVD 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 310 TOWNSEND ST TOWNSEND ST 04TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 40 LEAVENWORTH ST LEAVENWORTH ST UNITED NATIONS PLZ 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 402 ELLIS ST ELLIS ST JONES ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 190 07TH ST 07TH ST NATOMA ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   ESSEX ST LANSING ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 540 MISSION BAY BLVD MISSION BAY BLVD NORTH 03RD ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 680 08TH ST 08TH ST BRANNAN ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   11TH ST MISSION ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   04TH ST HOWARD ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 901 MARKET ST MARKET ST 05TH ST \ CYRIL MAGNIN ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 790 HOWARD ST HOWARD ST 03RD ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 69 DR CARLTON B GOODLETT PL DR CARLTON B GOODLETT PL GROVE ST \ POLK ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   FOLSOM ST HAWTHORNE ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1628 FOLSOM ST FOLSOM ST 12TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 783 MISSION ST MISSION ST 03RD ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 85 MCALLISTER ST MCALLISTER ST CHARLES J BRENHAM PL 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 643 NATOMA ST NATOMA ST 07TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1067 MARKET ST MARKET ST 06TH ST \ GOLDEN GATE AVE \ TAYLOR ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1209 HOWARD ST HOWARD ST 08TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 120 11TH ST 11TH ST MISSION ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1581 MISSION ST MISSION ST LAFAYETTE ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 350 SPEAR ST SPEAR ST FOLSOM ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 475 MARKET ST MARKET ST FREMONT ST \ FRONT ST 06



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 684 LARKIN ST LARKIN ST WILLOW ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1112 HARRISON ST HARRISON ST I‐80 W ON RAMP 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1068 MISSION ST MISSION ST 06TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 241 JONES ST JONES ST TURK ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 121 SPEAR ST MISSION ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 155 MAIN ST MAIN ST MISSION ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   01ST ST BUSH ST \ MARKET ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 235 MAIN ST MAIN ST HOWARD ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1106 MARKET ST MARKET ST JONES ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3 GROVE ST GROVE ST 08TH ST \ HYDE ST \ MARKET ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 345 SPEAR ST SPEAR ST FOLSOM ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 150 BERRY ST 03RD ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   01ST ST BUSH ST \ MARKET ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1690 FOLSOM ST FOLSOM ST 12TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 750 HOWARD ST HOWARD ST 03RD ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 87 MCALLISTER ST MCALLISTER ST CHARLES J BRENHAM PL 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 630 08TH ST 08TH ST BRANNAN ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 901 GEARY ST GEARY ST LARKIN ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 555 GEARY ST GEARY ST SHANNON ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 100 VAN NESS AVE VAN NESS AVE FELL ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 901 MISSION ST MISSION ST 05TH ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   HARRISON ST MORRIS ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 601 MARKET ST MARKET ST 02ND ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1256 MARKET ST MARKET ST 08TH ST \ GROVE ST \ HYDE ST 06

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1448 18TH AVE 18TH AVE JUDAH ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 170 SAINT ELMO WAY SAINT ELMO WAY EL VERANO WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 250 LAGUNA HONDA BLVD LAGUNA HONDA BLVD CLARENDON AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 390 SAN BENITO WAY SAN BENITO WAY UPLAND DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 490 MAGELLAN AVE MAGELLAN AVE MONTALVO AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 100 FONT BLVD FONT BLVD CHUMASERO DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 266 PACHECO ST PACHECO ST MARCELA AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 395 STAPLES AVE STAPLES AVE FOERSTER ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2433 OCEAN AVE OCEAN AVE SAN FERNANDO WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 264 COLON AVE COLON AVE MONTECITO AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 65 BUCKINGHAM WAY BUCKINGHAM WAY 19TH AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1485 16TH AVE 16TH AVE JUDAH ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 196 CASTENADA AVE CASTENADA AVE FOREST HILL PATH \ MAGELLAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 80 MARCELA AVE MARCELA AVE SOLA AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 75 MARCELA AVE MARCELA AVE SOLA AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 342 MIRAMAR AVE MIRAMAR AVE OCEAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 733 MIRAMAR AVE MIRAMAR AVE EASTWOOD DR \ WESTWOOD DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 739 MIRAMAR AVE MIRAMAR AVE EASTWOOD DR \ WESTWOOD DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 365 CASITAS AVE CASITAS AVE BAXTER ALY \ CRESTA VISTA DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 670 MIRAMAR AVE MIRAMAR AVE WILDWOOD WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 682 MIRAMAR AVE MIRAMAR AVE WILDWOOD WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 700 MIRAMAR AVE MIRAMAR AVE EASTWOOD DR \ WESTWOOD DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 730 MIRAMAR AVE MIRAMAR AVE EASTWOOD DR \ WESTWOOD DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 740 MIRAMAR AVE MIRAMAR AVE EASTWOOD DR \ WESTWOOD DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 800 MIRAMAR AVE MIRAMAR AVE NORTHWOOD DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 801 MIRAMAR AVE MIRAMAR AVE NORTHWOOD DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 815 MIRAMAR AVE MIRAMAR AVE NORTHWOOD DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 820 MIRAMAR AVE MIRAMAR AVE NORTHWOOD DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 830 MIRAMAR AVE MIRAMAR AVE NORTHWOOD DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 885 MIRAMAR AVE MIRAMAR AVE NORTHWOOD DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 959 MONTEREY BLVD MONTEREY BLVD PLYMOUTH AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 660 MIRAMAR AVE MIRAMAR AVE WILDWOOD WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1035 MONTEREY BLVD MONTEREY BLVD FAXON AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1145 MONTEREY BLVD MONTEREY BLVD SAINT ELMO WAY 07



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 35 AGUA WAY AGUA WAY TERESITA BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 950 FAXON AVE FAXON AVE PIZARRO WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1365 MONTEREY BLVD MONTEREY BLVD EL VERANO WAY \ NORTHGATE DR \ SAN FELIPE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1375 MONTEREY BLVD MONTEREY BLVD EL VERANO WAY \ NORTHGATE DR \ SAN FELIPE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 49 MARCELA AVE MARCELA AVE SOLA AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 550 DEWEY BLVD DEWEY BLVD PACHECO ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1800 OCEAN AVE OCEAN AVE DORADO TER \ JULES AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 489 JOOST AVE JOOST AVE DETROIT ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 425 WEST PORTAL AVE WEST PORTAL AVE 15TH AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 500 KIRKHAM ST KIRKHAM ST 09TH AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 40 ENTRADA CT ENTRADA CT END 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 44 ENTRADA CT ENTRADA CT END 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1 BEACHMONT DR BEACHMONT DR SLOAT BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2418 17TH AVE 17TH AVE TARAVAL ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 247 LANSDALE AVE LANSDALE AVE ROBINHOOD DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 29 LOPEZ AVE LOPEZ AVE SOTELO AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 347 JUDAH ST JUDAH ST 08TH AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 0801 OCEAN AVE OCEAN AVE HOWTH ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1575 07TH AVE 07TH AVE KIRKHAM ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 101 EDNA ST EDNA ST MARSTON AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 26 JUDAH ST JUDAH ST 05TH AVE \ PARNASSUS AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 10 WESTWOOD DR WESTWOOD DR EASTWOOD DR \ MIRAMAR AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 33 SOTELO AVE SOTELO AVE SANTA RITA AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 369 WEST PORTAL AVE WEST PORTAL AVE 14TH AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 109 LAWTON ST LAWTON ST 07TH AVE \ WARREN DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 31 CLAREMONT BLVD CLAREMONT BLVD

DEWEY BLVD \ KENSINGTON WAY \ 

MONTALVO AVE \ TARAVAL ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 78 EASTWOOD DR EASTWOOD DR SAN RAMON WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1390 15TH AVE 15TH AVE IRVING ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1065 MONTEREY BLVD MONTEREY BLVD FAXON AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 160 EASTWOOD DR EASTWOOD DR WILDWOOD WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 398 SAN LEANDRO WAY SAN LEANDRO WAY DARIEN WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   07TH AVE JUDAH ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1330 MONTEREY BLVD MONTEREY BLVD EL VERANO WAY \ NORTHGATE DR \ SAN FELIPE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 888 MONTEREY BLVD MONTEREY BLVD HAZELWOOD AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1100 MONTEREY BLVD MONTEREY BLVD SAINT ELMO WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 724 IRVING ST IRVING ST 08TH AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 925 LAGUNA HONDA BLVD LAGUNA HONDA BLVD ROCKAWAY AVE \ ULLOA ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1387 05TH AVE 05TH AVE IRVING ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1433 07TH AVE 07TH AVE JUDAH ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 242 WAWONA ST WAWONA ST VICENTE ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 478 HAZELWOOD AVE HAZELWOOD AVE GLOBE ALY \ LOS PALMOS DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1367 06TH AVE 06TH AVE IRVING ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 100 JUDAH ST JUDAH ST 06TH AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 45 SAN ANSELMO AVE SAN ANSELMO AVE SAN BENITO WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 151 BADEN ST BADEN ST HEARST AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2176 19TH AVE 19TH AVE QUINTARA ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1430 MONTEREY BLVD MONTEREY BLVD EL VERANO WAY \ NORTHGATE DR \ SAN FELIPE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 21 SAN BENITO WAY SAN BENITO WAY SAN ANSELMO AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 27 SAN BENITO WAY SAN BENITO WAY SAN ANSELMO AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 701 BROTHERHOOD WAY BROTHERHOOD WAY JUNIPERO SERRA BLVD ON RAMP 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 399 SAN FERNANDO WAY SAN FERNANDO WAY DARIEN WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 200 SAN BENITO WAY SAN BENITO WAY MONTEREY BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1647 16TH AVE 16TH AVE LAWTON ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 266 SANTA PAULA AVE SANTA PAULA AVE SAN JACINTO WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 27 SOTELO AVE SOTELO AVE SANTA RITA AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 75 SANTA MONICA WAY SANTA MONICA WAY SAN LORENZO WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 100 SANTA PAULA AVE SANTA PAULA AVE SANTA MONICA WAY 07



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   PORTOLA DR KENSINGTON WAY \ MIRALOMA DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   SANTA CLARA AVE TERRACE DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 70 SANTA CLARA AVE SANTA CLARA AVE SANTA MONICA WAY \ YERBA BUENA AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 324 TARAVAL ST TARAVAL ST FUNSTON AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 185 EUCALYPTUS DR EUCALYPTUS DR GLADIOLUS LN 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 801 GONZALEZ DR GONZALEZ DR RIVAS AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 151 OLYMPIA WAY OLYMPIA WAY DELLBROOK AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 172 DELLBROOK AVE DELLBROOK AVE OLYMPIA WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 200 DELLBROOK AVE DELLBROOK AVE STARVIEW WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 209 DELLBROOK AVE DELLBROOK AVE STARVIEW WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 29 DELLBROOK AVE DELLBROOK AVE OLYMPIA WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 111 DELLBROOK AVE DELLBROOK AVE OLYMPIA WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 147 DELLBROOK AVE DELLBROOK AVE OLYMPIA WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 125 MOUNTAIN SPRING AVE MOUNTAIN SPRING AVE STANYAN ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 150 SANTA ANA AVE SANTA ANA AVE SAINT FRANCIS BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1601 MONTEREY BLVD MONTEREY BLVD SAN ANSELMO AVE \ SANTA CLARA AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 530 PARNASSUS AVE PARNASSUS AVE HILLWAY AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 800 ULLOA ST ULLOA ST CLAREMONT BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1201 05TH AVE 05TH AVE LINCOLN WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 700 VICTORIA ST VICTORIA ST URBANO DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 17 JUANITA WAY JUANITA WAY TERESITA BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 288 EVELYN WAY EVELYN WAY TERESITA BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 337 WEST PORTAL AVE WEST PORTAL AVE 14TH AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1700 OCEAN AVE OCEAN AVE FAXON AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 360 WEST PORTAL AVE WEST PORTAL AVE 14TH AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 95 CRESTMONT DR CRESTMONT DR CHRISTOPHER DR \ GLENHAVEN LN 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 15 MONTALVO AVE MONTALVO AVE CASTENADA AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2522 OCEAN AVE OCEAN AVE JUNIPERO SERRA BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 38 HEARST AVE HEARST AVE CIRCULAR AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 101 PINEHURST WAY PINEHURST WAY KENWOOD WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 39 FAIRFIELD WAY FAIRFIELD WAY OCEAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 47 FAIRFIELD WAY FAIRFIELD WAY OCEAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 52 FAIRFIELD WAY FAIRFIELD WAY OCEAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 60 FAIRFIELD WAY FAIRFIELD WAY OCEAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 67 LAKEWOOD AVE LAKEWOOD AVE OCEAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 29 LAKEWOOD AVE LAKEWOOD AVE OCEAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 55 LAKEWOOD AVE LAKEWOOD AVE OCEAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 73 LAKEWOOD AVE LAKEWOOD AVE OCEAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1801 MONTEREY BLVD MONTEREY BLVD SANTA ANA AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1661 17TH AVE 17TH AVE LAWTON ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1900 18TH AVE 18TH AVE ORTEGA ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 85 LAKEWOOD AVE LAKEWOOD AVE OCEAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 91 LAKEWOOD AVE LAKEWOOD AVE OCEAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 160 WESTGATE DR WESTGATE DR KENWOOD WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2274 16TH AVE 16TH AVE RIVERA ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 288 DENSLOWE DR DENSLOWE DR HOLLOWAY AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 15 WESTGATE DR WESTGATE DR CERRITOS AVE \ OCEAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 135 MANOR DR MANOR DR FAIRFIELD WAY \ KENWOOD WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 190 APTOS AVE APTOS AVE UPLAND DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 59 MANOR DR MANOR DR OCEAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 24 MANOR DR MANOR DR OCEAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 143 DALEWOOD WAY DALEWOOD WAY LANSDALE AVE \ MYRA WAY \ SHERWOOD CT 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 157 DALEWOOD WAY DALEWOOD WAY LANSDALE AVE \ MYRA WAY \ SHERWOOD CT 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 161 DALEWOOD WAY DALEWOOD WAY LANSDALE AVE \ MYRA WAY \ SHERWOOD CT 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 165 DALEWOOD WAY DALEWOOD WAY LANSDALE AVE \ MYRA WAY \ SHERWOOD CT 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2234 17TH AVE 17TH AVE RIVERA ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2650 15TH AVE 15TH AVE VICENTE ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 39 PINEHURST WAY PINEHURST WAY OCEAN AVE 07



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024
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Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 745 VICENTE ST VICENTE ST 18TH AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2634 15TH AVE 15TH AVE VICENTE ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2638 15TH AVE 15TH AVE VICENTE ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2642 15TH AVE 15TH AVE VICENTE ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 320 WAWONA ST WAWONA ST 14TH AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 154 PINEHURST WAY PINEHURST WAY KENWOOD WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 236 WEST PORTAL AVE WEST PORTAL AVE VICENTE ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 70 PINEHURST WAY PINEHURST WAY OCEAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2 PINEHURST WAY PINEHURST WAY OCEAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 55 PINEHURST WAY PINEHURST WAY OCEAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 96 MANOR DR MANOR DR OCEAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 245 KENWOOD WAY KENWOOD WAY KEYSTONE WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 650 UPLAND DR UPLAND DR APTOS AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 660 MIRAMAR AVE MIRAMAR AVE WILDWOOD WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 670 MIRAMAR AVE MIRAMAR AVE WILDWOOD WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 10 SAN ANDREAS WAY SAN ANDREAS WAY SAN ANSELMO AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1615 MONTEREY BLVD MONTEREY BLVD SAN ANSELMO AVE \ SANTA CLARA AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 127 WESTGATE DR WESTGATE DR KENWOOD WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 255 WESTGATE DR WESTGATE DR UPLAND DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 30 EASTWOOD DR EASTWOOD DR MIRAMAR AVE \ WESTWOOD DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 56 MERCED AVE MERCED AVE LAGUNA HONDA BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1845 MONTEREY BLVD MONTEREY BLVD SANTA ANA AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1950 MONTEREY BLVD MONTEREY BLVD SAN LEANDRO WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 600 PORTOLA DR PORTOLA DR OSHAUGHNESSY BLVD \ WOODSIDE AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   SAN BUENAVENTURA WAY SAINT FRANCIS BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 100 SAN BUENAVENTURA WAY SAN BUENAVENTURA WAY SAINT FRANCIS BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 130 SAN BUENAVENTURA WAY SAN BUENAVENTURA WAY SAINT FRANCIS BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 135 SAINT FRANCIS BLVD SAINT FRANCIS BLVD SAN FERNANDO WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 225 SANTA ANA AVE SANTA ANA AVE MONTEREY BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 115 SAN ALESO AVE SAN ALESO AVE DARIEN WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 169 SAN ALESO AVE SAN ALESO AVE DARIEN WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1690 PORTOLA DR PORTOLA DR SAN FERNANDO WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 177 SAN ALESO AVE SAN ALESO AVE DARIEN WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 0251 SAN ANSELMO AVE SAN ANSELMO AVE SAN ANDREAS WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 110 SAN ALESO AVE SAN ALESO AVE DARIEN WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 130 SAN BENITO WAY SAN BENITO WAY SAINT FRANCIS BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 135 SAN BUENAVENTURA WAY SAN BUENAVENTURA WAY SAINT FRANCIS BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 165 SAN BUENAVENTURA WAY SAN BUENAVENTURA WAY SAINT FRANCIS BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 20 SAN BUENAVENTURA WAY SAN BUENAVENTURA WAY SAN ANSELMO AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 25 SAN ANDREAS WAY SAN ANDREAS WAY SAN ANSELMO AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 340 SAINT FRANCIS BLVD SAINT FRANCIS BLVD SANTA ANA AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 651 UPLAND DR UPLAND DR APTOS AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1922 19TH AVE 19TH AVE ORTEGA ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 242 FLOOD AVE FLOOD AVE DETROIT ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 141 JUNIPERO SERRA BLVD JUNIPERO SERRA BLVD MONTEREY BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1470 MONTEREY BLVD MONTEREY BLVD SAN ALESO AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 201 SAN ANSELMO AVE SAN ANSELMO AVE SAN ANDREAS WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2045 MONTEREY BLVD MONTEREY BLVD SAN FERNANDO WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 50 DARIEN WAY DARIEN WAY JUNIPERO SERRA BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 557 CONGO ST CONGO ST MELROSE AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 95 JUNIPERO SERRA BLVD JUNIPERO SERRA BLVD SAINT FRANCIS BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 17 SAN ANDREAS WAY SAN ANDREAS WAY SAN ANSELMO AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 270 SAN ANSELMO AVE SAN ANSELMO AVE SAN BUENAVENTURA WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 45 SAN ANDREAS WAY SAN ANDREAS WAY SAN ANSELMO AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 51 SAN ANDREAS WAY SAN ANDREAS WAY SAN ANSELMO AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1567 18TH AVE 18TH AVE KIRKHAM ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 325 WARREN DR WARREN DR DEVONSHIRE WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1535 IRVING ST IRVING ST 16TH AVE 07



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 201 SAN BENITO WAY SAN BENITO WAY MONTEREY BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1250 09TH AVE 09TH AVE LINCOLN WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2290 CECILIA AVE CECILIA AVE RIVERA ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 198 MIRALOMA DR MIRALOMA DR BENGAL ALY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 55 SAN PABLO AVE SAN PABLO AVE SANTA MONICA WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 242 FLOOD AVE FLOOD AVE DETROIT ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 100 DENSLOWE DR DENSLOWE DR WYTON LN 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 109 ALTON AVE ALTON AVE PACHECO ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 601 SAINT FRANCIS BLVD SAINT FRANCIS BLVD SAN BUENAVENTURA WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   FARVIEW CT MARVIEW WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1183 OCEAN AVE OCEAN AVE LEE AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 319 CASTENADA AVE CASTENADA AVE SAN MARCOS AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1000 MONTEREY BLVD MONTEREY BLVD YERBA BUENA AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 101 CRESTA VISTA DR CRESTA VISTA DR GLOBE ALY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 35 AGUA WAY AGUA WAY TERESITA BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 110 SYLVAN DR SYLVAN DR OCEAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 121 SAN BENITO WAY SAN BENITO WAY SAINT FRANCIS BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 262 SANTA PAULA AVE SANTA PAULA AVE TERRACE WALK \ YERBA BUENA AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 600 SAINT FRANCIS BLVD SAINT FRANCIS BLVD SAN BUENAVENTURA WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 140 ALTON AVE ALTON AVE PACHECO ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1650 PLYMOUTH AVE PLYMOUTH AVE MANGELS AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 245 FOWLER AVE FOWLER AVE JUANITA WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 501 ROCKDALE DR ROCKDALE DR OMAR WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 55 SAN PABLO AVE SAN PABLO AVE SANTA MONICA WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 944 MONTEREY BLVD MONTEREY BLVD COLON AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1222 MORAGA ST MORAGA ST 18TH AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 41 FOERSTER ST FOERSTER ST SUNNYSIDE TER 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 626 TERESITA BLVD TERESITA BLVD MARIETTA DR \ MOLIMO DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   SLOAT BLVD SUNSET BLVD ON RAMP 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1745 SLOAT BLVD SLOAT BLVD 34TH AVE \ CLEARFIELD DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 41 LAGUNITAS DR LAGUNITAS DR CRANLEIGH DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 41 SANTA RITA AVE SANTA RITA AVE SOTELO AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2119 12TH AVE 12TH AVE QUINTARA ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 50 YERBA BUENA AVE YERBA BUENA AVE SANTA CLARA AVE \ SANTA MONICA WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 355 SERRANO DR SERRANO DR FONT BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 39 BELLE AVE BELLE AVE NIANTIC AVE \ SAINT CHARLES AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 435 MAGELLAN AVE MAGELLAN AVE MONTALVO AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2701 SLOAT BLVD SLOAT BLVD 45TH AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1600 FUNSTON AVE FUNSTON AVE LAWTON ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 375 STAPLES AVE STAPLES AVE FOERSTER ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 65 MERCED AVE MERCED AVE LAGUNA HONDA BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 100 DORCAS WAY DORCAS WAY MOLIMO DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 175 SAN FELIPE AVE SAN FELIPE AVE EL VERANO WAY \ MONTEREY BLVD \ NORTHGA07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 260 LANSDALE AVE LANSDALE AVE ROBINHOOD DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 801 PORTOLA DR PORTOLA DR EVELYN WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 270 LANSDALE AVE LANSDALE AVE ROBINHOOD DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 299 SANTA PAULA AVE SANTA PAULA AVE TERRACE WALK \ YERBA BUENA AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2200 09TH AVE 09TH AVE MESA AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2249 17TH AVE 17TH AVE RIVERA ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   JUNIPERO SERRA BLVD ROSSMOOR DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 10 VENTURA AVE VENTURA AVE LINARES AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2233 CECILIA AVE CECILIA AVE RIVERA ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2701 SLOAT BLVD SLOAT BLVD 45TH AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 30 CIRCULAR AVE CIRCULAR AVE I‐280 N ON RAMP \ I‐280 S OFF RAMP \ MONTER07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 555 TARAVAL ST TARAVAL ST 15TH AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 75 ROCKWOOD CT ROCKWOOD CT ROCKAWAY AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 0200 SAINT CHARLES AVE SAINT CHARLES AVE ALEMANY BLVD \ PALMETTO AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2251 16TH AVE 16TH AVE RIVERA ST 07



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 355 SERRANO DR SERRANO DR FONT BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2400 OCEAN AVE OCEAN AVE SAN FERNANDO WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 56 DENSLOWE DR DENSLOWE DR LYNDHURST DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 369 MAGELLAN AVE MAGELLAN AVE DORANTES AVE \ PACHECO ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 235 SAINT CHARLES AVE SAINT CHARLES AVE ALEMANY BLVD \ PALMETTO AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 634 HEARST AVE HEARST AVE GENNESSEE ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1235 LAWTON ST LAWTON ST 18TH AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 140 ALTON AVE ALTON AVE PACHECO ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 120 ALTON AVE ALTON AVE PACHECO ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 109 ALTON AVE ALTON AVE PACHECO ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 66 SOTELO AVE SOTELO AVE UNNAMED 034 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 451 YERBA BUENA AVE YERBA BUENA AVE PLYMOUTH AVE \ SAINT ELMO WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 300 BRENTWOOD AVE BRENTWOOD AVE FERNWOOD DR \ ROSEWOOD DR \ UNNAMED 0 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 493 JOOST AVE JOOST AVE DETROIT ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 643 TERESITA BLVD TERESITA BLVD MARIETTA DR \ MOLIMO DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2191 FUNSTON AVE FUNSTON AVE QUINTARA ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1441 11TH AVE 11TH AVE JUDAH ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 55 SANTA PAULA AVE SANTA PAULA AVE PORTOLA DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 285 SAINT CHARLES AVE SAINT CHARLES AVE ALEMANY BLVD \ PALMETTO AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 32 SOTELO AVE SOTELO AVE SANTA RITA AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 111 JOOST AVE JOOST AVE ACADIA ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 11 YERBA BUENA AVE YERBA BUENA AVE SANTA CLARA AVE \ SANTA MONICA WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 55 SANTA CLARA AVE SANTA CLARA AVE SANTA MONICA WAY \ YERBA BUENA AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2499 OCEAN AVE OCEAN AVE SAN FERNANDO WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 50 FOREST KNOLLS DR FOREST KNOLLS DR CHRISTOPHER DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   FRIDA KAHLO WAY GENEVA AVE \ OCEAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 140 PACHECO ST PACHECO ST MAGELLAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 401 DETROIT ST DETROIT ST HEARST AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 354 LAGUNA HONDA BLVD LAGUNA HONDA BLVD PLAZA ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 99 MERCED AVE MERCED AVE PACHECO ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 15 MAGELLAN AVE MAGELLAN AVE CASTENADA AVE \ FOREST HILL PATH 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 50 EVELYN WAY EVELYN WAY PORTOLA DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 275 SANTA ANA AVE SANTA ANA AVE MONTEREY BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 191 SAN ANSELMO AVE SAN ANSELMO AVE SANTA PAULA AVE \ TERRACE WALK 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 747 LAWTON ST LAWTON ST FUNSTON AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 56 DENSLOWE DR DENSLOWE DR LYNDHURST DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 101 MERCED AVE MERCED AVE PACHECO ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1209 CAPITOL AVE CAPITOL AVE DE MONTFORT AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2130 09TH AVE 09TH AVE SOTELO AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 745 RIVERA ST RIVERA ST 17TH AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 431 VICENTE ST VICENTE ST 15TH AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2396 OCEAN AVE OCEAN AVE SAN LEANDRO WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 90 SANTA PAULA AVE SANTA PAULA AVE PORTOLA DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 66 AERIAL WAY AERIAL WAY PACHECO ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 38 SANTA RITA AVE SANTA RITA AVE SOTELO AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   OCEAN AVE VICTORIA ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 210 LANSDALE AVE LANSDALE AVE CASITAS AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   EUCALYPTUS DR JUNIPERO SERRA BLVD \ OCEAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 798 ULLOA ST ULLOA ST DORCHESTER WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   FRIDA KAHLO WAY GENEVA AVE \ OCEAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 111 DEVONSHIRE WAY DEVONSHIRE WAY OAK PARK DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2214 14TH AVE 14TH AVE RIVERA ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 375 LAGUNA HONDA BLVD LAGUNA HONDA BLVD PLAZA ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 95 MONTEREY BLVD MONTEREY BLVD ACADIA ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 445 MIRAMAR AVE MIRAMAR AVE SOUTHWOOD DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 201 VICENTE ST VICENTE ST MADRONE AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 39 WESTWOOD DR WESTWOOD DR EASTWOOD DR \ MIRAMAR AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 75 SAN RAFAEL WAY SAN RAFAEL WAY SAINT FRANCIS BLVD 07



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 124 SAINT CHARLES AVE SAINT CHARLES AVE PAYSON ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 95 MONTEREY BLVD MONTEREY BLVD ACADIA ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 39 WESTGATE DR WESTGATE DR CERRITOS AVE \ OCEAN AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2193 09TH AVE 09TH AVE MENDOSA AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 285 OLYMPIA WAY OLYMPIA WAY DELLBROOK AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 375 LAGUNA HONDA BLVD LAGUNA HONDA BLVD PLAZA ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 401 PARNASSUS AVE PARNASSUS AVE HILLWAY AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 398 SAN LEANDRO WAY SAN LEANDRO WAY DARIEN WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 40 EVELYN WAY EVELYN WAY PORTOLA DR 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 49 MARCELA AVE MARCELA AVE SOLA AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 24 YERBA BUENA AVE YERBA BUENA AVE SANTA CLARA AVE \ SANTA MONICA WAY 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 375 LAGUNA HONDA BLVD LAGUNA HONDA BLVD PLAZA ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   19TH AVE LAWTON ST 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 101 EDNA ST EDNA ST MARSTON AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1441 OCEAN AVE OCEAN AVE GRANADA AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 30 CIRCULAR AVE CIRCULAR AVE

I‐280 N ON RAMP \ I‐280 S OFF RAMP \ 

MONTEREY BLVD 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1 IDORA AVE IDORA AVE WOODSIDE AVE 07

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 198 CHATTANOOGA ST CHATTANOOGA ST 22ND ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2020 MARKET ST MARKET ST BUCHANAN ST \ DUBOCE AVE 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   MARKET ST DIAMOND ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 512 14TH ST 14TH ST GUERRERO ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 422 28TH ST 28TH ST NOE ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 730 SAN JOSE AVE SAN JOSE AVE 29TH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3928 17TH ST 17TH ST NOE ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 860 DOLORES ST DOLORES ST 21ST ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 278 COLLINGWOOD ST COLLINGWOOD ST 19TH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 91 MIGUEL ST MIGUEL ST BEACON ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 118 DIAMOND ST DIAMOND ST 18TH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 920 SANCHEZ ST SANCHEZ ST 22ND ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 94 MILTON ST MILTON ST GLEN CT 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 847 DIAMOND ST DIAMOND ST 24TH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 183 CHATTANOOGA ST CHATTANOOGA ST 22ND ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 41 SATURN ST SATURN ST LOWER TER 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3864 18TH ST 18TH ST CHURCH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 200 FAIR OAKS ST FAIR OAKS ST 23RD ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 459 BELVEDERE ST BELVEDERE ST GRATTAN ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 588 JERSEY ST JERSEY ST DIAMOND ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4244 19TH ST 19TH ST COLLINGWOOD ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 599 CHENERY ST CHENERY ST ROANOKE ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 204 CLINTON PARK CLINTON PARK GUERRERO ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 242 SAN JOSE AVE SAN JOSE AVE 24TH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 317 SAN JOSE AVE SAN JOSE AVE 25TH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 318 SAN JOSE AVE SAN JOSE AVE 25TH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4301 CESAR CHAVEZ ST CESAR CHAVEZ ST DIAMOND ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3448 22ND ST 22ND ST AMES ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 808 STANYAN ST STANYAN ST BEULAH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 850 STANYAN ST STANYAN ST BEULAH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3750 18TH ST 18TH ST DOLORES ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 0198 MANGELS AVE MANGELS AVE NORDHOFF ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1123 STANYAN ST STANYAN ST PARNASSUS AVE 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 356 DAY ST DAY ST SANCHEZ ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1542 GUERRERO ST GUERRERO ST 27TH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 180 FAIR OAKS ST FAIR OAKS ST 22ND ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 10 DIAMOND ST DIAMOND ST 17TH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3600 21ST ST 21ST ST CHURCH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 45 CASTRO ST CASTRO ST DUBOCE AVE 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1 SCOTT ST SCOTT ST DUBOCE AVE 08



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 345 DAY ST DAY ST SANCHEZ ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 550 30TH ST 30TH ST LAIDLEY ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 136 JERSEY ST JERSEY ST CHURCH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 666 NOE ST NOE ST 19TH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 246 CHENERY ST CHENERY ST CHARLES ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2301 MARKET ST MARKET ST 16TH ST \ NOE ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 798 STANYAN ST STANYAN ST WALLER ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 443 BURNETT AVE BURNETT AVE GARDENSIDE DR 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4660 19TH ST 19TH ST CLOVER LN 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 91 ALPINE TER ALPINE TER WALLER ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 462 COLLINGWOOD ST COLLINGWOOD ST 21ST ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 445 BURNETT AVE BURNETT AVE GARDENSIDE DR 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 243 CASELLI AVE CASELLI AVE DANVERS ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 264 CASTRO ST CASTRO ST BEAVER ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3810 24TH ST 24TH ST CHURCH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 151 LIPPARD AVE LIPPARD AVE BOSWORTH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3924 20TH ST 20TH ST CHURCH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1069 14TH ST 14TH ST ALPINE TER \ ROOSEVELT WAY 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3968 24TH ST 24TH ST SANCHEZ ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 500 DOLORES ST DOLORES ST 18TH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 500 DOLORES ST DOLORES ST 18TH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 400 SANCHEZ ST SANCHEZ ST 17TH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 570 30TH ST 30TH ST LAIDLEY ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 226 GRAND VIEW AVE GRAND VIEW AVE ROMAIN ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   GUERRERO ST LAGUNA ST \ MARKET ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 323 29TH ST 29TH ST CHURCH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 747 DUNCAN ST DUNCAN ST DIAMOND ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 346 CASTRO ST CASTRO ST STATES ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3898 MARKET ST MARKET ST ARGENT ALY 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 365 HILL ST HILL ST CHURCH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3601 21ST ST 21ST ST CHURCH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4301 21ST ST 21ST ST DOUGLASS ST \ ROMAIN ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 830 ALVARADO ST ALVARADO ST DOUGLASS ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 142 AMBER DR AMBER DR QUARTZ WAY 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3398 22ND ST 22ND ST SAN JOSE AVE 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4339 CESAR CHAVEZ ST CESAR CHAVEZ ST DIAMOND ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 220 DANVERS ST DANVERS ST CASELLI AVE 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3560 24TH ST 24TH ST SAN JOSE AVE 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 506 SANCHEZ ST SANCHEZ ST 18TH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 88 CASTRO ST CASTRO ST DUBOCE AVE 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 88 CASTRO ST CASTRO ST DUBOCE AVE 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3444 22ND ST 22ND ST AMES ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 49 LAPIDGE ST LAPIDGE ST 18TH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2700 DIAMOND ST DIAMOND ST SURREY ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 673 SAN JOSE AVE SAN JOSE AVE 28TH ST \ GUERRERO ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 40 GRAND VIEW AVE GRAND VIEW AVE GRAND VIEW TER 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3962 20TH ST 20TH ST CHURCH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 299 DOLORES ST DOLORES ST ALERT ALY 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1010 14TH ST 14TH ST CASTRO ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3898 MARKET ST MARKET ST ARGENT ALY 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1482 MASONIC AVE MASONIC AVE FREDERICK ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2086 MARKET ST MARKET ST RESERVOIR ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 110 LIPPARD AVE LIPPARD AVE BOSWORTH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 254 CLINTON PARK CLINTON PARK GUERRERO ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 104 MORELAND ST MORELAND ST FARNUM ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 22 HOFFMAN AVE HOFFMAN AVE 22ND ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 307 30TH ST 30TH ST CHURCH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 35 MILTON ST MILTON ST SAN JOSE AVE 08



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024
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Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3531 22ND ST 22ND ST DOLORES ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3838 CESAR CHAVEZ ST CESAR CHAVEZ ST DOLORES ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 94 MILTON ST MILTON ST GLEN CT 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3822 CESAR CHAVEZ ST CESAR CHAVEZ ST DOLORES ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4651 19TH ST 19TH ST CLOVER LN 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 88 CASTRO ST CASTRO ST DUBOCE AVE 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3141 16TH ST 16TH ST ALBION ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 39 DIAMOND ST DIAMOND ST MARKET ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 396 CUMBERLAND ST NOE ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   14TH ST MARKET ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3636 CESAR CHAVEZ ST CESAR CHAVEZ ST VALENCIA ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 690 CHURCH ST CHURCH ST HANCOCK ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3550 CESAR CHAVEZ ST CESAR CHAVEZ ST VALENCIA ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4201 18TH ST 18TH ST COLLINGWOOD ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 251 CHURCH ST CHURCH ST MARKET ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 61 NOE ST NOE ST DUBOCE AVE 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3450 16TH ST 16TH ST SHARON ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 502 ROOSEVELT WAY ROOSEVELT WAY LOWER TER 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 300 PORTOLA DR PORTOLA DR BURNETT AVE \ DIAMOND HEIGHTS BLVD 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   22ND ST AMES ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 630 CHENERY ST CHENERY ST CARRIE ST \ UNNAMED 026 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1652 DOLORES ST DOLORES ST DAY ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4144 18TH ST 18TH ST CASTRO ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 70 ELK ST ELK ST CHENERY ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3001 MARKET ST MARKET ST HATTIE ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 351 BUENA VISTA AVE BUENA VISTA AVE EAST PARK HILL AVE 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 70 ORD ST ORD ST SATURN ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 70 ORD ST ORD ST SATURN ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1514 SANCHEZ ST SANCHEZ ST 28TH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 61 WHITNEY ST WHITNEY ST 30TH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 291 SURREY ST SURREY ST VAN BUREN ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 695 GRAND VIEW AVE GRAND VIEW AVE 24TH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 87 DOLORES ST DOLORES ST CLINTON PARK 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 336 SANCHEZ ST SANCHEZ ST 16TH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 465 COLLINGWOOD ST COLLINGWOOD ST 21ST ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 555 PORTOLA DR PORTOLA DR TWIN PEAKS BLVD 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 274 DOLORES ST DOLORES ST ALERT ALY 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 430 PORTOLA DR PORTOLA DR GLENVIEW DR 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 230 DOLORES ST DOLORES ST ALERT ALY 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 66 STATES ST STATES ST CASTRO ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 139 LAIDLEY ST LAIDLEY ST HARPER ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1 CUVIER ST CUVIER ST END 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 691 CHENERY ST CHENERY ST CARRIE ST \ UNNAMED 026 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 430 PORTOLA DR PORTOLA DR GLENVIEW DR 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1198 VALENCIA ST VALENCIA ST 22ND ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 407 MIGUEL ST MIGUEL ST ARLINGTON ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 359 CLIPPER ST CLIPPER ST NOE ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4193 26TH ST 26TH ST NOE ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   CESAR CHAVEZ ST DOUGLASS ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   BOSWORTH ST CONGO ST \ ELK ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 701 SANCHEZ ST SANCHEZ ST 20TH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 99 ORD ST ORD ST SATURN ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 380 VALLEY ST VALLEY ST SANCHEZ ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3496 22ND ST 22ND ST QUANE ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 442 SANCHEZ ST SANCHEZ ST 17TH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 683 14TH ST 14TH ST LANDERS ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 300 VALENCIA ST 14TH ST 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   NATICK ST CHENERY ST 08
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Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 72 SATURN ST SATURN ST LOWER TER 08

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 64 DEARBORN ST DEARBORN ST 17TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3145 CESAR CHAVEZ ST CESAR CHAVEZ ST HARRISON ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 87 29TH ST 29TH ST TIFFANY AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 675 VALENCIA ST VALENCIA ST SYCAMORE ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 430 SHOTWELL ST SHOTWELL ST 18TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 438 SHOTWELL ST SHOTWELL ST 18TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 120 ELSIE ST ELSIE ST ESMERALDA AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 255 SAN CARLOS ST SAN CARLOS ST 19TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 211 NEVADA ST NEVADA ST CORTLAND AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1941 MISSION ST MISSION ST 15TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 154 TIFFANY AVE TIFFANY AVE DUNCAN ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 585 ANDOVER ST ANDOVER ST PARK ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 180 SAN CARLOS ST SAN CARLOS ST 18TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 790 GIRARD ST GIRARD ST DWIGHT ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 270 NEVADA ST NEVADA ST CORTLAND AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 36 GLADYS ST GLADYS ST SANTA MARINA ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1985 MISSION ST MISSION ST 15TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 325 HIGHLAND AVE HIGHLAND AVE HOLLY PARK CIR 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 745 CORTLAND AVE CORTLAND AVE ANDERSON ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2988 MISSION ST MISSION ST 25TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 314 WOOLSEY ST WOOLSEY ST BRUSSELS ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1220 VALENCIA ST VALENCIA ST 23RD ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 995 GUERRERO ST GUERRERO ST HILL ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 301 PRECITA AVE PRECITA AVE FOLSOM ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1766 ALABAMA ST ALABAMA ST RUTLEDGE ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   OGDEN AVE PUTNAM ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2748 MISSION ST MISSION ST 23RD ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1495 POTRERO AVE POTRERO AVE 25TH ST \ CESAR CHAVEZ ON RAMP 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2894 MISSION ST MISSION ST 24TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 571 NEVADA ST NEVADA ST OGDEN AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   25TH ST UTAH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 103 LUNDYS LN LUNDYS LN ESMERALDA AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   COSTA ST HOLLADAY AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2889 CESAR CHAVEZ ST CESAR CHAVEZ ST CESAR CHAVEZ ON RAMP \ HAMPSHIRE ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2601 FOLSOM ST FOLSOM ST 22ND ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 346 ALEMANY BLVD ALEMANY BLVD HWY 101 S OFF RAMP \ PUTNAM ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 896 CAPP ST CAPP ST 23RD ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2 ELSIE ST ELSIE ST COSO AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1499 POTRERO AVE POTRERO AVE 25TH ST \ CESAR CHAVEZ ON RAMP 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 177 BOCANA ST BOCANA ST POWHATTAN AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 155 WOOL ST WOOL ST EUGENIA AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 162 BRONTE ST BRONTE ST TOMPKINS AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 75 PUTNAM ST PUTNAM ST CORTLAND AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 11 WOOL ST WOOL ST POWHATTAN AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 144 PROSPECT AVE PROSPECT AVE ESMERALDA AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 15 BENNINGTON ST BENNINGTON ST BOCANA ST \ EUGENIA AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 186 BRONTE ST BRONTE ST TOMPKINS AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 32 WOOL ST WOOL ST POWHATTAN AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 5 WOOL ST WOOL ST POWHATTAN AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 51 WOOL ST WOOL ST POWHATTAN AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 57 WOOL ST WOOL ST POWHATTAN AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 79 WOOL ST WOOL ST POWHATTAN AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 119 SAN CARLOS ST SAN CARLOS ST 18TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 161 SAN CARLOS ST SAN CARLOS ST 18TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 241 SAN CARLOS ST SAN CARLOS ST 19TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3426 19TH ST 19TH ST MISSION ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3525 20TH ST 20TH ST MISSION ST 09
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Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 38 SAN CARLOS ST SAN CARLOS ST SYCAMORE ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 137 LUNDYS LN LUNDYS LN ESMERALDA AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 185 LUNDYS LN LUNDYS LN ESMERALDA AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 113 LUNDYS LN LUNDYS LN ESMERALDA AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 124 LUNDYS LN LUNDYS LN ESMERALDA AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 187 WINFIELD ST WINFIELD ST ESMERALDA AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 54 SAN JOSE AVE SAN JOSE AVE ALVARADO ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 601 ALABAMA ST ALABAMA ST 18TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1730 FOLSOM ST FOLSOM ST ERIE ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2230 BRYANT ST BRYANT ST 20TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1060 POTRERO AVE POTRERO AVE 22ND ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 486 ANDOVER ST ANDOVER ST TOMPKINS AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 727 VALENCIA ST VALENCIA ST 18TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 346 ALEMANY BLVD ALEMANY BLVD HWY 101 S OFF RAMP \ PUTNAM ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 581 VALENCIA ST VALENCIA ST 16TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 248 BRUSSELS ST BRUSSELS ST FELTON ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2 MIRABEL AVE MIRABEL AVE COSO AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2800 MISSION ST MISSION ST 24TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 400 HOLYOKE ST HOLYOKE ST BACON ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 268 ALABAMA ST ALABAMA ST 15TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2396 BRYANT ST BRYANT ST 21ST ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1298 POTRERO AVE POTRERO AVE 25TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 206 BENNINGTON ST BENNINGTON ST ELLERT ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 510 JUSTIN DR JUSTIN DR GENEBERN WAY 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3050 19TH ST 19TH ST ALABAMA ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 6 30TH ST 30TH ST MISSION ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3277 19TH ST 19TH ST SHOTWELL ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2 BRONTE ST BRONTE ST CORTLAND AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 301 VALENCIA ST VALENCIA ST 14TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1536 BAY SHORE BLVD BAY SHORE BLVD WOOLSEY ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2970 24TH ST 24TH ST ALABAMA ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1200 POTRERO AVE POTRERO AVE 24TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 240 BAY SHORE BLVD BAY SHORE BLVD COSTA ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2712 MISSION ST MISSION ST 23RD ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2027 MISSION ST MISSION ST 16TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2982 MISSION ST MISSION ST 25TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1493 POTRERO AVE POTRERO AVE 25TH ST \ CESAR CHAVEZ ON RAMP 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2640 MISSION ST MISSION ST 22ND ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3090 16TH ST 16TH ST CALEDONIA ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1890 BRYANT ST BRYANT ST 17TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1106 VALENCIA ST VALENCIA ST 22ND ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 876 POTRERO AVE POTRERO AVE 20TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 66 POTRERO AVE POTRERO AVE 10TH ST \ BRANNAN ST \ DIVISION ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 810 POTRERO AVE POTRERO AVE 20TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 124 HOLLADAY AVE HOLLADAY AVE PERALTA AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 304 MONTCALM ST MONTCALM ST PERALTA AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3030 16TH ST 16TH ST MISSION ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2997 CESAR CHAVEZ ST CESAR CHAVEZ ST BRYANT ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 740 MOULTRIE ST MOULTRIE ST OGDEN AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 830 GIRARD ST GIRARD ST OLMSTEAD ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3266 24TH ST 24TH ST CAPP ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 121 SAN CARLOS ST SAN CARLOS ST 18TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 615 SOUTH VAN NESS AVE SOUTH VAN NESS AVE 17TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3294 26TH ST 26TH ST VIRGIL ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1661 15TH ST 15TH ST JULIAN AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 18 30TH ST 30TH ST MISSION ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3458 MISSION ST MISSION ST KINGSTON ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1924 MISSION ST MISSION ST 15TH ST 09



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3230 CESAR CHAVEZ ST CESAR CHAVEZ ST SHOTWELL ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3090 16TH ST 16TH ST CALEDONIA ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 737 CORTLAND AVE CORTLAND AVE ANDERSON ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1940 HARRISON ST HARRISON ST 15TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 343 GIRARD ST GIRARD ST BURROWS ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 355 GIRARD ST GIRARD ST BURROWS ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2920 MISSION ST MISSION ST 25TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 210 BURROWS ST BURROWS ST GIRARD ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1501 VALENCIA ST VALENCIA ST 26TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1479 ALABAMA ST ALABAMA ST 26TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3425 CESAR CHAVEZ ST CESAR CHAVEZ ST CAPP ST \ MISSION ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 839 WOOLSEY ST WOOLSEY ST BOWDOIN ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 318 HOLLADAY AVE HOLLADAY AVE RUTLEDGE ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3474 MISSION ST MISSION ST KINGSTON ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 500 BURROWS ST BURROWS ST SOMERSET ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 37 COSO AVE COSO AVE PRECITA AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3045 MISSION ST MISSION ST 26TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2565 MISSION ST MISSION ST 21ST ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 135 CORTLAND AVE CORTLAND AVE PROSPECT AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2712 BRYANT ST BRYANT ST 25TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1855 FELTON ST FELTON ST MADISON ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 939 SHOTWELL ST SHOTWELL ST 23RD ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1766 ALABAMA ST ALABAMA ST RUTLEDGE ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 633 GATES ST GATES ST OGDEN AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 654 GATES ST GATES ST OGDEN AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1000 CORTLAND AVE CORTLAND AVE FOLSOM ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3046 24TH ST 24TH ST BALMY ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   HOLLADAY AVE YORK ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1227 HAMPSHIRE ST HAMPSHIRE ST 24TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 68 AZTEC ST AZTEC ST COSO AVE \ WINFIELD ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   BRONTE ST TOMPKINS AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3070 23RD ST 23RD ST TREAT AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   SOUTH VAN NESS AVE 13TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 0000   SOUTH VAN NESS AVE 13TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2620 MISSION ST MISSION ST 22ND ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2789 HARRISON ST HARRISON ST 23RD ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3000 17TH ST 17TH ST HARRISON ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 340 BAY SHORE BLVD BAY SHORE BLVD COSGROVE ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 145 GENEBERN WAY GENEBERN WAY MURRAY ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1390 YORK ST YORK ST 25TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3166 26TH ST 26TH ST LUCKY ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3458 MISSION ST MISSION ST KINGSTON ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 93 PRENTISS ST PRENTISS ST CHAPMAN ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2781 24TH ST 24TH ST HAMPSHIRE ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1447 SILVER AVE SILVER AVE GOETTINGEN ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2021 FOLSOM ST FOLSOM ST 16TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3089 16TH ST 16TH ST CALEDONIA ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1968 MISSION ST MISSION ST 15TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3000 16TH ST 16TH ST MISSION ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3032 16TH ST 16TH ST MISSION ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 93 JUSTIN DR JUSTIN DR AGNON AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1587 15TH ST 15TH ST MINNA ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 100 ALEMANY BLVD ALEMANY BLVD INDUSTRIAL ST \ INDUSTRIAL ST OFF RAMP 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 30 HARVARD ST HARVARD ST SILVER AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 341 HOLYOKE ST HOLYOKE ST BURROWS ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3465 CESAR CHAVEZ ST CESAR CHAVEZ ST CAPP ST \ MISSION ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   BAY SHORE BLVD INDUSTRIAL ST \ INDUSTRIAL ST ON RAMP 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1980 MISSION ST MISSION ST 15TH ST 09



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 98 PUTNAM ST PUTNAM ST CORTLAND AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3139 MISSION ST MISSION ST CAPP ST \ CESAR CHAVEZ ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   CASE ST END 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1985 MISSION ST MISSION ST 15TH ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4053 MISSION ST MISSION ST BOSWORTH ST \ MURRAY ST 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 500 BAY SHORE BLVD BAY SHORE BLVD CORTLAND AVE 09

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 69 POMONA ST POMONA ST BAY VIEW ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 200 PAUL AVE PAUL AVE GOULD ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 594 VERMONT ST VERMONT ST MARIPOSA ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 698 MISSOURI ST MISSOURI ST SIERRA ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2142 22ND ST 22ND ST RHODE ISLAND ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   24TH ST KANSAS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1086 INGERSON AVE INGERSON AVE INGALLS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1582 SHAFTER AVE SHAFTER AVE KEITH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   23RD ST VERMONT ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1720 KEITH ST KEITH ST REVERE AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 774 RHODE ISLAND ST RHODE ISLAND ST 19TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   BALDWIN CT OAKDALE AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1572 KIRKWOOD AVE KIRKWOOD AVE MENDELL ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2244 23RD ST 23RD ST RHODE ISLAND ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2645 24TH ST 24TH ST UTAH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 45 REBECCA LN REBECCA LN KEITH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1526 KIRKWOOD AVE KIRKWOOD AVE MENDELL ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1386 GOETTINGEN ST GOETTINGEN ST ALPHA ST \ WILDE AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1125 20TH ST 20TH ST TENNESSEE ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1041 25TH ST 25TH ST TENNESSEE ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2601 24TH ST 24TH ST UTAH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4517 03RD ST 03RD ST LA SALLE AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 35 EXETER ST EXETER ST PAUL AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 76 EXETER ST EXETER ST PAUL AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 200 SALINAS AVE SALINAS AVE GOULD ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1228 HOLLISTER AVE HOLLISTER AVE JENNINGS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1100 GILMAN AVE GILMAN AVE HAWES ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 567 KANSAS ST KANSAS ST MARIPOSA ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 700 MINNESOTA ST MINNESOTA ST 19TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1208 JAMESTOWN AVE JAMESTOWN AVE KEITH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1215 JAMESTOWN AVE JAMESTOWN AVE KEITH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 135 SALINAS AVE SALINAS AVE CARR ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 210 SALINAS AVE SALINAS AVE GOULD ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 65 TUCKER AVE TUCKER AVE ALPHA ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1440 BANCROFT AVE BANCROFT AVE INGALLS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1501 BANCROFT AVE BANCROFT AVE JENNINGS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 759 WISCONSIN ST WISCONSIN ST 20TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 805 WISCONSIN ST WISCONSIN ST 22ND ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 837 WISCONSIN ST WISCONSIN ST 22ND ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 611 WISCONSIN ST WISCONSIN ST 20TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3101 03RD ST 03RD ST CESAR CHAVEZ ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1001 16TH ST 16TH ST MISSOURI ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 396 WILDE AVE WILDE AVE GOETTINGEN ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1418 THOMAS AVE THOMAS AVE JENNINGS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2351 23RD ST 23RD ST KANSAS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1212 UTAH ST UTAH ST 23RD ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1936 QUESADA AVE QUESADA AVE QUINT ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2100 REVERE AVE REVERE AVE RANKIN ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1200 CESAR CHAVEZ ST CESAR CHAVEZ ST MINNESOTA ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1344 UTAH ST UTAH ST 24TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 5075 03RD ST 03RD ST QUESADA AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1435 SAN BRUNO AVE SAN BRUNO AVE 25TH ST 10



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1240 FITZGERALD AVE FITZGERALD AVE INGALLS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1290 EGBERT AVE EGBERT AVE HAWES ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 5251 03RD ST 03RD ST UNDERWOOD AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1373 EGBERT AVE EGBERT AVE INGALLS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4850 03RD ST 03RD ST OAKDALE AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 619 CAROLINA ST CAROLINA ST 19TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 609 TEXAS ST TEXAS ST 20TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2200 22ND ST 22ND ST KANSAS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1480 BANCROFT AVE BANCROFT AVE INGALLS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 461 HARKNESS AVE HARKNESS AVE MILL ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1 RUTLAND ST RUTLAND ST HARKNESS AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 332 WILDE AVE WILDE AVE GOETTINGEN ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 314 WILDE AVE WILDE AVE GOETTINGEN ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2895 03RD ST 03RD ST 24TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 442 HARKNESS AVE HARKNESS AVE ALDER ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2205 JENNINGS ST JENNINGS ST WALLACE AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2600 INGALLS ST INGALLS ST CARROLL AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1598 YOSEMITE AVE YOSEMITE AVE JENNINGS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1345 UNDERWOOD AVE UNDERWOOD AVE INGALLS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 134 DELTA ST DELTA ST WILDE AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2199 17TH ST 17TH ST VERMONT ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1440 BANCROFT AVE BANCROFT AVE INGALLS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1950 CESAR CHAVEZ ST CESAR CHAVEZ ST CONNECTICUT ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3450 03RD ST 03RD ST ARTHUR AVE \ CARGO WAY 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1425 YOSEMITE AVE YOSEMITE AVE INGALLS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1842 SILVER AVE SILVER AVE WATERVILLE ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3400 03RD ST 03RD ST ARTHUR AVE \ CARGO WAY 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1069 PENNSYLVANIA AVE PENNSYLVANIA AVE I‐280 S OFF RAMP 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 648 PENNSYLVANIA AVE PENNSYLVANIA AVE 20TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1105 REVERE AVE REVERE AVE GRIFFITH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1425 ARMSTRONG AVE ARMSTRONG AVE INGALLS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2323 CESAR CHAVEZ ST CESAR CHAVEZ ST EVANS AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2323 CESAR CHAVEZ ST CESAR CHAVEZ ST EVANS AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 435 POTRERO AVE POTRERO AVE 17TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 875 VERMONT ST VERMONT ST 21ST ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1299 25TH ST 25TH ST I‐280 N ON RAMP \ INDIANA ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 6201 03RD ST 03RD ST GILMAN AVE \ PAUL AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 5250 03RD ST 03RD ST UNDERWOOD AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1555 BANCROFT AVE BANCROFT AVE JENNINGS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1414 PALOU AVE PALOU AVE KEITH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1490 CARROLL AVE CARROLL AVE INGALLS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2501 25TH ST 25TH ST VERMONT ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 6202 03RD ST 03RD ST GILMAN AVE \ PAUL AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 6271 03RD ST 03RD ST HOLLISTER AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 5411 03RD ST 03RD ST LANE ST \ WALLACE AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 6025 03RD ST 03RD ST EGBERT AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1424 YOSEMITE AVE YOSEMITE AVE INGALLS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1550 CARROLL AVE CARROLL AVE JENNINGS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3238 INGALLS ST INGALLS ST INGERSON AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1619 REVERE AVE REVERE AVE LANE ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1201 HOLLISTER AVE HOLLISTER AVE JENNINGS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1990 ALAMEDA ST ALAMEDA ST HENRY ADAMS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1490 19TH ST 19TH ST MISSOURI ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1197 HOLLISTER AVE HOLLISTER AVE INGALLS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 628 MISSOURI ST MISSOURI ST 20TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1089 PALOU AVE PALOU AVE CRISP RD 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 495 DE HARO ST DE HARO ST 17TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1190 THOMAS AVE THOMAS AVE GRIFFITH ST 10



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1468 25TH ST PENNSYLVANIA AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1301 CESAR CHAVEZ ST CESAR CHAVEZ ST INDIANA ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 6245 03RD ST 03RD ST GILMAN AVE \ PAUL AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 5155 03RD ST 03RD ST SHAFTER AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 100 POTRERO AVE POTRERO AVE ALAMEDA ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1100 CESAR CHAVEZ ST TENNESSEE ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 5245 03RD ST 03RD ST THORNTON AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 5251 03RD ST 03RD ST UNDERWOOD AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1355 VAN DYKE AVE VAN DYKE AVE INGALLS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1613 SHAFTER AVE SHAFTER AVE LANE ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 201 PAUL AVE PAUL AVE GOULD ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1555 YOSEMITE AVE YOSEMITE AVE JENNINGS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2932 INGALLS ST INGALLS ST FITZGERALD AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3000 JENNINGS ST JENNINGS ST GILMAN AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 715 IOWA ST IOWA ST 22ND ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1195 GILMAN AVE GILMAN AVE HAWES ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1500 QUESADA AVE QUESADA AVE KEITH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1701 BAY SHORE BLVD BAY SHORE BLVD CRANE ST \ HWY 101 S ON RAMP \ SALINAS AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2944 INGALLS ST INGALLS ST FITZGERALD AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1198 GILMAN AVE GILMAN AVE HAWES ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2110 INGALLS ST INGALLS ST VAN DYKE AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1316 UTAH ST UTAH ST 24TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1600 DONNER AVE DONNER AVE 03RD ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2285 JERROLD AVE JERROLD AVE UPTON ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1200 THOMAS AVE THOMAS AVE HAWES ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1230 FITZGERALD AVE FITZGERALD AVE INGALLS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2110 INGALLS ST INGALLS ST VAN DYKE AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 344 CONNECTICUT ST CONNECTICUT ST 18TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1101 PALOU AVE PALOU AVE HAWES ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1155 PALOU AVE PALOU AVE HAWES ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1201 HAWES ST HAWES ST PALOU AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 6300 03RD ST 03RD ST SALINAS AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1210 GRIFFITH ST GRIFFITH ST PALOU AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1405 INDIANA ST INDIANA ST 25TH ST \ I‐280 N ON RAMP 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 5501 03RD ST 03RD ST YOSEMITE AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 6245 03RD ST 03RD ST GILMAN AVE \ PAUL AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1345 20TH ST 20TH ST MISSISSIPPI ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2325 HUMBOLDT ST HUMBOLDT ST KANSAS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1426 DONNER AVE DONNER AVE INGALLS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1485 CARROLL AVE CARROLL AVE INGALLS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1043 MARIN ST MARIN ST ILLINOIS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1207 THOMAS AVE THOMAS AVE HAWES ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1251 THOMAS AVE THOMAS AVE HAWES ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1423 THOMAS AVE THOMAS AVE JENNINGS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1450 VAN DYKE AVE VAN DYKE AVE JENNINGS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1555 BANCROFT AVE BANCROFT AVE JENNINGS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1924 JENNINGS ST JENNINGS ST THOMAS AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   CESAR CHAVEZ ST I‐280 N OFF RAMP \ PENNSYLVANIA AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 595 RHODE ISLAND ST RHODE ISLAND ST MARIPOSA ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1367 KANSAS ST KANSAS ST 24TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2789 25TH ST 25TH ST UTAH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2500 MARIN ST MARIN ST KANSAS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 0300 SELBY ST SELBY ST EVANS AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1353 YOSEMITE AVE YOSEMITE AVE HAWES ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1560 WALLACE AVE WALLACE AVE JENNINGS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1600 ARMSTRONG AVE ARMSTRONG AVE KEITH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 890 VERMONT ST VERMONT ST 21ST ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1450 DONNER AVE DONNER AVE INGALLS ST 10



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1455 DONNER AVE DONNER AVE INGALLS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2446 24TH ST 24TH ST VERMONT ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1203 GIRARD ST GIRARD ST HARKNESS AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1048 LE CONTE AVE LE CONTE AVE JENNINGS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1489 ARMSTRONG AVE ARMSTRONG AVE INGALLS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1509 ARMSTRONG AVE ARMSTRONG AVE JENNINGS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1401 YOSEMITE AVE YOSEMITE AVE INGALLS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2275 JENNINGS ST JENNINGS ST WALLACE AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2050 20TH ST 20TH ST DE HARO ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2125 BRYANT ST BRYANT ST 19TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2590 MARIN ST MARIN ST KANSAS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2225 23RD ST 23RD ST RHODE ISLAND ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 893 MEADE AVE MEADE AVE JENNINGS CT 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1500 CARROLL AVE CARROLL AVE JENNINGS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 5701 03RD ST 03RD ST BANCROFT AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1563 INNES AVE INNES AVE MENDELL ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2275 JENNINGS ST JENNINGS ST WALLACE AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1435 SAN BRUNO AVE SAN BRUNO AVE 25TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1050 MARIN ST MARIN ST ILLINOIS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1460 YOSEMITE AVE YOSEMITE AVE INGALLS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2001 OAKDALE AVE OAKDALE AVE RANKIN ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1790 MCKINNON AVE MCKINNON AVE NEWHALL ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 319 RAYMOND AVE RAYMOND AVE DELTA ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1394 UTAH ST UTAH ST 24TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 220 RANKIN ST RANKIN ST DAVIDSON AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1414 KANSAS ST KANSAS ST 25TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 161 DESMOND ST DESMOND ST VISITACION AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 295 SAN BRUNO AVE SAN BRUNO AVE 15TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1273 POTRERO AVE POTRERO AVE 24TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1346 UTAH ST UTAH ST 24TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1851 BRYANT ST BRYANT ST 17TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1700 EVANS AVE EVANS AVE QUINT ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1842 SILVER AVE SILVER AVE WATERVILLE ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 10 BRIDGEVIEW DR BRIDGEVIEW DR NEWHALL ST \ REVERE AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 715 IOWA ST IOWA ST 22ND ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1400 EVANS AVE EVANS AVE MENDELL ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1242 UTAH ST UTAH ST 23RD ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   23RD ST KANSAS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1391 UTAH ST UTAH ST 24TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1614 MCKINNON AVE MCKINNON AVE MENDELL ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2500 23RD ST 23RD ST SAN BRUNO AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1500 NEWCOMB AVE NEWCOMB AVE LANE ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1950 CESAR CHAVEZ ST CESAR CHAVEZ ST CONNECTICUT ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1621 PALOU AVE PALOU AVE 03RD ST \ MENDELL ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1403 SAN BRUNO AVE SAN BRUNO AVE 25TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2603 23RD ST 23RD ST UTAH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1346 VERMONT ST VERMONT ST 24TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2301 23RD ST 23RD ST KANSAS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1380 VERMONT ST VERMONT ST 24TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1671 JERROLD AVE JERROLD AVE 03RD ST \ NEWHALL ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 220 SAN BRUNO AVE SAN BRUNO AVE 15TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   NEWCOMB AVE WHITNEY YOUNG CIR 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1204 VERMONT ST VERMONT ST 23RD ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 101 BAY SHORE BLVD BAY SHORE BLVD

BAY SHORE BLVD OFF RAMP \ HWY 101 N OFF 

RAMP \ HWY 101 N ON RAMP \ JERROLD AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 420 23RD ST 23RD ST ILLINOIS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 5150 03RD ST 03RD ST SHAFTER AVE 10



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1300 LA SALLE AVE LA SALLE AVE OSCEOLA LN 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1399 POTRERO AVE POTRERO AVE 25TH ST \ CESAR CHAVEZ ON RAMP 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2500 24TH ST 24TH ST SAN BRUNO AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 33 FLORA ST FLORA ST BAY VIEW ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2401 22ND ST 22ND ST SAN BRUNO AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 5146 03RD ST 03RD ST SHAFTER AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1499 POTRERO AVE POTRERO AVE 25TH ST \ CESAR CHAVEZ ON RAMP 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   23RD ST SAN BRUNO AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 211 INDUSTRIAL ST INDUSTRIAL ST BARNEVELD AVE \ SHAFTER AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   25TH ST VERMONT ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 501 RHODE ISLAND ST RHODE ISLAND ST MARIPOSA ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1 HENRY ADAMS ST HENRY ADAMS ST DIVISION ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2 HENRY ADAMS ST HENRY ADAMS ST DIVISION ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 50 MADDUX AVE MADDUX AVE QUINT ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2210 QUESADA AVE QUESADA AVE SELBY ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 801 TOLAND ST TOLAND ST MCKINNON AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2150 CESAR CHAVEZ ST CESAR CHAVEZ ST EVANS AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1501 VERMONT ST VERMONT ST 26TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2174 BAY SHORE BLVD BAY SHORE BLVD TUNNEL AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 91 GILLETTE AVE GILLETTE AVE BLANKEN AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2400 BAY SHORE BLVD BAY SHORE BLVD LELAND AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 100 CORA ST CORA ST VISITACION AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3433 03RD ST 03RD ST ARTHUR AVE \ CARGO WAY 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 93 DELTA ST DELTA ST HAMILTON ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1425 ARMSTRONG AVE ARMSTRONG AVE INGALLS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1090 GIRARD ST GIRARD ST ORDWAY ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1800 EVANS AVE EVANS AVE RANKIN ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2100 REVERE AVE REVERE AVE RANKIN ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1075 GILMAN AVE GILMAN AVE GRIFFITH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2789 25TH ST 25TH ST UTAH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2789 25TH ST 25TH ST UTAH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1280 WISCONSIN ST WISCONSIN ST BLAIR TER 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2639 24TH ST 24TH ST UTAH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1200 KANSAS ST KANSAS ST 23RD ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1485 ARMSTRONG AVE ARMSTRONG AVE INGALLS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1307 KANSAS ST KANSAS ST 24TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 390 KANSAS ST KANSAS ST 16TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1510 REVERE AVE REVERE AVE KEITH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 301 RAYMOND AVE RAYMOND AVE DELTA ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1101 ILLINOIS ST ILLINOIS ST 22ND ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3100 03RD ST 03RD ST CESAR CHAVEZ ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1100 CESAR CHAVEZ ST TENNESSEE ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 5 LELAND AVE LELAND AVE BAY SHORE BLVD 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2401 22ND ST 22ND ST SAN BRUNO AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4250 3RD ST 3RD ST INNES AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 6202 03RD ST 03RD ST GILMAN AVE \ PAUL AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1495 YOSEMITE AVE YOSEMITE AVE INGALLS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4702 03RD ST 03RD ST NEWCOMB AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   HARKNESS AVE SPARTA ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 200 LOOMIS ST LOOMIS ST WATERLOO ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2500 23RD ST 23RD ST SAN BRUNO AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 801 MINNESOTA ST MINNESOTA ST 20TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1444 RANKIN ST RANKIN ST PALOU AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2096 QUESADA AVE QUESADA AVE SILVER AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 480 TOLAND ST TOLAND ST HUDSON AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 435 WILDE AVE WILDE AVE RUTLAND ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 714 DELTA ST DELTA ST VISITACION AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1645 17TH ST 17TH ST WISCONSIN ST 10



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   DIVISION ST HENRY ADAMS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 25 SPARTA ST SPARTA ST ANKENY ST \ WARD ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   BAY SHORE BLVD LOIS LN 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   LOOMIS ST WATERLOO ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   DIVISION ST HENRY ADAMS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   CASHMERE ST LA SALLE AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   03RD ST HWY 101 S ON RAMP \ JAMESTOWN AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1639 PALOU AVE PALOU AVE 03RD ST \ MENDELL ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4301 03RD ST 03RD ST JERROLD AVE \ NEWHALL ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1552 INNES AVE INNES AVE MENDELL ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2789 25TH ST 25TH ST UTAH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 625 BAY SHORE BLVD BAY SHORE BLVD INDUSTRIAL ST \ INDUSTRIAL ST ON RAMP 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1200 18TH ST 18TH ST MISSISSIPPI ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1316 UTAH ST UTAH ST 24TH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2157 BAY SHORE BLVD BAY SHORE BLVD TUNNEL AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 3550 03RD ST 03RD ST BURKE AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1740 REVERE AVE REVERE AVE 03RD ST \ BAY VIEW ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 220 RANKIN ST RANKIN ST DAVIDSON AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   BLANKEN AVE EXECUTIVE PARK BLVD 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 960 7TH ST 7TH ST BERRY ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1501 KIRKWOOD AVE KIRKWOOD AVE MENDELL ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 643 MENDELL ST MENDELL ST GALVEZ AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2641 24TH ST 24TH ST UTAH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2325 HUMBOLDT ST HUMBOLDT ST KANSAS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 555 DE HARO ST DE HARO ST MARIPOSA ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2001 BAY SHORE BLVD BAY SHORE BLVD BAYVIEW PARK RD \ HESTER AVE \ HWY 101 S O 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2200 22ND ST 22ND ST KANSAS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2446 24TH ST 24TH ST VERMONT ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2603 23RD ST 23RD ST UTAH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1492 HUDSON AVE HUDSON AVE KEITH ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   23RD ST KANSAS ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2030 THOMAS AVE THOMAS AVE MADDUX AVE 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2101 23RD ST 23RD ST DE HARO ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2129 24TH ST 24TH ST DE HARO ST 10

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 230 AVALON AVE AVALON AVE PARIS ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 300 NIAGARA AVE NIAGARA AVE DELANO AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2275 SAN JOSE AVE SAN JOSE AVE SENECA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4690 MISSION ST MISSION ST OCEAN AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 139 LOBOS ST LOBOS ST PLYMOUTH AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   MISSION ST SILVER AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 645 BRUNSWICK ST BRUNSWICK ST LOWELL ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4089 19TH AVE 19TH AVE CHESTER AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 51 BRIGHTON AVE BRIGHTON AVE LAKEVIEW AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 612 LA GRANDE AVE LA GRANDE AVE RUSSIA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 12 LEE AVE LEE AVE LAKEVIEW AVE \ SUMMIT ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 66 SAN JUAN AVE SAN JUAN AVE MISSION ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 600 PRAGUE ST PRAGUE ST GENEVA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 19 MAJESTIC AVE MAJESTIC AVE RIDGE LN \ TARA ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 5 CANYON DR CANYON DR ROBINSON DR 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   CAINE AVE RIDGE LN 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 967 DELANO AVE DELANO AVE NAHUA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 5507 MISSION ST MISSION ST GUTTENBERG ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 250 WILSON ST WILSON ST RHINE ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   GENEVA AVE OCEAN AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   ALEMANY BLVD CONGDON ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 489 FAXON AVE FAXON AVE HOLLOWAY AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 319 VERNON ST VERNON ST SHIELDS ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 842 EDINBURGH ST EDINBURGH ST ITALY AVE 11



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   GENEVA AVE MUNICH ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 348 NIAGARA AVE NIAGARA AVE DELANO AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 200 CURTIS ST CURTIS ST BRUNSWICK ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4304 MISSION ST MISSION ST SILVER AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 615 LAKEVIEW AVE LAKEVIEW AVE PLYMOUTH AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 719 GENEVA AVE GENEVA AVE CAYUGA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 159 SEVILLE ST SEVILLE ST CORDOVA ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 163 SEVILLE ST SEVILLE ST CORDOVA ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 169 SEVILLE ST SEVILLE ST CORDOVA ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1839 OCEAN AVE OCEAN AVE DORADO TER \ JULES AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 130 SEVILLE ST SEVILLE ST CORDOVA ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 176 SEVILLE ST SEVILLE ST CORDOVA ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 31 SEVILLE ST SEVILLE ST ROLPH ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 242 TRUMBULL ST TRUMBULL ST CONGDON ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2401 SAN JOSE AVE SAN JOSE AVE NIAGARA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 56 NAVAJO AVE NAVAJO AVE CAYUGA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 579 MADRID ST MADRID ST PERSIA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 375 CAPITOL AVE CAPITOL AVE BROAD ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 47 NAVAJO AVE NAVAJO AVE CAYUGA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2099 SAN JOSE AVE SAN JOSE AVE SERGEANT JOHN V YOUNG ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 414 MOUNT VERNON AVE MOUNT VERNON AVE SAN JOSE AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 73 BROAD ST BROAD ST FARRAGUT AVE \ SAN JOSE AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 315 LONDON ST LONDON ST BRAZIL AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 32 MADRID ST MADRID ST SILVER AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 122 RAMSELL ST RAMSELL ST RANDOLPH ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 167 RAMSELL ST RAMSELL ST RANDOLPH ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 17 SANTA YNEZ AVE SANTA YNEZ AVE CAYUGA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4638 MISSION ST MISSION ST NORTON ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 530 BRUNSWICK ST BRUNSWICK ST GUTTENBERG ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 900 VIENNA ST VIENNA ST AMAZON AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 209 THERESA ST THERESA ST CAYUGA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 436 RUSSIA AVE RUSSIA AVE MADRID ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 501 LISBON ST LISBON ST RUSSIA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 151 MONTANA ST MONTANA ST PLYMOUTH AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 415 GARFIELD ST GARFIELD ST RAMSELL ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 607 PRAGUE ST PRAGUE ST GENEVA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 70 HAVELOCK ST HAVELOCK ST SAN JOSE AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 40 WANDA ST WANDA ST OCEAN AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 205 SAGAMORE ST SAGAMORE ST CAPITOL AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 350 OCEAN AVE OCEAN AVE DELANO AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 358 NAPLES ST NAPLES ST EXCELSIOR AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 231 SILVER AVE SILVER AVE ALEMANY BLVD 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 118 GUTTENBERG ST GUTTENBERG ST MORSE ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 720 MOSCOW ST MOSCOW ST FRANCE AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4747 MISSION ST MISSION ST LEO ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4994 MISSION ST MISSION ST KENNY ALY 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 173 SANTA ROSA AVE SANTA ROSA AVE CAYUGA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 275 MINERVA ST MINERVA ST CAPITOL AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 47 NAVAJO AVE NAVAJO AVE CAYUGA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 5006 MISSION ST MISSION ST ITALY AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 30 SANTA YSABEL AVE SANTA YSABEL AVE OTSEGO AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 90 ONEIDA AVE ONEIDA AVE CAYUGA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 449 RANDOLPH ST RANDOLPH ST RAMSELL ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1770 SAN JOSE AVE SAN JOSE AVE BADEN ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4689 MISSION ST MISSION ST OCEAN AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 162 EDINBURGH ST EDINBURGH ST PERU AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 25 ACTON ST ACTON ST MISSION ST \ SICKLES AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 28 SENECA AVE SENECA AVE MISSION ST 11



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 177 HAROLD AVE HAROLD AVE GRAFTON AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 842 BRUNSWICK ST BRUNSWICK ST OLIVER ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1 LAWRENCE AVE LAWRENCE AVE MISSION ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 151 MONTICELLO ST MONTICELLO ST SARGENT ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4308 MISSION ST MISSION ST SILVER AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 700 CAYUGA AVE CAYUGA AVE SANTA ROSA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 282 MAYNARD ST MAYNARD ST CONGDON ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 342 NIAGARA AVE NIAGARA AVE DELANO AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 66 JOSIAH AVE JOSIAH AVE RIDGE LN 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 5080 MISSION ST MISSION ST AMAZON AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4950 MISSION ST MISSION ST FRANCE AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 200 HAROLD AVE HAROLD AVE BRUCE AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 154 OCEAN AVE OCEAN AVE WANDA ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 10 ROEMER WAY ROEMER WAY BRUNSWICK ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1500 CAYUGA AVE CAYUGA AVE MOUNT VERNON AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 530 EDINBURGH ST EDINBURGH ST PERSIA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 668 LISBON ST LISBON ST FRANCE AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 16 CAMELLIA AVE CAMELLIA AVE ADMIRAL AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1915 SAN JOSE AVE SAN JOSE AVE HAVELOCK ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 900 MOSCOW ST MOSCOW ST AMAZON AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 70 LEE AVE LEE AVE LAKEVIEW AVE \ SUMMIT ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 415 HURON AVE HURON AVE OTTAWA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 71 LIEBIG ST LIEBIG ST LESSING ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 101 POPE ST POPE ST CROSS ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 101 ASHTON AVE ASHTON AVE GRAFTON AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 272 ONEIDA AVE ONEIDA AVE OTSEGO AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 519 EDINBURGH ST EDINBURGH ST PERSIA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 255 POPE ST POPE ST MORSE ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 118 SANTA YSABEL AVE SANTA YSABEL AVE DELANO AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 129 GRANADA AVE GRANADA AVE GRAFTON AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1584 ALEMANY BLVD ALEMANY BLVD COTTER ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 235 FARALLONES ST FARALLONES ST CAPITOL AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 101 GRAFTON AVE GRAFTON AVE LEE AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 159 HAROLD AVE HAROLD AVE GRAFTON AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 218 NEY ST NEY ST CONGDON ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 155 GRANADA AVE GRANADA AVE GRAFTON AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4610 MISSION ST MISSION ST NORTON ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 647 GENEVA AVE GENEVA AVE DELANO AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 700 DELANO AVE DELANO AVE GENEVA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 701 ATHENS ST ATHENS ST FRANCE AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 201 OCEAN AVE OCEAN AVE MEDA AVE \ OTSEGO AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 217 THERESA ST THERESA ST CAYUGA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 235 CAPITOL AVE CAPITOL AVE SADOWA ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1801 SAN JOSE AVE SAN JOSE AVE SANTA ROSA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1707 SAN JOSE AVE SAN JOSE AVE COTTER ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 25 ACTON ST ACTON ST MISSION ST \ SICKLES AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2377 SAN JOSE AVE SAN JOSE AVE GENEVA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   CROSS ST POPE ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 242 ALLISON ST ALLISON ST MORSE ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 125 ALLISON ST ALLISON ST CROSS ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 26 CROSS ST CROSS ST POPE ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 270 FARALLONES ST FARALLONES ST CAPITOL AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 33 POPE ST POPE ST HOLLYWOOD CT 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 314 VICTORIA ST VICTORIA ST SARGENT ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1050 CAPITOL AVE CAPITOL AVE GRAFTON AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 143 HAROLD AVE HAROLD AVE GRAFTON AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 69 OLIVER ST OLIVER ST MISSION ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 155 MORSE ST MORSE ST UNNAMED 071 11



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024

Description On Street From Street District

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1780 SAN JOSE AVE SAN JOSE AVE PILGRIM AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 54 HAVELOCK ST HAVELOCK ST SAN JOSE AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 85 RESTANI WAY RESTANI WAY RESTANI STWY 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 99 CURTIS ST CURTIS ST ROLPH ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 504 MUNICH ST MUNICH ST RUSSIA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   ALEMANY BLVD SICKLES AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 6 POPE ST POPE ST MISSION ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2710 ALEMANY BLVD ALEMANY BLVD NAGLEE AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2 MADRID ST MADRID ST SILVER AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 5145 MISSION ST MISSION ST AMAZON AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4600 MISSION ST MISSION ST NORTON ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 144 SANTA YNEZ AVE SANTA YNEZ AVE OTSEGO AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐   RALSTON ST VERNON ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1112 PRAGUE ST PRAGUE ST CURTIS ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1118 PRAGUE ST PRAGUE ST CURTIS ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 279 FAXON AVE FAXON AVE LAKEVIEW AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1970 ALEMANY BLVD ALEMANY BLVD ONONDAGA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 116 BROAD ST BROAD ST PLYMOUTH AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 358 OCEAN AVE OCEAN AVE DELANO AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 690 CAYUGA AVE CAYUGA AVE COTTER ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4100 MISSION ST MISSION ST TRUMBULL ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 120 SENECA AVE SENECA AVE ALEMANY BLVD 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 185 ALLISON ST ALLISON ST CROSS ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 195 ALLISON ST ALLISON ST CROSS ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 647 GENEVA AVE GENEVA AVE DELANO AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 379 CAPITOL AVE CAPITOL AVE BROAD ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 80 LAURA ST LAURA ST MISSION ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 451 HURON AVE HURON AVE SALA TER 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 322 VICTORIA ST VICTORIA ST SARGENT ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 398 ELLINGTON AVE ELLINGTON AVE DICHIERA CT 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 339 MOSCOW ST MOSCOW ST EXCELSIOR AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 62 SANTA ROSA AVE SANTA ROSA AVE MISSION ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 4085 MISSION ST MISSION ST BOSWORTH ST \ MURRAY ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 285 FAXON AVE FAXON AVE LAKEVIEW AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 500 VICTORIA ST VICTORIA ST GARFIELD ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2275 SAN JOSE AVE SAN JOSE AVE SENECA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 371 SILVER AVE SILVER AVE MISSION ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1 NAHUA AVE NAHUA AVE DELANO AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 949 DELANO AVE DELANO AVE NAHUA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 207 RALSTON ST RALSTON ST SARGENT ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 101 OTSEGO AVE OTSEGO AVE SAN JUAN AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 166 FOOTE AVE FOOTE AVE ELLINGTON AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 217 MINERVA ST MINERVA ST CAPITOL AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 2377 SAN JOSE AVE SAN JOSE AVE GENEVA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 254 FAXON AVE FAXON AVE LAKEVIEW AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 900 HURON AVE HURON AVE LAWRENCE AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 39 LESSING ST LESSING ST LIEBIG ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 563 EDINBURGH ST EDINBURGH ST PERSIA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 771 MADRID ST MADRID ST FRANCE AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 167 NAPLES ST NAPLES ST PERU AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 0101 BROAD ST BROAD ST PLYMOUTH AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 78 EDGAR AVE EDGAR AVE NIAGARA AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 218 ARCH ST ARCH ST RANDOLPH ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 230 GARFIELD ST GARFIELD ST HEAD ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 293 MONTANA ST MONTANA ST FAXON AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1707 SAN JOSE AVE SAN JOSE AVE COTTER ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1770 SAN JOSE AVE SAN JOSE AVE BADEN ST 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 1826 SAN JOSE AVE SAN JOSE AVE COLONIAL WAY 11



List of Outstanding Sidewalk and Curb Repairs by District as of 3/22/2024
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Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 265 MONTANA ST MONTANA ST FAXON AVE 11

Concrete Curb/Sidewalk Repair ‐ 43 WANDA ST WANDA ST OCEAN AVE 11



PW Various Locations Curb Ramps No. 19  
Project Locations 
*Project locations may be subject to change.  
 
 

ADisbrow
Callout
JUDAH STREET & LA PLAYA STREET

ADisbrow
Callout
JUDAH STREET & 43RD AVE

ADisbrow
Callout
ORTEGA ST & 45TH AVE

ADisbrow
Callout
TERRACE DRIVE & SANTA CLARA AVE

ADisbrow
Callout
SAN JOSE AVE & DUNCAN STREET

ADisbrow
Callout
OGDEN STREET & NEVADA STREET

ADisbrow
Callout
GOLDEN GATE AVE & HYDE STREET
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Resolution No. _____ page  ___ of ___ 
Attachment B 

TDA Article 3 Project Application Form 

1. Agency City and County of San Francisco 

2. Primary Contact Joyce Lee-Yip 

3. Mailing Address San Francisco Public Works, 49 South Van Ness Ave, 16th Fl, San Francisco CA 94103 

4. Email Address Joyce.lee-yip@sfdpw.org 5. Phone Number

6. Secondary Contact (in
the event primary is
not available)

Victoria Chan 

7. Mailing address (if
different)        N/A☐

8. Email Address victoria.w.chan@sfdpw.org 9. Phone Number

10. Send allocation
instructions to (if
different from above):

11. Project Title Various Locations Curb Ramps No. 19 

12. Amount requested $ 681,408 13. Fiscal Year of
Claim

FY 21-22, FY 22-
23 and FY 23-24 

14. Description of Overall Project:

15. Project Scope Proposed for Funding: (Project level environmental, preliminary planning, and ROW
are ineligible uses of TDA funds.)

16. Project Location: A map of the project location is attached or a link to a online map of the project
location is provided below:

Project Relation to Regional Policies (for information only) 

17. Is the project in an Equity Priority Community? Yes☒       No☐ 

18. Is this project in a Priority Development Area or a Transit-Oriented Community? Yes☒       No☐ 

Preliminary engineering and construction of curb ramps for compliance with the Federal Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA).         

TDA funds will pay for curb ramp program planning, preliminary engineering, and construction of curb ramps at various locations 
throughout the City. Locations will be based on public requests and prioritized by the Public Works Disability Access Coordinator 
and Mayor’s Office of Disability. 

List of project locations is attached. 

mailto:Joyce.lee-yip@sfdpw.org
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/access-equity-mobility/equity-priority-communities
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/land-use/priority-development-areas-pdas
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/land-use/transit-oriented-communities-toc-policy
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19. Project Budget and Schedule

Project Eligibility 

A. Has the project been reviewed by the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee? Yes☒ No☐
If “YES,” identify the date and provide a copy or link to the agenda. 
If "NO," provide an explanation).     

B. Has the project been approved by the claimant's governing body? Yes☒ No☐
If "NO," provide expected date:__________________ 

C. Has this project previously received TDA Article 3 funding? Yes☐   No☒ 
(If "YES," provide an explanation on a separate page) 

D. For "bikeways," does the project meet Caltrans minimum safety design criteria Yes☐ No☐
pursuant to Chapter 1000 of the California Highway Design Manual?

E. 1.  Is the project categorically exempt from CEQA, pursuant to CCR Section 15301(c),  Yes☒       No☐
Existing Facility? 

2. If “NO” above, is the project is exempt from CEQA for another reason? Yes☐ No☐
Cite the basis for the exemption.  __________________________  N/A☒ 
If the project is not exempt, please check “NO,” and provide environmental
documentation, as appropriate.

F. Estimated Completion Date of project (month and year):  _1/2027____________ 

G. Have provisions been made by the claimant to maintain the project or facility, or has  Yes☒       No☐
the claimant arranged for such maintenance by another agency?  (If an agency other 
 than the Claimant is to maintain the facility, please identify below and provide the agreement. 

H. Is a Complete Streets Checklist required for this project ? Yes☒       No☐
If the amount requested is over $250,000 or if the total project phase or construction  
phase is over $250,000, a Complete Streets checklist is likely required.  Please attach  
the Complete Streets checklist or record of review, as applicable. More information  
and the form may be found here: https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets

Project 
Phase

TDA 3 Other Funds Total Cost
Estimated Completion 

(month/year)
Bike/Ped 
Plan
ENV
PA&ED
PS&E
ROW
CON
Total Cost

$50,000 $50,000

$500,000 $500,000

$131,408 $948,592 $1,100,000

12/2024

12/2025

12/2026
$681,408 $948,592 $1,650,000

https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/manual-highway-design-manual-hdm).
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets
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Resolution No. _____                  page  _1_ of _2_ 
Attachment B 

TDA Article 3 Project Application Form 

1. Agency  City and County of San Francisco 

2. Primary Contact  Joyce Lee‐Yip 

3. Mailing Address  San Francisco Public Works, 49 South Van Ness Ave, 16th Fl, San Francisco CA 94103 

4. Email Address  Joyce.lee‐yip@sfdpw.org  5. Phone Number   

6. Secondary Contact (in 

the event primary is 

not available) 

Victoria Chan 

 

7. Mailing address (if 

different)        N/A☐ 

 

8. Email Address  victoria.w.chan@sfdpw.org  9. Phone Number   

10.  Send allocation 

instructions to (if 

different from above):  

 

11. Project Title  Public Sidewalk Repair and Reconstruction 

12. Amount requested  $ 681,408  13. Fiscal Year of 

Claim 

FY 21‐22, FY 22‐

23 and FY 23‐24 

 

14. Description of Overall Project: 

 

15. Project Scope Proposed for Funding: (Project level environmental, preliminary planning, and ROW 
are ineligible uses of TDA funds.)  

 

16. Project Location: A map of the project location is attached or a link to a online map of the project 

location is provided below: 

 

 
 

 

Project Relation to Regional Policies (for information only) 

17. Is the project in an Equity Priority Community?            Yes☒        No☐  

18. Is this project in a Priority Development Area or a Transit‐Oriented Community?     Yes☒        No☐  

19. Project Budget and Schedule 

Public sidewalk repair and reconstruction. 
 

TDA funds will pay for labor and materials to repair damaged public sidewalks, curbs, gutters, and angular returns at 
various locations throughout San Francisco.   
 

Citywide 
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Project Eligibility 

 

A. Has the project been reviewed by the Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee?   Yes☒        No☐ 
If “YES,” identify the date and provide a copy or link to the agenda.  
If "NO," provide an explanation).     

 

B. Has the project been approved by the claimant's governing body?        Yes☒        No☐ 
If "NO," provide expected date:__________________ 

 

C. Has this project previously received TDA Article 3 funding?          Yes☒        No☒ 
(If "YES," provide an explanation on a separate page) 

 

D. For "bikeways," does the project meet Caltrans minimum safety design criteria     Yes☐        No☐ 
pursuant to Chapter 1000 of the California Highway Design Manual?  

 

E. 1.  Is the project categorically exempt from CEQA, pursuant to CCR Section 15301(c),   Yes☐        No☒ 
Existing Facility?  

 

2.  If “NO” above, is the project is exempt from CEQA for another reason?     Yes☐        No☐ 

Cite the basis for the exemption.  __________________________                  N/A☒ 
If the project is not exempt, please check “NO,” and provide environmental  
documentation, as appropriate. 

 

F. Estimated Completion Date of project (month and year):          ___June 2025_______ 
 

G. Have provisions been made by the claimant to maintain the project or facility, or has   Yes☒        No☐ 
the claimant arranged for such maintenance by another agency?  (If an agency other 
 than the Claimant is to maintain the facility, please identify below and provide the agreement. 

 

H. Is a Complete Streets Checklist required for this project ?           Yes☒        No☐ 
If the amount requested is over $250,000 or if the total project phase or construction  
phase is over $250,000, a Complete Streets checklist is likely required.  Please attach  
the Complete Streets checklist or record of review, as applicable. More information  
and the form may be found here: https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete‐streets

Project 

Phase
TDA 3 Other Funds Total Cost

Estimated Completion 

(month/year)

Bike/Ped 

Plan

ENV

PA&ED

PS&E

ROW

CON                  681,408                  681,408 06/2025

Total Cost                  681,408                              -   
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Complete Streets Checklist 

Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, 
Adopted 3/25/22 

   

Background  

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of 
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its 
CS policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, 
rolling, and taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. 
This policy works to advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, 
safety, equity, and vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as 
well as state & local compliance with applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, 
specifically the California Complete Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 
and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the CS resolutions adopted before 
January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.) 

Requirements 

MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more) 
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding – or requesting regional 
endorsement or approval through MTC – must submit a Complete Streets Checklist 
(Checklist) to MTC. 

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the 
Exceptions section on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature. 

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the 
MTC Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency 
staff implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at 
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets 

This form may be downloaded at https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets.  

Submittal 

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.   
 

 
PROJECT INFORMATION 

 
Project Name/Title: Various Locations Curb Ramp No. 19 
 
Project Area/Location(s):  45th Ave & Ortega St, Judah & La Playa, 43rd Ave & Judah, 
Duncan & San Jose, Santa Clara Ave & Terrace Drive, Ogden Ave & Nevada St, and 
Golden Gate & Hyde. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit) 
The project will be constructing a total of 34 new ADA curb ramps across Districts 4,5,7, 
and 9. All locations were carefully selected and were prioritized based on request by those 
with a disability, proximity to key resources, and it they were along the HIC and within 
Equity Priority Communities. This project will contribute towards SF Public Works and 
Mayors Office of Disability curb ramp goal.  
 

 
CONTACT INFORMATION 

 
Contact Name & Title: 
Anastastia Haddad, 
Project Manager              

Contact Email: 
Anastastia.Haddad@sfdpw.org 

Contact Phone: 628-271-
2405 

Agency: Public Works 
 

 
Topic CS Policy Consideration YES NO Required Description 

1. Bicycle, 
Pedestrian 
and Transit 
Planning 

 

Does Project implement relevant 
Plans, or other locally adopted 
recommendations? 

Plan examples include: 

 City/County General + 
Area Plans 

 Bicycle, Pedestrian & 
Transit Plan  

 Community-Based 
Transportation Plan 

 ADA Transition Plan 

 Station Access Plan 

 Short-Range Transit Plan 

 Vision Zero/Systematic 
Safety Plan 

  The project is 
implementing the- 

1. ADA Transition 
Plan and the 
Vision 

2. Zero/Systematic 
Safety Plan.  

3. Complete Streets 
Plan 

 

 

 

2. Active 
Transportati
on Network Does the project area contain 

segments of the regional Active 
Transportation (AT) Network?  

[See AT Network map on the 
MTC Complete Streets webpage.]  

  ADA curb ramps are 
intended to serve 
pedestrians of all ages 
and abilities. Project will 
also be implnting 
bulbouts- a design 
measure to increase 
user safety and traffic 
calming 

3. Safety and 
Comfort 

 

A. Is the Project on a known 
High Injury Network (HIN) or 
has a local traffic safety 
analysis found a high 
incidence of bicyclist/ 

  Golden Gate & Hyde is 
classified as a Minor 
Arterial with three traffic 
lanes on each street. 
There is a painted safety 
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Topic CS Policy Consideration YES NO Required Description 
pedestrian-involved crashes 
within the project area? 

 

bulb at the NWC and a 
protected bike lane on 
Golden Gate heading 
east bound. The project 
intends to construct a full 
bulbout at the NWC as 
well as complete the 
ADA curb ramp 
accessibility at this 
intersection.  

B. Does the project seek to 
improve bicyclist and/or 
pedestrian conditions? If the 
project includes a bikeway, 
was a Level of Traffic Stress 
(LTS), or similar user 
experience analyses 
conducted? 

  The project will be 
improving accessibility 
for pedestrians only. No 
bicycle improvements. 

4. Transit 
Coordination  

 

A. Are there existing public 
transit facilities (stop or 
station) in the project area? 

  SFMTA Transit Bus #8, 
Muni Train #N, NBUS, 
NOWL, Bus #12, West 
Portal, Bus #101, 130, 
150, and 31.  

B. Have all potentially affected 
transit agencies had the 
opportunity to review this 
project? 

  Once project starts the 
Design Phase, 
potentially affected 
transit agencies will be 
informed.  

C. Is there a MTC Mobility Hub 
within the project area? 

 
 
 
 

  Project has not yet 
engaged MTC Mobility 
Hub providers. 

5. Design Does the project meet 
professional design standards or 
guidelines appropriate for bicycle 
and/or pedestrian facilities? 

  ADA Accessibility 
Standards of 2010. 
Issued by the DOJ and 
DOT. 

6. Equity Will Project improve active 
transportation in an Equity 
Priority Community? 

X  Golden Gate & Hyde, 
Duncan & San Jose 
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Topic CS Policy Consideration YES NO Required Description 

7. BPAC 
Review 

Has a local (city or county) 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory 
Commission (BPAC) reviewed 
this checklist (or for OBAG 3, 
this project)? 

  February 26, 2024 
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Statement of Compliance  YES 

The proposed Project complies with California 
Complete Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 
65040.2 and 65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy 
(Reso. 4493), and locally adopted Complete Streets 
resolutions (adopted as OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) 
requirement, Resolution 4202). 

 

 

  
If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature. 

 

Statement of Exception YES  Provide Documentation  
or Explanation 

1. The affected roadway is legally prohibited 
for use by bicyclists and/or pedestrians.  

 

  If yes, please cite 
language and agency 
citing prohibited use. 

2. The costs of providing Complete Streets 
improvements are excessively 
disproportionate to the need or probable 
use (defined as more than 20 percent for 
Complete Streets elements of the total 
project cost).  

 
 

 If claimed, the agency 
must include 
proportionate 
alternatives and still 
provide safe 
accommodation of 
people biking, walking 
and rolling. 

3. There is a documented Alternative Plan 
to implement Complete Streets and/or on 
a nearby parallel route. 

 

 
 

 Describe Alternative 
Plan/Project 

4. Conditions exist in which policy 
requirements may not be able to be met, 
such as fire and safety specifications, 
spatial conflicts on the roadway with 
transit or environmental concerns, 
defined as abutting conservation land or 
severe topological constraints. 

 

 
 

 
 

Describe condition(s) 
that prohibit 
implementation of CS 
policy requirements 
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS 
 

TRANSIT 

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with 
operations affected by the proposed project.  If a project includes a transit stop/station, 
or is located along a transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation 
(e.g. email) with the affected transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination 
and acknowledgement of the project. A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is 
available for reference.  

 

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS 

Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or 
their designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below: 

 
Full Name:        Anastastia Haddad 

Title: Project Manager 

Date: 2/20/2024 

Signature: 
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ATTACHMENT 1 – All Ages and Abilities and Guidelines 

1. All Ages and Abilities
Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle
Facilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017

Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for 
“All Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of 
City Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best 
practices. A facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the 
mobility needs of children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, 
works for everyone else. The all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all 
users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity, race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying 
national and international best practices related to traffic calming, speed reduction, and 
roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This approach also includes 
the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor vehicle traffic, both 
of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum of the 
public. 

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on 
the AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The 
Proposed Public Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access 
Board should also be referenced during design. (See table on next page for guidelines) 

2. Design Guidance
Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to):
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) – A
Policy on Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of
Bicycle Facilities, Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian
Facilities; Public Right-of-Way Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD); Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility
Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) –
Urban Bikeway Design Guide.
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Figure 1 Designing for All Ages & Abilities, NACTO https://nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/NACTO_Designing-for-All-
Ages-Abilities.pdf 
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Complete Streets Checklist 

Implementation of MTC’s Complete Streets Policy, Resolution 4493, 
Adopted 3/25/22 

   

Background  

Since 2006, MTC’s Complete Streets (CS) Policy has promoted the development of 
transportation facilities that can be used by all modes. In March 2022, MTC updated its 
CS policy (Resolution 4493) with the goal of ensuring that people biking, walking, 
rolling, and taking transit are safely accommodated within the transportation network. 
This policy works to advance Plan Bay Area 2050 objectives of achieving mode shift, 
safety, equity, and vehicle miles traveled and greenhouse gas emission reductions, as 
well as state & local compliance with applicable CS-related laws, policies, and practices, 
specifically the California Complete Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 65040.2 
and 65302) and applicable local policies such as the CS resolutions adopted before 
January 16, 2016 (as part of MTC’s OBAG 2 requirements.) 

Requirements 

MTC’s CS Policy requires that all projects (with a total project cost of $250,000 or more) 
applying for regional discretionary transportation funding – or requesting regional 
endorsement or approval through MTC – must submit a Complete Streets Checklist 
(Checklist) to MTC. 

Please note that Projects claiming exceptions to CS Policy must complete the 
Exceptions section on the Checklist and provide a Department Director-level signature. 

Additional information and guidance for completing this Checklist can be found at the 
MTC Administrative Guidance: Complete Streets Policy Guidance for public agency 
staff implementing MTC Resolution 4493 at 
https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets 

This form may be downloaded at https://mtc.ca.gov/planning/transportation/complete-streets.  

Submittal 

Completed Checklists must be emailed to completestreets@bayareametro.gov.   
 

 
PROJECT INFORMATION 

 
Project Name/Title:  
Public Sidewalk and Curb Repair 
Project Area/Location(s):  Citywide 
 
Attach map if available. 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: (300-word limit) 
Please indicate project phase (Planning, PE, ENV, ROW, CON, O&M) 
 
Public Works is responsible for repairing sidewalks around City-maintained trees, adjacent to City 
properties, and at the angular returns of all intersections. The passage of Proposition E in November 
2016 resulted in annual funding set-aside to maintain all street trees in the public right-of-way. 
SFPW currently has a backlog of over 1,000 requested repairs to damaged public sidewalks, curb 
and gutters, and angular returns not related to street tree damage. Instead, damage at these 
locations is typically caused by trucks driving up on curbs, old age, heavy equipment, vehicular 
accidents, poor original construction. Provided is a list of outstanding repair locations, which 
will be used to identify work for this funding request. At an average cost of $75 per square foot, 
and $300 per linear foot, SFPW expects to address approximately 200 sidewalk and curb repair 
requests on an annual basis with Prop L and TDA funds. 
Locations are determined by a combination of SFPW inspection and public complaints, and will be 
prioritized based on project readiness, community support, and time sensitive urgency. In addition to 
these locations, SFPW anticipates that emergency response may be required at locations fronting 
federal, state, school, and housing authority properties, undeveloped lands, roadway structures (i.e. 
stairways, tunnels, bridges, and retaining walls), as well as locations with special surface sidewalks 
such as Market Street bricks and Mission Street tiles.  
SFPW has the flexibility to prioritize and complete locations on an expedited basis if there is 
potential significant impact to pedestrian access and/or have the highest likelihood of generating 
claims against the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF). However, failure to correct sidewalk 
deficiencies, whether they front public or private properties, increases CCSF’s exposure to claims 
and lawsuits resulting from trip-and-fall injuries. 
 
May attach additional project documents, cross sections, plan view, or other supporting 
materials.  
 

 
CONTACT INFORMATION 

 
Contact Name & Title: 
 Joyce Lee-Yip 
Senior Budget Analyst 

Contact Email: 
Joyce.lee-yip@sfdpw.org 

Contact Phone: 
(628)271-3093 

Agency: City and County of San Francisco, Department of Public Works 
 

 
Topic CS Policy Consideration YES NO Required Description 

1. Bicycle, 
Pedestrian 
and Transit 
Planning 

 

Does Project implement relevant 
Plans, or other locally adopted 
recommendations? 

Plan examples include: 

 City/County General + 
Area Plans 

 Bicycle, Pedestrian & 
Transit Plan  

  Please provide detail on 
Plan recommendations 
affecting Project area, if 
any, with Plan adoption 
date. 

If Project is inconsistent 
with adopted Plans, 
please provide 
explanation. 
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Topic CS Policy Consideration YES NO Required Description 

 Community-Based 
Transportation Plan 

 ADA Transition Plan 

 Station Access Plan 

 Short-Range Transit Plan 

 Vision Zero/Systematic 
Safety Plan 

 

2. Active 
Transportati
on Network 

Does the project area contain 
segments of the regional Active 
Transportation (AT) Network?  

[See AT Network map on the 
MTC Complete Streets webpage.]  

  If yes, describe how 
project adheres to the 
NACTO All Ages and 
Abilities design 
principles. See 
Attachment 1. 

3. Safety and 
Comfort 

 

A. Is the Project on a known 
High Injury Network (HIN) or 
has a local traffic safety 
analysis found a high 
incidence of bicyclist/ 
pedestrian-involved crashes 
within the project area? 

 

  Please summarize the 
traffic safety conditions 
and describe Project’s 
traffic safety measures. 
The Bay Area Vision Zero 
System may be a 
resource. 

B. Does the project seek to 
improve bicyclist and/or 
pedestrian conditions? If the 
project includes a bikeway, 
was a Level of Traffic Stress 
(LTS), or similar user 
experience analyses 
conducted? 

  Describe how project 
seeks to provide low-
stress transportation 
facilities or reduce a 
facility’s LTS. 

4. Transit 
Coordination  

 

A. Are there existing public 
transit facilities (stop or 
station) in the project area? 

  List transit facilities 
(stop, station, or route) 
and all affected 
agencies. 

B. Have all potentially affected 
transit agencies had the 
opportunity to review this 
project? 

  Please provide 
confirmation email from 
transit operator(s). 

C. Is there a MTC Mobility Hub 
within the project area? 

 
 
 
 

  If yes, please describe 
outreach to mobility 
providers, and Project’s 
Hub-supportive 
elements. 
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Topic CS Policy Consideration YES NO Required Description 

5. Design Does the project meet 
professional design standards or 
guidelines appropriate for bicycle 
and/or pedestrian facilities? 

  Please provide Class 
designation for 
bikeways. Cite design 
standards used. 

6. Equity Will Project improve active 
transportation in an Equity 
Priority Community? 

 
 
Yes 

 Please list EPC(s) 
affected. 

Citywide locations as-
needed; therefore likely 
many/multiple EPC(s). 

7. BPAC 
Review 

Has a local (city or county) 
Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory 
Commission (BPAC) reviewed 
this checklist (or for OBAG 3, 
this project)? 

  Please provide meeting 
date(s) and a summary 
of comments, if any. 
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Statement of Compliance  YES 

The proposed Project complies with California 
Complete Street Act of 2008 (Gov. Code Sections 
65040.2 and 65302, MTC Complete Streets Policy 
(Reso. 4493), and locally adopted Complete Streets 
resolutions (adopted as OBAG 2 (Reso. 4202) 
requirement, Resolution 4202). 

 

 

  
If no, complete Statement of Exception and obtain necessary signature. 

 

Statement of Exception YES  Provide Documentation  
or Explanation 

1. The affected roadway is legally prohibited 
for use by bicyclists and/or pedestrians.  

 

  If yes, please cite 
language and agency 
citing prohibited use. 

2. The costs of providing Complete Streets 
improvements are excessively 
disproportionate to the need or probable 
use (defined as more than 20 percent for 
Complete Streets elements of the total 
project cost).  

 
 

 If claimed, the agency 
must include 
proportionate 
alternatives and still 
provide safe 
accommodation of 
people biking, walking 
and rolling. 

3. There is a documented Alternative Plan 
to implement Complete Streets and/or on 
a nearby parallel route. 

 

 
 

 Describe Alternative 
Plan/Project 

4. Conditions exist in which policy 
requirements may not be able to be met, 
such as fire and safety specifications, 
spatial conflicts on the roadway with 
transit or environmental concerns, 
defined as abutting conservation land or 
severe topological constraints. 

 

 
 

 
 

Describe condition(s) 
that prohibit 
implementation of CS 
policy requirements 
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SIGNATURES / NOTIFICATIONS 
 

TRANSIT 

The project sponsor shall communicate and coordinate with all transit agencies with 
operations affected by the proposed project.  If a project includes a transit stop/station, 
or is located along a transit route, the Checklist must include written documentation 
(e.g. email) with the affected transit agency(ies) to confirm transit agency coordination 
and acknowledgement of the project. A CS Checklist Transit Agency Contact List is 
available for reference.  

 

DEPARTMENT DIRECTOR-LEVEL SIGNATURE FOR EXCEPTIONS 

Exceptions must be signed by a Department Director-level agency representative, or 
their designee, and not the Project Manager. Insert electronic signature or sign below: 

 
Full Name:         

Title: 

Date: 

Signature: 
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ATTACHMENT 1 – All Ages and Abilities and Guidelines 

 
1. All Ages and Abilities 
Designing for All Ages & Abilities, Contextual Guidance for High-Comfort Bicycle 
Facilities, National Association of Transportation Officials, December 2017 
 
Projects on the AT Network shall incorporate design principles based on designing for 
“All Ages and Abilities,” contextual guidance provided by the National Association of 
City Transportation Officials (NACTO), and consistent with state and national best 
practices. A facility that serves “all ages and abilities” is one that effectively serves the 
mobility needs of children, older adults, and people with disabilities and in doing so, 
works for everyone else. The all ages and abilities approach also strives to serve all 
users, regardless of age, ability, ethnicity, race, sex, income, or disability, by embodying 
national and international best practices related to traffic calming, speed reduction, and 
roadway design to increase user safety and comfort. This approach also includes 
the use of traffic calming elements or facilities separated from motor vehicle traffic, both 
of which can offer a greater feeling of safety and appeal to a wider spectrum of the 
public. 

Design best practices for safe street crossings, pedestrian facilities, and Americans with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) accessibility at transit stops, and bicycle/micromobility facilities on 
the AT Network should be incorporated throughout the entirety of the project. The 
Proposed Public Rights-of-Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG) by the U.S. Access 
Board should also be referenced during design. (See table on next page for guidelines) 

2. Design Guidance 
Examples of applicable design guidance documents include (but are not limited to): 
American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) – A 
Policy on Geometric Design of Highway and Streets, Guide for the Development of 
Bicycle Facilities, Guide for the Planning, Design, and Operation of Pedestrian 
Facilities; Public Right-of-Way Accessibility Guide (PROWAG); Manual on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD); Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility 
Guidelines (ADAAG); National Association of City Transportation Officials (NACTO) –  
Urban Bikeway Design Guide. 
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Figure 1 Designing for All Ages & Abilities, NACTO https://nacto.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/NACTO_Designing-for-All-
Ages-Abilities.pdf 
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ABSTRACT

Resolution No. 4108, Revised

This resolution establishes policies and procedures for the submission of claims for Article 3 

funding for pedestrian and bicycle facilities as required by the Transportation Development Act 

in Public Utilities Code (PUC) Section 99401.(a).  Funding for pedestrian and bicycle projects is 

established by PUC Section 99233.3. 

This resolution supersedes MTC Resolution No. 875, Revised commencing with the FY2014-15 

funding cycle.  

This resolution was revised on February 24, 2016 to make pedestrian safety education projects 

eligible for funding, in accordance with recent state law changes. 

This resolution was revised on December 16, 2020 to add quick builds and separated bikeways 

as eligible project types and make other minor updates. 

This resolution was revised on March 27, 2024 to add maintenance equipment capital purchases

as an eligible project type, include the procedure for time extension on projects, and other minor 

updates. 

Further discussion of these procedures and criteria are contained in the Programming and 

Allocations Summary Sheet dated June 12, 2013, February 10, 2016, December 9, 2020, and 

March 13, 2024. 



Date: June 26, 2013
W.I.: 1514

Referred By: PAC

RE: Transportation Development Act, Article 3. Pedestrian and Bicycle Projects.

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISS ION

RESOLUTION NO. 4108

WHEREAS, the Transportation Development Act (TDA), Public Utilities Code (PUC)

Section 99200 ç, requires the Transportation Planning Agency to adopt rules and

regulations delineating procedures for the submission of claims for funding for pedestrian and

bicycle facilities (Article 3, PUC Section 99233.3); state criteria by which the claims will be

analyzed and evaluated (PUC Section 9940 1(a); and to prepare a priority list for funding the

construction of pedestrian and bicycle facilities (PUC Section 99234(b)); and

WHEREAS, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), as the Transportation

Planning Agency for the San Francisco Bay Region, adopted MTC Resolution No. 875 entitled

‘Transportation Development Act, Article 3, Pedestrian/Bicycle Projects’, that delineates

procedures and criteria for submission of claims for Article 3 funding for pedestrian and bicycle

facilities; and

WHEREAS, MTC desires to update these procedures and criteria commencing with the

FY20 14-15 funding cycle, now therefore be it

RESOLVED, that MTC adopts its policies and procedures for TDA funding for

pedestrian and bicycle facilities described in Attachment A ; and be it further

RESOLVED, that the prior policy governing allocation of funds contained in Resolution

No. 875 is superseded by this resolution, effective with the FY 20 14-15 funding cycle.

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

JLtj
Amy Rein W th, Chair

The above resolution was approved by the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
at a regular meeting of the Commission held
in Oakland, California, on June 26, 2013.
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TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT, ARTICLE 3,  
PEDESTRIAN/BICYCLE PROJECTS 

Policies and Procedures 
 
 
Eligible Claimants 
 
The Transportation Development Act (TDA), Public Utilities Code Sections 99233.3 and 99234, 
makes funds available in the nine-county Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) 
Region for the exclusive use of pedestrian and bicycle projects.  MTC makes annual allocations 
of TDA Article 3 funds to eligible claimants after review of applications submitted by county 
coordinator which may be the county, County Transportation Agency (CTA) or Congestion 
Management Agency (CMA) of the county. 
 
All cities and counties in the nine counties in the MTC region are eligible to claim funds under 
TDA Article 3. Joint powers agencies composed of cities and/or counties are also eligible 
provided their JPA agreement allows it to claim TDA funds. 
 
Application 
 
1. The county coordinator will be responsible for developing a program of projects not more 

than annually, which they initiate by contacting the county and all cities and joint powers 
agencies within their jurisdiction and encouraging submission of project applications. 

 
2. Claimants will send one or more copies of project applications to the county coordinator 

(see "Priority Setting" below).  
 
3. A project is eligible for funding if: 
 

a. The project sponsor submits a resolution of its governing board that addresses the 
following six points: 

 1. There are no legal impediments regarding the project. 
 2. Jurisdictional or agency staffing resources are adequate to complete the project. 
 3. There is no pending or threatened litigation that might adversely affect the project 

or the ability of the project sponsor to carry out the project. 
 4. Environmental and right-of-way issues have been reviewed and found to be in such 

a state that fund obligation deadlines will not be jeopardized. 
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 5. Adequate local funding is available to complete the project. 
 6. The project has been conceptually reviewed to the point that all contingent issues 

have been considered.  
 
b. The funding requested is for one or more of the following purposes:   

1.  Construction and/or engineering of a bicycle or pedestrian capital or quick build 
projects. 
2. Maintenance of a Class I shared-use path and Class IV separated bikeways. 
3. Bicycle and/or pedestrian safety education program (no more than 5% of county 
total). 
4. Development of a comprehensive bicycle or pedestrian facilities plan(s) 
(allocations to a claimant for this purpose may not be made more than once every five 
years). 
5. Restriping Class II bicycle lanes and buffered bicycle lanes.   
6. Purchase of maintenance equipment for exclusive use on Class I and/or Class IV 
facilities. 
 
Refer to Appendix A for examples of eligible projects. 

 
c. The claimant is eligible to claim TDA Article 3 funds under Sections 99233.3 or 

99234 of the Public Utilities Code. 
 
d. If it is a Class I, II, III, or IV bikeway project, it must meet the mandatory minimum 

safety design criteria published in Chapter 1000 of the California Highway Design 
Manual (Available via Caltrans website); or if it is a pedestrian facility, it must meet 
the mandatory minimum safety design criteria published in Chapter 100 of the 
California Highway Design Manual. Funds may not be used for Class III projects on 
arterials or streets with posted speed limits above 25 mph. 

 
e. The project is ready to implement and can be completed within the three-year 

eligibility period. 
 
f. If the project includes construction, that it meets the requirements of the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA, Public Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq.) 
and project sponsor submits an environmental document that has been stamped by the 
County Clerk within the past three years. 

 
g. A jurisdiction agrees to maintain the facility. If the project is a quick build project, the 

jurisdiction agrees to maintain the project until permanent improvements are 
implemented.  If the project is removed before such time, justification shall be 
provided to MTC. 

 
h. The project is included in a locally approved bicycle, pedestrian, transit, multimodal, 

complete streets, or other relevant plan.   

https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/manual-highway-design-manual-hdm
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/manual-highway-design-manual-hdm
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/manual-highway-design-manual-hdm
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/design/manual-highway-design-manual-hdm
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Priority Setting 
 
1. The county coordinator shall create a process for establishing project priorities in order to 

prepare an annual list of projects being recommended for funding.  
 
2. Each county and city is required to have a Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee 

(BPAC) or equivalent body review and prioritize TDA Article 3 bicycle and pedestrian 
projects and to participate in the development and review of comprehensive bicycle 
pedestrian, or active transportation plans. BPACs should be composed of both bicyclists 
and pedestrians. 
 
A city BPAC shall be composed of at least 3 members who live or work in the city.  More 
members may be added as desired.  They will be appointed by the City Council.  The City 
or Town Manager will designate staff to provide administrative and technical support to the 
Committee. 

 
 An agency can apply to MTC for exemption from the city BPAC requirement if they can 

demonstrate that the countywide BPAC provides for expanded city representation. 
 
 A countywide BPAC shall be composed of at least 5 members who live or work in the 

county.  More members may be added as desired.  The countywide agency will appoint 
BPAC members.  The county or congestion management agency executive/administrator 
will designate staff to provide administration and technical support to the Committee. 

 
3. All proposed projects shall be submitted to the county coordinator for 

evaluation/prioritization. Consistent with the county process, the Board of the county 
coordinator will adopt the countywide list and forward it to MTC for approval, along with the 
record of BPAC review.  

 
4. The county coordinator will forward to MTC a copy of the following: 
 

a) Applications for the recommended projects, including a governing body resolution, 
stamped environmental document, and map for each, as well as a cover letter stating 
the total amount of money being claimed; and confirmation that each project meets 
Caltrans’ minimum safety design criteria and can be completed before the allocation 
expires. 

 
b) The complete priority list of projects with an electronic version to facilitate grant 

processing.  
 
 c) A resolution of the county coordinator approving the priority list and authorizing the 

claim. 
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MTC Staff Evaluation 
 
MTC Staff will review the list of projects submitted by each county.  If a recommended project 
is eligible for funding, falls within the overall TDA Article 3 fund estimate level for that county, 
and has a completed application, staff will recommend that funds be allocated to the project. 
 
Allocation 
 
The Commission will approve the allocation of funds for the recommended projects.  The 
County Auditor will be notified by allocation instructions to reserve funds for the approved 
projects.  Claimants will be sent copies of the allocation instructions and funds should be 
invoiced in accordance with the “Disbursement” section below. 
 
Eligible Expenditures 
 
Eligible expenditures may be incurred from the start of the fiscal year of award plus two 
additional fiscal years.  Allocations expire at the end of third fiscal year following allocation.  
For example, if funds are allocated to a project in October 2021, a claimant may be reimbursed 
for eligible expenses that were incurred on or after July 1, 2021.  The allocation expires on June 
30, 2024 and all eligible expenses must be incurred before this date.  All disbursement requests 
should be submitted by August 31, 2024. 
 
Disbursement 
 
1. The claimant shall submit to MTC the following, no later than two months after the grant 

expiration date: 
 a) A copy of the allocation instructions along with a dated cover letter referring to 

the project by name, dollar amount and allocation instruction number and the request 
for a disbursement of funds; 

 
 b) Documents showing that costs have been incurred during the period of time 

covered by the allocation. 
 
 c)  With the final invoice, the claimant shall submit a one paragraph summary of 

work completed with the allocated funds and photos of the project before and after 
completion. This information may be included in the cover letter identified in bullet 
“a” above and is required before final disbursement is made.   

 
Reimbursement requests should be emailed to acctpay@bayareametro.gov.  
 
2. MTC will approve the disbursement and, if the disbursement request was received in a 

timely fashion and the allocation instruction has not expired, been totally drawn down nor 
been rescinded, issue an authorization to the County Auditor to disburse funds to the 
claimant. 

mailto:acctpay@bayareametro.gov
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Rescissions and Expired Allocations 
 
Funds will be allocated to claimants for specific projects, so transfers of funds to other projects 
sponsored by the same claimant may not be made.  If a claimant has to abandon a project or 
cannot complete it within the time allowed, it should ask the county or congestion management 
agency to request that MTC rescind the allocation.  Rescission requests may be submitted to and 
acted upon by MTC at any time during the year.  Rescinded funds will be returned to the 
county’s apportionment.   
 
Allocations that expire without being fully disbursed will be disencumbered in the fiscal year 
following expiration.  The funds will be returned to county’s apportionment and will be available 
for allocation. 
 
Time Extensions 
 
If a project cannot be completed within the time allowed, a claimant may request an extension 
through the county coordinator. County coordinators will coordinate time extensions with 
claimants by requesting a written status update of the given project and a summary of all 
expenditures to date. County coordinators will submit a list of extension requests with status 
update and summary materials to MTC no later than March 31th of the given year. MTC staff 
will review the list of extension requests and recommend extensions for the project.  
  
Fiscal Audit 
 
All claimants that have received a disbursement of TDA funds are required to submit an annual 
certified fiscal and compliance audit for that fiscal year to MTC and to the Secretary of Business 
and Transportation Agency within 180 days after the close of the fiscal year, in accordance with 
PUC Section 99245.  Article 3 applicants need not file a fiscal audit if TDA funds were not 
disbursed (that is, reimbursed by MTC) during a given fiscal year. Reimbursement may cover 
eligible expenditures from a previous fiscal year.  Failure to submit the required audit for any 
TDA article will preclude MTC from making a new Article 3 allocation.  For example, a 
delinquent Article 4.5 fiscal audit will delay any other TDA allocation to the city/county with an 
outstanding audit.  Until the audit requirement is met, no new Article 3 allocations will be made. 
 
TDA Article 3 funds may be used to pay for the fiscal audit required for this funding. 
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Appendix A: Examples of Eligible Projects 
 
Below are some examples of eligible projects.  If you have questions about whether a proposed 
project is eligible for funding, please contact the MTC Program Coordinator.  
 
1. Projects that eliminate or improve an identified problem area (specific safety hazards such 

as high-traffic narrow roadways or barriers to travel) on routes that would otherwise 
provide relatively safe and direct bicycle or pedestrian travel use.  For example, restriping 
or parking removal to provide space for bicycles; a bicycle/pedestrian bridge across a 
stream or railroad tracks on an otherwise useful route; a segment of multi-purpose path to 
divert young bicyclists from a high traffic arterial; a multi-purpose path to provide safe 
access to a school or other activity center; replacement of substandard grates or culverts; 
adjustment of traffic-actuated signals to make them bicycle sensitive.  Projects based on 
NACTO (National Association of City Transportation Officials) guidance or similar best 
practices guidance. 

 
2. Roadway improvements or construction of a continuous interconnected route to provide 

reasonably direct access to activity centers (employment, educational, cultural, 
recreational) where access did not previously exist or was hazardous.  For example, 
development of multi-purpose paths on continuous rights-of-way with few intersections 
(such as abandoned railroad rights-of-way) which lead to activity centers; an appropriate 
combination of shared-use paths (Class I), bike lanes (Class II), Class III, or separated 
bikeways (Class IV) 

 
3. Secure bicycle parking facilities, especially in high use activity areas, at transit terminals, 

and at park-and-ride lots.  Desirable facilities include lockers, sheltered and guarded check-
in areas; self-locking sheltered racks that eliminate the need to carry a chain and racks that 
accept U-shaped locks. 

 
4. Other provisions that facilitate bicycle/transit trips and walk/transit.  For example, bike 

racks on buses, paratransit/trailer combinations, and bicycle loan or check-in facilities at 
transit terminals, bus stop improvements, wayfinding signage. 

 
5. Maintenance of multiple purpose pathways that are closed to motorized traffic or for the 

purposes of restriping Class II bicycle lanes (provided that the total amount for Class II 
bicycle lane restriping does not exceed twenty percent of the county’s total TDA Article 3 
allocation). 

 
6. Funds may be used for construction and plans, specification, and estimates (PS&E) phases 

of work.  Funds may be used for quick build projects. Quick build projects are interim 
capital improvements that are built with durable, low to moderate cost material to 
immediately address pedestrian and bicycle needs until capital upgrades are possible.   
Project level environmental, planning, and right-of-way phases are not eligible uses of 
funds.  
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7. Projects that enhance or encourage bicycle or pedestrian commutes, including Safe Routes 

to Schools projects. 
 
8. Projects that address bicycle and pedestrian safety such as those in the Local Roadway 

Safety Manual. Intersection safety improvements including protected intersections, bulb-
outs/curb extensions, transit stop extensions, installation of pedestrian countdown or 
accessible pedestrian signals, or pedestrian signal timing adjustments.  Striping high-
visibility crosswalks or advanced stop-back lines, where warranted.  

 
9. Purchase and installation of pedestrian traffic control devices, such as High-intensity 

Activated crossWalK (HAWK) beacons, rectangular rapid flashing beacons (RRFB), or 
pedestrian safety “refuge” islands, where warranted. 

 
10. The project may be part of a larger roadway improvement project as long as the funds are 

used only for the bicycle and/or pedestrian component of the larger project. 
 
11. Bicycle and Pedestrian Safety Education Programs.  Up to five percent of a county's Article 

3 fund may be expended to supplement monies from other sources to fund public bicycle 
and pedestrian safety education programs and staffing.  

 
12.  Comprehensive Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities Plan.  Funds may be allocated for these 

plans (emphasis should be for accommodation of bicycle and walking commuters rather 
than recreational uses).  A city or county may not receive allocations for these plans more 
than once every five years.  Environmental documentation and approval necessary for plan 
adoption is an eligible expense.   

 
 
 

https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/local-assistance/documents/hsip/2020/lrsm2020.pdf
https://dot.ca.gov/-/media/dot-media/programs/local-assistance/documents/hsip/2020/lrsm2020.pdf


 

 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
Programming and Allocations Committee 

September 9, 2020                                                                                Agenda Item 3a - 20-1240 

MTC Resolution No. 4402, Revised 

Subject:  Updates the Fund Estimate to incorporate actual FY 2019-20 revenue for 
the State Transit Assistance (STA) and State of Good Repair (SGR) 
Programs and revises FY 2020-21 revenue estimates. 

 
Background: 1) Reconcile Actual FY 2019-20 STA and SGR Program Revenue: In 

the Bay Area, final FY 2019-20 STA revenue totaled approximately $244 
million which is $9.7 million lower than estimated in the FY 2020-21 
Fund Estimate adopted in February 2020 through MTC Resolution 4402, 
Revised. SGR Program revenue totaled approximately $39.7 million, in 
line with what was expected in February 2020.  

 
 In order to determine the distribution of CARES Act funds to Bay Area 

transit operators in July 2020 (MTC Resolution 4420, Revised) revenue 
loss assumptions were used to calculate need by agency. For STA, over 
the entirety of FY 2019-20, a 12% decrease in STA was assumed, this 
compares to the actual decrease of 4% in FY 2019-20 as compared to 
estimated revenue before the COVID-19 pandemic.  

 
 The lower FY 2019-20 STA revenues necessitate rescissions of STA 

Revenue-Based funds for 12 transit operators and of STA Population-
Based funds for six counties through the County Block Grant Program.    

 
 Details for STA Population-Based and STA Revenue-Based funding for 

FY 2019-20 and for FY 2020-21 are shown in Attachment 1.  
 
 2) Update FY 2020-21 STA and SGR Program Revenue: On August 1, 

2020 the State Controller’s Office (SCO) issued revised revenue forecasts 
for FY 2020-21 for the STA and SGR Programs. This August forecast 
from the SCO revised the FY 2020-21 forecast  released in February 2020 
to reflect a $279 million reduction in forecast statewide STA revenue as 
reflected in the adopted FY 2020-21 State Budget. This approximately 
40% decrease in anticipated STA funds is a direct result of the COVID-19 
pandemic which has resulted in lower prices for and reduced consumption 
of diesel fuel. The 40% decrease is consistent with CARES Act revenue 
loss assumptions for the period through December 2020. STA is funded by 
a statewide sales tax on diesel fuel.  

 
 The August forecast for the SGR Program, which is funded by the Senate 

Bill 1 (2017) Transportation Improvement Fee (vehicle registration fee) 
was revised upwards by 6.5% from the SCO’s February 2020 estimate, to 
match the adopted FY 2020-21 State Budget. 

 
Issue: The approximately 40% decrease in anticipated STA funds adds further 

financial pressure to the operations budgets of Bay Area transit operators 
as well as MTC. In total, the revised STA revenue forecast indicates that 
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the Bay Area will lose over $101 million in STA funds in FY 2020-21 as 
compared to pre-pandemic revenue estimates made in February 2020.  

 
Recommendation: Refer MTC Resolution No. 4402, Revised to the Commission for 

approval.  
 
Attachments:  Attachment 1 – STA Program Apportionments 
   Presentation slides 

MTC Resolution No. 4402, Revised 
 
 

 
Therese W. McMillan 
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FY2020-21
FY2019-20 FY2019-20 FY2019-20 FY2020-21 FY2020-21 FY2020-21 Aug-20

Nov-19 Aug-20 Adjustment, Feb-20 Aug-20 Adjustment, Apportionment
Estimate Actual $ Estimate Estimate $ Share

ACCMA - Corresponding to ACE $290,259 $279,206 ($11,053) $288,482 $161,783 ($126,699) 0.1%

Caltrain $8,496,363 $8,172,815 ($323,548) $8,444,325 $5,253,616 ($3,190,709) 4.7%

CCCTA $789,680 $759,608 ($30,072) $784,843 $460,593 ($324,250) 0.4%

City of Dixon $7,403 $7,121 ($282) $7,357 $4,497 ($2,860) 0.0%

ECCTA $415,004 $399,200 ($15,804) $412,462 $222,690 ($189,772) 0.201%

City of Fairfield $163,554 $157,326 ($6,228) $162,553 $81,729 ($80,824) 0.1%

GGBHTD $8,540,790 $8,215,550 ($325,240) $8,488,481 $5,041,067 ($3,447,414) 4.5%

LAVTA $349,728 $336,410 ($13,318) $347,586 $220,935 ($126,651) 0.2%

Marin Transit $1,668,066 $1,604,545 ($63,521) $1,657,849 $861,534 ($796,315) 0.8%

NVTA $116,000 $111,583 ($4,417) $115,288 $62,548 ($52,740) 0.1%

City of Petaluma $49,382 $47,501 ($1,881) $49,080 $26,837 ($22,243) 0.0%

City of Rio Vista $7,458 $7,174 ($284) $7,412 $1,430 ($5,982) 0.001%

SamTrans $8,121,101 $7,811,843 ($309,258) $8,071,361 $5,269,034 ($2,802,327) 4.8%

SMART $1,695,538 $1,630,971 ($64,567) $1,685,153 $1,089,118 ($596,035) 1.0%

City of Santa Rosa $160,210 $154,109 ($6,101) $159,229 $90,179 ($69,050) 0.1%

Solano County Transit $351,963 $338,560 ($13,403) $349,807 $192,092 ($157,715) 0.2%

Sonoma County Transit $225,725 $217,129 ($8,596) $224,342 $125,621 ($98,721) 0.1%

City of Union City $116,445 $112,011 ($4,434) $115,731 $68,246 ($47,485) 0.1%

Vacaville City Coach $29,292 $28,177 ($1,115) $29,112 $14,627 ($14,485) 0.0%

VTA $23,249,042 $22,363,701 ($885,341) $23,106,649 $15,969,889 ($7,136,760) 14.4%

VTA - Corresponding to ACE $216,633 $208,383 ($8,250) $215,305 $93,336 ($121,969) 0.1%

WCCTA $504,435 $485,226 ($19,209) $501,346 $292,125 ($209,221) 0.3%

WETA $2,314,946 $2,226,791 ($88,155) $2,300,768 $1,432,571 ($868,197) 1.3%
Subtotal - STA Revenue-Based $57,879,017 $55,674,940 ($2,204,077) $57,524,521 $37,036,097 ($20,488,424) 33.4%
AC Transit $24,264,960 $23,340,932 ($924,028) $24,116,345 $14,088,794 ($10,027,551) 12.7%
BART $40,698,461 $39,148,632 ($1,549,829) $40,449,195 $22,077,158 ($18,372,037) 19.9%
SFMTA $63,386,127 $60,972,335 ($2,413,792) $62,997,906 $37,636,318 ($25,361,589) 34.0%
Subtotal - STA Revenue-Based $128,349,548 $123,461,898 ($4,887,650) $127,563,446 $73,802,269 ($53,761,177) 66.6%
Bay Area Revenue-Based Total $186,228,565 $179,136,838 ($7,091,727) $185,087,967 $110,838,366 ($74,249,601) 100.00%
Statewide Revenue-Base Total $348,259,500 $334,875,926 ($13,383,575) $346,126,500 $206,847,500 ($139,279,000) N/A
Bay Area Population-Based Total $67,889,960 $65,304,656 ($2,585,304) $67,474,153 $40,506,204 ($26,967,949) N/A
Statewide Population-Based Total $348,259,500 $334,875,926 ($13,383,575) $346,126,500 $206,847,500 ($139,279,000) N/A

Attachment 1 - STA Revenue-Based Program Apportionments

FY2020-21 ApportionmentsFY2019-20 Apportionments

Apportionment Jurisdictions

\\mtcfs2.ad.mtc.ca.gov\J_Drive\COMMITTE\PAC\2020 PAC Meetings\09 Sep'2020 PAC\3a - 20-1240_2-FundEstimate_Attachment 1_STA.xlsx
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FY2019-20 FY2019-20 FY2019-20 FY2020-21 FY2020-21 FY2020-21
Nov-19 Aug-20 Adjustment, Feb-20 Aug-20 Adjustment,

Estimate Actual $ Estimate Estimate $

County Block Grant1

Alameda $8,359,440 $8,042,004 ($317,436) $8,349,235 $5,012,228 ($3,337,007)
Contra Costa $10,490,037 $10,091,692 ($398,345) $10,477,231 $6,289,710 ($4,187,521)
Marin $2,698,558 $2,596,085 ($102,473) $2,695,264 $1,618,026 ($1,077,238)
Napa $1,650,713 $1,588,030 ($62,683) $1,648,698 $989,749 ($658,949)
San Francisco $3,998,569 $3,846,730 ($151,839) $3,993,687 $2,397,497 ($1,596,190)
San Mateo $2,394,047 $2,303,137 ($90,910) $2,391,124 $1,435,444 ($955,680)
Santa Clara $6,664,063 $6,411,006 ($253,057) $6,655,927 $3,995,698 ($2,660,229)
Solano $4,966,343 $4,777,754 ($188,589) $4,960,280 $2,977,764 ($1,982,516)
Sonoma $6,067,869 $5,837,452 ($230,417) $6,060,461 $3,638,227 ($2,422,234)
Subtotal $47,289,639 $45,493,890 ($1,795,749) $47,231,907 $28,354,343 ($18,877,564)
Transit Emergency Contingency Fund $333,333 $313,380 ($19,953) $0 $0 $0
Regional Program + Means-Based Fare $20,266,988 $19,497,383 ($769,605) $20,242,246 $12,151,861 ($8,090,385)
Bay Area Total $67,889,960 $65,304,656 ($2,585,304) $67,474,153 $40,506,204 ($26,967,949)
Statewide Total $348,259,500 $334,875,926 ($13,383,575) $346,126,500 $206,847,500 ($139,279,000)
1County Block Grant adopted through MTC Resolution 4321 in February 2018.

FY2020-21 Apportionments

Attachment 1 - STA Population-Based Program Apportionments

Apportionment Jurisdictions

FY2019-20 Apportionments
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Updates the Fund Estimate to incorporate actual            
FY 2019-20 revenue for the State Transit Assistance (STA) 
and State of Good Repair (SGR) Programs and revises     
FY 2020-21 revenue estimates

STA is funded by a sales tax on diesel fuel sold in 
California, subject to changes in price and consumption 
because of the pandemic

FY 2019-20 STA revenue only -4% below estimates

FY 2020-21 STA estimated to be down by -40%

Sept. Fund Estimate Revision
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$252

$338 $337

$240

STA Formula Programs
FY 2019-20 and FY 2020-21

STA funds are forecast to decrease by 
over 40% in FY 2020-21

Potential loss of over $101 million in FY 
2020-21 to Bay Area transit agencies 
and MTC

Important source of operations funding 
for agencies as well as funding for MTC 
programs (Clipper system, 511, etc.)

SGR Program revenue not expected to 
be impacted by pandemic

Impact on LCTOP, which is funded by 
Cap and Trade revenues is unclear
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Staff recommendation is to forward to the Commission for approval:
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MTC Resolution 4402, Revised (FY 2020-21 Fund Estimate)



 Date: February 26, 2020 
 W.I.: 1511 
 Referred by: PAC 
 Revised: 07/22/20-C 
  09/23/20-C 
  

  

ABSTRACT 

MTC Resolution No. 4402, Revised 

 

This resolution approves the FY 2020-21 Fund Estimate, including the distribution and 

apportionment of Transportation Development Act (TDA), State Transit Assistance (STA), State 

of Good Repair (SGR) Program, Assembly Bill (AB) 1107 sales tax, Low Carbon Transit 

Operations (LCTOP) cap-and-trade auction revenues, and transit-related bridge toll funds. 

 

This resolution was revised on July 22, 2020 to reflect actual receipts for TDA and AB 1107 

funds in FY 2019-20, and the rescission actions that were necessary to match FY 2019-20 

allocations to the actual revenue collected. 

 

This resolution was revised on September 23, 2020 to reflect actual receipts of STA and SGR 

Program funds in FY 2019-20, and the rescission actions that were necessary to match FY 2019-

20 allocations to the actual revenue collected. New revenue forecasts for STA and SGR Program 

funds in FY 2020-21 were also included.  

 

Further discussion of this action is contained in the MTC Programming and Allocations 

Summary Sheets dated February 12, 2020, July 8, 2020, and September 9, 2020.



 
 Date: February 26, 2020 
 W.I.: 1511 
 Referred by: PAC 
 
 
RE: Determination of Transportation Development Act (TDA) Area Apportionments and 

Proposed Distribution of Operating Funds for FY 2020-21 

 

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

RESOLUTION NO. 4402 

 

 WHEREAS, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is the regional 

transportation planning agency for the San Francisco Bay Area pursuant to Government Code 

Section 66500 et seq.; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the Transportation Development Act (TDA), Public Utilities Code (PUC) 

Sections 99200 et seq., provides that funds are made available from the Local Transportation 

Fund (LTF) for various transportation purposes; and 

 

 WHEREAS, pursuant to 21 California Code of Regulations Section 6620, the County 

Auditor for each of the nine counties in the Bay Area has submitted the revised and new TDA 

fund estimates for FY 2019-20 and FY 2020-21 as shown in Attachment A to this resolution, 

attached hereto and incorporated herein as though set forth at length; and 

 

 WHEREAS, MTC is required to determine and advise all prospective claimants, prior to 

March 1 each year, of all area apportionments from the LTF for the following fiscal year 

pursuant to 21 California Code of Regulations Section 6644; and 

 

 WHEREAS, all area apportionments of TDA funds for the 2020-21 fiscal year are shown 

in Attachment A to this resolution, attached hereto and incorporated herein as though set forth at 

length; and 

 

 WHEREAS, MTC has prepared a proposed distribution of operating/capital assistance 

funds, including TDA, State Transit Assistance (STA) pursuant to Public Utilities Code § 99310 

et seq.), State of Good Repair (SGR) Program pursuant to Public Utilities Code § 99312.1, Low 

Carbon Transit Operations Program (LCTOP) pursuant to Health and Safety Code § 

39719(b)(1)(B), the twenty-five percent (25%) of the one-half cent transaction and use tax 

collected pursuant to PUC Section 29142.2 (AB 1107), and estimates of certain toll bridge 

revenues (SHC §§ 30910 et seq.), in order to provide financial information to all prospective 

claimants to assist them in developing budgets in a timely manner; and 
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WHEREAS, the proposed distribution of such operating assistance funds is also shown in 
Attachment A; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, that MTC approves the area apportionments ofTDA funds, and the 
proposed distribution of operating assistance funds for the 2020-21 fiscal year as shown in 
Attachment A, subject to the conditions noted therein; and, be it further 

RESOLVED, that MTC intends to allocate operating assistance funds for the 2020-21 

fiscal year, based on the area apportionments of TDA funds, the proposed distribution of 
operating assistance funds and upon the receipt of appropriate claims from eligible claimants; 
and, be it further 

RESOL VED, that Attachment A may be revised by the MTC Executive Director or his 

designee to reflect funds returned to the Local Transportation Fund and expired capital 
allocations or by approval of the MTC Programming and Allocations Committee, except that any 
significant changes shall be submitted to the full Commission for approval. 

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

s 

The above resolution was approved by the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
at a regular meeting of the Commission held 
in San Francisco, California, on February 26, 2020. 
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Column A B C D E F  G H=Sum(A:G)
6/30/2019 FY2018‐20 FY2019‐20 FY2019‐20 FY2019‐20 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions
Balance1

Outstanding 

Commitments, 

Refunds, & 

Interest
2

Original 

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Revised Admin. & 

Planning Charge

Revenue

Estimate

Admin. & Planning 

Charge

Available for 

Allocation

Alameda 25,295,584  (90,078,645) 93,648,000  (9,751,153) (3,355,874) 93,151,568  (3,726,063) 105,183,418 
Contra Costa 23,056,557  (48,603,102) 49,794,669  (5,647,488) (1,765,887) 46,139,252  (1,845,570) 61,128,433 
Marin 1,232,960  (13,863,808) 14,695,062  (1,512,159) (527,316) 14,000,000  (560,000) 13,464,740 
Napa 5,324,402  (12,074,614) 8,941,741  (138,597) (352,126) 9,885,444  (395,417) 11,190,832 
San Francisco 5,043,607  (51,725,363) 49,262,500  (524,044) (1,949,538) 53,477,500  (2,139,101) 51,445,559 
San Mateo 9,943,567  (52,170,900) 47,777,676  (3,901,655) (1,755,041) 48,558,690  (1,942,347) 46,509,991 
Santa Clara 7,728,201  (116,833,358) 117,635,000  (2,551,934) (4,603,323) 121,909,000  (4,876,360) 118,407,228 
Solano 25,556,728  (22,038,637) 21,239,810  (1,265,378) (798,977) 22,251,809  (890,072) 44,055,284 
Sonoma 11,606,642  (27,403,980) 26,800,000  (2,327,956) (978,882) 26,300,000  (1,052,000) 32,943,826 
TOTAL $114,788,249  ($434,792,406) $429,794,458  ($27,620,363) ($16,086,964) $435,673,263  ($17,426,930) $484,329,311 

A B C D E=Sum(A:D)
6/30/2019 FY2018‐20 FY2019‐20 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21

Balance

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding 

Commitments2

Actual

Revenue

Revenue

 Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

17,319,547  (181,281,529) 179,136,838  110,838,366  126,013,221 
65,955,514  (69,457,170) 65,304,656  40,506,204  102,309,201 
83,275,061  (250,738,699) 244,441,494  151,344,570  228,322,422 

0  (88,961,758) 88,961,758  93,500,000  93,500,000 

6,283,125  (4,810,199) 1,450,000  1,450,000  4,372,925 
13,168,890  (8,520,416) 3,614,688  3,656,386  11,919,546 
19,452,015  (13,330,615) 5,064,688  5,106,386  16,292,471 

Low Carbon Transit Operations Program 0  0  53,289,125  45,605,097  98,894,222 
State of Good Repair Program

60,329  (28,836,202) 29,126,924  31,528,098  31,879,148 
6,112,080  (16,602,328) 10,612,476  11,522,035  11,644,263 
6,172,408  (45,438,530) 39,739,399  43,050,133  43,523,411 

TOTAL $108,899,484  ($398,469,602) $431,496,465  $338,606,186  $480,532,526 
Please see Attachment A pages 2‐20 for detailed information on each fund source.
1. Balance as of 6/30/19 is from the MTC FY2018‐19 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2.  The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/19, and FY2019‐20 allocations as of 6/30/20 for TDA and AB 1107 and as of 8/31/20 for STA and the SGR Program.

FY 2020‐21 FUND ESTIMATE

AB1107 ‐ BART District Tax (25% Share)
Bridge Toll Total

State Transit Assistance
Revenue‐Based

REGIONAL SUMMARY

Population‐Based
SUBTOTAL

TDA REGIONAL SUMMARY TABLE

STA, AB 1107, BRIDGE TOLL, LOW CARBON TRANSIT OPERATIONS PROGRAM, & SGR PROGRAM REGIONAL SUMMARY TABLE

Revenue‐Based
Population‐Based

SUBTOTAL

SUBTOTAL

Column

Fund Source

5% State General Fund Revenue
MTC 2% Toll Revenue
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FY2019‐20 TDA Revenue Estimate  FY2020‐21 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2019‐20 Generation Estimate Adjustment  FY2020‐21 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 19) 93,648,000 13. County Auditor Estimate 93,151,568
2. Actual Revenue (Jun, 20) 83,896,847  FY2020‐21 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) (9,751,153) 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 465,758 

FY2019‐20 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 465,758 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) (48,756)   16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 2,794,547 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3) (48,756) 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 3,726,063
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) (292,535)   18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13‐17) 89,425,505
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) (390,047) FY2020‐21 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3‐7) (9,361,106) 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 1,788,510 

FY2019‐20 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18‐19) 87,636,995
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) (187,222) 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 4,381,850 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8‐9) (9,173,884) 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20‐21) 83,255,145
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) (458,694)
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10‐11) (8,715,190)

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2019 FY2018‐19 6/30/2019 FY2018‐20 FY2019‐20 FY2019‐20 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 4,112,028  100,387  4,212,415  (4,460,670) 0  1,798,042  (187,222) 1,362,565  1,788,510  3,151,075 
Article 4.5 287,734  8,503  296,236  (4,253,891) 0  4,405,202  (458,694) (11,147) 4,381,850  4,370,703 

SUBTOTAL 4,399,762  108,889  4,508,651  (8,714,561) 0  6,203,244  (645,916) 1,351,418  6,170,360  7,521,778 
Article 4

AC Transit
District 1 3,062,647  13,214  3,075,861  (51,144,293) 0  53,652,104  (5,586,556) (2,885) 53,403,679  53,400,794 
District 2 806,369  3,477  809,846  (13,715,701) 0  14,405,019  (1,499,931) (767) 14,168,270  14,167,503 

BART3 6,664  28  6,692  (96,007) 0  99,686  (10,380) (9) 99,042  99,033 

LAVTA 9,729,738  166,545  9,896,283  (13,069,238) 0  11,862,197  (1,235,158) 7,454,084  11,847,775  19,301,859 
Union City 7,290,405  137,706  7,428,111  (3,768,705) 0  3,679,830  (383,164) 6,956,072  3,736,380  10,692,452 

SUBTOTAL 20,895,823  320,971  21,216,793  (81,793,944) 0  83,698,836  (8,715,190) 14,406,495  83,255,145  97,661,640 
GRAND TOTAL $25,295,584  $429,860  $25,725,444  ($90,508,505) $0  $89,902,080  ($9,361,106) $15,757,913  $89,425,505  $105,183,418 
1. Balance as of 6/30/19 is from the MTC FY2018‐19 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.    
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/19, and FY2019‐20 allocations as of 6/30/20.
3. Details on the proposed apportionment of BART funding to local operators are shown on page 16 of the Fund Estimate.

FY 2020‐21 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
ALAMEDA COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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FY2019‐20 TDA Revenue Estimate  FY2020‐21 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2019‐20 Generation Estimate Adjustment  FY2020‐21 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 19) 49,794,669 13. County Auditor Estimate 46,139,252
2. Actual Revenue (Jun, 20) 44,147,181 FY2020‐21 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) (5,647,488) 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 230,696 

FY2019‐20 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 230,696 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) (28,237)   16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 1,384,178 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3) (28,237) 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 1,845,570
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) (169,425)   18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13‐17) 44,293,682
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) (225,899) FY2020‐21 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3‐7) (5,421,589) 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 885,874 

FY2019‐20 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18‐19) 43,407,808
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) (108,432) 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 2,170,390 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8‐9) (5,313,157) 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20‐21) 41,237,418
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) (265,658)
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10‐11) (5,047,499)

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2019 FY2018‐19 6/30/2019 FY2018‐20 FY2019‐20 FY2019‐20 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 1,400,231  37,912  1,438,144  (2,300,780) 0  956,058  (108,432) (15,010) 885,874  870,864 
Article 4.5 104,379  3,785  108,165  (2,187,353) 0  2,342,341  (265,658) (2,505) 2,170,390  2,167,885 

SUBTOTAL 1,504,611  41,698  1,546,308  (4,488,133) 0  3,298,399  (374,090) (17,515) 3,056,264  3,038,749 
Article 4

AC Transit
District 1 302,874  5,047  307,921  (7,120,267) 0  7,683,913  (871,475) 92  7,093,016  7,093,108 

BART3 14,464  108  14,572  (288,878) 0  309,402  (35,091) 5  286,548  286,553 

CCCTA 14,848,246  234,038  15,082,284  (23,595,938) 1,922,550  20,909,368  (2,371,447) 11,946,818  19,415,580  31,362,398 
ECCTA 4,130,995  53,170  4,184,165  (12,731,835) 0  12,929,972  (1,466,459) 2,915,842  11,970,179  14,886,021 
WCCTA 2,255,368  40,704  2,296,072  (4,542,024) 1,866,659  2,671,829  (303,027) 1,989,509  2,472,094  4,461,603 

SUBTOTAL 21,551,947  333,067  21,885,013  (48,278,942) 3,789,209  44,504,484  (5,047,499) 16,852,266  41,237,418  58,089,684 
GRAND TOTAL $23,056,557  $374,764  $23,431,322  ($52,767,075) $3,789,209  $47,802,883  ($5,421,589) $16,834,751  $44,293,682  $61,128,433 
1. Balance as of 6/30/19 is from the MTC FY2018‐19 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.    
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/19, and FY2019‐20 allocations as of 6/30/20.
3. Details on the proposed apportionment of BART funding to local operators are shown on page 16 of the Fund Estimate.

FY 2020‐21 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION



Attachment A
Res No. 4402
Page 4 of 20

9/23/2020
   

FY2019‐20 TDA Revenue Estimate  FY2020‐21 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2019‐20 Generation Estimate Adjustment  FY2020‐21 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 19) 14,695,062 13. County Auditor Estimate 14,000,000
2. Actual Revenue (Jun, 20) 13,182,903 FY2020‐21 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) (1,512,159) 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 70,000 

FY2019‐20 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 70,000 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) (7,561)   16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 420,000 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3) (7,561) 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 560,000
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) (45,365)   18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13‐17) 13,440,000
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) (60,487) FY2020‐21 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3‐7) (1,451,672) 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 268,800 

FY2019‐20 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18‐19) 13,171,200
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) (29,033) 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 0 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8‐9) (1,422,639) 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20‐21) 13,171,200
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) 0 
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10‐11) (1,422,639)

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2019 FY2018‐19 6/30/2019 FY2018‐20 FY2019‐20 FY2019‐20 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 677,079  39,156  716,235  (931,511) 0  282,145  (29,033) 37,836  268,800  306,636 
Article 4.5

SUBTOTAL 677,079  39,156  716,235  (931,511) 0  282,145  (29,033) 37,836  268,800  306,636 
Article 4/8

GGBHTD 310,145  8,060  318,204  (7,760,067) 0  8,286,774  (852,730) (7,819) 7,731,494  7,723,675 
Marin Transit 245,736  5,726  251,462  (5,225,171) 0  5,538,341  (569,909) (5,277) 5,439,706  5,434,429 

SUBTOTAL 555,881  13,785  569,666  (12,985,238) 0  13,825,115  (1,422,639) (13,096) 13,171,200  13,158,104 
GRAND TOTAL $1,232,960  $52,942  $1,285,901  ($13,916,749) $0  $14,107,260  ($1,451,672) $24,740  $13,440,000  $13,464,740 
1. Balance as of 6/30/19 is from the MTC FY2018‐19 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/19, and FY2019‐20 allocations as of 6/30/20.

FY 2020‐21 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
MARIN COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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FY2019‐20 TDA Revenue Estimate  FY2020‐21 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2019‐20 Generation Estimate Adjustment  FY2020‐21 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 19) 8,941,741 13. County Auditor Estimate 9,885,444
2. Actual Revenue (Jun, 20) 8,803,144 FY2020‐21 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) ‐138,597 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 49,427 

FY2019‐20 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 49,427 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) (693)   16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 296,563 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3) (693) 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 395,417
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) (4,158)   18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13‐17) 9,490,027
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) (5,544) FY2020‐21 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3‐7) (133,053) 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 189,801 

FY2019‐20 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18‐19) 9,300,226
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) (2,661) 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 465,011 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8‐9) (130,392) 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20‐21) 8,835,215
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) (6,520)
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10‐11) (123,872)

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2019 FY2018‐19 6/30/2019 FY2018‐20 FY2019‐20 FY2019‐20 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 379,236  9,553  388,788  (496,479) 0  171,681  (2,661) 61,329  189,801  251,130 
Article 4.5 0  0  0  (380,318) 0  420,620  (6,520) 33,782  465,011  498,793 

SUBTOTAL 379,236  9,553  388,788  (876,797) 0  592,301  (9,181) 95,111  654,812  749,923 
Article 4/8

NVTA3 4,945,166  90,501  5,035,667  (12,404,997) 1,107,126  7,991,770  (123,872) 1,605,694  8,835,215  10,440,909 

SUBTOTAL 4,945,166  90,501  5,035,667  (12,404,997) 1,107,126  7,991,770  (123,872) 1,605,694  8,835,215  10,440,909 
GRAND TOTAL $5,324,402  $100,054  $5,424,456  ($13,281,794) $1,107,126  $8,584,071  ($133,053) $1,700,805  $9,490,027  $11,190,832 
1. Balance as of 6/30/19 is from the MTC FY2018‐19 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/19, and FY2019‐20 allocations as of 6/30/20.
3. NVTA is authorized to claim 100% of the apporionment to Napa County.

FY 2020‐21 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
NAPA COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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FY2019‐20 TDA Revenue Estimate  FY2020‐21 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2019‐20 Generation Estimate Adjustment  FY2020‐21 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 19) 49,262,500 13. County Auditor Estimate 53,477,500
2. Actual Revenue (Jun, 20) 48,738,456 FY2020‐21 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) (524,044) 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 267,388 

FY2019‐20 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 267,388 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) (2,620)   16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 1,604,325 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3) (2,620) 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 2,139,101
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) (15,721)   18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13‐17) 51,338,399
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) (20,961) FY2020‐21 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3‐7) (503,083) 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 1,026,768 

FY2019‐20 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18‐19) 50,311,631
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) (10,062) 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 2,515,582 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8‐9) (493,021) 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20‐21) 47,796,049
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) (24,651)
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10‐11) (468,370)

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2019 FY2018‐19 6/30/2019 FY2018‐20 FY2019‐20 FY2019‐20 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 1,491,449  42,283  1,533,733  (2,361,286) 0  945,840  (10,062) 108,225  1,026,768  1,134,993 
Article 4.5 177,607  1,386  178,993  20,983  (2,494,916) 2,317,308  (24,651) (2,283) 2,515,582  2,513,299 

SUBTOTAL 1,669,056  43,669  1,712,726  (2,340,303) (2,494,916) 3,263,148  (34,713) 105,942  3,542,350  3,648,292 
Article 4

SFMTA 3,374,551  26,357  3,400,908  (49,455,087) 2,494,916  44,028,851  (468,370) 1,218  47,796,049  47,797,267 
SUBTOTAL 3,374,551  26,357  3,400,908  (49,455,087) 2,494,916  44,028,851  (468,370) 1,218  47,796,049  47,797,267 

GRAND TOTAL $5,043,607  $70,027  $5,113,634  ($51,795,390) $0  $47,291,999  ($503,083) $107,160  $51,338,399  $51,445,559 
1. Balance as of 6/30/19 is from the MTC FY2018‐19 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/19, and FY2019‐20 allocations as of 6/30/20.

FY 2020‐21 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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FY2019‐20 TDA Revenue Estimate  FY2020‐21 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2019‐20 Generation Estimate Adjustment  FY2020‐21 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 19) 47,777,676 13. County Auditor Estimate 48,558,690
2. Actual Revenue (Jun, 20) 43,876,021 FY2020‐21 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) (3,901,655) 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 242,793 

FY2019‐20 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 242,793 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) (19,508)   16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 1,456,761 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3) (19,508) 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 1,942,347
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) (117,050)   18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13‐17) 46,616,343
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) (156,066) FY2020‐21 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3‐7) (3,745,589) 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 932,327 

FY2019‐20 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18‐19) 45,684,016
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) (74,912) 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 2,284,201 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8‐9) (3,670,677) 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20‐21) 43,399,815
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) (183,534)
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10‐11) (3,487,143)

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2019 FY2018‐19 6/30/2019 FY2018‐20 FY2019‐20 FY2019‐20 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 3,932,496  101,875  4,034,370  (4,846,309) 0  917,331  (74,912) 30,480  932,327  962,807 
Article 4.5 435,943  26,484  462,428  (2,533,461) 0  2,247,462  (183,534) (7,105) 2,284,201  2,277,096 

SUBTOTAL 4,368,439  128,359  4,496,798  (7,379,770) 0  3,164,793  (258,446) 23,375  3,216,528  3,239,903 
Article 4

SamTrans 5,575,128  431,953  6,007,081  (45,351,442) 0  42,701,777  (3,487,143) (129,727) 43,399,815  43,270,088 
SUBTOTAL 5,575,128  431,953  6,007,081  (45,351,442) 0  42,701,777  (3,487,143) (129,727) 43,399,815  43,270,088 

GRAND TOTAL $9,943,567  $560,312  $10,503,879  ($52,731,212) $0  $45,866,570  ($3,745,589) ($106,352) $46,616,343  $46,509,991 
1. Balance as of 6/30/19 is from the MTC FY2018‐19 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/19, and FY2019‐20 allocations as of 6/30/20.

FY 2020‐21 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
SAN MATEO COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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FY2019‐20 TDA Revenue Estimate  FY2020‐21 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2019‐20 Generation Estimate Adjustment  FY2020‐21 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 19) 117,635,000 13. County Auditor Estimate 121,909,000
2. Actual Revenue (Jun, 20) 115,083,066 FY2020‐21 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) (2,551,934) 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 609,545 

FY2019‐20 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 609,545 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) (12,760)   16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 3,657,270 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3) (12,760) 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 4,876,360
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) (76,558)   18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13‐17) 117,032,640
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) (102,078) FY2020‐21 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3‐7) (2,449,856) 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 2,340,653 

FY2019‐20 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18‐19) 114,691,987
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) (48,997) 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 5,734,599 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8‐9) (2,400,859) 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20‐21) 108,957,388
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) (120,043)
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10‐11) (2,280,816)

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2019 FY2018‐19 6/30/2019 FY2018‐20 FY2019‐20 FY2019‐20 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 5,019,259  185,369  5,204,628  (6,061,223) 0  2,258,592  (48,997) 1,353,000  2,340,653  3,693,653 
Article 4.5 135,445  447  135,892  (5,549,240) 0  5,533,550  (120,043) 159  5,734,599  5,734,758 

SUBTOTAL 5,154,704  185,815  5,340,519  (11,610,463) 0  7,792,142  (169,040) 1,353,159  8,075,252  9,428,411 
Article 4

VTA 2,573,497  26,855  2,600,352  (105,435,565) 0  105,137,458  (2,280,816) 21,429  108,957,388  108,978,817 
SUBTOTAL 2,573,497  26,855  2,600,352  (105,435,565) 0  105,137,458  (2,280,816) 21,429  108,957,388  108,978,817 

GRAND TOTAL $7,728,201  $212,670  $7,940,871  ($117,046,028) $0  $112,929,600  ($2,449,856) $1,374,588  $117,032,640  $118,407,228 
1. Balance as of 6/30/19 is from the MTC FY2018‐19 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/19, and FY2019‐20 allocations as of 6/30/20.

FY 2020‐21 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
SANTA CLARA COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION



Attachment A
Res No. 4402
Page 9 of 20

9/23/2020
   

FY2019‐20 TDA Revenue Estimate  FY2020‐21 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2019‐20 Generation Estimate Adjustment  FY2020‐21 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 19) 21,239,810 13. County Auditor Estimate 22,251,809
2. Actual Revenue (Jun, 20) 19,974,432 FY2020‐21 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) (1,265,378) 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 111,259 

FY2019‐20 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 111,259 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) (6,327)   16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 667,554 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3) (6,327) 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 890,072
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) (37,961)   18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13‐17) 21,361,737
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) (50,615) FY2020‐21 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3‐7) (1,214,763) 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 427,235 

FY2019‐20 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18‐19) 20,934,502
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) (24,295) 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 0 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8‐9) (1,190,468) 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20‐21) 20,934,502
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) 0 
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10‐11) (1,190,468)

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2019 FY2018‐19 6/30/2019 FY2018‐20 FY2019‐20 FY2019‐20 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 964,815  20,287  985,103  (1,355,968) 0  407,804  (24,295) 12,644  427,235  439,879 
Article 4.5

SUBTOTAL 964,815  20,287  985,103  (1,355,968) 0  407,804  (24,295) 12,644  427,235  439,879 
Article 4/8

Dixon 1,278,184  25,136  1,303,320  (1,431,732) 0  903,994  (53,856) 721,725  938,978  1,660,703 
Fairfield 5,969,565  126,454  6,096,018  (9,066,136) 0  5,277,659  (314,421) 1,993,120  5,557,256  7,550,376 
Rio Vista 627,857  13,684  641,541  (418,055) 0  417,466  (24,871) 616,081  446,672  1,062,753 
Solano County 1,888,628  35,339  1,923,968  (840,480) 0  892,044  (53,144) 1,922,388  928,826  2,851,214 
Suisun City 47,248  4,505  51,754  (1,300,730) 0  1,326,366  (79,019) (1,629) 1,396,892  1,395,263 
Vacaville 9,400,831  208,238  9,609,069  (4,884,429) 0  4,497,114  (267,919) 8,953,836  4,687,157  13,640,993 
Vallejo/Benicia 5,379,599  120,873  5,500,472  (7,116,757) 3,821,134  6,667,772  (397,238) 8,475,382  6,978,721  15,454,103 

SUBTOTAL 24,591,913  534,229  25,126,142  (25,058,319) 3,821,134  19,982,414  (1,190,468) 22,680,903  20,934,502  43,615,405 
GRAND TOTAL $25,556,728  $554,516  $26,111,245  ($26,414,287) $3,821,134  $20,390,218  ($1,214,763) $22,693,547  $21,361,737  $44,055,284 
1. Balance as of 6/30/19 is from the MTC FY2018‐19 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/19, and FY2019‐20 allocations as of 6/30/20.
3. Where applicable by local agreement, contributions from each jurisdiction will be made to support the Intercity Transit Funding Agreement.

FY 2020‐21 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
SOLANO COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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FY2019‐20 TDA Revenue Estimate  FY2020‐21 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2019‐20 Generation Estimate Adjustment  FY2020‐21 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 19) 26,800,000 13. County Auditor Estimate 26,300,000
2. Actual Revenue (Jun, 20) 24,472,044 FY2020‐21 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) (2,327,956) 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 131,500 

FY2019‐20 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 131,500 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) (11,640)   16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 789,000 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3) (11,640) 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 1,052,000
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) (69,839)   18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13‐17) 25,248,000
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) (93,119) FY2020‐21 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3‐7) (2,234,837) 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 504,960 

FY2019‐20 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18‐19) 24,743,040
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) (44,697) 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 0 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8‐9) (2,190,140) 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20‐21) 24,743,040
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) 0 
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10‐11) (2,190,140)

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2019 FY2018‐19 6/30/2019 FY2018‐20 FY2019‐20 FY2019‐20 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 1,758,934  40,223  1,799,156  (869,672) 0  514,560  (44,697) 1,399,347  504,960  1,904,307 
Article 4.5

SUBTOTAL 1,758,934  40,223  1,799,156  (869,672) 0  514,560  (44,697) 1,399,347  504,960  1,904,307 
Article 4/8

GGBHTD3 238,300  7,927  246,227  (6,013,501) 0  6,303,360  (547,535) (11,449) 6,185,760  6,174,311 

Petaluma 1,405,490  17,826  1,423,316  (2,214,933) 0  1,951,520  (169,517) 990,386  2,182,336  3,172,722 
Santa Rosa 2,339,172  40,354  2,379,526  (7,270,933) 0  6,812,671  (591,776) 1,329,489  6,509,894  7,839,383 
Sonoma County 5,864,746  66,282  5,931,028  (11,496,251) 288,700  10,145,888  (881,312) 3,988,053  9,865,050  13,853,103 

SUBTOTAL 9,847,709  132,388  9,980,097  (26,995,618) 288,700  25,213,440  (2,190,140) 6,296,479  24,743,040  31,039,519 
GRAND TOTAL $11,606,642  $172,611  $11,779,253  ($27,865,290) $288,700  $25,728,000  ($2,234,837) $7,695,826  $25,248,000  $32,943,826 
1. Balance as of 6/30/19 is from the MTC FY2018‐19 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/19, and FY2019‐20 allocations as of 6/30/20.  
3. Apportionment to GGBHTD is 25‐percent of Sonoma County's total Article 4/8 TDA funds.

FY 2020‐21 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
SONOMA COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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FY2019‐20 STA Revenue Estimate FY2020‐21 STA Revenue Estimate
1. State Estimate (Nov, 19) $186,228,565 4. Projected Carryover (Aug, 20) $15,174,855
2. Actual Revenue (Aug, 20) $179,136,838 5. State Estimate (Aug, 20) $110,838,366
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) 6. Total Funds Available (Lines 4+5) $126,013,221

Column A B C D=Sum(A:C) E F=Sum(D:E)
6/30/2019 FY2018‐20 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2020‐21 Total

Apportionment Jurisdictions
Balance 

(w/interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Actual

Revenue

Projected

Carryover3

Revenue

Estimate4

Available For

 Allocation

ACCMA ‐ Corresponding to ACE 215,031 (495,904) 279,206 (1,668) 161,783 160,115
Caltrain 693,854 (8,934,945) 8,172,815 (68,276) 5,253,616 5,185,340
CCCTA 215,568 (848,487) 759,608 126,689 460,593 587,282
City of Dixon 24,344 0 7,121 31,465 4,497 35,962
ECCTA 237,439 (595,594) 399,200 41,045 222,690 263,735
City of Fairfield 91,860 (249,750) 157,326 (564) 81,729 81,165
GGBHTD 47,254 (8,266,909) 8,215,550 (4,105) 5,041,067 5,036,962
LAVTA 344,595 (340,493) 336,410 340,512 220,935 561,447
Marin Transit 1,018,368 (789,089) 1,604,545 1,833,823 861,534 2,695,357
NVTA 97,905 (206,345) 111,583 3,143 62,548 65,691
City of Petaluma 60,347 (41,087) 47,501 66,761 26,837 93,598
City of Rio Vista 4,575 0 7,174 11,749 1,430 13,179
SamTrans 3,921,525 (10,751,081) 7,811,843 982,287 5,269,034 6,251,321
SMART 18,515 (1,659,096) 1,630,971 (9,610) 1,089,118 1,079,508
City of Santa Rosa 777 (154,824) 154,109 62 90,179 90,241
Solano County Transit 55,949 (394,974) 338,560 (465) 192,092 191,627
Sonoma County Transit 47,091 (251,311) 217,129 12,910 125,621 138,531
City of Union City 20,142 (132,501) 112,011 (348) 68,246 67,898
Vacaville City Coach 46,943 0 28,177 75,120 14,627 89,747
VTA 119,051 (22,484,064) 22,363,701 (1,313) 15,969,889 15,968,576
VTA ‐ Corresponding to ACE 865 (209,197) 208,383 52 93,336 93,388
WCCTA 100,132 (476,030) 485,226 109,327 292,125 401,452
WETA 9,411,017 0 2,226,791 11,637,809 1,432,571 13,070,380

SUBTOTAL 16,793,148 (57,281,681) 55,674,940 15,186,405 37,036,097 52,222,502
AC Transit 84,900 (23,426,735) 23,340,932 (903) 14,088,794 14,087,891
BART 189,225 (39,345,548) 39,148,632 (7,691) 22,077,158 22,069,467
SFMTA 252,274 (61,227,565) 60,972,335 (2,956) 37,636,318 37,633,362

SUBTOTAL 526,400 (123,999,848) 123,461,898 (11,550) 73,802,269 73,790,719

GRAND TOTAL $17,319,547 ($181,281,529) $179,136,838 $15,174,855 $110,838,366 $126,013,221
1. Balance as of 6/30/19 is from the MTC FY2018‐19 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/19, and FY2019‐20 allocations as of 6/30/20.
3. Projected carryover as of 6/30/20 does not include interest accrued in FY2019‐20. 
4. FY2020‐21 STA revenue generation is based on August 1, 2020 estimates from the SCO.

FY 2020‐21 FUND ESTIMATE
STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE 
REVENUE‐BASED FUNDS (PUC 99314)

STA REVENUE‐BASED APPORTIONMENT BY OPERATOR
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Column A B C D=Sum(A:C) E F=Sum(D:E)
6/30/2019 FY2018‐20 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2020‐21 Total

Apportionment Jurisdictions
Balance 

(w/interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Revenue

Estimate4

Projected

Carryover3

Revenue

Estimate4

Available For

 Allocation

Northern Counties/Small Operators

Marin 0  0  0  0  0  0 

Napa 0  0  0  0  0  0 
Solano/Vallejo 3,913,020  (3,936,444) 0  (23,424) 0  (23,424)
Sonoma 0  0  0  0  0  0 

CCCTA  181,405  (181,662) 0  (257) 0  (257)

ECCTA 0  0  0  0  0  0 

LAVTA  0  0  0  0  0  0 

Union City 0  0  0  0  0  0 

WCCTA 0  0  0  0  0  0 

SUBTOTAL 4,094,424  (4,118,106) 0  (23,681) 0  (23,681)

Regional Paratransit

Alameda 0  0  0  0  0  0 

Contra Costa 0  0  0  0  0  0 

Marin 0  0  0  0  0  0 

Napa 0  0  0  0  0  0 

San Francisco 0  0  0  0  0  0 

San Mateo 255,152  (255,152) 0  0  0  0 

Santa Clara 0  0  0  0  0  0 

Solano 787,624  (657,815) 0  129,809  0  129,809 

Sonoma 0  0  0  0  0  0 

SUBTOTAL 1,042,776  (912,967) 0  129,809  0  129,809 

Lifeline

Alameda 2,561,258  (2,468,575) 0  92,683  0  92,683 

Contra Costa 1,296,613  (972,866) 0  323,747  0  323,747 

Marin 428,098  (416,988) 0  11,110  0  11,110 

Napa 332,878  0  0  332,878  0  332,878 

San Francisco 1,234,497  (1,132,827) 0  101,670  0  101,670 

San Mateo 1,259,910  (779,998) 0  479,912  0  479,912 

Santa Clara 8,602,035  (3,474,903) 0  5,127,132  0  5,127,132 

Solano 592,428  (470,918) 0  121,510  0  121,510 

Sonoma 888,071  (854,086) 0  33,985  0  33,985 

JARC Funding Restoration5 400,668  0  0  400,668  0  400,668 

Participatory Budgeting Pilot 1,022,099  0  0  1,022,099  0  1,022,099 

Reserve for a Means‐Based Transit Fare 5,910,243  0  0  5,910,243  0  5,910,243 
SUBTOTAL 24,528,801  (10,571,161) 0  13,957,637  0  13,957,637 

MTC Regional Coordination Program6 0  0  0  0  0 

BART to Warm Springs 1,682  (1,682) 0  0  0  0 
SamTrans 40,561  0  0  40,561  0  40,561 
GRAND TOTAL $29,708,244  ($15,603,919) $0  $14,104,326  $0  $14,104,326 

1. Balance as of 6/30/19 is from the MTC FY2018‐19 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/19, and FY2019‐20 allocations as of 6/30/20.
3. The projected carryover as of 6/30/2020 does not include interest accrued in FY 2019‐20. All apportionment jurisdictions must spend or request to transfer all fund balances by 6/30/2020, 

    except for Lifeline funds which will be closed out as projects conclude.
4. FY 2018‐19 ‐ FY 2020‐21 revenue is distributed through MTC Resolution 4321, adopted in February 2018. See following page for details.
5. Includes 2/26/14 Commission action to re‐assign $1.1 million in FY 2014‐15 Lifeline funds, and re‐assigning $693,696 of MTC's Means‐Based Discount Project balance.
6. See Regional Program on following page for details from FY 2018‐19 onwards.

FY 2020‐21 FUND ESTIMATE
STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE 
POPULATION‐BASED FUNDS (PUC 99313) ‐ THROUGH FY 2017‐18

STA POPULATION‐BASED APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION & OPERATOR
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FY2019‐20 STA Revenue Estimate FY2020‐21 STA Revenue Estimate
1. State Estimate (Nov, 19) $67,889,961 4. Projected Carryover (Aug, 20) $47,698,671

2. Actual Revenue (Aug, 20) $65,304,656 5. State Estimate4 (Aug, 20) $40,506,204
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) 6. Total Funds Available (Lines 4+5) $88,204,875

Column A C D E=Sum(A:D) F G=Sum(E:F)
6/30/2019 FY2019‐20 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2020‐21 Total

Apportionment Jurisdictions
Balance 

(w/interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Actual

Revenue

Projected

Carryover3

Revenue

Estimate4

Available For

 Allocation
County Block Grant5

Alameda 499,255  (8,546,864) 8,042,004  (5,605) 5,012,228  5,006,623 
Contra Costa 98,261  (10,190,630) 10,091,692  (677) 6,289,710  6,289,033 
Marin 10,134  (2,606,338) 2,596,085  (119) 1,618,026  1,617,907 
Napa 267,635  (1,857,920) 1,588,030  (2,255) 989,749  987,494 
San Francisco 2,329,879  (2,903,814) 3,846,730  3,272,795  2,397,497  5,670,292 
San Mateo 2,308,361  (1,407,983) 2,303,137  3,203,515  1,435,444  4,638,959 
Santa Clara 24,933  (6,436,202) 6,411,006  (263) 3,995,698  3,995,435 
Solano 4,788,590  (2,361,293) 4,777,754  7,205,051  2,977,764  10,182,815 
Sonoma 535,610  (6,374,251) 5,837,452  (1,189) 3,638,227  3,637,038 

SUBTOTAL 10,862,659  (42,685,295) 45,493,893  13,671,253  28,354,343  42,025,596 

Regional Program6 10,945,583  (8,551,000) 11,497,383  13,891,966  4,151,861  18,043,827 

Means‐Based Transit Fare Program 13,692,555  (2,650,832) 8,000,000  19,041,723  8,000,000  27,041,723 
Transit Emergency Service Contingency Fund7

746,473  33,876  313,380  1,093,729  0  1,093,729 

GRAND TOTAL $36,247,270  ($53,853,251) $65,304,656  $47,698,671  $40,506,204  $88,204,875 
1. Balance as of 6/30/19 is from the MTC FY2018‐19 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/19, and FY2019‐20 allocations as of 6/30/20.
3. The projected carryover as of 6/30/2020 does not include interest accrued in FY 2019‐20.
4. FY2020‐21 STA revenue generation based on August 1, 2020 State Controller's Office (SCO) forecast.
5. County Block Grant adopted through MTC Resolution 4321 in February 2018.
6. Regional Program adopted through MTC Resolution 4321 in February 2018. Balance and carryover amounts are from the MTC Regional Coordination Program established through
MTC Resolution 3837, Revised. Funds are committed to Clipper® and other MTC Customer Service projects.
7. Funds for the Transit Emergency Service Contingency Fund are taken "off the top" from the STA Population‐Based program. MTC expects to receive claims for funds in FY 2019‐20 due to 

    2019 North Bay fires, which will increase outstanding commitments and reduce the fund balance below $1,000,000.

FY 2020‐21 FUND ESTIMATE
STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE 
POPULATION‐BASED FUNDS (PUC 99313) ‐ FY 2018‐19 ONWARDS

STA POPULATION‐BASED COUNTY BLOCK GRANT AND REGIONAL PROGRAM APPORTIONMENT 
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Column A B C D=Sum(A:C) E F=D+E
6/30/2019 FY2018‐20 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2020‐21 Total

Fund Source Balance2 Outstanding 

Commitments3 Programming Amount4 Projected

Carryover
Programming Amount4 Available for Allocation

MTC 2% Toll Revenues
Ferry Capital 5,718,615  (4,220,745) 1,000,000  2,497,870  1,000,000  3,497,870 
Bay Trail 0  (450,000) 450,000  0  450,000  450,000 
Studies 564,510  (139,454) 0  425,055  0  425,055 

SUBTOTAL 6,283,125  (4,810,199) 1,450,000  2,922,925  1,450,000  4,372,925 
5% State General Fund Revenues

Ferry 13,055,918  (8,137,340) 3,341,267  8,259,844  3,374,680  11,634,524 
Bay Trail 112,972  (383,076) 273,421  3,316  281,706  285,022 

SUBTOTAL 13,168,890  (8,520,416) 3,614,688  8,263,160  3,656,386  11,919,546 

2. Balance as of 6/30/19 is from MTC FY2018‐19 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
3. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/19, and FY2019‐20 allocations as of 1/31/20.
4. MTC Resolution 4015 states that annual funding levels are established and adjusted through the fund estimate for 2%, and 5% bridge toll revenues.

1. BATA Resolution 93 and MTC Resolution 3948 required BATA to make a payment to MTC equal to the estimated present value of specified fund transfers for the next 50 years (FY2010‐11 through FY2059‐60) and relieved 
BATA from making those fund transfers for that 50 year period.  The MTC 2% Toll Revenues listed above, commencing in FY2010‐11, are funded from this payment.

BRIDGE TOLL APPORTIONMENT BY CATEGORY
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FY2019‐20 AB1107 Revenue Estimate FY2020‐21 AB1107 Estimate

1. Original MTC Estimate (Feb, 19) $91,000,000 4. Projected Carryover (Jun, 19) $0
2. Actual Revenue (Jun, 20) $88,961,758 5. MTC Estimate (Feb, 19) $93,500,000
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) ($2,038,242) 6. Total Funds Available (Lines 4+5) $93,500,000

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G=Sum(A:F) H I=Sum(G:H)
6/30/2019 FY2018‐19 6/30/2019 FY2018‐20 FY2019‐20 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

AC Transit 0  0  0  (44,480,879) 45,500,000  (1,019,121) 0  46,750,000  46,750,000 
SFMTA 0  0  0  (44,480,879) 45,500,000  (1,019,121) 0  46,750,000  46,750,000 
TOTAL $0  $0  $0  ($88,961,758) $91,000,000  ($2,038,242) $0  $93,500,000  $93,500,000 
1. Balance as of 6/30/19 is from the MTC FY2018‐19 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/19, and FY2019‐20 allocations as of 6/30/20.

FY 2020‐21 FUND ESTIMATE
AB1107 FUNDS
AB1107 IS TWENTY‐FIVE PERCENT OF THE ONE‐HALF CENT BART DISTRICT SALES TAX

AB1107 APPORTIONMENT BY OPERATOR
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Apportionment 
Jurisdictions

Total Available
AC Transit
LAVTA
Pleasanton
Union City
CCCTA
ECCTA
WCCTA

Apportionment of BART Funds to Implement Transit Coordination Program

Apportionment

Jurisdictions

Total Available Funds 

(TDA and STA)

FY 2020‐21
CCCTA $938,028
LAVTA $791,448
ECCTA $3,049,550
WCCTA $3,204,781

Fund Source
Apportionment 

Jurisdictions
Claimant Amount1 Program

Total Available BART STA Revenue‐Based Funds   $22,069,467
STA Revenue‐Based BART CCCTA (938,028) BART Feeder Bus
STA Revenue‐Based BART LAVTA (692,416) BART Feeder Bus
STA Revenue‐Based BART ECCTA (3,049,550) BART Feeder Bus
STA Revenue‐Based BART WCCTA (2,918,228) BART Feeder Bus

Total Payment (7,598,222)
Remaining BART STA Revenue‐Based Funds $14,471,245  
Total Available BART TDA Article 4 Funds   $385,586

TDA Article 4 BART‐Alameda LAVTA (99,033) BART Feeder Bus
TDA Article 4 BART‐Contra Costa WCCTA (286,553) BART Feeder Bus

Total Payment (385,586)
Remaining BART TDA Article 4 Funds $0
Total Available SamTrans STA Revenue‐Based Funds $6,251,321

STA Revenue‐Based SamTrans BART (801,024) SFO Operating Expense
Total Payment (801,024)

Remaining SamTrans STA Revenue‐Based Funds $5,450,297
Total Available Union City TDA Article 4 Funds $10,692,452

TDA Article 4 Union City AC Transit (116,699) Union City service
Total Payment (116,699)

Remaining Union City TDA Article 4 Funds $10,575,753

$142,816

1. Amounts assigned to the claimants in this page will reduce the funds available for allocation in the corresponding apportionment jurisdictions by the same amounts.

IMPLEMENTATION OF OPERATOR AGREEMENTS

FY 2020‐21 FUND ESTIMATE
TDA & STA FUND SUBAPPORTIONMENT FOR ALAMEDA & CONTRA COSTA COUNTIES 
& IMPLEMENTATION OF OPERATOR AGREEMENTS

Alameda Contra Costa

ARTICLE 4.5 SUBAPPORTIONMENT 

Article 4.5

$4,370,703
$4,003,602

$148,960
$82,480

$135,661

$475,260

$2,167,885

Article 4.5

$666,416

$883,392
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MTC Resolution 3814 FY 2007‐08 FY2009‐19 MTC Res‐3833 MTC Res‐3925 FY2020‐21
Spillover Payment Schedule Spillover Distribution Spillover Distribution (RM 1 Funding) (STP/CMAQ Funding) Remaining

Lifeline 10,000,000 16% 1,028,413 0 0 8,971,587 0
Small Operators / North Counties 3,000,000 5% 308,524 0 0 2,691,476 0
BART to Warm Springs 3,000,000 5% 308,524 0 0 0 0
eBART 3,000,000 5% 327,726 0 2,672,274 0 0
SamTrans 43,000,000 69% 4,422,174 0 0 19,288,913 19,288,913

TOTAL $62,000,000 100% $6,395,361 $0 $0 $30,951,976 $19,288,914

PROPOSITION 1B TRANSIT FUNDING PROGRAM ‐‐ POPULATION BASED SPILLOVER DISTRIBUTION 

Apportionment Category %
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FY2019‐20 LCTOP Revenue Estimate1 FY2020‐21 LCTOP Revenue Estimate2

1. Actual Statewide Appropriation (Feb, 20) $146,061,319 5. Estimated Statewide Appropriation (Jan, 20) $125,000,000
2. MTC Region Revenue‐Based Funding  $39,052,475 6. Estimated MTC Region Revenue‐Based Funding $33,421,301
3. MTC Region Population‐Based Funding  $14,236,650 7. Estimated MTC Region Population‐Based Funding $12,183,796
4. Total MTC Region Funds $53,289,125 8. Estimated Total MTC Region Funds $45,605,097

1. The FY 2019‐20 LCTOP revenue generation  is based on February 14, 2020 allocations from the State Controller's Office (SCO).
2. The FY 2020‐21 LCTOP revenue generation is based on the $125 million estimated in the FY 2020‐21 State Budget.

FY 2020‐21 FUND ESTIMATE
CAP AND TRADE LOW CARBON TRANSIT OPERATIONS PROGRAM (LCTOP)
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FY2019‐20 SGR Population‐Based Revenue Estimate FY2020‐21 SGR Population‐Based Revenue Estimate
1. State Estimate (Nov, 19) $28,775,741 4. Projected Carryover (Aug, 20) $351,050
2. Actual Revenue (Aug, 20) $29,126,924 5. State Estimate (Aug, 20) $31,528,098
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) $0 6. Total Funds Available (Lines 4+5) $31,879,148

Column A B C D=Sum(A:C) E F=Sum(D:E)
6/30/2019 FY2018‐20 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2020‐21 Total

Apportionment Jurisdictions
Balance 

(w/interest)

Outstanding

Commitments

Actual

Revenue

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate
1

Available For

 Allocation

ACCMA ‐ Corresponding to ACE 91 (44,940) 45,398 549 46,019 46,568
Caltrain 12 (1,312,856) 1,328,867 16,022 1,494,397 1,510,419
CCCTA 260 (122,280) 123,509 1,489 131,016 132,505
City of Dixon 3 (1,147) 1,158 14 1,279 1,293
ECCTA 122 (64,248) 64,908 782 63,344 64,126
City of Fairfield 79 (25,351) 25,581 309 23,248 23,557
GGBHTD 2,786 (1,322,495) 1,335,815 16,106 1,433,937 1,450,043
LAVTA 116 (54,155) 54,699 660 62,845 63,505
Marin Transit 0 (257,757) 260,892 3,136 245,064 248,200
NVTA 38 (17,962) 18,143 218 17,792 18,010
City of Petaluma 14 (7,644) 7,724 93 7,634 7,727
City of Rio Vista 1 (9,963) 1,166 (8,795) 407 (8,388)
SamTrans 2,751 (1,257,611) 1,270,174 15,314 1,498,783 1,514,097
SMART 573 (262,565) 265,189 3,197 309,801 312,998
City of Santa Rosa 58 (24,813) 25,058 303 25,652 25,955
Solano County Transit 125 (45,700) 55,048 9,473 54,641 64,114
Sonoma County Transit 77 (34,956) 35,304 426 35,733 36,159
City of Union City 38 (18,031) 18,212 219 19,413 19,632
Vacaville City Coach 9 (4,590) 4,581 1 4,161 4,162
VTA 10,027 (3,602,432) 3,636,247 43,842 4,542,653 4,586,495
VTA ‐ Corresponding to ACE 71 (33,616) 33,882 337 26,550 26,887
WCCTA 162 (78,106) 78,896 952 83,095 84,047
WETA 676 (358,378) 362,067 4,365 407,496 411,861

SUBTOTAL 18,089 (8,961,596) 9,052,520 109,012 10,534,959 10,643,971
AC Transit 7,068 (3,756,451) 3,795,147 45,764 4,007,573 4,053,337
BART 13,713 (6,302,374) 6,365,413 76,752 6,279,872 6,356,624
SFMTA 21,458 (9,815,781) 9,913,845 119,522 10,705,693 10,825,215

SUBTOTAL 42,239 (19,874,606) 20,074,405 242,038 20,993,139 21,235,177

GRAND TOTAL $60,329 ($28,836,202) $29,126,924 $351,050 $31,528,098 $31,879,148
1. FY2020‐21 State of Good Repair Program revenue generation is based on August 1, 2020 estimates from the State Controller's Office (SCO).

FY 2020‐21 FUND ESTIMATE
STATE OF GOOD REPAIR (SGR) PROGRAM
REVENUE‐BASED FUNDS 

STATE OF GOOD REPAIR PROGRAM REVENUE‐BASED APPORTIONMENT BY OPERATOR
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FY2019‐20 SGR Population‐Based Revenue Estimate FY2020‐21 SGR Population‐Based Revenue Estimate

1. State Estimate (Nov, 19) $10,490,248 4. Projected Carryover (Aug, 20) $122,228
2. Actual Revenue (Aug, 20) $10,612,476 5. State Estimate (Aug, 20) $11,522,035
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) 6. Total Funds Available (Lines 4+5) $11,644,263

Column A B C D=Sum(A:C) E F=Sum(D:E)
6/30/2019 FY2018‐20 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2020‐21 Total

Apportionment 
Balance 

(w/interest)

Outstanding

Commitments

Actual

Revenue

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate
1

Available For

 Allocation

Clipper®/Clipper® 2.0
2

6,112,080  (16,602,328) 10,612,476  122,228  11,522,035  11,644,263 

GRAND TOTAL $6,112,080  ($16,602,328) $10,612,476  $122,228  $11,522,035  $11,644,263 
1. FY2020‐21 State of Good Repair Program revenue generation is based on August 1, 2020 estimates from the State Controller's Office (SCO).
2. State of Good Repair Program funds are shown here according to the policy in MTC Resolution 4321.

SGR PROGRAM POPULATION‐BASED APPORTIONMENT

FY 2020‐21 FUND ESTIMATE
STATE OF GOOD REPAIR (SGR) PROGRAM
POPULATION‐BASED FUNDS 



 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
Programming and Allocations Committee 

February 10, 2021 Agenda Item 3d - 21-0149 
MTC Resolution No. 4450.  FY 2021-22 Fund Estimate 

Subject:  Annual Fund Estimate and proposed apportionment and distribution of 
$790 million in Transportation Development Act (TDA) Local Transportation 
Fund, State Transit Assistance (STA), State of Good Repair (SGR) Program, 
Assembly Bill 1107 (AB 1107), transit-related bridge toll, and Low Carbon 
Transit Operations Program (LCTOP) funds for FY 2021-22. 

 
Background: MTC is required by state statute to prepare and adopt an annual fund estimate of 

TDA Local Transportation Fund (LTF) ¼ cent sales tax revenues for the 
upcoming fiscal year by March 1st. This estimate assists the Bay Area’s transit 
operators in budgeting for the next fiscal year, in this case FY 2021-22. The fund 
estimate prepared by MTC also includes a number of other fund sources which 
MTC allocates to transit operators, primarily for operations.  

 
 The following are highlights of the fund estimate for FY 2021-22: 
 

1. Economic Overview: The Bay Area economy, like local economies 
worldwide, has been significantly impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic. 
Unemployment rates have increased significantly across all nine counties 
over the last year with Solano County having the highest unemployment rate 
at 7.5% and Marin County with the lowest rate at 4.7% in November 2020. 
Taxable sales have been impacted in uneven ways, with San Francisco 
experiencing declines in taxable sales of more than -38% while five other 
Bay Area counties have seen an increase in taxable sales during the 
pandemic. Significant uncertainty remains about possible shifts in 
population, work from home policies, and commute patterns – all of which 
could impact revenues. Accordingly, it is prudent for transit operators to 
budget with great caution.  
 

2. Transportation Development Act (TDA): State law requires county 
auditors to submit annual estimates of the ¼-cent TDA sales tax revenue 
generation to MTC by February 1st. A summary of the county auditors’ mid-
year estimates indicate that regional TDA revenue generation is expected to 
decrease by 7.1% in the current year of FY 2020-21 to $405 million, with a 
subsequent increase of 3.6% in FY 2021-22 to $419 million.  

 
MTC advises that transit operators in all counties exercise caution when 
budgeting for FY 2021-22 as many of the county auditors are uncertain how 
actual FY 2020-21 revenues will come in due to economic uncertainty, the 
impacts of the Wayfair decision, and the attribution of sales taxes collected 
from out of state transactions.  

 
3. AB 1107: A portion (25%) of BART’s half-cent sales tax revenue generated 

in Alameda, Contra Costa, and San Francisco counties is subject to allocation 
by MTC, and MTC staff is responsible for estimating the annual revenue 
generation. Given the economic uncertainty and indicators described above 
staff proposes to revise the current FY 2020-21 estimate downwards to $83 
million and to forecast FY 2021-22 revenues of $83 million (7.2% decrease 
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from actual FY 2019-20 revenues of $89 million). This amount would be split 
evenly between SFMTA and AC Transit per longstanding Commission policy. 
 

4. State Transit Assistance (STA): Governor Newsom’s proposed FY 2021-
22 State Budget estimates $667 million in STA funds statewide in FY 2021-
22. Based on this estimate, the Bay Area would receive approximately $201 
million ($147 million in Revenue-Based and $54 million in Population-
Based) in FY 2021-22 STA funds. Staff will return to the Commission to 
update the estimates following the state budget approval later this year.  

 
Note that staff are proposing to revise the FY 2020-21 STA revenue forecast 
from what was included in the adopted FY 2020-21 State Budget to 
incorporate the state’s current and more accurate projections for FY 2020-21. 
The updated estimates for the current year are included in the Governor’s FY 
2021-22 budget proposal and will allow transit operators to claim much 
needed additional STA funds this year. 

 
5. State of Good Repair (SGR) Program: Senate Bill (SB) 1 established the 

State of Good Repair (SGR) Program which will bring nearly $43 million to 
the Bay Area in FY 2021-22 for transit capital state of good repair projects. 
The funds from the SGR Program follow the same state-wide distribution 
policies as the regular STA program, with a Revenue-Based and Population-
Based program.  

 
6. Bridge Tolls: In April 2010, MTC Resolution No. 3948 resulted in a lump 

sum payment from BATA to MTC for an amount equal to the 50-year 
present value of AB 664, RM 1, and 2% Toll revenue. Future payments from 
these toll revenues will be made from this lump sum, in accordance with 
Commission policies established in MTC Resolution Nos. 4015 and 4022.  

 
7. Cap and Trade – Low Carbon Transit Operations Program: The FY 

2021-22 Fund Estimate includes details on funding that will flow to the 
region through the Low Carbon Transit Operations Program, which is a 
component of the state Cap and Trade program. In FY 2021-22, the region is 
projected to receive $39 million from the program based on an estimate from 
Governor Newsom’s proposed FY 2021-22 State Budget. Apportionments of 
these funds are guided by Caltrans policies for the Revenue-Based program 
(which are the same as the STA Revenue-Based program) and by the MTC 
Commission for the Population-Based program through the MTC Cap and 
Trade Framework (MTC Resolution No. 4130, Revised). 

 
Issues: None. 
 
Recommendation: Refer MTC Resolution No. 4450 to the Commission for approval.  
 
Attachments:  MTC Resolution No. 4450 
   Presentation slides 
 
 

Therese W. McMillan 
 



 Date: February 24, 2021 
 W.I.: 1511 
 Referred by: PAC 
  
  

  

ABSTRACT 

MTC Resolution No. 4450 

 

This resolution approves the FY 2021-22 Fund Estimate, including the distribution and 

apportionment of Transportation Development Act (TDA), State Transit Assistance (STA), State 

of Good Repair (SGR) Program, Assembly Bill (AB) 1107 sales tax, Low Carbon Transit 

Operations (LCTOP) cap-and-trade auction revenues, and transit-related bridge toll funds. 

 

 

Further discussion of this action is contained in the MTC Programming and Allocations 

Summary Sheets dated February 10, 2021.



 
 Date: February 24, 2021 
 W.I.: 1511 
 Referred by: PAC 
 
 
RE: Determination of Transportation Development Act (TDA) Area Apportionments and 

Proposed Distribution of Operating Funds for FY 2021-22 

 

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

RESOLUTION NO. 4450 

 

 WHEREAS, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is the regional 

transportation planning agency for the San Francisco Bay Area pursuant to Government Code 

Section 66500 et seq.; and 

 

 WHEREAS, the Transportation Development Act (TDA), Public Utilities Code (PUC) 

Sections 99200 et seq., provides that funds are made available from the Local Transportation 

Fund (LTF) for various transportation purposes; and 

 

 WHEREAS, pursuant to 21 California Code of Regulations Section 6620, the County 

Auditor for each of the nine counties in the Bay Area has submitted the revised and new TDA 

fund estimates for FY 2020-21 and FY 2021-22 as shown in Attachment A to this resolution, 

attached hereto and incorporated herein as though set forth at length; and 

 

 WHEREAS, MTC is required to determine and advise all prospective claimants, prior to 

March 1 each year, of all area apportionments from the LTF for the following fiscal year 

pursuant to 21 California Code of Regulations Section 6644; and 

 

 WHEREAS, all area apportionments of TDA funds for the 2021-22 fiscal year are shown 

in Attachment A to this resolution, attached hereto and incorporated herein as though set forth at 

length; and 

 

 WHEREAS, MTC has prepared a proposed distribution of operating/capital assistance 

funds, including TDA, State Transit Assistance (STA) pursuant to Public Utilities Code § 99310 

et seq.), State of Good Repair (SGR) Program pursuant to Public Utilities Code § 99312.1, Low 

Carbon Transit Operations Program (LCTOP) pursuant to Health and Safety Code § 

39719(b)(1)(B), the twenty-five percent (25%) of the one-half cent transaction and use tax 

collected pursuant to PUC Section 29142.2 (AB 1107), and estimates of certain toll bridge 

revenues (SHC §§ 30910 et seq.), in order to provide financial information to all prospective 

claimants to assist them in developing budgets in a timely manner; and 
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 WHEREAS, the proposed distribution of such operating assistance funds is also shown in 

Attachment A; now, therefore, be it 

 

 RESOLVED, that MTC approves the area apportionments of TDA funds, and the 

proposed distribution of operating assistance funds for the 2021-22 fiscal year as shown in 

Attachment A, subject to the conditions noted therein; and, be it further 

 

 RESOLVED, that MTC intends to allocate operating assistance funds for the 2021-22 

fiscal year, based on the area apportionments of TDA funds, the proposed distribution of 

operating assistance funds and upon the receipt of appropriate claims from eligible claimants; 

and, be it further 

 

 RESOLVED, that Attachment A may be revised by the MTC Executive Director or his 

designee to reflect funds returned to the Local Transportation Fund and expired capital 

allocations or by approval of the MTC Programming and Allocations Committee, except that any 

significant changes shall be submitted to the full Commission for approval. 

 

 
 METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 
 
 
   
 Alfredo Pedroza, Chair  
 
 
The above resolution was approved by the  
Metropolitan Transportation Commission  
at a regular meeting of the Commission held  
in San Francisco, California, and at other remote 
locations, on February 24, 2021. 
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Column A B C D E F  G H=Sum(A:G)
6/30/2020 FY2019‐21 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21 FY2021‐22 FY2021‐22 FY2021‐22

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions
Balance1

Outstanding 

Commitments, 

Refunds, & 

Interest
2

Original 

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Revised Admin. & 

Planning Charge

Revenue

Estimate

Admin. & Planning 

Charge

Available for 

Allocation

Alameda 21,803,450  (73,110,634) 93,151,568  (9,144,890) (3,360,267) 84,846,744  (3,393,870) 110,792,100 
Contra Costa 27,480,405  (47,736,024) 46,139,252  421,021  (1,862,411) 45,908,428  (1,836,337) 68,514,334 
Marin 254,408  (9,630,391) 14,000,000  (1,610,827) (495,567) 12,017,498  (480,699) 14,054,422 
Napa 2,566,799  (5,400,082) 9,885,444  (911,987) (358,938) 8,979,207  (359,168) 14,401,275 
San Francisco 1,706,317  (39,248,345) 53,477,500  (12,425,000) (1,642,100) 44,562,500  (1,782,501) 44,648,370 
San Mateo 4,139,323  (3,295,925) 48,558,690  (6,863,744) (1,667,798) 42,857,457  (1,714,298) 82,013,707 
Santa Clara 6,109,012  (91,678,267) 121,909,000  (188,111) (4,868,836) 130,850,000  (5,234,000) 156,898,799 
Solano 31,320,613  (18,702,053) 22,251,809  231,674  (899,339) 22,483,483  (899,338) 55,786,850 
Sonoma 11,130,299  (18,514,515) 26,300,000  (500,000) (1,032,000) 26,600,000  (1,064,000) 42,919,783 
TOTAL $106,510,627  ($307,316,236) $435,673,263  ($30,991,863) ($16,187,256) $419,105,317  ($16,764,211) $590,029,640 

A B C D E=Sum(A:D)
6/30/2020 FY2019‐21 FY2020‐21 FY2021‐22 FY2021‐22

Balance

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding 

Commitments2

Revenue

 Estimate

Revenue

 Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

20,210,979  (88,120,659) 141,760,954  147,178,092  221,029,366 
64,021,806  (52,821,473) 51,806,954  53,786,663  116,793,948 
84,232,784  (140,942,132) 193,567,908  200,964,755  337,823,314 

0  (83,000,000) 83,000,000  83,000,000  83,000,000 

6,609,841  (4,790,435) 1,450,000  1,450,000  4,719,406 
15,651,030  (2,327,829) 3,656,386  3,408,427  20,388,014 
22,260,871  (7,118,264) 5,106,386  4,858,427  25,107,420 

Low Carbon Transit Operations Program 0  0  36,583,611  38,778,628  75,362,239 
State of Good Repair Program

416,285  (16,848,071) 31,528,098  31,477,988  46,574,300 
13,345,856  (24,867,891) 11,522,035  11,503,725  11,503,725 
13,762,141  (41,715,962) 43,050,133  42,981,713  58,078,025 

TOTAL $120,255,796  ($272,776,358) $361,308,038  $370,583,523  $579,370,998 
Please see Attachment A pages 2‐20 for detailed information on each fund source.
1. Balance as of 6/30/20 is from the MTC FY2019‐20 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/20, and FY2020‐21 allocations as of 1/31/21.

FY 2021‐22 FUND ESTIMATE

AB1107 ‐ BART District Tax (25% Share)
Bridge Toll Total

State Transit Assistance
Revenue‐Based

REGIONAL SUMMARY

Population‐Based
SUBTOTAL

TDA REGIONAL SUMMARY TABLE

STA, AB 1107, BRIDGE TOLL, LOW CARBON TRANSIT OPERATIONS PROGRAM, & SGR PROGRAM REGIONAL SUMMARY TABLE

Revenue‐Based
Population‐Based

SUBTOTAL

SUBTOTAL

Column

Fund Source

5% State General Fund Revenue
MTC 2% Toll Revenue
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FY2020‐21 TDA Revenue Estimate  FY2021‐22 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2020‐21 Generation Estimate Adjustment  FY2021‐22 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 20) 93,151,568 13. County Auditor Estimate 84,846,744
2. Revised Revenue (Feb, 21) 84,006,678  FY2021‐22 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) (9,144,890) 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 424,234 

FY2020‐21 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 424,234 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) (45,724)   16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 2,545,402 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3) (45,724) 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 3,393,870
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) (274,347)   18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13‐17) 81,452,874
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) (365,795) FY2021‐22 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3‐7) (8,779,095) 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 1,629,057 

FY2020‐21 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18‐19) 79,823,817
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) (175,582) 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 3,991,191 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8‐9) (8,603,513) 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20‐21) 75,832,626
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) (430,176)
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10‐11) (8,173,337)

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2020 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2019‐21 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21 6/30/2021 FY2021‐22 FY2021‐22

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 4,586,074  142,887  4,728,960  (4,346,498) 0  1,788,510  (175,582) 1,995,390  1,629,057  3,624,447 
Article 4.5 8,195  14,818  23,013  (3,280,390) 63,218  4,381,850  (430,176) 757,515  3,991,191  4,748,706 

SUBTOTAL 4,594,269  157,705  4,751,974  (7,626,888) 63,218  6,170,360  (605,758) 2,752,905  5,620,248  8,373,153 
Article 4

AC Transit
District 1 232,692  2,895  235,587  (39,194,685) 0  53,403,679  (5,242,754) 9,201,826  48,597,106  57,798,932 
District 2 62,483  773  63,256  (10,401,518) 0  14,168,270  (1,390,930) 2,439,079  12,980,480  15,419,559 

BART3 430  11  441  (74,282) 0  99,042  (9,723) 15,478  89,475  104,953 

LAVTA 9,118,466  194,569  9,313,035  (14,852,232) 0  11,847,775  (1,163,122) 5,145,456  10,823,468  15,968,924 
Union City 7,795,110  242,155  8,037,265  (2,416,227) 793,873  3,736,380  (366,808) 9,784,482  3,342,096  13,126,578 

SUBTOTAL 17,209,181  440,403  17,649,584  (66,938,944) 793,873  83,255,145  (8,173,337) 26,586,321  75,832,626  102,418,947 
GRAND TOTAL $21,803,450  $598,108  $22,401,558  ($74,565,832) $857,091  $89,425,505  ($8,779,095) $29,339,226  $81,452,874  $110,792,100 
1. Balance as of 6/30/20 is from the MTC FY2019‐20 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.    
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/20, and FY2020‐21 allocations as of 1/31/21.
3. Details on the proposed apportionment of BART funding to local operators are shown on page 16 of the Fund Estimate.

FY 2021‐22 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
ALAMEDA COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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FY2020‐21 TDA Revenue Estimate  FY2021‐22 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2020‐21 Generation Estimate Adjustment  FY2021‐22 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 20) 46,139,252 13. County Auditor Estimate 45,908,428
2. Revised Revenue (Feb, 21) 46,560,273 FY2021‐22 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) 421,021  14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 229,542 

FY2020‐21 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 229,542 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) 2,105    16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 1,377,253 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3) 2,105  17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 1,836,337
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) 12,631    18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13‐17) 44,072,091
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) 16,841  FY2021‐22 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3‐7) 404,180  19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 881,442 

FY2020‐21 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18‐19) 43,190,649
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) 8,084  21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 2,159,532 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8‐9) 396,096  22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20‐21) 41,031,117
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) 19,805 
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10‐11) 376,291 

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2020 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2019‐21 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21 6/30/2021 FY2021‐22 FY2021‐22

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 1,703,472  32,868  1,736,340  (2,273,266) 0  885,874  8,084  357,032  881,442  1,238,474 
Article 4.5 4,605  3,110  7,715  (1,507,102) 0  2,170,390  19,805  690,808  2,159,532  2,850,340 

SUBTOTAL 1,708,077  35,978  1,744,055  (3,780,368) 0  3,056,264  27,889  1,047,840  3,040,974  4,088,814 
Article 4

AC Transit
District 1 23,415  1,884  25,299  (4,764,837) 0  7,093,016  64,724  2,418,201  7,072,554  9,490,755 

BART3 944  75  1,019  (214,911) 0  286,548  2,615  75,271  287,090  362,361 

CCCTA 17,457,869  180,299  17,638,167  (27,714,169) 4,839,209  19,415,580  177,167  14,355,954  19,194,326  33,550,280 
ECCTA 4,743,089  35,506  4,778,595  (13,261,246) 0  11,970,179  109,228  3,596,756  12,032,800  15,629,556 
WCCTA 3,547,012  48,951  3,595,963  (3,142,394) 0  2,472,094  22,558  2,948,221  2,444,348  5,392,569 

SUBTOTAL 25,772,328  266,715  26,039,043  (49,097,557) 4,839,209  41,237,418  376,291  23,394,403  41,031,117  64,425,520 
GRAND TOTAL $27,480,405  $302,693  $27,783,098  ($52,877,926) $4,839,209  $44,293,682  $404,180  $24,442,243  $44,072,091  $68,514,334 
1. Balance as of 6/30/20 is from the MTC FY2019‐20 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.    
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/20, and FY2020‐21 allocations as of 1/31/21.
3. Details on the proposed apportionment of BART funding to local operators are shown on page 16 of the Fund Estimate.

FY 2021‐22 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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FY2020‐21 TDA Revenue Estimate  FY2021‐22 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2020‐21 Generation Estimate Adjustment  FY2021‐22 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 20) 14,000,000 13. County Auditor Estimate 12,017,498
2. Revised Revenue (Feb, 21) 12,389,173 FY2021‐22 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) (1,610,827) 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 60,087 

FY2020‐21 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 60,087 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) (8,054)   16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 360,525 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3) (8,054) 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 480,699
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) (48,325)   18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13‐17) 11,536,799
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) (64,433) FY2021‐22 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3‐7) (1,546,394) 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 230,736 

FY2020‐21 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18‐19) 11,306,063
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) (30,928) 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 0 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8‐9) (1,515,466) 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20‐21) 11,306,063
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) 0 
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10‐11) (1,515,466)

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2020 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2019‐21 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21 6/30/2021 FY2021‐22 FY2021‐22

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 267,508  47,792  315,300  (469,105) 0  268,800  (30,928) 84,067  230,736  314,803 
Article 4.5

SUBTOTAL 267,508  47,792  315,300  (469,105) 0  268,800  (30,928) 84,067  230,736  314,803 
Article 4/8

GGBHTD (7,822) 7,889  67  (5,405,195) 0  7,731,494  (889,578) 1,436,788  6,430,889  7,867,677 
Marin Transit (5,278) 5,325  46  (3,817,097) 0  5,439,706  (625,887) 996,768  4,875,174  5,871,942 

SUBTOTAL (13,100) 13,214  113  (9,222,292) 0  13,171,200  (1,515,466) 2,433,556  11,306,063  13,739,619 
GRAND TOTAL $254,408  $61,005  $315,413  ($9,691,397) $0  $13,440,000  ($1,546,394) $2,517,623  $11,536,799  $14,054,422 
1. Balance as of 6/30/20 is from the MTC FY2019‐20 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/20, and FY2020‐21 allocations as of 1/31/21.

FY 2021‐22 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
MARIN COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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FY2020‐21 TDA Revenue Estimate  FY2021‐22 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2020‐21 Generation Estimate Adjustment  FY2021‐22 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 20) 9,885,444 13. County Auditor Estimate 8,979,207
2. Revised Revenue (Feb, 21) 8,973,457 FY2021‐22 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) ‐911,987 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 44,896 

FY2020‐21 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 44,896 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) (4,560)   16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 269,376 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3) (4,560) 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 359,168
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) (27,360)   18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13‐17) 8,620,039
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) (36,480) FY2021‐22 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3‐7) (875,507) 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 172,401 

FY2020‐21 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18‐19) 8,447,638
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) (17,510) 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 422,382 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8‐9) (857,997) 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20‐21) 8,025,256
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) (42,900)
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10‐11) (815,097)

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2020 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2019‐21 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21 6/30/2021 FY2021‐22 FY2021‐22

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 249,948  8,033  257,981  (392,928) 0  189,801  (17,510) 37,344  172,401  209,745 
Article 4.5 33,783  126  33,909  (382,540) 0  465,011  (42,900) 73,480  422,382  495,862 

SUBTOTAL 283,731  8,159  291,891  (775,468) 0  654,812  (60,410) 110,824  594,783  705,607 
Article 4/8

NVTA3 2,283,067  73,033  2,356,100  (7,192,201) 2,486,395  8,835,215  (815,097) 5,670,412  8,025,256  13,695,668 

SUBTOTAL 2,283,067  73,033  2,356,100  (7,192,201) 2,486,395  8,835,215  (815,097) 5,670,412  8,025,256  13,695,668 
GRAND TOTAL $2,566,799  $81,192  $2,647,991  ($7,967,669) $2,486,395  $9,490,027  ($875,507) $5,781,236  $8,620,039  $14,401,275 
1. Balance as of 6/30/20 is from the MTC FY2019‐20 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/20, and FY2020‐21 allocations as of 1/31/21.
3. NVTA is authorized to claim 100% of the apporionment to Napa County.

FY 2021‐22 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
NAPA COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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FY2020‐21 TDA Revenue Estimate  FY2021‐22 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2020‐21 Generation Estimate Adjustment  FY2021‐22 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 20) 53,477,500 13. County Auditor Estimate 44,562,500
2. Revised Revenue (Feb, 21) 41,052,500 FY2021‐22 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) (12,425,000) 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 222,813 

FY2020‐21 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 222,813 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) (62,125)   16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 1,336,875 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3) (62,125) 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 1,782,501
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) (372,750)   18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13‐17) 42,779,999
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) (497,000) FY2021‐22 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3‐7) (11,928,000) 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 855,600 

FY2020‐21 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18‐19) 41,924,399
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) (238,560) 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 2,096,220 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8‐9) (11,689,440) 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20‐21) 39,828,179
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) (584,472)
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10‐11) (11,104,968)

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2020 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2019‐21 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21 6/30/2021 FY2021‐22 FY2021‐22

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 1,707,384  71,406  1,778,791  (1,599,153) 0  1,026,768  (238,560) 967,845  855,600  1,823,445 
Article 4.5 (2,285) 2,285  0  0  (1,865,705) 2,515,582  (584,472) 65,405  2,096,220  2,161,625 

SUBTOTAL 1,705,100  73,691  1,778,791  (1,599,153) (1,865,705) 3,542,350  (823,032) 1,033,250  2,951,820  3,985,070 
Article 4

SFMTA 1,218  11,754  12,972  (37,734,637) 1,865,705  47,796,049  (11,104,968) 835,121  39,828,179  40,663,300 
SUBTOTAL 1,218  11,754  12,972  (37,734,637) 1,865,705  47,796,049  (11,104,968) 835,121  39,828,179  40,663,300 

GRAND TOTAL $1,706,317  $85,445  $1,791,763  ($39,333,790) $0  $51,338,399  ($11,928,000) $1,868,371  $42,779,999  $44,648,370 
1. Balance as of 6/30/20 is from the MTC FY2019‐20 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/20, and FY2020‐21 allocations as of 1/31/21.

FY 2021‐22 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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2/24/2021
   

FY2020‐21 TDA Revenue Estimate  FY2021‐22 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2020‐21 Generation Estimate Adjustment  FY2021‐22 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 20) 48,558,690 13. County Auditor Estimate 42,857,457
2. Revised Revenue (Feb, 21) 41,694,946 FY2021‐22 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) (6,863,744) 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 214,287 

FY2020‐21 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 214,287 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) (34,319)   16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 1,285,724 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3) (34,319) 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 1,714,298
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) (205,912)   18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13‐17) 41,143,159
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) (274,550) FY2021‐22 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3‐7) (6,589,194) 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 822,863 

FY2020‐21 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18‐19) 40,320,296
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) (131,784) 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 2,016,015 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8‐9) (6,457,410) 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20‐21) 38,304,281
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) (322,870)
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10‐11) (6,134,540)

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2020 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2019‐21 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21 6/30/2021 FY2021‐22 FY2021‐22

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 4,104,858  203,186  4,308,044  (3,635,980) 0  932,327  (131,784) 1,472,607  822,863  2,295,470 
Article 4.5 1,460  7,126  8,586  0  0  2,284,201  (322,870) 1,969,917  2,016,015  3,985,932 

SUBTOTAL 4,106,317  210,313  4,316,630  (3,635,980) 0  3,216,528  (454,654) 3,442,524  2,838,878  6,281,402 
Article 4

SamTrans 33,006  129,743  162,748  0  0  43,399,815  (6,134,540) 37,428,024  38,304,281  75,732,305 
SUBTOTAL 33,006  129,743  162,748  0  0  43,399,815  (6,134,540) 37,428,024  38,304,281  75,732,305 

GRAND TOTAL $4,139,323  $340,055  $4,479,378  ($3,635,980) $0  $46,616,343  ($6,589,194) $40,870,548  $41,143,159  $82,013,707 
1. Balance as of 6/30/20 is from the MTC FY2019‐20 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/20, and FY2020‐21 allocations as of 1/31/21.

FY 2021‐22 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
SAN MATEO COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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FY2020‐21 TDA Revenue Estimate  FY2021‐22 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2020‐21 Generation Estimate Adjustment  FY2021‐22 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 20) 121,909,000 13. County Auditor Estimate 130,850,000
2. Revised Revenue (Feb, 21) 121,720,889 FY2021‐22 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) (188,111) 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 654,250 

FY2020‐21 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 654,250 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) (941)   16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 3,925,500 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3) (941) 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 5,234,000
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) (5,643)   18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13‐17) 125,616,000
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) (7,525) FY2021‐22 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3‐7) (180,586) 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 2,512,320 

FY2020‐21 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18‐19) 123,103,680
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) (3,612) 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 6,155,184 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8‐9) (176,974) 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20‐21) 116,948,496
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) (8,849)
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10‐11) (168,125)

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2020 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2019‐21 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21 6/30/2021 FY2021‐22 FY2021‐22

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 5,592,145  183,802  5,775,947  (5,843,080) 2,340,653  (3,612) 2,269,908  2,512,320  4,782,228 
Article 4.5 25,844  0  25,844  (4,300,949) 0  5,734,599  (8,849) 1,450,645  6,155,184  7,605,829 

SUBTOTAL 5,617,988  183,802  5,801,791  (10,144,029) 0  8,075,252  (12,461) 3,720,553  8,667,504  12,388,057 
Article 4

VTA 491,024  0  491,024  (81,718,041) 0  108,957,388  (168,125) 27,562,246  116,948,496  144,510,742 
SUBTOTAL 491,024  0  491,024  (81,718,041) 0  108,957,388  (168,125) 27,562,246  116,948,496  144,510,742 

GRAND TOTAL $6,109,012  $183,802  $6,292,815  ($91,862,070) $0  $117,032,640  ($180,586) $31,282,799  $125,616,000  $156,898,799 
1. Balance as of 6/30/20 is from the MTC FY2019‐20 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/20, and FY2020‐21 allocations as of 1/31/21.

FY 2021‐22 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
SANTA CLARA COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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FY2020‐21 TDA Revenue Estimate  FY2021‐22 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2020‐21 Generation Estimate Adjustment  FY2021‐22 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 20) 22,251,809 13. County Auditor Estimate 22,483,483
2. Revised Revenue (Feb, 21) 22,483,483 FY2021‐22 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) 231,674  14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 112,417 

FY2020‐21 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 112,417 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) 1,158    16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 674,504 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3) 1,158  17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 899,338
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) 6,950    18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13‐17) 21,584,145
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) 9,266  FY2021‐22 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3‐7) 222,408  19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 431,683 

FY2020‐21 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18‐19) 21,152,462
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) 4,448  21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 0 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8‐9) 217,960  22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20‐21) 21,152,462
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) 0 
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10‐11) 217,960 

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2020 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2019‐21 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21 6/30/2021 FY2021‐22 FY2021‐22

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 1,251,791  25,097  1,276,888  (1,224,283) 0  427,235  4,448  484,288  431,683  915,971 
Article 4.5

SUBTOTAL 1,251,791  25,097  1,276,888  (1,224,283) 0  427,235  4,448  484,288  431,683  915,971 
Article 4/8

Dixon 1,120,732  24,501  1,145,234  (982,748) 0  938,978  9,776  1,111,240  959,641  2,070,881 
Fairfield 5,266,879  104,099  5,370,978  (4,655,294) 0  5,557,256  57,859  6,330,799  5,620,857  11,951,656 
Rio Vista 641,837  15,233  657,070  (384,638) 0  446,672  4,651  723,754  479,869  1,203,623 
Solano County 2,493,104  37,449  2,530,553  (1,007,503) 0  928,826  9,670  2,461,546  916,397  3,377,943 
Suisun City 5,473  1,632  7,105  (1,115,374) 0  1,396,892  14,544  303,167  1,399,148  1,702,315 
Vacaville 10,837,671  213,369  11,051,040  (4,248,078) 0  4,687,157  48,800  11,538,919  4,749,915  16,288,834 
Vallejo/Benicia 9,703,126  164,553  9,867,679  (5,670,067) 0  6,978,721  72,659  11,248,992  7,026,636  18,275,628 

SUBTOTAL 30,068,822  560,835  30,629,658  (18,063,702) 0  20,934,502  217,960  33,718,417  21,152,462  54,870,879 
GRAND TOTAL $31,320,613  $585,932  $31,906,546  ($19,287,986) $0  $21,361,737  $222,408  $34,202,705  $21,584,145  $55,786,850 
1. Balance as of 6/30/20 is from the MTC FY2019‐20 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/20, and FY2020‐21 allocations as of 1/31/21.
3. Where applicable by local agreement, contributions from each jurisdiction will be made to support the Intercity Transit Funding Agreement.

FY 2021‐22 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
SOLANO COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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FY2020‐21 TDA Revenue Estimate  FY2021‐22 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2020‐21 Generation Estimate Adjustment  FY2021‐22 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 20) 26,300,000 13. County Auditor Estimate 26,600,000
2. Revised Revenue (Feb, 21) 25,800,000 FY2021‐22 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) (500,000) 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 133,000 

FY2020‐21 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 133,000 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) (2,500)   16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 798,000 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3) (2,500) 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 1,064,000
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) (15,000)   18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13‐17) 25,536,000
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) (20,000) FY2021‐22 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3‐7) (480,000) 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 510,720 

FY2020‐21 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18‐19) 25,025,280
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) (9,600) 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 0 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8‐9) (470,400) 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20‐21) 25,025,280
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) 0 
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10‐11) (470,400)

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2020 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2019‐21 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21 6/30/2021 FY2021‐22 FY2021‐22

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 2,232,541  56,846  2,289,387  (2,024,177) 0  504,960  (9,600) 760,570  510,720  1,271,290 
Article 4.5

SUBTOTAL 2,232,541  56,846  2,289,387  (2,024,177) 0  504,960  (9,600) 760,570  510,720  1,271,290 
Article 4/8

GGBHTD3 13,140  11,449  24,588  (4,547,306) 0  6,185,760  (117,600) 1,545,442  6,216,280  7,761,722 

Petaluma 1,436,464  36,409  1,472,872  (1,757,888) 0  2,182,336  (41,489) 1,855,831  1,951,972  3,807,803 
Santa Rosa 2,062,512  58,374  2,120,886  (5,206,479) 3,615,414  6,509,894  (123,762) 6,915,952  6,764,333  13,680,285 
Sonoma County 5,385,643  91,274  5,476,917  (8,848,430) 0  9,865,050  (187,548) 6,305,988  10,092,695  16,398,683 

SUBTOTAL 8,897,758  197,505  9,095,263  (20,360,103) 3,615,414  24,743,040  (470,400) 16,623,213  25,025,280  41,648,493 
GRAND TOTAL $11,130,299  $254,352  $11,384,651  ($22,384,280) $3,615,414  $25,248,000  ($480,000) $17,383,783  $25,536,000  $42,919,783 
1. Balance as of 6/30/20 is from the MTC FY2019‐20 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/20, and FY2020‐21 allocations as of 1/31/21.  
3. Apportionment to GGBHTD is based on the Sonoma County Transportation Authority's coordinated TDA claim.

FY 2021‐22 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
SONOMA COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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FY2020‐21 STA Revenue Estimate FY2021‐22 STA Revenue Estimate

1. State Estimate (Jan, 21)3 $141,760,954 4. Projected Carryover (Aug, 21) $73,851,274

2. Actual Revenue (Aug, 21) 5. State Estimate (Jan, 21) $147,178,092
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) 6. Total Funds Available (Lines 4+5) $221,029,366

Column A B C D=Sum(A:C) E F=Sum(D:E)
6/30/2020 FY2019‐21 FY2020‐21 6/30/2021 FY2021‐22 Total

Apportionment Jurisdictions
Balance 

(w/interest)
1

Outstanding

Commitments
2

Revenue

Estimate
3

Projected

Carryover
4

Revenue

Estimate
5

Available For

 Allocation

ACCMA ‐ Corresponding to ACE 4,010 (46,019) 206,919 164,909 214,825 379,734
Caltrain 4,441,267 (4,477,945) 6,719,312 6,682,634 6,976,079 13,658,713

CCCTA 126,728 (469,029) 589,093 246,792 611,603 858,395

City of Dixon 32,178 0 5,752 37,930 5,972 43,902

ECCTA 41,264 (263,735) 284,818 62,347 295,701 358,048

City of Fairfield 56 (81,165) 104,530 23,421 108,524 131,945

GGBHTD 476 (5,072,785) 6,447,465 1,375,155 6,693,843 8,068,998

LAVTA 344,011 (207,720) 282,573 418,864 293,372 712,236
Marin Transit 1,976,465 (853,985) 1,101,892 2,224,372 1,143,998 3,368,370

NVTA 3,252 (68,897) 79,998 14,353 83,055 97,408

City of Petaluma 68,009 (93,598) 34,324 8,735 35,635 44,370

City of Rio Vista 11,936 0 1,829 13,765 1,899 15,664

SamTrans 1,030,437 (801,824) 6,739,032 6,967,645 6,996,552 13,964,197

SMART 7,315 (1,089,118) 1,392,969 311,166 1,446,198 1,757,364

City of Santa Rosa 82 (90,179) 115,338 25,241 119,746 144,987

Solano County Transit 9 (209,047) 245,683 36,645 255,071 291,716

Sonoma County Transit 13,205 (134,069) 160,668 39,804 166,808 206,612

City of Union City 18 (67,898) 87,286 19,406 90,622 110,028

Vacaville City Coach 76,620 0 18,708 95,328 19,423 114,751

VTA 1,009 (13,808,720) 20,425,298 6,617,588 21,205,814 27,823,402

VTA ‐ Corresponding to ACE 70 (128,668) 119,376 (9,222) 123,938 114,716

WCCTA 109,334 (401,452) 373,624 81,507 387,902 469,409

WETA 11,908,854 0 1,832,241 13,741,095 1,902,258 15,643,353

SUBTOTAL 20,196,604 (28,365,853) 47,368,728 39,199,480 49,178,838 88,378,318

AC Transit 6,082 (14,412,123) 18,019,400 3,613,359 18,707,978 22,321,337

BART 8,259 (7,694,625) 28,236,423 20,550,057 29,315,427 49,865,484

SFMTA 33 (37,648,058) 48,136,403 10,488,378 49,975,849 60,464,227
SUBTOTAL 14,375 (59,754,806) 94,392,226 34,651,794 97,999,254 132,651,048

GRAND TOTAL $20,210,979 ($88,120,659) $141,760,954 $73,851,274 $147,178,092 $221,029,366

1. Balance as of 6/30/20 is from the MTC FY2019‐20 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/20, and FY 2020‐21 allocations as of 1/31/21.
3. FY 2020‐21 STA revenue generation is based on revised estimates from the Governor's proposed budget in January 2021. These revised estimates for FY 2020‐21 reflect the stronger
 performance of diesel sales tax revenues than were orginally expected when the FY 2020‐21 state budget was adopted in June 2020. 
4. Projected carryover as of 6/30/21 does not include interest accrued in FY2020‐21. 
5. FY2021‐22 STA revenue generation based on January 28, 2021 State Controller's Office (SCO) forecast.

FY 2021‐22 FUND ESTIMATE
STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE 
REVENUE‐BASED FUNDS (PUC 99314)

STA REVENUE‐BASED APPORTIONMENT BY OPERATOR
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Column A B C D=Sum(A:C) E F=Sum(D:E)
6/30/2019 FY2018‐20 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2020‐21 Total

Apportionment Jurisdictions
Balance 

(w/interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Revenue

Estimate4

Projected

Carryover3

Revenue

Estimate4

Available For

 Allocation

Northern Counties/Small Operators5

Marin 3,306  0  0  3,306  0  3,306 
Napa 1,785  0  0  1,785  0  1,785 
Solano/Vallejo 1,758,289  (629,748) 0  1,128,541  0  1,128,541 
Sonoma 9,872  0  0  9,872  0  9,872 
CCCTA  16  0  0  16  0  16 
ECCTA 2,787  0  0  2,787  0  2,787 
LAVTA  2,839  0  0  2,839  0  2,839 
Union City 2,983  0  0  2,983  0  2,983 
WCCTA 835  0  0  835  0  835 

SUBTOTAL 1,782,713  (629,748) 0  1,152,964  0  1,152,964 
Regional Paratransit

5

Alameda 3,552  0  0  3,552  0  3,552 
Contra Costa 1,715  0  0  1,715  0  1,715 
Marin 412  0  0  412  0  412 
Napa 380  0  0  380  0  380 
San Francisco 2,713  0  0  2,713  0  2,713 
San Mateo 3,369  0  0  3,369  0  3,369 
Santa Clara 528  0  0  528  0  528 
Solano 134,147  88,020  0  222,167  0  222,167 
Sonoma 2,098  0  0  2,098  0  2,098 

SUBTOTAL 148,915  88,020  0  236,934  0  236,934 
Lifeline

5

Alameda 1,129,802  (1,003,205) 0  126,597  0  126,597 
Contra Costa 333,684  (276,200) 0  57,484  0  57,484 
Marin 40,935  (25,837) 0  15,098  0  15,098 
Napa 341,774  (324,324) 0  17,450  0  17,450 
San Francisco 271,018  (45,000) 0  226,018  0  226,018 
San Mateo 503,035  0  0  503,035  0  503,035 
Santa Clara 7,820,548  (7,083,653) 0  736,895  0  736,895 
Solano 127,365  22,532  0  149,897  0  149,897 
Sonoma 37,447  0  0  37,447  0  37,447 
JARC Funding Restoration 400,668  (340,668) 0  60,000  0  60,000 
Participatory Budgeting Pilot 1,032,650  (200,000) 0  832,650  0  832,650 

SUBTOTAL 12,038,925  (9,276,355) 0  2,762,571  0  2,762,571 

MTC Regional Coordination Program
6 0  0  0  0  0 

BART to Warm Springs 0  0  0  0  0  0 
SamTrans 42,420  0  0  42,420  0  42,420 
GRAND TOTAL $14,012,974  ($9,818,083) $0  $4,194,889  $0  $4,194,889 

1. Balance as of 6/30/20 is from the MTC FY2019‐20 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/20, and FY2020‐21 allocations as of 1/31/21.
3. The projected carryover as of 6/30/2021 does not include interest accrued in FY 2020‐21. 
4. FY 2018‐19 ‐ FY 2021‐22 revenue is distributed through MTC Resolution 4321, adopted in February 2018. See following page for details.
5. The February 2021 version of the FY21‐22 Fund Estimate is the last occasion that the MTC Resolution 3837 Population‐based Program will appear in the Fund Estimate. All remaining 
     balances for the Northern Counties/Small Operators and Regional Paratransit programs will be transferred to the appropriate STA County Block Grant fund established by 
   MTC Resolution 4321. 
6. See Regional Program on following page for details from FY 2018‐19 onwards.

FY 2021‐22 FUND ESTIMATE
STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE 
POPULATION‐BASED FUNDS (PUC 99313) ‐ THROUGH FY 2017‐18

STA POPULATION‐BASED APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION & OPERATOR
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FY2020‐21 STA Revenue Estimate FY2021‐22 STA Revenue Estimate

1. State Estimate (Jan, 21)3 $51,806,954 4. Projected Carryover (Aug, 21) $58,812,396

2. Actual Revenue (Aug, 21) 5. State Estimate4 (Jan, 21) $53,786,663
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) 6. Total Funds Available (Lines 4+5) $112,599,059

Column A C D E=Sum(A:D) F G=Sum(E:F)
6/30/2020 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21 6/30/2021 FY2021‐22 Total

Apportionment Jurisdictions
Balance 

(w/interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Revenue

Estimate3

Projected

Carryover4

Revenue

Estimate5

Available For

 Allocation
County Block Grant6

Alameda 1  (5,012,228) 6,410,580  1,398,353  6,630,338  8,028,691 
Contra Costa 1  (6,289,709) 8,044,464  1,754,756  8,320,233  10,074,989 
Marin 2  (1,617,864) 2,069,435  451,573  2,140,377  2,591,950 
Napa 84  (985,275) 1,265,878  280,686  1,309,273  1,589,959 
San Francisco 3,179,433  (4,713,712) 3,066,371  1,532,092  3,171,488  4,703,580 
San Mateo 3,266,259  0  1,835,916  5,102,174  1,898,852  7,001,026 
Santa Clara 222  (3,977,636) 5,110,451  1,133,036  5,285,640  6,418,676 
Solano 6,283,432  (4,677,833) 3,808,525  5,414,125  3,939,084  9,353,209 
Sonoma 3  (3,618,227) 4,653,249  1,035,025  4,812,765  5,847,790 

SUBTOTAL 12,729,436  (30,892,484) 36,264,868  18,101,820  37,508,049  55,609,869 
Regional Program 16,410,656  (3,504,812) 7,542,086  20,447,930  8,074,878  28,522,808 
Means‐Based Transit Fare Program 20,072,476  (8,606,095) 8,000,000  19,466,382  8,000,000  27,466,382 
Transit Emergency Service Contingency Fund7

796,264  0  0  796,264  203,736  1,000,000 

GRAND TOTAL $50,008,832  ($43,003,391) $51,806,954  $58,812,396  $53,786,663  $112,599,059 
1. Balance as of 6/30/20 is from the MTC FY2019‐20 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/20, and FY2020‐21 allocations as of 1/31/21.
3. FY 2020‐21 STA revenue generation is based on revised estimates from the Governor's proposed budget in January 2021. These revised estimates for FY 2020‐21 reflect the stronger
 performance of diesel sales tax revenues than were orginally expected when the FY 2020‐21 state budget was adopted in June 2020. 
4. The projected carryover as of 6/30/2021 does not include interest accrued in FY 2020‐21.
5. FY2021‐22 STA revenue generation based on January 28, 2021 State Controller's Office (SCO) forecast.
6. County Block Grant adopted through MTC Resolution 4321 in February 2018.
7. Funds for the Transit Emergency Service Contingency Fund are taken "off the top" from the STA Population‐Based program.

FY 2021‐22 FUND ESTIMATE
STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE 
POPULATION‐BASED FUNDS (PUC 99313) ‐ FY 2018‐19 ONWARDS

STA POPULATION‐BASED COUNTY BLOCK GRANT AND REGIONAL PROGRAM APPORTIONMENT 
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Column A B C D=Sum(A:C) E F=D+E
6/30/2020 FY2019‐21 FY2020‐21 6/30/2021 FY2021‐22 Total

Fund Source Balance2 Outstanding 

Commitments3 Programming Amount4 Projected

Carryover
Programming Amount4 Available for Allocation

MTC 2% Toll Revenues
Ferry Capital 6,032,793  (4,218,443) 1,000,000  2,814,350  1,000,000  3,814,350 
Bay Trail 0  (450,000) 450,000  0  450,000  450,000 
Studies 577,048  (121,992) 0  455,056  0  455,056 

SUBTOTAL 6,609,841  (4,790,435) 1,450,000  3,269,406  1,450,000  4,719,406 
5% State General Fund Revenues

Ferry 15,541,375  (1,936,468) 3,374,680  16,979,587  3,126,721  20,106,308 
Bay Trail 109,655  (391,361) 281,706  0  281,706  281,706 

SUBTOTAL 15,651,030  (2,327,829) 3,656,386  16,979,587  3,408,427  20,388,014 

2. Balance as of 6/30/20 is from the MTC FY2019‐20 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
3. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/20, and FY2020‐21 allocations as of 1/31/21.
4. MTC Resolution 4015 states that annual funding levels are established and adjusted through the fund estimate for 2%, and 5% bridge toll revenues.

1. BATA Resolution 93 and MTC Resolution 3948 required BATA to make a payment to MTC equal to the estimated present value of specified fund transfers for the next 50 years (FY2010‐11 through FY2059‐60) and relieved 
BATA from making those fund transfers for that 50 year period.  The MTC 2% Toll Revenues listed above, commencing in FY2010‐11, are funded from this payment.

BRIDGE TOLL APPORTIONMENT BY CATEGORY
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FY2020‐21 AB1107 Revenue Estimate FY2021‐22 AB1107 Estimate

1. Original MTC Estimate (Feb, 20) $93,500,000 4. Projected Carryover (Jun, 21) $0
2. Revised Estimate (Feb, 21) $83,000,000 5. MTC Estimate (Feb, 21) $83,000,000
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) ($10,500,000) 6. Total Funds Available (Lines 4+5) $83,000,000

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G=Sum(A:F) H I=Sum(G:H)
6/30/2020 FY2019‐20 6/30/2020 FY2019‐21 FY2020‐21 FY2020‐21 6/30/2021 FY2021‐22 FY2021‐22

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

AC Transit 0  0  0  (41,500,000) 46,750,000  (5,250,000) 0  41,500,000  41,500,000 
SFMTA 0  0  0  (41,500,000) 46,750,000  (5,250,000) 0  41,500,000  41,500,000 
TOTAL $0  $0  $0  ($83,000,000) $93,500,000  ($10,500,000) $0  $83,000,000  $83,000,000 
1. Balance as of 6/30/20 is from the MTC FY2019‐20 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/20, and FY2020‐21 allocations as of 1/31/21.

FY 2021‐22 FUND ESTIMATE
AB1107 FUNDS
AB1107 IS TWENTY‐FIVE PERCENT OF THE ONE‐HALF CENT BART DISTRICT SALES TAX

AB1107 APPORTIONMENT BY OPERATOR
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Apportionment 
Jurisdictions

Total Available

AC Transit

LAVTA

Pleasanton

Union City

CCCTA

ECCTA

WCCTA

Apportionment of BART Funds to Implement Transit Coordination Program

Apportionment

Jurisdictions

Total Available Funds 

(TDA and STA)

FY 2021‐22
CCCTA $891,994
LAVTA $766,085
ECCTA $2,899,892

WCCTA $3,100,166

Fund Source
Apportionment 

Jurisdictions
Claimant Amount1 Program

Total Available BART STA Revenue‐Based Funds2   $49,865,484

STA Revenue‐Based BART CCCTA (891,994) BART Feeder Bus

STA Revenue‐Based BART LAVTA (661,131) BART Feeder Bus

STA Revenue‐Based BART ECCTA (2,899,892) BART Feeder Bus

STA Revenue‐Based BART WCCTA (2,737,806) BART Feeder Bus

Total Payment (7,190,823)

Remaining BART STA Revenue‐Based Funds $42,674,661  
Total Available BART TDA Article 4 Funds   $467,314

TDA Article 4 BART‐Alameda LAVTA (104,953) BART Feeder Bus

TDA Article 4 BART‐Contra Costa WCCTA (362,361) BART Feeder Bus

Total Payment (467,314)

Remaining BART TDA Article 4 Funds $0

Total Available SamTrans STA Revenue‐Based Funds $13,964,197
STA Revenue‐Based SamTrans BART (801,024) SFO Operating Expense

Total Payment (801,024)

Remaining SamTrans STA Revenue‐Based Funds $13,163,173

Total Available Union City TDA Article 4 Funds $13,126,578
TDA Article 4 Union City AC Transit (116,699) Union City service

Total Payment (116,699)

Remaining Union City TDA Article 4 Funds $13,009,879

$85,509

$165,908

FY 2021‐22 FUND ESTIMATE
TDA & STA FUND SUBAPPORTIONMENT FOR ALAMEDA & CONTRA COSTA COUNTIES 
& IMPLEMENTATION OF OPERATOR AGREEMENTS

Alameda Contra Costa

ARTICLE 4.5 SUBAPPORTIONMENT 

2. As of February 2021 discussions are ongoing between BART, MTC, and the four East Bay bus operators shown here regarding possible changes to the operator agreements 
which govern these payments. Should any changes be proposed staff will return to the MTC Programming and Allocations Committee to provide an update.

$593,913

$2,850,340

Article 4.5

$864,982

$1,211,358

$180,087

1. Amounts assigned to the claimants in this page will reduce the funds available for allocation in the corresponding apportionment jurisdictions by the same amounts.

IMPLEMENTATION OF OPERATOR AGREEMENTS

Article 4.5

$4,748,706

$4,338,169

$159,119
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MTC Resolution 3814 FY 2007‐08 FY2009‐20 MTC Res‐3833 MTC Res‐3925 FY2021‐22
Spillover Payment Schedule Spillover Distribution Spillover Distribution (RM 1 Funding) (STP/CMAQ Funding) Remaining

Lifeline 10,000,000 16% 1,028,413 0 0 8,971,587 0
Small Operators / North Counties 3,000,000 5% 308,524 0 0 2,691,476 0
BART to Warm Springs 3,000,000 5% 308,524 0 0 0 0
eBART 3,000,000 5% 327,726 0 2,672,274 0 0
SamTrans 43,000,000 69% 4,422,174 0 0 19,288,913 19,288,913

TOTAL $62,000,000 100% $6,395,361 $0 $0 $30,951,976 $19,288,914

PROPOSITION 1B TRANSIT FUNDING PROGRAM ‐‐ POPULATION BASED SPILLOVER DISTRIBUTION 

Apportionment Category %
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FY2020‐21 LCTOP Revenue Estimate1 FY2021‐22 LCTOP Revenue Estimate2

1. Estimated Statewide Appropriation (Jan, 21) $100,000,000 5. Estimated Statewide Appropriation (Jan, 21) $106,000,000
2. MTC Region Revenue‐Based Funding  $26,792,290 6. Estimated MTC Region Revenue‐Based Funding $28,399,828
3. MTC Region Population‐Based Funding  $9,791,321 7. Estimated MTC Region Population‐Based Funding $10,378,800
4. Total MTC Region Funds $36,583,611 8. Estimated Total MTC Region Funds $38,778,628

1. The FY 2020‐21 LCTOP revenue generation is based on the $100 million revised estimate included in the FY 2021‐22 Proposed State Budget.
2. The FY 2021‐22 LCTOP revenue generation is based on the $106 million estimated in the FY 2021‐22 Proposed State Budget.

FY 2021‐22 FUND ESTIMATE
CAP AND TRADE LOW CARBON TRANSIT OPERATIONS PROGRAM (LCTOP)
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FY2020‐21 SGR Revenue‐Based Revenue Estimate FY2021‐22 SGR Revenue‐Based Revenue Estimate
1. State Estimate (Aug, 20) $31,528,098 4. Projected Carryover (Aug, 21) $15,096,312
2. Actual Revenue (Aug, 21) 5. State Estimate (Jan, 21) $31,477,988
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) $0 6. Total Funds Available (Lines 4+5) $46,574,300

Column A B C D=Sum(A:C) E F=Sum(D:E)
6/30/2020 FY2019‐21 FY2020‐21 6/30/2021 FY2021‐22 Total

Apportionment Jurisdictions
Balance 

(w/interest)

Outstanding

Commitments

Revenue

Estimate1

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate2

Available For

 Allocation

ACCMA ‐ Corresponding to ACE 650 (650) 46,019 46,019 45,946 91,965
Caltrain 18,963 (1,513,360) 1,494,397 0 1,492,021 1,492,021
CCCTA 1,766 (132,782) 131,016 0 130,808 130,808
City of Dixon 0 (1,279) 1,279 0 1,277 1,277
ECCTA 932 (64,276) 63,344 0 63,244 63,244
City of Fairfield 372 (23,620) 23,248 0 23,211 23,211
GGBHTD 19,098 (1,453,035) 1,433,937 0 1,431,657 1,431,657
LAVTA 790 (63,635) 62,845 0 62,746 62,746
Marin Transit 3,721 (248,785) 245,064 0 244,675 244,675
NVTA 266 (18,058) 17,792 0 17,763 17,763
City of Petaluma 111 (7,745) 7,634 0 7,622 7,622
City of Rio Vista 0 (407) 407 0 406 406
SamTrans 18,168 (1,516,951) 1,498,783 0 1,496,400 1,496,400
SMART 3,793 (313,594) 309,801 0 309,308 309,308
City of Santa Rosa 363 (26,015) 25,652 0 25,611 25,611
Solano County Transit 788 (55,429) 54,641 0 54,554 54,554
Sonoma County Transit 507 (36,240) 35,733 0 35,676 35,676
City of Union City 268 (19,681) 19,413 0 19,382 19,382
Vacaville City Coach 0 (4,161) 4,161 0 4,154 4,154
VTA 52,038 (4,594,691) 4,542,653 0 4,535,433 4,535,433
VTA ‐ Corresponding to ACE 416 (26,966) 26,550 0 26,508 26,508
WCCTA 1,134 (84,229) 83,095 0 82,963 82,963
WETA 5,180 (412,676) 407,496 0 406,849 406,849

SUBTOTAL 129,325 (10,618,266) 10,534,959 46,019 10,518,214 10,564,233
AC Transit 53,066 (1,333,366) 4,007,573 2,727,273 4,001,204 6,728,477
BART 91,021 (1,333,366) 6,279,872 5,037,527 6,269,892 11,307,419
SFMTA 142,873 (3,563,073) 10,705,693 7,285,493 10,688,678 17,974,171

SUBTOTAL 286,960 (6,229,805) 20,993,139 15,050,293 20,959,774 36,010,067

GRAND TOTAL $416,285 ($16,848,071) $31,528,098 $15,096,312 $31,477,988 $46,574,300
1. FY2020‐21 State of Good Repair Program revenue generation is based on August 1, 2020 estimates from the State Controller's Office (SCO).
2. FY2021‐22 State of Good Repair Program revenue generation is based on January 29, 2021 estimates from the State Controller's Office (SCO).

FY 2021‐22 FUND ESTIMATE
STATE OF GOOD REPAIR (SGR) PROGRAM
REVENUE‐BASED FUNDS 

STATE OF GOOD REPAIR PROGRAM REVENUE‐BASED APPORTIONMENT BY OPERATOR
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FY2020‐21 SGR Population‐Based Revenue Estimate FY2021‐22 SGR Population‐Based Revenue Estimate

1. State Estimate (Aug, 20) $11,522,035 4. Projected Carryover (Aug, 21) $0
2. Actual Revenue (Aug, 21) 5. State Estimate (Jan, 21) $11,503,725
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2‐1) 6. Total Funds Available (Lines 4+5) $11,503,725

Column A B C D=Sum(A:C) E F=Sum(D:E)
6/30/2020 FY2019‐21 FY2020‐21 6/30/2021 FY2021‐22 Total

Apportionment 
Balance 

(w/interest)

Outstanding

Commitments

Revenue

Estimate
1

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate
2

Available For

 Allocation

Clipper®/Clipper® 2.0
3

13,345,856  (24,867,891) 11,522,035  0  11,503,725  11,503,725 

GRAND TOTAL $13,345,856  ($24,867,891) $11,522,035  $0  $11,503,725  $11,503,725 
1. FY2020‐21 State of Good Repair Program revenue generation is based on August 1, 2020 estimates from the State Controller's Office (SCO).
2. FY2021‐22 State of Good Repair Program revenue generation is based on January 28, 2021 estimates from the State Controller's Office (SCO).
3. State of Good Repair Program funds are shown here according to the policy in MTC Resolution 4321.

SGR PROGRAM POPULATION‐BASED APPORTIONMENT

FY 2021‐22 FUND ESTIMATE
STATE OF GOOD REPAIR (SGR) PROGRAM
POPULATION‐BASED FUNDS 
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State law requires MTC to complete a Fund Estimate by March 1st

annually

Assists transit operators in budgeting

Approx. 40% of Bay Area transit operating revenues are based on 
sales taxes

As expected, caution is warranted in budgeting for FY 2021-22 
given uncertainties around the ongoing impacts of COVID-19 on 
public transit

FY 2021-22 Fund Estimate will program approx. $790 million, 
mostly for transit operations

MTC’s Fund Estimate

2
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Fund Estimate Overview
Program Description

FY 2020-21  
Original Estimate

($, in millions)

FY 2020-21  
Revised Estimate

($, in millions)

FY 2021-22 
Estimate

($, in millions)

Sa
le

s 
Ta

xe
s 

an
d 

To
lls

Transportation Development 
Act (TDA) ¼ ¢ Sales Tax

¼ ¢ sales tax in each county $436 $405 $416

AB 1107 ½ ¢ Sales Tax

MTC administers 25% of the 
revenue from the ½ ¢ sales tax 
in the three BART district 
counties

$94 $83 $83

Bridge Tolls
MTC 2% Toll Revenues and 
5% State General Fund 
Revenues

$5 $5 $5

ST
A

Fo
rm

ul
a

State Transit Assistance (STA) Sales tax on diesel fuel in CA $253 $194 $201

State of Good Repair (SGR) 
Program

Transportation Improvement 
Fee (vehicle registration fee) $40 $43 $43

Low Carbon Transit 
Operations Program (LCTOP)

5% of Cap-and-Trade auction 
revenues

$46 $37 $39

3Note: Estimated revenue amounts are rounded to nearest million.
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5Source:  US Bureau of Labor Statistics, January 2021

Unemployment Rate: 
Substantially Higher Year over Year
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Source:  
1.  Actuals reported by CA Dept. of Tax & Fee Admin.
2. FY 2019-20 estimates from FY 2019-20 Fund Estimate
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Real Sales Tax Revenue: 16% Drop Since 2000 
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-3.4%

+4.8%

+3.2%

+3.4%

-7.4%
+7.5%

-38.3%

-7.6%

+0.35%

TDA Sales Tax Revenue
Uneven Impacts

% Change in TDA Sales Tax Revenue
7/2020 to 1/2021 vs 7/2019 to 1/2020

So far over the course of the pandemic sales tax 
revenue impacts have varied significantly by county

Changes in daytime population, the disappearance 
of tourism, and the impacts of the Wayfair decision 
have likely played key role in the differing 
performance of the sales tax around the Bay Area

As the sales tax is the single most important source 
of funding for transit operations in the Bay Area, its 
overall all resilience during the pandemic is a 
positive for many transit operators
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TDA Sales Tax Forecast
FY 2021-22

In Millions of $

Estimates for each county prepared by individual 
county Auditor/Controllers

Return to source, revenue earned in a county is 
spent in that county

Revenue primarily used for transit operations and 
capital expenses 

Operators should be extra cautious due to 
uncertainty in County Auditor forecasts resulting 
from sales tax distribution changes

FY 2021-22 forecast of $419 million is a 3.6% 
increase above the Auditor/Controllers’ revised 
forecast for FY 2020-21 ($404.7 million)

 Revised FY 2020-21 Auditor/Controllers’ forecast represents a 
7.1% decrease from original forecast

 Wayfair decision likely providing significant boost to revenue
8



$83

AB 1107 Sales Tax Forecast
FY 2021-22

In Millions of $

25% of total revenue from BART’s sales tax in Alameda, 
Contra Costa, and San Francisco counties

MTC estimates revenue and establishes funding policy

Only AC Transit, BART, and SFMTA eligible to receive      
AB 1107 funds per state statute 

Historically, Commission policy is to distribute 50% of 
funds to AC Transit and 50% to SFMTA

FY 2021-22 forecast of $83 million is a 6.7% decrease 
from the actuals for FY 2019-20 ($88.96 million)

FY 2020-21 forecast is revised downwards to $83 
million from $93.5 million as shown in the FY 2020-21 
Fund Estimate 9



STA Formula Programs
FY 2021-22

State Transit Assistance (STA) formula 
splits statewide revenue 50/50 between 
a Revenue-Based program and a 
Population-Based program

Revenue-Based funds flow to transit 
operators via MTC based on their 
qualifying local revenue

Population-Based funds flow to the Bay 
Area based on our 19.5% share of the 
state’s population and are programmed 
by MTC

FY 2021-22 forecast of $283 million for 
the Bay Area in STA, State of Good 
Repair (SGR) Program and Low Carbon 
Transit Operations Program (LCTOP) 
revenue 10
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Staff recommendation is to forward to the Commission for approval:

Photo: Jim Mauer
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MTC Resolution 4450 (FY 2021-22 Fund Estimate)



 

Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
Programming and Allocations Committee 

February 9, 2022 Agenda Item 3b - 22-0063 

MTC Resolutions Nos. 4321, Revised and 4504.  FY 2022-23 Fund Estimate and American 
Rescue Plan Funding Exchange to support implementation of the Blue Ribbon Transit 

Transformation Action Plan 

Subject: 

Annual Fund Estimate and proposed apportionment and distribution of $967 million in 

Transportation Development Act (TDA) Local Transportation Fund, State Transit Assistance 

(STA), State of Good Repair (SGR) Program, Assembly Bill 1107 (AB 1107), transit-related 

bridge toll, and Low Carbon Transit Operations Program (LCTOP) funds for FY 2022-23. The 

Fund Estimate will also implement the exchange of STA and American Rescue Plan (ARP) 

funds endorsed by the Commission in October 2021 for the purpose of supporting Blue Ribbon 

Transit Transformation Action Plan initiatives.  

Background: 

MTC is required by state statute to prepare and adopt an annual fund estimate of TDA Local 

Transportation Fund (LTF) ¼ cent sales tax revenues for the upcoming fiscal year by March 1st. 

This estimate assists the Bay Area’s transit operators in budgeting for the next fiscal year, in this 

case FY 2022-23. The fund estimate prepared by MTC also includes a number of other fund 

sources which MTC allocates to transit operators, primarily for operations.  

Economic Overview 

The Bay Area economy, like local economies worldwide, has been significantly impacted by the 

COVID-19 pandemic. Unemployment rates remain above pre-pandemic levels across all nine 

counties but have improved since the onset of the pandemic. Taxable sales, which declined in FY 

2020-21 relative to original projections, have improved in FY 2021-22. Significant uncertainty 

remains about possible shifts in population, work from home policies, and commute patterns – 

all of which could impact revenues. Accordingly, it is prudent for transit operators to continue to 

budget with great caution.  

Transportation Development Act (TDA) 

State law requires county auditors to submit annual estimates of the ¼-cent TDA sales tax 

revenue generation to MTC by February 1st. A summary of the county auditors’ mid-year 
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estimates indicate that regional TDA revenue generation is expected to improve by 12% in the 

current year of FY 2021-22 to $470 million, with a subsequent increase of 2.9% in FY 2022-23 

to $483 million.  

There remains some uncertainty about the attribution of sales taxes for non-retail (online) sales in 

California. In October 2021, the California Department of Tax and Fee Administration (CDTFA) 

issued a notice to Santa Clara County that an audit uncovered an erroneous attribution of sales on 

eBay as sales taxes to Santa Clara County instead of a use tax to point of delivery jurisdictions. 

An appeal has been filed by the City of San Jose, and a negative ruling would result in a 

reduction of TDA sales tax revenues in Santa Clara County going forward and a recission of 

some already allocated funds dating back to October 2019. The CDTFA is also conducting audits 

of other major online retailers and it is possible that additional situations similar to the eBay case 

could be found which may impact other Bay Area jurisdictions. 

Assembly Bill 1107 (AB 1107) 

A portion (25%) of BART’s half-cent sales tax revenue generated in Alameda, Contra Costa, and 

San Francisco counties is subject to allocation by MTC, and MTC staff is responsible for 

estimating the annual revenue generation. Based on actual performance to date along with sales 

tax projections from county auditor offices, staff proposes to revise the current FY 2021-22 

estimate upwards to $98 million and to forecast FY 2022-23 revenues of $100 million (16% 

increase from actual FY 2020-21 revenues of $86 million). This amount would be split evenly 

between SFMTA and AC Transit per longstanding Commission policy. 

State Transit Assistance (STA) 

Governor Newsom’s proposed FY 2022-23 State Budget estimates $735 million in STA funds 

statewide in FY 2022-23. Based on this estimate, the Bay Area would receive approximately 

$268 million ($197 million in Revenue-Based and $72 million in Population-Based) in FY 2022-

23 STA funds. Staff will return to the Commission to update the estimates following the state 

budget approval later this year.  
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State of Good Repair (SGR) Program 

Senate Bill (SB) 1 established the State of Good Repair (SGR) Program which will bring $44 

million to the Bay Area in FY 2022-23 for transit capital state of good repair projects. The funds 

from the SGR Program follow the same state-wide distribution policies as the regular STA 

program, with a Revenue-Based and Population-Based program. 

Bridge Tolls 

In April 2010, MTC Resolution No. 3948 resulted in a lump sum payment from BATA to MTC 

for an amount equal to the 50-year present value of AB 664, RM 1, and 2% Toll revenue. Future 

payments from these toll revenues will be made from this lump sum, in accordance with 

Commission policies established in MTC Resolution Nos. 4015 and 4022. 

Cap and Trade – Low Carbon Transit Operations Program 

The FY 2022-23 Fund Estimate includes details on funding that will flow to the region through 

the Low Carbon Transit Operations Program, which is a component of the state Cap and Trade 

program. In FY 2022-23, the region is projected to receive $66 million from the program based 

on an estimate from Governor Newsom’s proposed FY 2022-23 State Budget. Apportionments 

of these funds are guided by Caltrans policies for the Revenue-Based program (which are the 

same as the STA Revenue-Based program) and by the MTC Commission for the Population-

Based program through the MTC Cap and Trade Framework (MTC Resolution No. 4130, 

Revised). 

American Rescue Plan Funding Exchange 

In the July 2021 the MTC Commission set aside $85 million of American Rescue Plan (ARP) 

funds for Blue Ribbon Transit Transformation Action Plan activities. In October 2021, these 

funds were instead allocated directly to operators through MTC Resolution 4481 to preserve 

operator eligibility to compete for Federal Transit Administration Additional Assistance Funds. 

The resolution directed staff to identify fund sources for a funding exchange. The FY 2022-23 

Fund Estimate implements part of this fund exchange with STA Population-Based and STA 

Revenue-Based funds. MTC Resolution 4321 is proposed to be amended to suspend the STA 

County Block Grant program for one year only, FY 2022-23. The 70% of STA Population-Based 

funds that would typically be allocated through the STA County Block Grant program will 
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instead be programmed directly to operators (as noted on page 13 of Attachment A to Resolution 

4504), with the first dollars applied to satisfy the ARP funding exchange obligations. Each 

county share is not adversely affected by the funding exchange. STA Revenue-Based funds will 

be programmed to operators as usual, and funding agreements will facilitate additional exchange 

obligations. Attachment 2 details the ARP Exchange amounts by operator. 

Issues: 

BART Feeder Bus Agreement – A 1997 agreement between BART and four East Bay bus 

operators (County Connection, LAVTA, Tri-Delta, and WestCAT) established a funding 

mechanism for BART to support feeder bus operators using BART’s STA Revenue-Based and 

TDA sales tax funds. Initial payment amounts were established by transition agreements, and 

subsequent payments over the last 25 years have been calculated based on changes to AB 1107 

½-cent sales tax revenues. BART had communicated an interest to amend the agreement before 

the pandemic and has recently expressed greater urgency given its looming fiscal cliff. Although 

payment for feeder service was assumed in the calculation of financial need through FY 2022-23 

that informed the distribution of federal COVID relief funding, MTC recognizes the need to 

update the feeder service agreements that govern these payments.  Discussions are on-going 

between MTC and the relevant agencies on this matter.  To ensure a timely re-set of the feeder 

service agreements, MTC will only allocate up to 50% of the feeder bus payments programmed 

for FY 2022-23 until such time that the agreements are updated, or at a minimum, satisfactory 

progress has been made toward that goal. An update on progress will be provided this summer at 

the time of the next Fund Estimate revision. 

Recommendations: 

Refer MTC Resolutions Nos. 4321, Revised and 4504 to the Commission for approval.  

Attachments: 

Attachment 1: Presentation slides 

Attachment 2: ARP-STA Exchange Details 
_________________________________________ 

       Therese W. McMillan



 Date: February 23, 2022 
 W.I.: 1511 
 Referred by: PAC 
  
  
  

  
ABSTRACT 

MTC Resolution No. 4504 
 
This resolution approves the FY 2022-23 Fund Estimate, including the distribution and 
apportionment of Transportation Development Act (TDA), State Transit Assistance (STA), State 
of Good Repair (SGR) Program, Assembly Bill (AB) 1107 sales tax, Low Carbon Transit 
Operations (LCTOP) cap-and-trade auction revenues, and transit-related bridge toll funds. 
 
Further discussion of this action is contained in the MTC Programming and Allocations 
Summary Sheet dated February 9, 2022. 



 
 Date: February 23, 2022 
 W.I.: 1511 
 Referred by: PAC 
 
 
RE: Determination of Transportation Development Act (TDA) Area Apportionments and 

Proposed Distribution of Operating Funds for FY 2022-23 
 

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
RESOLUTION NO. 4504 

 
 WHEREAS, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is the regional 
transportation planning agency for the San Francisco Bay Area pursuant to Government Code 
Section 66500 et seq.; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Transportation Development Act (TDA), Public Utilities Code (PUC) 
Sections 99200 et seq., provides that funds are made available from the Local Transportation 
Fund (LTF) for various transportation purposes; and 
 
 WHEREAS, pursuant to 21 California Code of Regulations Section 6620, the County 
Auditor for each of the nine counties in the Bay Area has submitted the revised and new TDA 
fund estimates for FY 2021-22 and FY 2022-23 as shown in Attachment A to this resolution, 
attached hereto and incorporated herein as though set forth at length; and 
 
 WHEREAS, MTC is required to determine and advise all prospective claimants, prior to 
March 1 each year, of all area apportionments from the LTF for the following fiscal year 
pursuant to 21 California Code of Regulations Section 6644; and 
 
 WHEREAS, all area apportionments of TDA funds for the 2022-23 fiscal year are shown 
in Attachment A to this resolution, attached hereto and incorporated herein as though set forth at 
length; and 
 
 WHEREAS, MTC has prepared a proposed distribution of operating/capital assistance 
funds, including TDA, State Transit Assistance (STA) pursuant to Public Utilities Code § 99310 
et seq.), State of Good Repair (SGR) Program pursuant to Public Utilities Code § 99312.1, Low 
Carbon Transit Operations Program (LCTOP) pursuant to Health and Safety Code § 
39719(b)(1)(B), the twenty-five percent (25%) of the one-half cent transaction and use tax 
collected pursuant to PUC Section 29142.2 (AB 1107), and estimates of certain toll bridge 
revenues (SHC §§ 30910 et seq.), in order to provide financial information to all prospective 
claimants to assist them in developing budgets in a timely manner; and 
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WHEREAS, the proposed distribution of such operating assistance funds is also shown in 
Attachment A; now, therefore, be it 

RESOLVED, that MTC approves the area apportionments of TDA funds, and the 
proposed distribution of operating assistance funds for the 2022-23 fiscal year as shown in 
Attachment A, subject to the conditions noted therein; and, be it further 

RESOLVED, that MTC intends to allocate operating assistance funds for the 2022-23 
fiscal year, based on the area apportionments of TDA funds, the proposed distribution of 
operating assistance funds and upon the receipt of appropriate claims from eligible claimants; 
and, be it further 

RESOLVED, that Attachment A may be revised by the MTC Executive Director or his 
designee to reflect funds returned to the Local Transportation Fund and expired capital 
allocations or by approval of the MTC Programming and Allocations Committee, except that any 
significant changes shall be submitted to the full Commission for approval. 

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

Alfredo Pedroza, Chair 

The above resolution was approved by the  
Metropolitan Transportation Commission  
at a regular meeting of the Commission held  
in San Francisco, California, and at other remote 
locations, on February 23, 2022. 
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Column A B C D E F G H=Sum(A:G)
6/30/2021 FY2020-22 FY2021-22 FY2021-22 FY2021-22 FY2022-23 FY2022-23 FY2022-23

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions
Balance1

Outstanding 

Commitments, 

Refunds, & 

Interest2

Original 

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Revised Admin. & 

Planning Charge

Revenue

Estimate

Admin. & Planning 

Charge

Available for 

Allocation

Alameda 24,803,191 (79,710,755) 84,846,744 15,920,543 (4,030,691) 101,774,961 (4,070,999) 139,532,994 
Contra Costa 34,461,353 (59,471,021) 45,908,428 9,354,916 (2,210,534) 58,468,618 (2,338,745) 84,173,015 
Marin 2,923,423 (14,454,328) 12,017,498 4,103,338 (644,833) 16,523,000 (660,920) 19,807,177 
Napa 7,734,546 (12,572,975) 8,979,207 1,123,374 (404,103) 10,405,658 (416,226) 14,849,482 
San Francisco 1,487,917 (43,506,561) 44,562,500 (840,000) (1,748,900) 45,952,500 (1,838,101) 44,069,354 
San Mateo 4,496,469 (39,097,488) 42,857,457 9,258,515 (2,084,639) 52,172,265 (2,086,890) 65,515,689 
Santa Clara 7,630,267 (130,143,494) 130,850,000 5,042,343 (5,435,694) 140,649,000 (5,625,960) 142,966,462 
Solano 37,790,606 (16,198,611) 22,483,483 3,043,926 (1,021,096) 25,527,409 (1,021,096) 70,604,620 
Sonoma 23,582,197 (28,476,418) 26,600,000 3,900,000 (1,220,000) 32,025,000 (1,281,000) 55,129,780 
TOTAL $144,909,969 ($423,631,651) $419,105,317 $50,906,955 ($18,800,490) $483,498,410 ($19,339,937) $636,648,572 

A B C D E=Sum(A:D)
6/30/2021 FY2020-22 FY2021-22 FY2022-23 FY2022-23

Balance

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding 

Commitments2

Revenue

 Estimate

Revenue

 Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

31,040,545 (133,857,886) 179,286,505 196,846,972 273,316,134 
69,456,022 (61,086,399) 65,303,438 71,699,675 145,372,737 

100,496,567 (194,944,285) 244,589,943 268,546,647 418,688,871 
0 (98,000,000) 98,000,000 100,000,000 100,000,000 

8,458,867 (4,137,805) 1,700,000 1,450,000 7,471,062 
18,039,971 (281,706) 3,408,427 3,729,880 24,896,572 
26,498,838 (4,419,511) 5,108,427 5,179,880 32,367,634 

Low Carbon Transit Operations Program 0 0 59,629,152 66,605,301 126,234,453 
State of Good Repair Program

4 (31,477,988) 31,477,988 32,422,154 32,422,156 
18,692,026 (30,100,865) 11,465,566 11,809,467 11,866,194 
18,692,030 (61,578,853) 42,943,554 44,231,622 44,288,350 

TOTAL $145,687,435 ($358,942,649) $450,271,076 $484,563,450 $721,579,308 
Please see Attachment A pages 2-20 for detailed information on each fund source.

1. Balance as of 6/30/21 is from the MTC FY2020-22 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.

2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/21, and FY2021‐22 allocations as of 1/31/22.

Revenue-Based
Population-Based

SUBTOTAL

SUBTOTAL

Column

Fund Source

5% State General Fund Revenue
MTC 2% Toll Revenue

FY 2022-23 FUND ESTIMATE

AB1107 - BART District Tax (25% Share)
Bridge Toll Total

State Transit Assistance
Revenue-Based

REGIONAL SUMMARY

Population-Based
SUBTOTAL

TDA REGIONAL SUMMARY TABLE

STA, AB 1107, BRIDGE TOLL, LOW CARBON TRANSIT OPERATIONS PROGRAM, & SGR PROGRAM REGIONAL SUMMARY TABLE
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FY2021-22 TDA Revenue Estimate FY2022-23 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2021-22 Generation Estimate Adjustment FY2022-23 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 21) 84,846,744 13. County Auditor Estimate 101,774,961
2. Revised Revenue (Feb, 21) 100,767,287 FY2022-23 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2-1) 15,920,543 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 508,875 

FY2021-22 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 508,875 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) 79,603  16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 3,053,249 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3)4

79,603 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 4,070,999
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) 477,616  18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13-17) 97,703,962
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) 636,822 FY2022-23 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3-7) 15,283,721 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 1,954,079 

FY2021-22 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18-19) 95,749,883
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) 305,674 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 4,787,494 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8-9) 14,978,047 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20-21) 90,962,389
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) 748,902 
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10-11) 14,229,145 

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2021 FY2020-21 6/30/2021 FY2020-22 FY2021-22 FY2021-22 FY2021-22 6/30/2022 FY2022-23 FY2022-23

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 5,213,118 59,236 5,272,354 (5,416,736) 0 1,629,057 305,674 1,790,349 1,954,079 3,744,428 
Article 4.5 805,262 4,519 809,781 (4,584,534) 0 3,991,191 748,902 965,340 4,787,494 5,752,834 

SUBTOTAL 6,018,380 63,755 6,082,135 (10,001,270) 0 5,620,248 1,054,576 2,755,689 6,741,573 9,497,262 
Article 4

AC Transit
District 1 581,923 27,769 609,692 (48,597,106) 0 48,597,106 9,118,704 9,728,397 58,247,727 67,976,124 
District 2 154,384 7,370 161,754 (12,980,480) 0 12,980,480 2,435,642 2,597,396 15,683,052 18,280,448 

BART3 16,560 65 16,625 (104,953) 0 89,475 16,789 17,937 97,096 115,033 

LAVTA 7,763,948 104,123 7,868,071 (18,458,315) 10,711,602 10,823,468 2,030,903 12,975,729 12,938,264 25,913,993 
Union City 10,267,996 117,077 10,385,073 (619,234) 18,842 3,342,096 627,107 13,753,884 3,996,250 17,750,134 

SUBTOTAL 18,784,811 256,404 19,041,215 (80,760,088) 10,730,444 75,832,626 14,229,145 39,073,343 90,962,389 130,035,732 
GRAND TOTAL $24,803,191 $320,160 $25,123,350 ($90,761,358) $10,730,444 $81,452,874 $15,283,721 $41,829,032 $97,703,962 $139,532,994 
1. Balance as of 6/30/21 is from the MTC FY2020-21 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.    
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/21, and FY2021-22 allocations as of 1/31/22.

3. Details on the proposed apportionment of BART funding to local operators are shown on page 16 of the Fund Estimate.

4. Unclaimed County Administration charges will be redistributed as carryover for apportionment jurisdictions.

FY 2022-23 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
ALAMEDA COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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FY2021-22 TDA Revenue Estimate FY2022-23 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2021-22 Generation Estimate Adjustment FY2022-23 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 21) 45,908,428 13. County Auditor Estimate 58,468,618
2. Revised Revenue (Feb, 21) 55,263,344 FY2022-23 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2-1) 9,354,916 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 292,343 

FY2021-22 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 292,343 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) 46,775  16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 1,754,059 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3)4

46,775 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 2,338,745
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) 280,647  18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13-17) 56,129,873
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) 374,197 FY2022-23 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3-7) 8,980,719 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 1,122,597 

FY2021-22 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18-19) 55,007,276
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) 179,614 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 2,750,364 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8-9) 8,801,105 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20-21) 52,256,912
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) 440,055 
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10-11) 8,361,050 

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2021 FY2020-21 6/30/2021 FY2020-22 FY2021-22 FY2021-22 FY2021-22 6/30/2022 FY2022-23 FY2022-23

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 1,768,996 13,503 1,782,498 (2,465,818) 0 881,442 179,614 377,736 1,122,597 1,500,333 
Article 4.5 798,516 1,587 800,103 (2,912,016) 0 2,159,532 440,055 487,674 2,750,364 3,238,038 

SUBTOTAL 2,567,512 15,090 2,582,602 (5,377,834) 0 3,040,974 619,669 865,410 3,872,961 4,738,371 
Article 4

AC Transit
District 1 351,997 3,145 355,142 (7,072,554) 0 7,072,554 1,441,198 1,796,340 8,977,874 10,774,214 

BART3 89,490 620 90,110 (362,361) 0 287,090 58,501 73,340 217,708 291,048 

CCCTA 21,467,243 66,542 21,533,786 (27,307,465) 0 19,194,326 3,911,293 17,331,940 24,521,140 41,853,080 
ECCTA 5,785,308 31,557 5,816,865 (16,505,094) 0 12,032,800 2,451,964 3,796,535 15,435,040 19,231,575 
WCCTA 4,199,803 25,968 4,225,771 (3,953,995) 965,360 2,444,348 498,093 4,179,577 3,105,151 7,284,728 

SUBTOTAL 31,893,842 127,832 32,021,673 (55,201,468) 965,360 41,031,117 8,361,050 27,177,732 52,256,912 79,434,644 
GRAND TOTAL $34,461,353 $142,921 $34,604,275 ($60,579,303) $965,360 $44,072,091 $8,980,719 $28,043,142 $56,129,873 $84,173,015 
1. Balance as of 6/30/21 is from the MTC FY2020-21 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.    
2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/21, and FY2021-22 allocations as of 1/31/22.

3. Details on the proposed apportionment of BART funding to local operators are shown on page 16 of the Fund Estimate.

4. Unclaimed County Administration charges will be redistributed as carryover for apportionment jurisdictions.

FY 2022-23 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
CONTRA COSTA COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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2/23/2022

  

FY2021-22 TDA Revenue Estimate FY2022-23 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2021-22 Generation Estimate Adjustment FY2022-23 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 21) 12,017,498 13. County Auditor Estimate 16,523,000
2. Revised Revenue (Feb, 21) 16,120,836 FY2022-23 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2-1) 4,103,338 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 82,615 

FY2021-22 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 82,615 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) 20,517  16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 495,690 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3)4

20,517 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 660,920
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) 123,100  18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13-17) 15,862,080
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) 164,134 FY2022-23 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3-7) 3,939,204 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 317,242 

FY2021-22 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18-19) 15,544,838
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) 78,784 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 0 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8-9) 3,860,420 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20-21) 15,544,838
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) 0 
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10-11) 3,860,420 

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2021 FY2020-21 6/30/2021 FY2020-22 FY2021-22 FY2021-22 FY2021-22 6/30/2022 FY2022-23 FY2022-23

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 247,994 (8,755) 239,239 (478,731) 0 230,736 78,784 70,028 317,242 387,270 
Article 4.5

SUBTOTAL 247,994 (8,755) 239,239 (478,731) 0 230,736 78,784 70,028 317,242 387,270 
Article 4/8

GGBHTD 985,374 7,799 993,173 (7,416,263) 0 6,430,889 2,195,807 2,203,606 5,804,443 8,008,049 
Marin Transit 1,690,054 6,849 1,696,904 (6,565,228) 0 4,875,174 1,664,613 1,671,463 9,740,395 11,411,858 

SUBTOTAL 2,675,428 14,649 2,690,077 (13,981,491) 0 11,306,063 3,860,420 3,875,069 15,544,838 19,419,907 
GRAND TOTAL $2,923,423 $5,894 $2,929,316 ($14,460,222) $0 $11,536,799 $3,939,204 $3,945,097 $15,862,080 $19,807,177 
1. Balance as of 6/30/21 is from the MTC FY2020-21 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.

2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/21, and FY2021-22 allocations as of 1/31/22.

FY 2022-23 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
MARIN COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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2/23/2022

  

FY2021-22 TDA Revenue Estimate FY2022-23 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2021-22 Generation Estimate Adjustment FY2022-23 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 21) 8,979,207 13. County Auditor Estimate 10,405,658
2. Revised Revenue (Feb, 21) 10,102,581 FY2022-23 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2-1) 1,123,374 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 52,028 

FY2021-22 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 52,028 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) 5,617  16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 312,170 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3)4

5,617 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 416,226
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) 33,701  18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13-17) 9,989,432
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) 44,935 FY2022-23 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3-7) 1,078,439 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 199,789 

FY2021-22 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18-19) 9,789,643
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) 21,569 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 489,482 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8-9) 1,056,870 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20-21) 9,300,161
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) 52,844 
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10-11) 1,004,026 

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2021 FY2020-21 6/30/2021 FY2020-22 FY2021-22 FY2021-22 FY2021-22 6/30/2022 FY2022-23 FY2022-23

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 225,982 3,028 229,011 (398,382) 0 172,401 21,569 24,599 199,789 224,388 
Article 4.5 62,969 439 63,409 (300,000) 0 422,382 52,844 238,635 489,482 728,117 

SUBTOTAL 288,952 3,468 292,419 (698,382) 0 594,783 74,413 263,234 689,271 952,505 
Article 4/8

NVTA3 7,445,594 53,860 7,499,455 (11,931,921) 0 8,025,256 1,004,026 4,596,816 9,300,161 13,896,977 

SUBTOTAL 7,445,594 53,860 7,499,455 (11,931,921) 0 8,025,256 1,004,026 4,596,816 9,300,161 13,896,977 
GRAND TOTAL $7,734,546 $57,328 $7,791,874 ($12,630,303) $0 $8,620,039 $1,078,439 $4,860,050 $9,989,432 $14,849,482 
1. Balance as of 6/30/21 is from the MTC FY2020-21 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.

2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/21, and FY2021-22 allocations as of 1/31/22.

3. NVTA is authorized to claim 100% of the apporionment to Napa County.

FY 2022-23 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
NAPA COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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FY2021-22 TDA Revenue Estimate FY2022-23 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2021-22 Generation Estimate Adjustment FY2022-23 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 21) 44,562,500 13. County Auditor Estimate 45,952,500
2. Revised Revenue (Feb, 21) 43,722,500 FY2022-23 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2-1) (840,000) 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 229,763 

FY2021-22 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 229,763 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) (4,200)  16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 1,378,575 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3)4

(4,200) 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 1,838,101
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) (25,200)  18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13-17) 44,114,399
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) (33,600) FY2022-23 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3-7) (806,400) 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 882,288 

FY2021-22 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18-19) 43,232,111
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) (16,128) 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 2,161,606 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8-9) (790,272) 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20-21) 41,070,505
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) (39,514)
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10-11) (750,758)

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2021 FY2020-21 6/30/2021 FY2020-22 FY2021-22 FY2021-22 FY2021-22 6/30/2022 FY2022-23 FY2022-23

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 1,494,496 27,326 1,521,822 (1,621,504) 0 855,600 (16,128) 739,790 882,288 1,622,078 
Article 4.5 0 0 0 0 0 2,096,220 (39,514) 2,056,706 2,161,606 4,218,312 

SUBTOTAL 1,494,496 27,326 1,521,822 (1,621,504) 0 2,951,820 (55,642) 2,796,496 3,043,894 5,840,390 
Article 4

SFMTA (6,579) 12,016 5,437 (41,924,399) 0 39,828,179 (750,758) (2,841,541) 41,070,505 38,228,964 
SUBTOTAL (6,579) 12,016 5,437 (41,924,399) 0 39,828,179 (750,758) (2,841,541) 41,070,505 38,228,964 

GRAND TOTAL $1,487,917 $39,342 $1,527,259 ($43,545,903) $0 $42,779,999 ($806,400) ($45,045) $44,114,399 $44,069,354 
1. Balance as of 6/30/21 is from the MTC FY2020-21 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.

2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/21, and FY2021-22 allocations as of 1/31/22.

FY 2022-23 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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FY2021-22 TDA Revenue Estimate FY2022-23 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2021-22 Generation Estimate Adjustment FY2022-23 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 21) 42,857,457 13. County Auditor Estimate 52,172,265
2. Revised Revenue (Feb, 21) 52,115,972 FY2022-23 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2-1) 9,258,515 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 260,861 

FY2021-22 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 260,861 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) 46,293  16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 1,565,168 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3)4

46,293 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 2,086,890
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) 277,755  18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13-17) 50,085,375
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) 370,341 FY2022-23 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3-7) 8,888,174 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 1,001,707 

FY2021-22 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18-19) 49,083,668
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) 177,763 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 2,454,183 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8-9) 8,710,411 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20-21) 46,629,485
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) 435,521 
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10-11) 8,274,890 

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2021 FY2020-21 6/30/2021 FY2020-22 FY2021-22 FY2021-22 FY2021-22 6/30/2022 FY2022-23 FY2022-23

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 3,821,580 5,921 3,827,501 (2,335,200) 0 822,863 177,763 2,492,927 1,001,707 3,494,634 
Article 4.5 33,745 7,443 41,187 (1,845,853) 0 2,016,015 435,521 646,870 2,454,183 3,101,053 

SUBTOTAL 3,855,325 13,363 3,868,688 (4,181,053) 0 2,838,878 613,284 3,139,797 3,455,890 6,595,687 
Article 4

SamTrans 641,144 141,406 782,550 (35,071,204) 0 38,304,281 8,274,890 12,290,517 46,629,485 58,920,002 
SUBTOTAL 641,144 141,406 782,550 (35,071,204) 0 38,304,281 8,274,890 12,290,517 46,629,485 58,920,002 

GRAND TOTAL $4,496,469 $154,769 $4,651,239 ($39,252,257) $0 $41,143,159 $8,888,174 $15,430,314 $50,085,375 $65,515,689 
1. Balance as of 6/30/21 is from the MTC FY2020-21 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.

2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/21, and FY2021-22 allocations as of 1/31/22.

3. Unclaimed County Administration charges will be redistributed as carryover for apportionment jurisdictions.

FY 2022-23 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
SAN MATEO COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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FY2021-22 TDA Revenue Estimate FY2022-23 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2021-22 Generation Estimate Adjustment FY2022-23 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 21) 130,850,000 13. County Auditor Estimate 140,649,000
2. Revised Revenue (Feb, 21) 135,892,343 FY2022-23 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2-1) 5,042,343 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 703,245 

FY2021-22 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 703,245 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) 25,212  16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 4,219,470 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3)4

25,212 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 5,625,960
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) 151,270  18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13-17) 135,023,040
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) 201,694 FY2022-23 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3-7) 4,840,649 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 2,700,461 

FY2021-22 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18-19) 132,322,579
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) 96,813 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 6,616,129 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8-9) 4,743,836 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20-21) 125,706,450
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) 237,192 
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10-11) 4,506,644 

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2021 FY2020-21 6/30/2021 FY2020-22 FY2021-22 FY2021-22 FY2021-22 6/30/2022 FY2022-23 FY2022-23

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 6,698,078 127,681 6,825,759 (6,779,023) 2,512,320 96,813 2,655,869 2,700,461 5,356,330 
Article 4.5 46,612 2,098 48,710 (6,176,706) 0 6,155,184 237,192 264,380 6,616,129 6,880,509 

SUBTOTAL 6,744,690 129,779 6,874,469 (12,955,729) 0 8,667,504 334,005 2,920,249 9,316,590 12,236,839 
Article 4

VTA 885,577 39,860 925,437 (117,357,404) 0 116,948,496 4,506,644 5,023,173 125,706,450 130,729,623 
SUBTOTAL 885,577 39,860 925,437 (117,357,404) 0 116,948,496 4,506,644 5,023,173 125,706,450 130,729,623 

GRAND TOTAL $7,630,267 $169,639 $7,799,906 ($130,313,133) $0 $125,616,000 $4,840,649 $7,943,422 $135,023,040 $142,966,462 
1. Balance as of 6/30/21 is from the MTC FY2020-21 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.

2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/21, and FY2021-22 allocations as of 1/31/22.

3. Unclaimed County Administration charges will be redistributed as carryover for apportionment jurisdictions.

FY 2022-23 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
SANTA CLARA COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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FY2021-22 TDA Revenue Estimate FY2022-23 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2021-22 Generation Estimate Adjustment FY2022-23 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 21) 22,483,483 13. County Auditor Estimate 25,527,409
2. Revised Revenue (Feb, 21) 25,527,409 FY2022-23 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2-1) 3,043,926 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 127,637 

FY2021-22 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 127,637 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) 15,220  16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 765,822 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3)4

15,220 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 1,021,096
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) 91,318  18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13-17) 24,506,313
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) 121,758 FY2022-23 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3-7) 2,922,168 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 490,126 

FY2021-22 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18-19) 24,016,187
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) 58,443 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 0 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8-9) 2,863,725 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20-21) 24,016,187
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) 0 
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10-11) 2,863,725 

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2021 FY2020-21 6/30/2021 FY2020-22 FY2021-22 FY2021-22 FY2021-22 6/30/2022 FY2022-23 FY2022-23

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 1,070,802 12,455 1,083,257 (1,458,247) 0 431,683 58,443 115,136 490,126 605,262 
Article 4.5

SUBTOTAL 1,070,802 12,455 1,083,257 (1,458,247) 0 431,683 58,443 115,136 490,126 605,262 
Article 4/8

Dixon 1,445,864 11,474 1,457,337 (827,497) 0 959,641 129,921 1,719,402 1,106,100 2,825,502 
Fairfield 6,662,070 53,486 6,715,556 (510,449) 0 5,620,857 760,979 12,586,943 6,462,613 19,049,556 
Rio Vista 754,075 6,511 760,586 (25,434) 0 479,869 64,967 1,279,988 552,037 1,832,025 
Solano County 2,774,178 21,152 2,795,330 (780,504) 0 916,397 124,066 3,055,288 1,005,770 4,061,058 
Suisun City 302,609 1,889 304,498 (420,138) 0 1,399,148 189,424 1,472,931 1,581,740 3,054,671 
Vacaville 13,266,661 100,735 13,367,395 (4,751,090) 0 4,749,915 643,067 14,009,287 5,369,273 19,378,560 
Vallejo/Benicia 11,514,349 89,180 11,603,528 (7,722,133) 0 7,026,636 951,301 11,859,332 7,938,655 19,797,987 

SUBTOTAL 36,719,804 284,426 37,004,230 (15,037,245) 0 21,152,462 2,863,725 45,983,171 24,016,187 69,999,358 
GRAND TOTAL $37,790,606 $296,881 $38,087,487 ($16,495,492) $0 $21,584,145 $2,922,168 $46,098,307 $24,506,313 $70,604,620 
1. Balance as of 6/30/21 is from the MTC FY2020-21 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.

2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/21, and FY2021-22 allocations as of 1/31/22.

3. Where applicable by local agreement, contributions from each jurisdiction will be made to support the Intercity Transit Funding Agreement.

FY 2022-23 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
SOLANO COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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FY2021-22 TDA Revenue Estimate FY2022-23 TDA Revenue Estimate
FY2021-22 Generation Estimate Adjustment FY2022-23 County Auditor's Generation Estimate

1. Original County Auditor Estimate (Feb, 21) 26,600,000 13. County Auditor Estimate 32,025,000
2. Revised Revenue (Feb, 21) 30,500,000 FY2022-23 Planning and Administration Charges
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2-1) 3,900,000 14. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 160,125 

FY2021-22 Planning and Administration Charges Adjustment 15. County Administration (0.5% of Line 13) 160,125 
4. MTC Administration (0.5% of Line 3) 19,500  16. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 13) 960,750 
5. County Administration (Up to 0.5% of Line 3)4

19,500 17. Total Charges (Lines 14+15+16) 1,281,000
6. MTC Planning (3.0% of Line 3) 117,000  18. TDA Generations Less Charges (Lines 13-17) 30,744,000
7. Total Charges (Lines 4+5+6) 156,000 FY2022-23 TDA Apportionment By Article
8. Adjusted Generations Less Charges (Lines 3-7) 3,744,000 19. Article 3.0 (2.0% of Line 18) 614,880 

FY2021-22 TDA Adjustment By Article 20. Funds Remaining  (Lines 18-19) 30,129,120
9. Article 3 Adjustment (2.0% of line 8) 74,880 21. Article 4.5 (5.0% of Line 20) 0 
10. Funds Remaining  (Lines 8-9) 3,669,120 22. TDA Article 4 (Lines 20-21) 30,129,120
11. Article 4.5 Adjustment (5.0% of Line 10) 0 
12. Article 4 Adjustment (Lines 10-11) 3,669,120 

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G H=Sum(C:G) I J=Sum(H:I)
6/30/2021 FY2020-21 6/30/2021 FY2020-22 FY2021-22 FY2021-22 FY2021-22 6/30/2022 FY2022-23 FY2022-23

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Transfers/ 

Refunds

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

Article 3 2,353,141 20,080 2,373,220 (1,705,419) 0 510,720 74,880 1,253,401 614,880 1,868,281 
Article 4.5

SUBTOTAL 2,353,141 20,080 2,373,220 (1,705,419) 0 510,720 74,880 1,253,401 614,880 1,868,281 
Article 4/8

GGBHTD3 122,632 6,603 129,235 (6,322,679) 0 6,216,280 911,409 934,245 7,490,436 8,424,681 

Petaluma 2,146,824 18,338 2,165,162 (381,165) 0 1,951,972 286,191 4,022,160 2,405,670 6,427,830 
Santa Rosa 7,538,590 48,693 7,587,283 (7,735,000) 0 6,764,333 991,763 7,608,379 8,156,373 15,764,752 
Sonoma County 11,421,010 56,904 11,477,914 (12,482,771) 0 10,092,695 1,479,756 10,567,595 12,076,641 22,644,236 

SUBTOTAL 21,229,057 130,537 21,359,594 (26,921,615) 0 25,025,280 3,669,120 23,132,379 30,129,120 53,261,499 
GRAND TOTAL $23,582,197 $150,617 $23,732,814 ($28,627,034) $0 $25,536,000 $3,744,000 $24,385,780 $30,744,000 $55,129,780 
1. Balance as of 6/30/21 is from the MTC FY2020-21 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.

2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/21, and FY2021-22 allocations as of 1/31/22.  
3. Apportionment to GGBHTD is based on the Sonoma County Transportation Authority's coordinated TDA claim.

4. Unclaimed County Administration charges will be redistributed as carryover for apportionment jurisdictions.

FY 2022-23 FUND ESTIMATE
TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT ACT FUNDS
SONOMA COUNTY

TDA APPORTIONMENT BY JURISDICTION
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FY2021-22 STA Revenue Estimate FY2022-23 STA Revenue Estimate

1. State Estimate (Jan, 22)3 $179,286,505 4. Projected Carryover (Jan, 22) $76,469,162
2. Actual Revenue (Aug, 22) 5. State Estimate (Jan, 22) $196,846,976
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2-1) 6. Total Funds Available (Lines 4+5) $273,316,138

Column A B C D=Sum(A:C) E F=Sum(D:E)
6/30/2021 FY2020-22 FY2021-22 6/30/2022 FY2022-23 Total

Apportionment Jurisdictions
Balance 

(w/interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2  Revenue Estimate3 Projected

Carryover4

Revenue

Estimate5

Available For

 Allocation

ACCMA - Corresponding to ACE 52,613 0 261,691 314,304 287,323 601,627
Caltrain 6,889,123 10,041,955 8,497,982 25,429,060 9,330,328 34,759,388
CCCTA 265,164 (612,000) 745,031 398,195 818,003 1,216,198
City of Dixon 38,515 0 7,274 45,789 7,987 53,776
ECCTA 70,973 (358,048) 360,211 73,136 395,492 468,628
City of Fairfield 26,516 0 132,200 158,716 145,149 303,865
GGBHTD 190,889 (8,396,836) 8,154,174 (51,773) 8,952,845 8,901,072
LAVTA 430,624 (712,236) 357,375 75,763 392,378 468,141
Marin Transit 2,185,087 (1,480,837) 1,393,573 2,097,823 1,530,069 3,627,892
NVTA 16,737 (97,408) 101,174 20,503 111,084 131,587
City of Petaluma 10,422 0 43,410 53,832 47,662 101,494
City of Rio Vista 13,973 0 2,312 16,285 2,539 18,824
SamTrans 3,657,013 (10,630,852) 8,522,922 1,549,083 9,357,711 10,906,794
SMART 352,982 0 1,761,701 2,114,683 1,934,254 4,048,937
City of Santa Rosa 28,829 (174,524) 145,869 174 160,157 160,331
Solano County Transit 43,917 (291,716) 310,718 62,919 341,151 404,070
Sonoma County Transit 44,626 (206,612) 203,198 41,212 223,101 264,313
City of Union City 22,171 0 110,392 132,563 121,205 253,768
Vacaville City Coach 96,894 0 23,660 120,554 25,977 146,531
VTA 604,707 (26,436,776) 25,832,080 11 28,362,239 28,362,250
VTA - Corresponding to ACE 0 (150,975) 150,976 1 165,763 165,764
WCCTA 93,077 (472,527) 472,526 93,076 518,809 611,885
WETA 13,947,017 (5,289,400) 2,317,255 10,974,872 2,544,222 13,519,094

SUBTOTAL 29,081,870 (45,268,792) 59,907,704 43,720,781 65,775,448 109,496,229
AC Transit 533,531 (18,707,978) 22,789,317 4,614,870 25,021,448 29,636,318
BART 49 (7,190,823) 35,710,889 28,520,115 39,208,642 67,728,757
SFMTA 1,425,094 (62,690,293) 60,878,595 (386,604) 66,841,434 66,454,830

SUBTOTAL 1,958,675 (88,589,094) 119,378,801 32,748,381 131,071,524 163,819,905

GRAND TOTAL $31,040,545 ($133,857,886) $179,286,505 $76,469,162 $196,846,972 $273,316,134
1. Balance as of 6/30/21 is from the MTC FY2020-21 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.

2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/21, and FY 2021-22 allocations as of 1/31/22.

3. FY 2021-22 STA revenue generation is based on revised estimates from the State Controller's Office in August 2021. 

4. Projected carryover as of 6/30/22 does not include interest accrued in FY2021-22. 

5. FY2022-23 STA revenue generation based on January 2022 State Controller's Office (SCO) forecast.

FY 2022-23 FUND ESTIMATE
STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE 
REVENUE-BASED FUNDS (PUC 99314)

STA REVENUE-BASED APPORTIONMENT BY OPERATOR
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FY2021-22 STA Revenue Estimate FY2022-23 STA Revenue Estimate

1. State Estimate (Aug, 21)3 $65,303,438 4. Projected Carryover (Jan, 22) $73,673,061

2. Actual Revenue (Aug, 21) 5. State Estimate4 (Jan, 22) $71,699,675
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2-1) 6. Total Funds Available (Lines 4+5) $145,372,736

Column A C D E=Sum(A:D) F G=Sum(E:F)
6/30/2021 FY2020-22 FY2021-22 6/30/2022 FY2022-23 Total

Apportionment Jurisdictions
Balance 

(w/interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2 Revenue Estimate3 Projected

Carryover4

Revenue

Estimate5

Available For

 Allocation
County Block Grant6

Alameda 199,785 (7,048,829) 8,055,421 1,206,377 0 1,206,377 
Contra Costa 243,606 (10,286,298) 10,108,531 65,839 0 65,839 
Marin 65,034 (2,547,700) 2,600,416 117,750 0 117,750 
Napa 320,353 (1,908,843) 1,590,680 2,190 0 2,190 
San Francisco 1,077,367 (4,691,593) 3,853,147 238,921 0 238,921 
San Mateo 4,730,645 (2,670,725) 2,306,979 4,366,898 0 4,366,898 
Santa Clara 151,837 (6,572,999) 6,421,702 540 0 540 
Solano 10,368,402 (9,035,264) 4,785,725 6,118,863 0 6,118,863 
Sonoma 149,882 (4,506,010) 5,847,190 1,491,062 0 1,491,062 

SUBTOTAL 17,306,911 (49,268,261) 45,569,791 13,608,440 0 13,608,440 
Regional Program 17,009,857 (9,867,520) 19,529,911 26,672,248 13,509,903 40,182,151 
Means-Based Transit Fare Program 34,338,673 (1,950,618) 0 32,388,055 8,000,000 40,388,055 

FY22-23 Revenue - 70% of STA Pop Revenue7 0 0 0 0 50,189,773 50,189,773 

Transit Emergency Service Contingency Fund8
800,582 0 203,736 1,004,318 0 1,004,318 

GRAND TOTAL $69,456,022 ($61,086,399) $65,303,438 $73,673,061 $71,699,676 $145,372,737 
1. Balance as of 6/30/21 is from the MTC FY2020-21 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed. Balances

 from the Northern County/Small Operator and Regional Paratransit programs, previously established by MTC Resolution 3837, have been transferred to the appropriate 

County Block Grant program. 

2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/21, and FY2021-22 allocations as of 1/31/22.

3. FY 2021-22 STA revenue generation is based on revised estimates from the Governor's proposed budget in January 2022.

4. The projected carryover as of 6/30/2022 does not include interest accrued in FY 2021-22.

5. FY2022-23 STA revenue generation based on forecasts from the State Controller's Office from January 2022.

6. County Block Grant adopted through MTC Resolution 4321 in February 2018, and funded through a 70% share of STA Population-Based funds. 

7. The County Block Grant program will be suspended in FY23, per amendment to MTC Resolution 4321, Revised. New revenues will instead be programmed directly to operators. 
Additional details on p13. 

8. Funds for the Transit Emergency Service Contingency Fund are taken "off the top" from the STA Population-Based program.

FY 2022-23 FUND ESTIMATE
STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE 
POPULATION-BASED FUNDS (PUC 99313) - FY 2018-19 ONWARDS

STA POPULATION-BASED COUNTY BLOCK GRANT AND REGIONAL PROGRAM APPORTIONMENT 
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POPULATION-BASED FUNDS (PUC 99313) - AMERICAN RESCUE PLAN EXCHANGE (FY 2022-23) Page 13 of 20

Apportionment Jurisdictions1
FY2022-23

Jan. 2022 Estimate2 ARP Exchange Amount3
Estimated FY2022-23 Revenue to 

Operators

Alameda $8,872,100 $6,165,689 $2,706,410

AC Transit $5,344,109 $4,807,453 $536,656

BART $859,706 $780,570 $79,136

LAVTA $1,912,825 $535,322 $1,377,503

Union City $755,459 $42,344 $713,115

Contra Costa $11,133,360 $2,436,722 $8,696,638

County Connection $5,254,946 $548,920 $4,706,026

Tri Delta $3,351,141 $178,426 $3,172,715

WestCAT $846,135 $270,627 $575,508

AC Transit $1,603,204 $1,367,989 $235,215

BART $77,934 $70,760 $7,174

Marin $2,864,053 $1,291,961 $1,572,091

GGBHTD $1,048,348 $1,048,348 $0

Marin Transit $1,756,598 $243,613 $1,512,985

SMART $59,106 $0 $59,106

Napa $1,751,947 $216,814 $1,535,133

NVTA $1,751,947 $216,814 $1,535,133

San Francisco $4,243,789 $3,853,147 $390,642

SFMTA $4,243,789 $3,853,147 $390,642

San Mateo $2,540,866 $1,460,519 $1,080,347

SamTrans $2,540,866 $1,460,519 $1,080,347

Santa Clara $7,072,750 $5,202,490 $1,870,260

VTA $7,072,750 $5,202,490 $1,870,260

Solano $5,270,914 $613,192 $4,657,722

Solano County Operators $5,270,914 $613,192 $4,657,722

Sonoma $6,439,993 $868,262 $5,571,731
Sonoma County Operators $6,439,993 $118,262 $6,321,731

GRAND TOTAL $50,189,773 $21,358,796 $28,830,976

1. FY 2022-23 programming amounts for each county reflect each county's share of the STA County Block Grant program established in MTC Resolution 4321, Revised. 

The County Block Grant program is suspended for FY2022-23, and will resume in FY 2023-24. 

2. Programming amounts by operator reflect county transportation agency adopted frameworks for FY 23 in Alameda, Contra Costa, Napa, Santa Clara, Solano and Sonoma counties, 

a transit operator agreement in Marin County, and a direct apportionment of funds to the local transit operator in San Francisco and San Mateo counties. 

3. American Rescue Plan (ARP) exchange amounts for each operator are shown in order to fulfill the funding exchange detailed in MTC Resolution 4481, Revised. 
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Column A B C D=Sum(A:C) E F=D+E
6/30/2021 FY2020-22 FY2021-22 6/30/2022 FY2022-23 Total

Fund Source Balance2 Outstanding 

Commitments3 Programming Amount4 Projected

Carryover
Programming Amount4 Available for Allocation

MTC 2% Toll Revenues
Ferry Capital 7,896,840 (3,523,771) 1,000,000 5,373,069 1,000,000 6,373,069 
Bay Trail 64,034 (514,034) 450,000 0 450,000 450,000 
Studies 497,993 (100,000) 250,000 647,993 0 647,993 

SUBTOTAL 8,458,867 (4,137,805) 1,700,000 6,021,062 1,450,000 7,471,062 
5% State General Fund Revenues

Ferry 17,859,499 0 3,126,721 20,986,220 3,442,511 24,428,731 
Bay Trail 180,472 (281,706) 281,706 180,472 287,369 467,841 

SUBTOTAL 18,039,971 (281,706) 3,408,427 21,166,692 3,729,880 24,896,572 

2. Balance as of 6/30/21 is from the MTC FY2020-21 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.

3. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/21, and FY2021-22 allocations as of 1/31/22.

4. MTC Resolution 4015 states that annual funding levels are established and adjusted through the fund estimate for 2%, and 5% bridge toll revenues.

1. BATA Resolution 93 and MTC Resolution 3948 required BATA to make a payment to MTC equal to the estimated present value of specified fund transfers for the next 50 years (FY2010-11 through FY2059-60) and relieved 

BATA from making those fund transfers for that 50 year period.  The MTC 2% Toll Revenues listed above, commencing in FY2010-11, are funded from this payment.

BRIDGE TOLL APPORTIONMENT BY CATEGORY
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FY2021-22 AB1107 Revenue Estimate FY2022-23 AB1107 Estimate

1. Original MTC Estimate (Feb, 21) $83,000,000 4. Projected Carryover (Jun, 21) $0
2. Revised Estimate (Feb, 22) $98,000,000 5. MTC Estimate (Feb, 22) $100,000,000
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2-1) $15,000,000 6. Total Funds Available (Lines 4+5) $100,000,000

Column A B C=Sum(A:B) D E F G=Sum(A:F) H I=Sum(G:H)
6/30/2021 FY2020-21 6/30/2021 FY2020-22 FY2021-22 FY2021-22 6/30/2022 FY2022-23 FY2022-23

Apportionment 

Jurisdictions

Balance 

(w/o interest)
Interest

Balance 

(w/ interest)1

Outstanding

Commitments2

Original

Estimate

Revenue

Adjustment

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate

Available for 

Allocation

AC Transit 0 0 0 (49,000,000) 41,500,000 7,500,000 0 50,000,000 50,000,000 
SFMTA 0 0 0 (49,000,000) 41,500,000 7,500,000 0 50,000,000 50,000,000 
TOTAL $0 $0 $0 ($98,000,000) $83,000,000 $15,000,000 $0 $100,000,000 $100,000,000 
1. Balance as of 6/30/21 is from the MTC FY2019-20 Audit, and it contains both funds available for allocation and funds that have been allocated but not disbursed.

2. The outstanding commitments figure includes all unpaid allocations as of 6/30/21, and FY2020-21 allocations as of 1/31/22.

FY 2022-23 FUND ESTIMATE
AB1107 FUNDS
AB1107 IS TWENTY-FIVE PERCENT OF THE ONE-HALF CENT BART DISTRICT SALES TAX

AB1107 APPORTIONMENT BY OPERATOR
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Apportionment 
Jurisdictions

Total Available

AC Transit

LAVTA

Pleasanton

Union City

CCCTA

ECCTA

WCCTA

Apportionment of BART Funds to Implement Transit Coordination Program

Apportionment

Jurisdictions

Total Available Funds 

(TDA and STA)

FY 2021-22
CCCTA $864,033
LAVTA $716,617
ECCTA $2,808,992

WCCTA $2,784,874

Fund Source
Apportionment 

Jurisdictions
Claimant Amount1 Program

Total Available BART STA Revenue-Based Funds2  $67,728,757

STA Revenue-Based BART CCCTA (864,033) BART Feeder Bus

STA Revenue-Based BART LAVTA (601,584) BART Feeder Bus

STA Revenue-Based BART ECCTA (2,808,992) BART Feeder Bus

STA Revenue-Based BART WCCTA (2,493,826) BART Feeder Bus

Total Payment (6,768,434)

Remaining BART STA Revenue-Based Funds $60,960,322  

Total Available BART TDA Article 4 Funds2  $406,081

TDA Article 4 BART-Alameda LAVTA (115,033) BART Feeder Bus

TDA Article 4 BART-Contra Costa WCCTA (291,048) BART Feeder Bus

Total Payment (406,081)

Remaining BART TDA Article 4 Funds $0

Total Available SamTrans STA Revenue-Based Funds $10,906,794
STA Revenue-Based SamTrans BART (801,024) SFO Operating Expense

Total Payment (801,024)

Remaining SamTrans STA Revenue-Based Funds $10,105,770

Total Available Union City TDA Article 4 Funds $17,750,134
TDA Article 4 Union City AC Transit (116,699) Union City service

Total Payment (116,699)

Remaining Union City TDA Article 4 Funds $17,633,435

Article 4.5

$5,752,834

$5,109,152

$191,227

$1,332,243

$218,331

$3,238,038

Article 4.5

$962,989

1. Amounts assigned to the claimants in this page will reduce the funds available for allocation in the corresponding apportionment jurisdictions by the same amounts.

IMPLEMENTATION OF OPERATOR AGREEMENTS

50% of FY 2022-23 programmed amounts. 

$105,121

$347,336

2. Discussions are ongoing between BART, MTC, county transportation agencies, and the four East Bay bus operators shown here regarding possible changes to the operator agreements 

which govern these payments. Until such time as an agreement is reached, or when there is a clear path to agreement, operators will be able to claim no more than 

$724,474

FY 2022-23 FUND ESTIMATE
TDA & STA FUND SUBAPPORTIONMENT FOR ALAMEDA & CONTRA COSTA COUNTIES 
& IMPLEMENTATION OF OPERATOR AGREEMENTS

Alameda Contra Costa

ARTICLE 4.5 SUBAPPORTIONMENT 
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MTC Resolution 3814 FY 2007-08 FY2009-20 MTC Res-3833 MTC Res-3925 FY2021-22
Spillover Payment Schedule Spillover Distribution Spillover Distribution (RM 1 Funding) (STP/CMAQ Funding) Remaining

Lifeline 10,000,000 16% 1,028,413 0 0 8,971,587 0
Small Operators / North Counties 3,000,000 5% 308,524 0 0 2,691,476 0
BART to Warm Springs 3,000,000 5% 308,524 0 0 0 0
eBART 3,000,000 5% 327,726 0 2,672,274 0 0

SamTrans1
43,000,000 69% 4,422,174 0 0 19,288,913 19,288,913

TOTAL $62,000,000 100% $6,395,361 $0 $0 $30,951,976 $19,288,914

PROPOSITION 1B TRANSIT FUNDING PROGRAM -- POPULATION BASED SPILLOVER DISTRIBUTION 

Apportionment Category %

1. On January 26, 2022, the MTC Commission adopted MTC Resolution No. 4509, which approved a funding commitment of $19.6 million to SamTrans to satisfy the terms of the 2007 Caltrain Right of Way settlement agreement. 
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FY2021-22 LCTOP Revenue Estimate1 FY2022-23 LCTOP Revenue Estimate2

1. Estimated Statewide Appropriation (Jan, 22) $163,139,000 5. Estimated Statewide Appropriation (Jan, 22) $182,225,000
2. MTC Region Revenue-Based Funding $43,708,675 6. Estimated MTC Region Revenue-Based Funding $48,822,251
3. MTC Region Population-Based Funding $15,920,477 7. Estimated MTC Region Population-Based Funding $17,783,050
4. Total MTC Region Funds $59,629,152 8. Estimated Total MTC Region Funds $66,605,301

1. The FY 2021-22 LCTOP revenue generation is based on the $163 million revised estimate included in the FY 2022-23 Proposed State Budget.

2. The FY 2022-23 LCTOP revenue generation is based on the $182 million estimated in the FY 2022-23 Proposed State Budget.

FY 2022-23 FUND ESTIMATE
CAP AND TRADE LOW CARBON TRANSIT OPERATIONS PROGRAM (LCTOP)
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FY2021-22 SGR Revenue-Based Revenue Estimate FY2022-23 SGR Revenue-Based Revenue Estimate
1. State Estimate (Aug, 21) $31,477,988 4. Projected Carryover (Jan, 22) $1
2. Actual Revenue (Aug, 22) 5. State Estimate (Jan, 22) $32,422,154
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2-1) 6. Total Funds Available (Lines 4+5) $32,422,155

Column A B C D=Sum(A:C) E F=Sum(D:E)
6/30/2021 FY2020-22 FY2021-22 6/30/2022 FY2022-23 Total

Apportionment Jurisdictions
Balance 

(w/interest)

Outstanding

Commitments

Revenue 

Estimate1

Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate2

Available For

 Allocation

ACCMA - Corresponding to ACE 0 (45,946) 45,946 0 47,324 47,324
Caltrain 0 (1,492,021) 1,492,021 0 1,536,774 1,536,774
CCCTA 0 (130,808) 130,808 0 134,731 134,731
City of Dixon 0 (1,277) 1,277 0 1,316 1,316
ECCTA 0 (63,244) 63,244 0 65,141 65,141
City of Fairfield 0 (23,211) 23,211 0 23,907 23,907
GGBHTD 0 (1,431,657) 1,431,657 0 1,474,600 1,474,600
LAVTA 0 (62,746) 62,746 0 64,628 64,628
Marin Transit 0 (244,675) 244,675 0 252,014 252,014
NVTA 0 (17,763) 17,763 0 18,296 18,296
City of Petaluma 0 (7,622) 7,622 0 7,850 7,850
City of Rio Vista 0 (406) 406 0 418 418
SamTrans 0 (1,496,400) 1,496,400 0 1,541,284 1,541,284
SMART 0 (309,308) 309,308 0 318,586 318,586
City of Santa Rosa 0 (25,611) 25,611 0 26,379 26,379
Solano County Transit 0 (54,554) 54,554 0 56,190 56,190
Sonoma County Transit 0 (35,676) 35,676 0 36,746 36,746
City of Union City 0 (19,382) 19,382 0 19,963 19,963
Vacaville City Coach 0 (4,154) 4,154 0 4,279 4,279
VTA 0 (4,535,433) 4,535,433 0 4,671,471 4,671,471
VTA - Corresponding to ACE 0 (26,508) 26,508 0 27,303 27,303
WCCTA 0 (82,963) 82,963 0 85,452 85,452
WETA 0 (406,849) 406,849 0 419,052 419,052

SUBTOTAL 3 (10,518,214) 10,518,214 0 10,833,704 10,833,704
AC Transit 0 (4,001,204) 4,001,204 0 4,121,218 4,121,218
BART 0 (6,269,892) 6,269,892 0 6,457,954 6,457,954
SFMTA 0 (10,688,678) 10,688,678 1 11,009,279 11,009,280

SUBTOTAL 1 (20,959,774) 20,959,774 1 21,588,451 21,588,452

GRAND TOTAL $4 ($31,477,988) $31,477,988 $1 $32,422,155 $32,422,156
1. FY2021-22 State of Good Repair Program revenue generation is based on August 2021 estimates from the State Controller's Office (SCO).

2. FY2022-23 State of Good Repair Program revenue generation is based on January 2022 estimates from the SCO.

FY 2022-23 FUND ESTIMATE
STATE OF GOOD REPAIR (SGR) PROGRAM
REVENUE-BASED FUNDS 

STATE OF GOOD REPAIR PROGRAM REVENUE-BASED APPORTIONMENT BY OPERATOR
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FY2021-22 SGR Population-Based Revenue Estimate FY2022-23 SGR Population-Based Revenue Estimate

1. State Estimate (Jan, 22) $11,465,566 4. Projected Carryover (Jan, 22) $56,727
2. Actual Revenue (Aug, 22) 5. State Estimate (Jan, 22) $11,809,467
3. Revenue Adjustment (Lines 2-1) 6. Total Funds Available (Lines 4+5) $11,866,194

Column A B C D=Sum(A:C) E F=Sum(D:E)
6/30/2021 FY2020-22 FY2021-22 6/30/2022 FY2022-23 Total

Apportionment 
Balance 

(w/interest)

Outstanding

Commitments
Revenue Estimate1 Projected

Carryover

Revenue

Estimate2

Available For

 Allocation

Clipper®/Clipper® 2.03
18,692,026 (30,100,865) 11,465,566 56,727 11,809,467 11,866,194 

GRAND TOTAL $18,692,026 ($30,100,865) $11,465,566 $56,727 $11,809,467 $11,866,194 
1. FY2021-22 State of Good Repair Program  revenue generation is based on August 2021 estimates from the State Controller's Office (SCO).

2. FY2022-23 State of Good Repair Program revenue generation is based on January 2022 estimates from the State Controller's Office (SCO).
3. State of Good Repair Program funds are shown here according to the policy in MTC Resolution 4321.

SGR PROGRAM POPULATION-BASED APPORTIONMENT

FY 2022-23 FUND ESTIMATE
STATE OF GOOD REPAIR (SGR) PROGRAM
POPULATION-BASED FUNDS 
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ABSTRACT 
Resolution No. 4321, Revised 

 
This resolution establishes a policy for the programming and allocation of State Transit 
Assistance (STA) funds and State of Good Repair Program funds, made available under the 
provisions of Public Utilities Code Sections 99312.1, 99313, and 99314.   
 
This resolution supersedes Resolution No. 3837. 
 
This resolution was revised on February 27, 2019 to update the STA Population-Based County 
Block Grant performance measure requirements for small and medium sized transit operators as 
well as to make adjustments to the State of Good Repair (SGR) Program Revenue-Based 
program policies to reflect updated Caltrans SGR Program guidelines.  
 
This resolution was revised on February 23, 2022 to suspend the County Block Grant program 
for FY 2022-23 to implement the American Rescue Plan funding exchange.  
 
Further discussion of this action is contained in the Executive Director’s Memorandum to the 

Programming and Allocations Committee dated January 3, 2018 and the MTC Programming and 
Allocations Committee Summary Sheets dated February 14, 2018, February 13, 2019 and 
February 9, 2022.  
 
 
 
 
 



 
 Date: February 28, 2018 
 W.I.: 1511 
 Referred By: PAC  
 
Re: Adoption of MTC's State Transit Assistance (STA) and State of Good Repair Program 

Programming and Allocation Policy. 
 
 

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 4321 
 
 WHEREAS, State Transit Assistance (STA) funds are to be used to enhance public 
transportation service, including community transit service, and to meet high priority regional 
transportation needs; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Senate Bill (SB) 1 (Chapter 5, Statutes of 2017), known as the Road Repair 
and Accountability Act of 2017, establishes the State of Good Repair Program (SGR Program); 
and 
 
 WHEREAS, both STA and SGR Program funds are distributed by the State Controller’s 

Office pursuant to Public Utilities Code § 99313 and 99314, a Population-Based and Revenue-
Based program, respectively; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC), as the Regional 
Transportation Planning Agency for the San Francisco Bay Area, is responsible for the allocation 
of STA and SGR Program funds available to eligible claimants in this region; and 
 
 WHEREAS, MTC adopted an STA Allocation Policy in Resolution No. 3837 in 2008; 
and 
 
 WHEREAS, SB 1 significantly increased the amount of funding to the STA program and 
established the SGR Program; and 
 
 WHEREAS, in order to align the allocation of STA and SGR Program funding with the 
Bay Area’s most pressing transportation needs; now, therefore, be it 
 
 RESOLVED, that MTC adopts its State Transit Assistance and State of Good Repair 
Program Programming and Allocation Policy described in Attachment A, attached hereto and 
incorporated by reference, for guidance to eligible claimants in the preparation of their 



MTC Resolution No. 4321 
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applications for ST A and SGR Program funds and to staff for reviewing such applications; and 
be it further 

RESOL VED, that the prior policy governing allocation of State Transit Assistance Funds 

contained in Resolution No. 3837 is superseded by this resolution. 

METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION 

Jake 

The above resolution was entered 
into by the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission at a regular meeting of 
the Commission held in San Francisco, 
California, on February 28, 2018. 
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STATE TRANSIT ASSISTANCE AND STATE OF GOOD REPAIR PROGRAM 
PROGRAMMING AND ALLOCATION POLICY 

Exhibit 1 
 
 
This policy affects all allocations by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) of 
STA and SGR Program funds, made available under the provisions of Public Utilities Code 
Sections 99312.1, 99313 and 99314 and relevant subsections.   
 
I. STA Population-Based Funds (PUC Code 99313) Including Interest Earnings 
 
1. STA Population-Based County Block Grant  

 
Commencing with Fiscal Year 2018-19 70% of the STA Population-Based funds and 
interest is reserved for programming to STA-eligible operators by Congestion Management 
Agencies (CMAs) in each of the nine Bay Area counties as part of a STA Population-Based 
County Block Grant (County Block Grant). The County Block Grant will allow each 
county to determine how best to invest in transit operating needs, including providing 
lifeline transit services. The funds reserved for the County Block Grant shall be distributed 
amongst the nine counties according to the percentages shown in Table 1.  Each county’s 

share in Table 1 was calculated based on the county’s share of STA funds from the 
Resolution 3837 formula, totaled across all categories (Northern Counties/Small Operators 
Program, Regional Paratransit Program, and the Lifeline Transportation Program). 
 
Table 1. Distribution of STA Population-Based County Block Grant, by County 

Alameda 17.68% 
Contra Costa 22.18% 
Marin 5.71% 
Napa 3.49% 
San Francisco 8.46% 
San Mateo 5.06% 
Santa Clara 14.09% 
Solano 10.50% 
Sonoma 12.83% 

 
Within Alameda and Contra Costa Counties a minimum amount of County Block Grant 
funds shall be programmed amongst the transit operators detailed in Table 2. 
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Table 2. Alameda and Contra Costa County Small Operator Minimum  

County 
Minimum % of Block Grant to be 

Allocated Annually Amongst 
Eligible Small Operators 

Eligible Small Operators 

Alameda County 24% LAVTA and Union City 
Transit 

Contra Costa County 60% CCCTA, ECCTA, WestCAT 
 
The following program conditions apply to the County Block Grant: 

 
• Reporting: Each CMA must submit to MTC by May 1st of each year, a report 

including the following information about the previous, completed, fiscal year: 1) the 
county’s programming distribution of STA Population-Based funds amongst STA-
eligible operators and; 2) the estimated amount of STA Population-Based funding that 
will be spent within or benefiting Communities of Concern. 

• Fund Swaps: Each CMA is required to seek approval from MTC before requesting that 
a STA-eligible operator recipient of STA Population-Based funds perform a fund swap 
involving STA Population-Based funds. The CMA must notify all STA-eligible 
operators within their county of the request to swap funds before seeking approval from 
MTC. 

• Coordinated Claim/Submission Deadline: Each CMA must play a coordinating role 
in the development of STA Population-Based claims from STA-eligible operators 
within their county. Each CMA must also submit to MTC by May 1st of each year a 
governing board-approved resolution listing the distribution policy for STA Population-
Based funds amongst the STA-eligible operators for the subsequent fiscal year. 
Operators will continue to submit their own claims, if desired. 

• Performance Measures: All small and medium sized operators shall be required to 
maintain operating costs (cost per service hour, cost per passenger, or cost per 
passenger mile) at least twenty (20) percent below the annual average operating cost of 
the seven operators included in the Transit Sustainability Project (TSP). Operating costs 
for small and medium sized operators shall be calculated for each mode (bus, rail, ferry, 
etc.) and benchmarked against the comparable modal average for the operators included 
in the TSP. In addition, annual year-over-year increases in operating costs for each 
small and medium sized operator shall be no greater than five (5) percent per year. If an 
operator is unable to meet the above requirements they may submit an 
appeal/justification to MTC explaining the circumstances that prevented achievement 
of the targets. Beginning in Fiscal Year 2023-24 MTC may link existing and new 
operating and capital funds administered by MTC to progress towards achieving the 
performance target. 

• Operator Consolidation Planning Efforts: In the Northern Counties (Marin, Napa, 
Solano, and Sonoma) as an alternative to meeting TSP performance requirements, 
counties and transit operators may develop a plan to consolidate into a single county 
operator. 

• Mobility Management: In the five other counties (Alameda, Contra Costa, San 
Francisco, San Mateo, and Santa Clara) each county must establish or enhance mobility 
management programs to help provide equitable and effective access to transportation. 
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[PROPOSED REVISION 2/2022]: The STA County Block Grant program is suspended for 
fiscal year 2022-23. Funds that would normally flow into the STA County Block Grant 
program will instead be programmed directly by the Commission to transit operators to 
implement the American Rescue Plan funding exchange as a part of MTC Resolution 4481, 
Revised. 

 
2. MTC Regional Program 

 
 Commencing with Fiscal Year 2018-19 30% of the STA Population-Based funds and 

interest is reserved for projects and programs that improve regional coordination, including 
but not limited to: 

 
• Clipper®  
• 511 
• Transit connectivity 

 
 In addition, a portion of the Regional Program funding (approximately $8 million in the 

first year based on the estimated Senate Bill 1 increment for Fiscal Year 2018-19) will be 
used to pay for the administrative costs and to help offset transit fare revenue loss for a 
regional means-based fare program.  

 
 MTC will develop an annual MTC Regional Coordination program. All final programming 

will be reviewed and approved by the MTC Programming and Allocations Committee 
(PAC). 

 
3. Transit Emergency Service Contingency Fund 

 

 The Transit Emergency Service Contingency Fund shall be used to provide assistance for 
an emergency response to a qualifying incident or event, under specific circumstances as 
described in MTC Resolution No. 4171.  

 
 The fund shall not exceed a total balance of $1 million of STA Population-Based funds. In 

any individual fiscal year no more than $333,333 of STA Populated-Based funds and 
interest shall be apportioned to the fund. Interest accrued to the fund shall not count 
towards the $1 million total balance limit and interest can continue to accrue once the fund 
has reached $1 million. Beginning in Fiscal Year (FY) 2015-16, $333,333 in STA 
Population-Based funds, taken “off the top” from estimated STA Population-Based 
revenues for the fiscal year, will be apportioned to the fund. Apportionments will continue 
in subsequent fiscal years until the fund reaches a total of $1 million. In future years should 
the balance of the fund fall below $1 million, funds shall be apportioned in the next fiscal 
year to restore the full balance of the fund, subject to the annual apportionment limit. 

 
II. STA Revenue-Based Funds (PUC Code 99314) 
 
 Funds apportioned to the region based on revenues generated by the transit operators will 

be allocated to each STA-eligible operator for the support of fixed route and paratransit 
operations, for inter-operator coordination, including the cost of interoperator transfers, 
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joint fare subsidies, integrated fares etc., and for capital projects consistent with the 
adopted long-range plan. 

 
III. SGR Program Population-Based Funds (PUC Code 99312.1, distributed via PUC 

99313) 
 

MTC will develop an annual investment program for SGR Program Population-Based 
Funds through the annual Fund Estimate. All final programming will be reviewed and 
approved by the MTC Programming and Allocations Committee (PAC) and will be 
consistent with the below priorities. All proposed programming actions will be submitted 
to Caltrans for approval, consistent with SGR Program Guidelines.  

 
1. Priority 1: Clipper® 2.0 

 

Invest in the development and deployment of the Bay Area’s next generation transit fare 

payment system, Clipper® 2.0.  
 

2. Priority 2: Green Transit Capital Priorities 
 
 If not needed for Clipper® 2.0, program SGR Program Population-Based funds to the 

acquisition of zero emission buses (ZEB) by the Bay Area’s transit operators. SGR 
Program funds are intended to pay for the cost increment of ZEBs over diesel or hybrid 
vehicles or for charging or hydrogen infrastructure to support ZEBs. MTC staff will work 
to secure a 1:1 match commitment from the Bay Area Air Quality Management District to 
expand and accelerate the deployment of ZEBs in the region.  

 
 
IV. SGR Program Revenue-Based Funds (PUC Code 99312.1, distributed via PUC 99314) 
 

Funds apportioned to the region based on revenues generated by the transit operators will 
be allocated to each respective STA-eligible operator for state of good repair projects, 
preventative maintenance, and other projects approved by the California Department of 
Transportation (Caltrans) as eligible for SGR Program expenditure. Starting with Fiscal 
Year 2019-20 operators must submit their proposed SGR Program Revenue-Based projects 
to MTC, consistent with Caltrans’ proposed amendments to the SGR Program Guidelines 

for Fiscal Year 2019-20. Operators should submit their SGR Program Revenue-Based 
project list to MTC by May 15th of each year. MTC staff will compile SGR Program 
Revenue-Based projects from all operators across the region and submit to the Commission 
for approval before submitting the approved regional SGR Program Revenue-Based project 
list to Caltrans by September 1st of each year.  

 
 Transit operator’s SGR Program Revenue-Based projects should be consistent with their 

agency’s Transit Assessment Management (TAM) plan. 
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State Transit Assistance (STA) 
Rules and Regulations 
for the MTC Region 

Exhibit 2 
 
These Rules and Regulations cover the eligibility requirements and the rules for a full or partial 
allocation of these funds. 
 
Eligibility Requirements 

To be eligible for any STA funds in the MTC region, an operator must comply with all SB 
602 fare and schedule coordination requirements for the fiscal year.  The evaluation of 
operator's compliance with the SB 602 program is made annually. 
 
An operator’s requested STA allocation may also be partially or fully reduced if the operator 
did not make satisfactory progress in meeting its Productivity Improvement Program (PIP) 
and/or the Regional Coordination projects for which each operator is a participant. 
 

SB 602 Requirements/California Government Code Section 66516  

Fare coordination revenue-sharing agreements, must be fully executed by all participating 
operators and provisions of the agreement(s) must be in compliance with MTC rules and 
regulations. 
 
MTC Res. 3866 (Transit Coordination Implementation Plan) documents coordination 
requirements for Bay Area transit operators to improve the transit customer experience when 
transferring between transit operators and in support of regional transit projects such as 
Clipper. If a transit operator fails to comply with the requirements of Res. 3866 or its 
successor, MTC may withhold, restrict or reprogram funds or allocations. 

 
PIP Projects 

PIP projects are a requirement of STA funding.  Failure by operators to make a reasonable 
effort to implement their PIP projects may affect the allocation of these funds.  Projects will 
be evaluated based on actual progress as compared to scheduled.  STA funds may be reduced 
proportionate to the failure of the operator to implement the PIP project/s.  Progress in 
meeting the milestones identified for a project may be used as the basis for assessing 
reasonable effort. 
 
The amount withheld will be reviewed with the affected operator.  Partial funds withheld 
may be held by MTC up to two years to allow an operator to comply with its PIP as required 
by statute. 
 
After two years, funds withheld under this section may also be re-allocated to any eligible 
operator for purposes of improving coordination, according to the unfunded coordination 
projects in the Regional Coordination Plan (MTC Res. 3866 or its successor).  MTC may 
also allocate these funds to any operator whose increase in total operating cost per revenue 
vehicle hour is less than the increase in the CPI.  



 

www.sfplanning.org 

 

 

 
ABBREVIATED CEQA CHECKLIST  

For Better Streets Plan Related Improvement Projects  
 
Please include the following supporting materials enclosed with this checklist: 
 

1. Project description: San Francisco Public Works Roadway Resurfacing, As-
Needed Sidewalk Repair, and Curb Ramp Programs. See attached project 
description     

2. Existing and Proposed site plans: N/A 
3. Site photos:    N/A 
4. Scope of work for  
 Air Quality Analysis Tech Memo1 _N/A_ 
5. Green House Gas Emission  
 Checklist2    _N/A_ 
 

 

I- Basic Project Information 

Project Name:  
Roadway Resurfacing, As-Needed Sidewalk Repair, and Curb Ramp 
Programs 

Responsible Agency: San Francisco Public Works Date: 1/30/17 

Project Contact: 

(Address/phone/email) 
Oliver Iberien 

Project Location Throughout San Francisco in the public right-of-way 

Timeline for the proposed 
project 

Through June 2022 

II- Project Characteristics 

Street Type3 All types Street Name Multiple streets 4From (Cross-street 1) To 
(Cross-street 2) 

                                                
1 Individual projects prepared pursuant to the BSP would be required to undergo a separate environmental review 
that would consider whether the Proposed Project’s location and construction plan could affect nearby sensitive 
receptors - p. 123 of the BSP’s PMND - [Contact EP planner for a copy of scope of work outline]. 
2 Individual streetscape projects would be required to undergo a separate environmental review pursuant to CEQA.  
The environmental review would include an analysis of the individual project’s potential to emit GHGs. p.128 of the 
BSP’s PMND. [Contact EP planner for a copy of GHG Checklist]. 
3 See Table 1 in PMND and verify final list of street types with the online version of the BSP. 
4 Street type determines what elements are appropriate for a design element. Different blocks of the same street 
may be characterized as different street types pursuant to BSP.  Therefore, need to provide boundaries for project 
segments. 



   2 

 

III- Project Screening Part 1 (On the table below, please identify BSP’s design elements that are part of the 
proposed project.  
 

Detailed Design Elements 

Number Name Project Element Requires Subsequent 
Environmental Review5 

 
(EP PLANNER 

DETERMINATION ONLY) 
Standard Improvements 

SI-1 Accessible curb ramps   

SI-2 Marked crosswalks   

SI-3 Pedestrian signal timing   

SI-4 Curb radii guidelines   

SI-5 Corner curb extensions   

SI-6 Street trees   

SI-7 Tree basin furnishing   

SI-8 Sidewalk planters   

SI-9 Stormwater management 
tools 

  

SI-10 Street lighting   

SI-11 Special paving   

SI-12 Site furnishings   

                                                
5 Please check analysis in PMND to determine if design element has been cleared under CEQA. For example, as 
stated in p.89 of the BSP’s PMND the implementation of RTOR prohibition at intersections that experience high 
volumes of right-turning movements (greater than 300 vehicles in the peak hour) or have near-side bus stops 
would require additional study and environmental review.   
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Project Screening Part 1 Cont. 

Number Name Project Element Requires Subsequent 
Environmental Review6  
 
(DO NOT FILL IN, THIS 
SECTION IS FOR EP 
PLANNER 
DETERMINATION ONLY) 

Case-by-Case Improvements 

CBC-1 High-visibility crosswalk   

CBC-2 Special crosswalk   

CBC-3 Vehicle turning movements   

CBC-4 Removal or reduction of 
permanent crosswalk 
closures 

  

CBC-5 Mid-block crosswalks   

CBC-6 Raised crosswalks   

CBC-7 Extended bulb-outs   

CBC-8 Mid-block blub-out   

CBC-9 Center or side medians   

CBC-10 Pedestrian refugee islands   

CBC-11 Transit bulb-out   

CBC-12 Transit boarding islands   

CBC-13 Perpendicular or angled 
parking 

  

CBC-14 Flexible use of parking   

CBC-15 Parking lane planters   

CBC-16 Chicanes   

                                                
6 Please check analysis in PMND to determine if design element has been cleared under CEQA. For example, as 
stated in p.89 of the BSP’s PMND the implementation of RTOR prohibition at intersections that experience high 
volumes of right-turning movements (greater than 300 vehicles in the peak hour) or have near-side bus stops 
would require additional study and environmental review.   
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Project Screening Part 1 Cont. 

Number Name Project Element Requires Subsequent 
Environmental Review7 

 
(FOR EP PLANNER 

DETERMINATION ONLY) 
CBC-17 Traffic calming circles   

CBC-18 Roundabouts   

CBC-19 Pocket parks   

CBC-20 Reuse of ‘pork chops’   

CBC-21 Boulevard treatments   

CBC-22 Shared public ways   

CBC-23 Pedestrian-only streets   

CBC-24 Public stairs   

CBC-25 Multi-use paths   

CBC-26 Above-ground landscaping   

Other Design Improvements in the Better Streets Plan (BSP) but not identified above 

Design Element Name  BSP Page Number   

    

(EP PLANNER COMMENTS): 
Project can proceed with review. No subsequent environmental review is required. 
 
 
 

                                                
7 Please check analysis in PMND to determine if design element has been cleared under CEQA. For example, as 
stated in p.89 of the BSP’s PMND the implementation of RTOR prohibition at intersections that experience high 
volumes of right-turning movements (greater than 300 vehicles in the peak hour) or have near-side bus stops 
would require additional study and environmental review.   
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Project Screening Part 1 Cont. 
III – Identify Storm Water Facilities that are part of the project 

 Yes No Requires Subsequent 
Environmental Review8 

 
(FOR EP PLANNER 

DETERMINATION ONLY) 
Permeable Paving    

Bioretention Facilities    

Swales    

Infiltration Boardwalks    

Infiltration and Soakage Trench    

Channels and Runnels    

Vegetated Buffer Strip    

Vegetated Gutter    

Other (describe stormwater 
improvements) 

   

(EP PLANNER COMMENTS): 
Project can proceed with review. The proposed project does not include any of the items listed above. 
 
 

                                                
8 Please check analysis in PMND to determine if design element has been cleared under CEQA. For example, as 
stated in p.89 of the BSP’s PMND the implementation of RTOR prohibition at intersections that experience high 
volumes of right-turning movements (greater than 300 vehicles in the peak hour) or have near-side bus stops 
would require additional study and environmental review.   
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IV- Project Screening Part 2 (If you answer “YES” to any of the questions listed below, this checklist may not be 
utilized, and therefore, an Environmental Evaluation application must be filled.  
 
Transportation/Circulation  

Does the project include right turn on red (RTOR) at locations where the peak hour right-turning 
traffic volume exceeds 300 vehicles per hour; or require any removal of multiple turn lanes; or the bus 
stop is located in the near side?  
 

Yes___ 
No_x_ 

Does the project include removal of crosswalk closures? 
 

Yes___ 
No_x_ 

Does the project include mid-block crosswalks on a two-way street where traffic volumes exceed 500 
vehicles per hour in either direction during the peak hour? 
 

Yes___ 
No_x_ 

Does the project include roundabouts? 
 

Yes___ 
No_x_ 

Does the project include pedestrian-only streets on a street where through traffic is greater than 100 
vehicles per hour in the peak hour, or there is transit service, or there are driveways or parking 
garages, or loading activities cannot be accommodated during off-peak hours? 
 

Yes___ 
No_x_ 

Does the project include multi-use paths?9  
 

Yes___ 
No_x_ 

Does the project include shared public ways on streets with park garages with parking spaces > 100, or 
through traffic > 100 cars per hours, or transit service? 

Yes___ 
No_x_ 

V- Project elements that will require Tech Spec Evaluation:10 (If the project includes any of the elements listed 
below, the project will require Tech Spec Evaluation). 

Historical/Archeo Resources  
 

All applications need preliminary review for potential impacts to archeological and historic resources pursuant 
to EP practice. 
Is the proposed project located within a potential historic district or on a street adjacent to a historic 
landmark?  Please state the name of the historic district or historic landmark:__To be 
determined_____________________________________________ 
 

Yes_ x 
No_ 

Does the proposed project involve an identified historic resource among the following: street furniture, 
light standards, signage, curbs, places, bricks, walls, and other paving materials? Please identify the 
historic elements that are part of the proposed project: To be determined. 
__________________________________________________________ 
 

Yes x _ 
No_ _ 

Does the proposed project involve removal of trees adjacent to historic resources?   
 

Yes_X_ 
No_x_ 

                                                
9 The BSP does not provide guidance on the location or design of Multi-use Paths.  Therefore, at the time a 
location for implementation is proposed, it would be subject to site-specific environmental review. 
10 EP NEEDS TO DETERMINE HOW COORDINATION WILL OCCUR 
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VI- Project Screening Part 3 – Project elements that would require implementation of Mitigation Measures and 
Monitoring Reports organized by CEQA Topic.   
CEQA Topic Sub-topic Meet 

criteria/threshold:11 
Yes/No or N/A 
 

Requires 
mitigation 
measure: Yes/No 
 

Potential 
impacts differ 
from PMND 
analysis (Y/N). 
If “Yes” briefly 
describe on a 
separate sheet. 

Comments and 
PMND reference 
page. 

Aesthetics 
 

     

Does the proposed 
project involve removal 
of significant 
trees?___no___ 

Significant 
trees 

N/A    

Does the project 
involve tree root 
trimming?__yes_ 
 
Is tree root trimming 
greater than two 
inches?____yes__ 

 Yes Aesthetics Tree Root 
Protection Mitigation 
Measure M-AE-1 
applies if trimming of 
roots are greater than 
two (2) inches in 
diameter (p.53). 

 FMND page 53 

Historical/Archeolo
gical Resources 

     

Could the project have 
an effect on individual 
historic resources or 
historic districts? 

Historic 
resources 

Yes No; however page 59 
of the FMND states 
:Streetscape 
improvements in 
[historic] areas would 
be reviewed on a 
case-by-case basis by 
a preservation 
technical specialist at 
the Planning 
Department 

 FMND page 59 

Does the project 
require excavation 
depth greater than two 
(2) feet? _yes___ 

Accidental 
discovery 

Yes Archeological 
Accidental Discovery 
mitigation measure 
Cul-1 applies to all 
projects except for 
those occurs in an 
area within Hispanic 
Period Archeological 
District (p.64).  

 FMND page 64 

Does the project occur 
in an area within the 
Hispanic Period 
Archeological 
District?12___yes___ 

Hispanic 
Period District 

Yes Archeological 
Monitoring Hispanic 
Period mitigation 
measure Cul-2 
applies (p.64). 

 FMND page 64 

Transportation and 
Circulation 

     

Does the project 
include removal of 
loading 
spaces?__TBD___ 

Loading  Provision of New 
Loading Space, 
Mitigation Measure 
TR-1 (p.78). 

  

Air Quality      

                                                
11 The Project sponsor should discuss with EP planner how to proceed with projects that do not meet the 
PMND’s thresholds. 
12 TO BE EVALUATED BY EP PLANNER. The Spanish Period Map is not available for public 
review due to the sensitivity of the archeological resources encountered in the area.  
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 Construction 
impacts 

 Dust Control Plan, 
Mitigation Measure 
AQ-1 applies to ALL 
projects (p.120). 

 Compliance with 
Dust Control 
Ordinance 
supersedes 
Mitigation 
Measure AQ-1. 

Biological 
Resources 

     

Does the project 
include tree removal? 
no 

Nesting birds N/A Nesting Birds 
Mitigation Measure M- 
Bio-1 (p.151). 

  

CEQA Topic Sub-topic Meet 
criteria/threshold:13 
Yes/No or N/A 
 

Requires 
mitigation 
measure: Yes/No 
 

Potential 
impacts differ 
from PMND 
analysis (Y/N). 
If “Yes” briefly 
describe on a 
separate sheet. 

Comments and 
PMND reference 
page. 

Biological 
Resources (Cont.) 

     

What is the expected 
duration period of 
construction?__TBD__ 

Nesting birds N/A Nesting Birds 
Mitigation Measure M- 
Bio-1 (p.151). 

  

Which months would 
construction 
occur?__TBD____ 

Nesting birds N/A Nesting Birds 
Mitigation Measure M- 
Bio-1 (p.151). 

  

Hazardous 
Materials 

     

Does the project occur 
in an area within the 
Maher-designated 
area?14____Yes__ 

Determination 
of 
contaminated 
soil 

N/A Hazardous Materials 
Mitigation Measure M-
HAZ-1 (p.161). 

 Maher 
compliance is 
mandatory for all 
SFPW projects 

(EP PLANNER COMMENTS): 
Project can proceed with review. The project sponsor agrees to implement the applicable Mitigation Measures 
listed above (MM-TR-1). 
 
Mitigation Measure M-AE-1: Tree Root Protection.  
 
Mitigation Measure Cul-1: Archeological Resources – Accidental Discovery 
 
Mitigation Measure Cul-2: Archeological Monitoring: Hispanic Period Archeological District 

                                                
13 The Project sponsor should discuss with EP planner how to proceed with projects that do not meet the 
PMND’s thresholds. 
14 www.sfdph.org/dph/EH/HazWaste/MaherSiteMap.asp 

 
Sponsor agrees that projects that could have an effect on historic resources would be reviewed by a 
preservation technical specialist. 



 

www.sfplanning.org 

 

 

 
 
This section is to be filled by EP Planner.  Use “N/A” next to check boxes for topics that are not 
applicable to this submittal. 
 

  Project was screened for potential impacts to archeological resources pursuant to EP practice. 
  Project was screened by a Tech Spec for potential impacts to historical resources pursuant to 

EP practice. 
 NA Applicable Mitigation Measures are applied to the project. 

 NA Green House Gas analysis performed and approved by EP. 

 NA Air Quality Memo approved by EP. 

 NA 
The project was reviewed by DPH and DTSC, and a memo of concurrence was submitted to 
EP (for projects within the Maher Layer only). 

  PMND was reviewed and no items were identified that would require subsequent 
environmental review. 

  

CEQA Determination  
 Note to file, contingent upon regulatory agency approval or other information, as follows: 

 
 Note to file (no additional documentation required) 
 Addendum  
 Supplemental EIR or MND  

 

Notes: 
See SFPW directive, which includes agreement to implement mitigation measures and historic 
resource screening. 
 

EP Signature  

Signee:__Jeanie Poling____________________________ 
Date: 
_______2/8/17______________________ 
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DIRECTIVE 

Directive Topic: 

Issued By: 

Issue Date: 

Effective Date: 

Roadway Resurfacing, As-Needed Sidewalk Repair, and Curb Ramp 

Programs ~ .. 

John Thomas, Acting City Engin~~ 

January 30, 2017 ~ • 
February 2017 - June 2022 

Affected parties: All Design and Engineering Division Staff 

1. Purpose 

San Francisco Public Works has responsibility for the City of San Francisco's ("City") 

approximately 1,260 miles of streets and sidewalks. In order to maintain transportation and 

pedestrian usability, safety, and access on the City's streets and sidewalks, maintenance and 

repair must be performed on an ongoing basis. Roadway repair triggers federally mandated 

upgrades of any sidewalk curb ramps that may be touched by resurfacing to meet current 

Americans with Disabilities Act ("ADA") standards, and installation of new curb ramps. 

Curb-ramp installation or upgrade is also required under the ADA Transition Plan as a result 

of citizen requests or as a function of San Francisco Public Works stewardship of the public 

right-of-way. 

This Directive addresses Public Works' Resurfacing and Curb Ramp Programs for roadway 

resurfacing and curb ramp construction activities. Upon the effective date of this Directive, 

Public Works staff and their contractors are authorized to carry out the resurfacing and curb 

ramp programs as described herein during the period from February 2017 to June 2022. 

2. Project Description: Public Works Resurfacing and Curb Ramp Programs 

The maintenance and repair work described in this Directive will continue a program of 

construction activities necessary to maintain City streets and sidewalks in good repair and 

maintain ADA standards for street facilities as required by law. These activities are as 

follows: 

Resurfacing of Existing Streets 

Street resurfacing will take place within the existing right-of-way, and is conducted for street 

segments of varying length. Work packages are typically between approximately 120 and 

approximately 360 days in duration, with specific construction at locations requiring three to 

fourteen days of work for preparation, placement, and curing (pending on the type of 

resurfacing method applied). 

Street resurfacing activities range in scale from processes which simply apply a new layer of 

material to the existing street surface (micro-surfacing) to full rehabilitation of the street 

section; descriptions of the work are provided below. 



Street resurfacing activities range in scale from processes which simply apply a new layer of 

material to the existing street surface (micro-surfacing) to full rehabilitation of the street 

section; descriptions of the work are provided below. 

• Surface Sealing: This is the application of a thin layer of material composed of small 

rocks, emulsions and additives to the roadway surface; examples of industry-standard 

surface-seal techniques include micro-surfacing. Before surface sealing a roadway, 

weeds from cracks are removed, the cracks are sealed, existing pavement markings 

removed, utility castings protected and the roadway swept. This method is typically 

performed on streets showing minimal signs of surface distress. 

• Grinding and Paving with Localized Base Repairs: Street base failures are identified and 

saw cut in a rectangular fashion, the street dug out to the subgrade, the subgrade 

compacted, and the new street base placed. The top layer of asphalt is then cold planed 

(ground down) for the entire roadway and then topped with a new asphalt wearing 

surface, typically placed by a paving machine. This method is typically performed on 

streets showing moderate signs of surface distress. 

• Complete Reconstruction: The entire roadway and roadway base are removed. The 

subbase is compacted, and a new concrete street base is placed and topped with an 

asphalt wearing surface. The asphalt wearing surface is typically placed by a paving 

machine. This method is typically performed on streets showing signs of heavy surface 

distress. 

For all resurfacing methods, utility castings such as manhole covers, catch basins, and similar 

street iron will be protected and will be adjusted to meet the new resurfaced street surface. 

The removal of rail lines is not covered by this directive. After resurfacing, pavement 

markings will be reapplied. 

Curb Ramp Installation 

Existing curb ramps or existing sidewalk and curbs at street crosswalks will be demolished, 

and new ADA-compliant curb ramps will be constructed or reconstructed, with new curb, 

gutter, sidewalk and minimally regraded roadway (to meet ADA requirements for 

traversability) as needed. Maximum depth of excavation for curb ramps alone is 

approximately eight inches. In some cases catch basins must be moved short distances 

horizontally (<10') or vertically (<1'), which also involves adjustment or replacement of the 

laterals into which they feed. Approximate depth of excavation in these cases is five feet 

and the maximum depth of excavation is the depth of sewer mains, approximately 12 feet. 

Work may extend horizontally up to eight feet into the street from the edge of the curb line. 

Other facilities in the immediate area of curb-ramp work, such as utility vaults, electrical 

cabinets, etc., may need to be adjusted vertically(< 6") or moved horizontally short 

distances(< 2'). Maximum depth of excavation for these adjustments is approximately two 

feet. 

Sidewalk Repair 

Sidewalk repair is provided through two programs (the As-Needed Sidewalk Inspection and 

Repair Program (SIRP) and the As-Needed Sidewalk Repair for Accelerated Sidewalk 
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Abatement Program (ASAP)) on an as-needed, work order basis at various locations 

throughout the City. Work comprises repair and reconstruction of existing concrete 

sidewalk, including curbs and curb ramps, to Public Works standard specifications. Work 

also includes the repair or replacement of small in-sidewalk facilities such as utility-boxes 

and utility-box covers, and may include tree and hedge trimming in order to facilitate 

repairs. Maximum depth of soil disturbance for these activities is two feet. 

Emergency Subsidewalk Basement Repair 

Work at locations where subsidewalk basements have previously been identified is excluded 

from this directive. Public Works will conduct due-diligence reviews to prevent, to the 

extent practicable, that any work be done under this directive that impacts subsidewalk 

basements. These reviews will include: 

• Record requests to Department of Building Inspection 

• Review of Sanborn maps 

• Review of Bureau of Street Use and Mapping mapping, which identifies known 

subsidewalk basements and suspected-subsidewalk basement locations 

• Mail distribution of surveys 

• Engineering inspection of existing sidewalks for indicators of the presence of 

subsidewalk basements,which may include vaults, vents, changes in sidewalk grade, 

light prisms, and elevators 

In the event that previously unidentified subsidewalk basements are inadvertently breached 

during construction, or if it is discovered during the course of construction that a structurally 

unsafe condition exists under the sidewalk or roadway as a consequence of the presence of 

subsidewalk basements, this will be repaired and work will proceed to its conclusion. This 

emergency-repair work will comprise construction of new subsurface structural support for 

replacement sidewalk and/or roadway surface and repair as needed of the basement 

ceiling. 

Sidewalk Planting Areas/Tree Protection 

Installation of curb ramps may require the use of small areas of existing landscaped areas 

adjacent to the construction area. No trees may be removed under this directive, and no 

more than the minimum of landscaped area needed to construct an ADA-compliant curb 

ramp will be used for construction. 

If trimming of roots greater than 2-inches in diameter is necessary during the course of 

construction, a licensed arborist possessing a valid specialty class C61-D49 Contractor's 

License shall supervise the trimming of such roots. Pruning of trees shall be performed in 

conformance with the City of San Francisco Pruning Standards for Trees (June 27, 2006) 

(available at http://sfdpw.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/234-

SF _Pruning_Stds_6.27approved.pdf) and under the supervision of the qualified arborist. This 

is consistent with Mitigation Measure M-AE-1, Tree Root Protection, of the Better Streets 

Mitigated Negative Declaration (see Attachment A). 
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Archaeological Resources 

The Accidental Discovery archeological mitigation measure shall apply to any soils disturbing 

activities below a depth of two (2) feet below grade surface (bgs), except within the Hispanic 

Period Archeological District (see Attachment B), where the Archeological Monitoring 

mitigation measure shall apply (see Attachment A). 

Historic Resources 

Projects shall aim to avoid damaging or the removal of historic or potentially historic 

sidewalk elements such as brick surfacing, brick gutters, granite curbs, cobblestones and 

non-standard sidewalk scoring, streetlights, sidewalk lights, sidewalk elevators and chutes, 

benches, and utility plates. Attachment C identifies Article 10 and 11 landmark and 

conservation historic districts in San Francisco. For any work in this area involving sidewalk 

elements such as brick surfacing, brick gutters, granite curbs, cobblestones and non

standard sidewalk scoring, streetlights, sidewalk lights, sidewalk elevators and chutes, 

benches, and utility plates, the project manager must coordinate with the Design and 

Engineering Regulatory Affairs Section Manager to submit Attachment D, the Historic 

Resources Screening Request. For some projects an Administrative Certificate of 

Appropriateness or a Minor Permit to Alter may be required and will be determined as part 

of the screening process. For those locations, historic materials will either be salvaged and 

re-installed or replaced in-kind to match the existing color, texture, material, and character 

of the existing condition. These locations and specific strategies will be determined during 

the design development phase. For projects in the remaining areas of the City, sidewalk 

elements such as brick surfacing, brick gutters, granite curbs, cobblestones and non

standard sidewalk scoring, streetlights, sidewalk lights, sidewalk elevators and chutes, 

benches, and utility plates should be protected from project activities or salvaged and 

reinstalled . If replacement in kind or removal is required the project manager must 

coordinate with the Design and Engineering Regulatory Affairs Section Manager to submit 

Attachment D, the Historic Resources Screening Request. Removal of any features without 

replacement is explicitly not covered by this directive. 

Hazardous Materials 

Attachment E identifies areas of known contamination in San Francisco ("Maher Zone") . Any 

project involving disturbance of 50 cubic yards or more of soil is subject to Health Code 

Section 22A (the "Maher Ordinance"). See Attachment F, and submit the Maher Ordinance 

Screening Request to the Public Works Site Assessment & Remediation Regulatory Affairs 

Manager. Small areas of soil disturbance are associated with each location for curb ramp 

construction. Areas of temporary excavation will be backfilled with excavated native 

material. Small amounts of surplus material may be generated by locations where no ramps 

currently exist. The project will be screened by San Francisco, and construction 

specifications provided as needed for compliance. 
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3. Roles & Responsibilities 

The responsibility to implement the measures specified by this Directive rests with each 

Project Manager in the Resurfacing and Curb Ramp Programs. The following Public Works 

staff have responsibility for ensuring compliance with this Directive: 

• The Resurfacing and Curb Ramp Program Managers, the Central Operations Assistant 

Manager, and Project Managers for the four programs are responsible, through regular 

coordination with the Design and Engineering Regulatory Affairs Section Manager, for 

ensuring that current regulatory- and environmental-compliance information necessary 

for the implementation of Measures is conveyed to Public Works staff. 

• The Streets and Highways Section Manager and the Central Operations Manager are 

responsible for assuring that his or her staff are aware of this Directive and that the final 

design and construction of all projects addressed by this Directive incorporates the 

Measures. 

• The Design and Engineering Regulatory Affairs Section Manager is responsible for 

ongoing evaluation of the general work program and task-specific or site-specific 

conditions to identify applicable regulatory and environmental requirements; and, 

through the existing Public Works Quality Control/Quality Assurance process, ensure 

that the Measures are properly incorporated into final designs. 
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ATTACHMENT A – MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
Mitigation Measure M-AE-1: Tree Root Protection 
If trimming of roots greater than two inches in diameter is necessary during construction of the project, 
a qualified arborist would be on site during construction to ensure that trimming does not cause an 
adverse impact to the trees. Pruning would be done using a Vermeer root pruning machine (or 
equivalent) to sever the uppermost 12 inches of the soil profile. Roots would be pruned approximately 
12 to 20 linear inches back (toward tree trunks) from the face of the proposed excavation. 
 
Mitigation Measure Cul-1: Archeological Resources - Accidental Discovery 
The following archeological mitigation measure shall apply to any soils disturbing activities resulting 
from the Proposed Project excepting soils disturbing activities below a depth of two (2) feet below grade 
surface (bgs) within the Hispanic Period Archeological District. The following mitigation measure is 
required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the proposed project on accidentally discovered 
buried or submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c). The 
project sponsor shall distribute the Planning Department archeological resource "ALERT" sheet to the 
project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, 
foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils disturbing activities within the 
project site. Prior to any soils disturbing activities being undertaken each contractor is responsible for 
ensuring that the "ALERT" sheet is circulated to all field personnel including, machine operators, field 
crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The project sponsor shall provide the Environmental 
Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, 
subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have received copies of 
the Alert Sheet. Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils 
disturbing activity of the project, the project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately 
notify the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the 
discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. If the ERO 
determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the project sponsor 
shall retain the services of a qualified archeological consultant. The archeological consultant shall advise 
the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of 
potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource is present, the 
archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological resource. The archeological 
consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this 
information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the 
project sponsor. Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resource; an 
archaeological monitoring program; or an archeological testing program. If an archeological monitoring 
program or archeological testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the Environmental 
Planning division guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor 
immediately implement a site security program if the archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, 
looting, or other damaging actions.  
 
Human Remains, Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human remains and of 
associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply 
with applicable State and Federal Laws, including immediate notification of the Coroner of the City and 
County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner’s determination that the human remains are 
Native American remains, notification of the California State Native American Heritage Commission 
(NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The 
archeological consultant, project sponsor, ERO and MLD shall make all reasonable efforts to develop an 



agreement for the treatment of, with appropriate dignity, human remains and associated or 
unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into 
consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, curation, possession, and final 
disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects. 
 
The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the 
ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource and describing 
the archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological monitoring/data 
recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be 
provided in a separate removable insert within the final report. 
 
Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by the ERO, 
copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest 
Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal 
of the FARR to the NWIC. The E division of the Planning Department shall receive three copies of the 
FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation 
for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In 
instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report 
content, format, and distribution than that presented above. 
 
Mitigation Measure CUL-2: Archeological Monitoring: Hispanic Period Archeological 
District 
The following archeological mitigation measure shall apply to any soils disturbing activities below a 
depth of two (2) feet below grade surface (bgs) resulting from the Proposed Project within the Hispanic 
Period Archeological District. 
 
Based on the reasonable potential that archeological resources thay be present within the project site, 
the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse effect from the 
proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. The project sponsor shall retain the 
services of a qualified archeological consultant having expertise in California prehistoric and urban 
historical archeology. The archeological consultant shall undertake an archeological monitoring 
program. All plans and reports prepared by the consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first 
and directly to the ERO for review and comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to 
revision until final approval by the ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs 
required by this measure could suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum of four weeks. 
At the direction of the ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if 
such a suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less than significant level potential effects on 
a significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a)(c). 
 
Archeological monitoring program (AMP). The archeological monitoring program shall minimally 
include the following provisions: 

• The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of 
the AMP reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing activities commencing. The ERO 
in consultation with the project archeologist shall determine what project activities shall be 
archeologically monitored. In most cases, any soils disturbing activities, such as demolition, 
foundation removal, excavation, grading, utilities installation, foundation work, driving of piles 
(foundation, shoring, etc.), site remediation, etc., shall require archeological monitoring because 



of the potential risk these activities pose to archaeological resources and to their depositional 
context;  

• The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the alert for evidence 
of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of the expected 
resource(s), and of the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent discovery of an 
archeological resource; 

• The archaeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule 
agreed upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in consultation with 
the archeological consultant, determined that project construction activities could have no 
effects on significant archeological deposits; 

• The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples and artif 
actual/ecof actual material as warranted for analysis; 

• If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of 
the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to temporarily redirect 
demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction crews and heavy equipment until the deposit is 
evaluated. If in the case of pile driving activity (foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological 
monitor has cause to believe that the pile driving activity may affect an archeological resource, 
the pile driving activity shall be terminated until an appropriate evaluation of the resource has 
been made in consultation with the ERO. The archeological consultant shall immediately notify 
the ERO of the encountered archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall, after 
making a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the encountered 
archeological deposit, present the findings of this assessment to the ERO. 

 
If the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant determines that a significant archeological 
resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected by the proposed project, at the 
discretion of the project sponsor either: 
 

C) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on the significant 
archeological resource; or 
 
D) An archeological data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO determines 
that the archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research significance and that 
interpretive use of the resource is feasible. 

 
If an archeological data recovery program is required by the ERO, the archeological data recovery 
program shall be conducted in accord with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP). The project 
archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of the ADRP. 
The archeological consultant shall prepare a draft ADRP that shall be submitted to the ERO for review 
and approval. The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery program will preserve the 
significant information the archeological resource is expected to contain. That is, the ADRP will identify 
what scientific/historical research questions are applicable to the expected resource, what data classes 
the resource is expected to possess, and how the expected data classes would address the applicable 
research questions. Data recovery, in general, should be limited to the portions of the historical 



property that could be adversely affected by the proposed project. Destructive data recovery methods 
shall not be applied to portions of the archeological resources if nondestructive methods are practical. 
 
The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

• Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and 
operations. 

• Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and artifact 
analysis procedures. 

• Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post-field discard and 
deaccession policies. 

• Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive program during the 
course of the archeological data recovery program.  

• Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the archeological resource from 
vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally damaging activities. 

• Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of results. 
• Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the curation of any recovered 

data having potential research value, identification of appropriate curation facilities, and a 
summary of the accession policies of the curation facilities. 

 
Human Remains, Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human remains and of 
associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity shall comply 
with applicable State and Federal Laws, including immediate notification of the of the Draft FARR shall 
be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by the ERO copies of the FARR shall be 
distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall 
receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The 
Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive three copies of the FARR along 
with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for 
nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In 
instances Coroner of the City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner’s 
determination that the human remains are Native American remains, notification of the California State 
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) (Pub. 
Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, ERO, and MLD shall make all 
reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of, with appropriate dignity, human 
remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 15064.5(d)). The 
agreement should take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, recordation, analysis, 
curation, possession, and final disposition of the human remains and associated or unassociated 
funerary objects. 
 
Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final 
Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any 
discovered archeological resource and describes the archeological and historical research methods 
employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information 
that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within 
the draft final report. 
 



Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by the ERO 
copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest 
Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal 
of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive 
three copies of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) 
and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of 
Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a 
different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above. 



The City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) does not guarantee the accuracy, adequacy, completeness or usefulness
of any information. CCSF provides this information on an "as is" basis without warranty of any kind, including but not limited to 
warranties of merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose, and assumes no responsibility for anyone's use of the information.

Attachment B - Hispanic Period Archeological District
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The City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) does not guarantee the accuracy, adequacy, completeness or usefulness
of any information. CCSF provides this information on an "as is" basis without warranty of any kind, including but not limited to 
warranties of merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose, and assumes no responsibility for anyone's use of the information.
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Attachment D - Historic Resource Screening Request 
 
From San Francisco Public Works to San Francisco Planning Department 
 
Date: 
  
Public Works Project Manager: 
 
 
Project Name or Address:                          
 
 
PROJECT INFORMATION 

Please include the following: 
• Detailed plans clearly indicating what is being retained, salvaged and restored, or 

replaced in kind. Whenever possible, including details showing existing and replacement 
items.  

• Short project description identifying items that are being salvaged and restored, 
including any information on a salvage plan, and identification of items that are being 
replaced with detailed description on if they are being replaced in kind or not.  

• Identification of known historical resources within or adjacent to project areas. 
 

SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT PRESERVATION PLANNER CONCLUSIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 



The City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) does not guarantee the accuracy, adequacy, completeness or usefulness
of any information. CCSF provides this information on an "as is" basis without warranty of any kind, including but not limited to 
warranties of merchantability or fitness for a particular purpose, and assumes no responsibility for anyone's use of the information.

Attachment E - Areas of Known Contamination ("Maher Zone")

Printed:  20, January 20170 4,600 9,2002,300 Feet

$
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Maher Ordinance Screening Request
For a project to which you have been assigned as a Public Works project manager, complete the top of this form
and submit to SAR, with plan showing the limits of excavation and of known Maher locations in the work area.

Project Name:

Submitted by:

Jo# Date submitted:

Date requested by (minimum of 20 working days):

Describe the general project scope, and give details of ground-disturbing activities:

Describe the project location(s). For work in parcels, provide street addresses. For work in the public right-of-
way, provide street addresses for the beginning and ends of each street segment in which work will be done:

Estimated volume of excavated native material Does the project require a building or grading
or earthen fill that the project will generate: yd3 permit from DBI? Yes ❑ No ❑

FOR SITE ASSESSMENT & REMEDIATION USE
SA&R: Complete this section, initial, and forward to Project Manager and Regulatory Affairs Manager:

Date returned to Initial: Date forwarded to Initial:

❑ Project does not meet excavation-volume threshold andJor intersect with a known Maher site. Maher does not apply.

❑ Project does not require a building or grading permit from the Department of Building Inspection. This
includes all projects for the repair and replacement ("R&R") of existing structures in the public right-of-
way for end-of-life replacement and/or to address structural inadequacies found during regular inspection.
Per Health Code g22A.3 and Building Code 4106A.2.4, the Maher Ordinance does not apply.

❑ Project does not require a building or grading permit and Maher does not apply, but the project will
require construction specifications for protection for workers and the public, and for hazardous-materials
handling and disposal to meet state and federal regulatory requirements. Please budget an estimated
$ for specification development.

❑ Project requires a building permit and/or grading permit and will bring to the surface 50 or more
cubic yards of native material or earthen fill. A Maher application is required. Please budget an initial
$ in SFPH fees. We anticipate that the following will also be required:

❑ Site history (Phase I ESA).

Recommended by:

❑ Phase II /Phase II workplan.
❑ With site mitigation plan.
❑ With site mitigation report/

Environmental inspection.

Signature Print Name Date



To complete this form, you will need the following information:

You will need to know that approximate total amount of excavated earth and earthen fill your

project will bring to the surface, both permanent excavation and excavation that later will be

backfilled. The key to whether or not activities add to your Maher total is whether or not the

material brought up is earth or earthen fill -- roadway base, for example, does not count -- and

whether or not it is brought to the surface -- pile driving does not count, but the spoils of holes

drilled for piles will.

The easiest way to arrive at an approximate total is to classify excavations by type. For example,

your project may have 12 pole footings, and two linear trenches. Each footing requires excavation

of an area approximately 5' x 5' to a depth of 5'. There are 12 of these, so S' x 5' x S' x 12 = 1,500

ft3. For the trenches, one is 10' deep, 5' wide, and 40' long, and the other is 8' deep, 5' wide, and

20' long. This would be (10' x 5' x 40') + (8' x 5' x 20') = 2,800 ft3. Together, the total excavation

for Maher is about 150 yd3, which would go over the 50 yd3limit that triggers Maher screening.

You'll need to provide a brief description of your project. Provide a general scope of your project

(whether it is a streetscape project, abuilding-rehabilitation project, etc.) and provide details on

the construction activities that will disturb the soil. For example, discuss the pole footings and the

excavation that will accompany their construction. Provide identifiable project location(s). If

your project is on a parcel, give the project address. If the project is in the public right-of-way,

give, at a minimum, the street addresses at the beginning and end of each street segment. If the

project is on a large public parcel (such as a park open space), give enough information so that

the location can clearly be identified.

You will need to provide mapping of your excavations with the Maher mapping overlain in order

to facilitate SAR's presentation of your project information to San Francisco Public Health

(SFPH), who oversee Maher compliance. Present the layers of your plans that contain the bulls of

your excavation activities, and overlay the Maher Map. Maher mapping in GIS and DWG form

can be found on the Public Works GIS server at

\\dpwhydl\boe5m\sfGeology\MaherSitesAndBlocks. (You may have \\dpwhydl\boe5m mapped

as the K: drive.)

Email this mapping along with the filled-out (top section only) digital version of the PDF form to

the Site Assessment and Remediation (SAR) section. SAR will respond (after a minimum of 20

working days) with an assessment of whether or not your project requires further action, and

what this action will be.

SAR: Stanley DeSouza <stanley.desouza@sfdpw.org>

Regulatory Affairs: Boris Deunert <boris.deunert@sfdpw.org>



          

        

中文詢問請電:  415.575.9010  |  PARA INFORMACIÓN EN ESPAÑOL LLAMAR AL: 415.575.9010  |  PARA SA IMPORMASYON SA TAGALOG TUMAWAG SA:  415.575.9121 

1650 MISSION STREET, SUITE 400 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94103 
WWW.sfplanning.org 

 
ABBREVIATED CEQA CHECKLIST FOR 

Better Streets Plan Improvement Projects  
 

Please include the following supporting materials with this checklist: 
 

Project Description and scope of work 
Existing and Proposed Site plans 
Site photos 
Scope of work for: Air Quality Analysis Tech Memo (if applicable)1 
Green House Gas Emission Checklist2 (if applicable) 

      
I - PROJECT INFORMATION 

DATE  

PROJECT NAME  

LOCATION/ NEIGHBORHOOD  

CONSTRUCTION DURATION  

II - PROJECT CONTACT 

RESPONSIBLE AGENCY  

NAME  

ADDRESS  

PHONE  

EMAIL  

III - PROJECT CHARACTERISTICS  

STREET TYPE3             Varies (See attachment ______)     OR  

Provide a description:  

STREET NAME  

4FROM (CROSS-STREET 1) TO 
(CROSS-STREET 2) 

 

                                                 
1 Individual projects prepared pursuant to the BSP would be required to undergo a separate environmental review 
that would consider whether the Proposed Project’s location and construction plan could affect nearby sensitive 
receptors - p. 123 of the BSP’s PMND - [Contact EP planner for a copy of scope of work outline]. 
2 Individual streetscape projects would be required to undergo a separate environmental review pursuant to CEQA.  
The environmental review would include an analysis of the individual project’s potential to emit GHGs. p.128 of the 
BSP’s PMND. [Contact EP planner for a copy of GHG Checklist]. 
3 See Table 1 in PMND and verify final list of street types with the online version of the BSP. 
4 Street type determines what elements are appropriate for a design element. Different blocks of the same street 
may be characterized as different street types pursuant to BSP.  Therefore, need to provide boundaries for project 
segments. 



PROJECT NAME: 
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PROJECT SCREENING PART I 

(On the table below, please identify BSP’s design elements that are part of the proposed project) 

DETAILED DESIGNED ELEMENTS  
STANDARD IMPROVEMENTS

 
BSP NUMBER/ NAME 

 
PROJECT ELEMENT 

Requires Subsequent 
Environmental Review5 

(EP PLANNER DETERMINATION ONLY) 
SI-1 

Accessible curb ramps   

SI-2 
Marked crosswalks   

SI-3 
Pedestrian signal timing   

SI-4 
Curb radii guidelines   

SI-5 
Corner curb extensions   

SI-6 
Street trees   

SI-7 
Tree basin furnishing   

SI-8 
Sidewalk planters   

SI-9 
Stormwater management tools   

SI-10 
Street lighting   

SI-11 
Special paving   

SI-12 
Site furnishings   

CASE-BY-CASE IMPROVEMENTS 

CBC-1 
High-visibility crosswalk   

CBC-2 
Special crosswalk   

CBC-3 
Vehicle turning movements   

CBC-4 
Removal or reduction of permanent crosswalk 

closures 
  

                                                 
5 Please check analysis in PMND to determine if design element has been cleared under CEQA. For example, as 
stated in p.89 of the BSP’s PMND the implementation of RTOR prohibition at intersections that experience high 
volumes of right-turning movements (greater than 300 vehicles in the peak hour) or have near-side bus stops would 
require additional study and environmental review.   



PROJECT NAME: 
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 PROJECT SCREENING PART I CONT. 
 

 
NUMBER/ NAME 

 
PROJECT ELEMENT 

REQUIRES SUBSEQUENT 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW6 

(DO NOT FILL IN, THIS SECTION IS FOR 
EP PLANNER DETERMINATION ONLY) 

 

CBC-5 
Mid-block crosswalks   

CBC-6 
Raised crosswalks   

CBC-7 
Extended bulb-outs   

CBC-8 
Mid-block blub-out   

CBC-9 
Center or side medians   

CBC-10 
Pedestrian refugee islands   

CBC-11 
Transit bulb-out   

CBC-12 
Transit boarding islands   

CBC-13 
Perpendicular or angled parking   

CBC-14 
Flexible use of parking   

CBC-15 
Parking lane planters   

CBC-16 
Chicanes   

CBC-17 
Traffic calming circles   

CBC-18 
Roundabouts   

CBC-19 
Pocket parks   

CBC-20 
Reuse of ‘pork chops’   

CBC-21 
Boulevard treatments   

                                                 
6 Please check analysis in PMND to determine if design element has been cleared under CEQA. For example, as 
stated in p.89 of the BSP’s PMND the implementation of RTOR prohibition at intersections that experience high 
volumes of right-turning movements (greater than 300 vehicles in the peak hour) or have near-side bus stops would 
require additional study and environmental review.   



PROJECT NAME: 

4

PROJECT SCREENING PART I CONT. 

NUMBER/ NAME PROJECT ELEMENT 
REQUIRES SUBSEQUENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW7 
(DO NOT FILL IN, THIS SECTION IS FOR 
EP PLANNER DETERMINATION ONLY) 

CBC-22 
Shared public ways 

CBC-23 
Pedestrian-only streets 

CBC-24 
Public stairs 

CBC-25 
Multi-use paths 

CBC-26 
Above-ground landscaping 

OTHER DESIGN IMPROVEMENTS IN THE BETTER STREETS PLAN (BSP) 
(Not identified above) 

DESIGN ELEMENT NAME BSP PAGE NUMBER 

(EP PLANNER COMMENTS): 

7 Please check analysis in PMND to determine if design element has been cleared under CEQA. For example, as 
stated in p.89 of the BSP’s PMND the implementation of RTOR prohibition at intersections that experience high 
volumes of right-turning movements (greater than 300 vehicles in the peak hour) or have near-side bus stops would 
require additional study and environmental review.   



PROJECT NAME: 
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PROJECT SCREENING PART I CONT. 
(On the table below, please identify BSP’s design elements that are part of the proposed project. 

If any of the questions listed below pertain to this project, please answer “YES”. If none apply, indicate so by 

checking the red box below.) 
 

IDENTIFY STORM WATER FACILITIES THAT ARE PART OF THE PROJECT 

 
Project Element 

Requires Subsequent Environmental Review8 
 

(FOR EP PLANNER DETERMINATION ONLY) 
Permeable Paving   

Bioretention Facilities   

Swales   

Infiltration Boardwalks   

Infiltration and Soakage Trench   

Channels and Runnels   

Vegetated Buffer Strip   

Vegetated Gutter   

Other (describe stormwater 
improvements) 

  

If none of the above BSP design elements apply, please indicate so by checking this box   

(EP PLANNER COMMENTS): 

 
 

                                                 
8 Please check analysis in PMND to determine if design element has been cleared under CEQA. For example, as 
stated in p.89 of the BSP’s PMND the implementation of RTOR prohibition at intersections that experience high 
volumes of right-turning movements (greater than 300 vehicles in the peak hour) or have near-side bus stops would 
require additional study and environmental review.   



PROJECT NAME: 
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PROJECT SCREENING PART II 
(If any of the questions listed below pertain to this project, please answer “YES”. If none apply, indicate so by 

checking the red box below. 

Note: If you answer “YES” to any of the questions listed below, this checklist may not be utilized, and therefore, 

and Environmental Evaluation application must be filled.) 

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 

Does the project include right turn on red (RTOR) at locations where the peak hour right-turning 
traffic volume exceeds 300 vehicles per hour; or require any removal of multiple turn lanes; or 
the bus stop is located in the near side?  
 

Yes  

Does the project include removal of crosswalk closures? 
 

Yes 

Does the project include mid-block crosswalks on a two-way street where traffic volumes 
exceed 500 vehicles per hour in either direction during the peak hour? 
 

Yes  

Does the project include roundabouts? 
 

Yes  

Does the project include pedestrian-only streets on a street where through traffic is greater than 
100 vehicles per hour in the peak hour, or there is transit service, or there are driveways or 
parking garages, or loading activities cannot be accommodated during off-peak hours? 
 

Yes  

Does the project include multi-use paths?9  Yes 

Does the project include shared public ways on streets with park garages with parking spaces > 
100, or through traffic > 100 cars per hours, or transit service? Yes  

PROJECT ELEMENTS THAT WILL REQUIRE TECH SPEC EVALUATION:10  
(If the project includes any of the elements listed below, the project will require Tech Spec Evaluation). 

HISTORICAL/ARCHEO RESOURCES 
(All applications need preliminary review for potential impacts to archeological resources pursuant to EP practice.)

Is the proposed project located within a potential historic district or on a street adjacent to a 
historic landmark?   
Please state the name of the historic district or historic 
landmark:_______________________________________________ 

Yes  

Does the proposed project involve an identified historic resource among the following: street 
furniture, light standards, signage, curbs, places, bricks, walls, and other paving materials?  
Please identify the historic elements that are part of the proposed project: 
__________________________________________________________ 

Yes  

Does the proposed project involve removal of trees adjacent to historic resources?   Yes  

If none of the above BSP design elements apply, please indicate so by checking this box   

                                                 
9 The BSP does not provide guidance on the location or design of Multi-use Paths.  Therefore, at the time a location 
for implementation is proposed, it would be subject to site-specific environmental review. 
10 EP NEEDS TO DETERMINE HOW COORDINATION WILL OCCUR 



PROJECT NAME: 
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PROJECT SCREENING PART III 
Project elements that would require implementation of Mitigation Measures and Monitoring Reports organized by CEQA Topic. 

CEQA Topic Sub-topic 
Meet 

criteria/threshold:11 
Yes/No or N/A 

 

Requires 
mitigation 

measure: Yes/No 
 

Potential 
impacts differ 
from PMND 

analysis (Y/N). 
If “Yes” briefly 
describe on a 

separate sheet. 

Project Sponsor 
Agrees to 
Implement 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Aesthetics 

Does the proposed 
project involve removal 
of significant trees? 
Yes    No   

Significant 
trees N/A  

  
             

Does the project 
involve tree root 
trimming? 
Yes    No    
If so, is tree root 
trimming greater than 
two inches? 
Yes    No   

 N/A 

Aesthetics Tree Root 
Protection Mitigation 

Measure M-AE-1 
applies if trimming of 
roots are greater than 

two (2) inches in 
diameter (p.53). 

  
 
 
             

 None of the above CEQA topics apply to the project 

Historical/Archeological Resources 

Does the project 
require excavation 
depth greater than two 
(2) feet?  
Yes    No   

Accidental 
discovery N/A 

Archeological 
Accidental Discovery 
mitigation measure 
Cul-1 applies to all 
projects except for 
those occurs in an 

area within Hispanic 
Period Archeological 

District (p.64).

  
 
 
            

Does the project occur 
in an area within the 
Hispanic Period 
Archeological District?12 
Yes    No   

Hispanic 
Period District N/A 

Archeological 
Monitoring Hispanic 

Period mitigation 
measure Cul-2 
applies (p.64). 

  
 
            

 None of the above CEQA topics apply to the project 

Transportation and Circulation 

Does the project 
include removal of 
loading spaces? 
Yes    No   

Loading YES 
Provision of New 
Loading Space, 

Mitigation Measure 
TR-1 (p.78). 

  
            

                                                 
11 The Project sponsor should discuss with EP planner how to proceed with projects that do not meet the 
PMND’s thresholds. 
12 TO BE EVALUATED BY EP PLANNER. The Spanish Period Map is not available for public 
review due to the sensitivity of the archeological resources encountered in the area.  



PROJECT NAME: 
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PROJECT SCREENING PART III CONT. 
Project elements that would require implementation of Mitigation Measures and Monitoring Reports organized by CEQA Topic. 

Air Quality 

 
Construction 

impacts  
Dust Control Plan, 
Mitigation Measure 

AQ-1 applies to ALL 
projects (p.120). 

  

Biological Resources 

Does the project 
include tree removal?  
Yes    No   

Nesting birds N/A 
Nesting Birds 

Mitigation Measure M- 
Bio-1 (p.151). 

  

Biological Resources (Cont.) 

What is the expected 
duration period of 
construction? 
________________ 

Nesting birds N/A 
Nesting Birds 

Mitigation Measure M- 
Bio-1 (p.151). 

  

Which months would 
construction occur? 
________________ 

Nesting birds N/A 
Nesting Birds 

Mitigation Measure M- 
Bio-1 (p.151). 

  

Hazardous Materials 

Does the project occur 
in an area within the 
Maher-designated 
area?13 
Yes    No   

Determination 
of 

contaminated 
soil 

N/A 
Hazardous Materials 

Mitigation Measure M-
HAZ-1 (p.161). 

  

(EP PLANNER COMMENTS): 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
13 www.sfdph.org/dph/EH/HazWaste/MaherSiteMap.asp 
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This section is to be filled by EP Planner.  Use check boxes to indicate type of review conducted 
(as applicable). Leave blank if not applicable to the Project. 
 

    Project was screened for potential impacts to archeological resources pursuant to EP 
practice. 

    Project was screened by a Tech Spec for potential impacts to historical resources 
pursuant to EP practice. 

    Applicable Mitigation Measures are applied to the project.

    Green House Gas analysis performed and approved by EP.

    Air Quality Memo approved by EP.

    
The project was reviewed by DPH and DTSC, and a memo of concurrence was 
submitted to EP (for projects within the Maher Layer only). 

    
PMND was reviewed and no items were identified that would require subsequent 
environmental review. 

  

CEQA Determination  
 Note to file, contingent upon regulatory agency approval or other information, as follows: 

 
 Note to file (no additional documentation required) 
 Addendum  
 Supplemental EIR or MND  

 

Notes: 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Planner Signature  
 

Signee (print name):__________________________________ 
Date: 
_____________________________ 

 



ID COUIV~lp  

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

1650 Mission St. 
PMND Date: September 17, 2010 Sue 400 

Case No.: 2007.1238 E San Francisco, 

Project Title: Better Streets Plan Project 
CA 94103-2479 

BPANos.: NA Recep ti on: 

Zoning: Various 
415.558.6378 

Block/Lot: Various Fax: 

Lot Size: Various 415.558.6409 

Project Sponsor Adam Varat - San Francisco Planning Department Planning 

(415) 558-6405 Information: 

Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department 415.558.6377 

Staff Contact: Devyani Jam - (415) 575-9051, devvani.jain@sfgov.org  

Monica Pereira� (415) 575-9107, monica.pereira@sfgov.org  

To Interested Parties Regarding the Attached Final Amended Programmatic Mitigated 

Negative Declaration (PMND): 

A Final Mitigated Negative Declaration is being sent to you because you either 
submitted comments or have expressed an interest in the Better Streets Plan Draft 
PMND. Where applicable, edits have been incorporated to the PMND. New and 
revised text is presented as underlined text in the PMND. Deleted texts have been 
strickcdthTough. Please note that comments related to the merits of the project and/or to 

the City’s processes are not part of the environmental review under CEQA and therefore 

not addressed in the PMND. 

The preparation or finalization of a Mitigated Negative Declaration does not indicate a 
decision by the City to approve or to disapprove the proposed project. However, prior to 

making any such decision, the decision makers must review and consider the 

information contained in the Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

If you have any questions concerning the attached materials or this process, please 
contact the planner identified as the "Agency Contact Person" on the Preliminary 

Mitigated Negative Declaration cover page. 

www.sfplanning.org  
G:\Projects\2007.1238_Better  Streets\PMND\Final PMND after public comment\FPMND Distribution Letter.doc 

Revised 9/23/08 





SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Mitigated Negative Declaration 
1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

PMND Date: July 28, 2010 

Case No.: 2007.1238 F Reception: 

Project Title: Better Streets Plan Project 415.558.6378  
BPANos.: NA Fax: 

Zoning: Various 415.558.6409 

Block/Lot: Various Planning 

Lot Size: Various Information: 

Project Sponsor Adam Varat - San Francisco Planning Department 
415.558.6377 

(415) 558-6405 

Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department 
Staff Contact: Devyani Jam 	- (415) 575-9051, devvani.jain@sfgov.org  

Monica Pereira - (415) 575-9107, monica.pereira@sfgov.org  

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

The Better Streets Plan ("Proposed Project") describes a vision for the future of San Francisco’s pedestrian 

environment and would involve adoption of a set of citywide streetscape and pedestrian policies and 
guidelines to help accomplish this vision. The Planning Department, San Francisco Metropolitan 

Transportation Agency (SFMTA), Department of Public Works (DPW), and San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission (SFPUC) are joint project sponsors of the proposed project, on behalf of the City and County 

of San Francisco. The proposed project seeks to balance the needs of all City street users. The proposed 

project identifies goals, objectives, policies and design guidelines, as well as future strategies to improve 

the pedestrian realm in San Francisco. For the proposed project, pedestrian areas mainly include 
sidewalks and crosswalks, but in some instances also include portions of the roadway. The proposed 

project does not focus on roadway or vehicle travel characteristics. The project would involve 

implementation of the proposed standard and optional streetscape improvements. Major project concepts 
related to streetscape and pedestrian improvements include: (1) pedestrian safety and accessibility 

features, such as enhanced pedestrian crossings, corner or mid-block curb extensions, pedestrian 

countdown and priority signals, and traffic calming features; (2) universal pedestrian-oriented streetscape 

design incorporating street trees, sidewalk planting, furnishing, lighting, efficient utility location for 

unobstructed sidewalks, shared single-surface for small streets/alleys, sidewalk and median pocket parks, 
and temporary and permanent street closures to vehicles; (3) integrated pedestrian/transit functions using 

bus bulb-outs and boarding islands; (4) enhanced usability of streetscapes for social purposes with reuse 

of excess street area, creative use of parking lanes, and outdoor restaurant seating; and (5) improved 
ecological performance of streets and streetscape greening with incorporation of stormwater management 

techniques and urban forest maintenance. It is anticipated that the Plan-proposed pedestrian realm 

improvements would be included in future site-specific street improvement projects in San Francisco, as 
part of the City’s ongoing streetscape/pedestrian realm improvement efforts. However, the Better Streets 

Plan itself is a program-level policy document and does not identify site-specific projects in the City. 

www.sfplanning.org  



Mitigated Negative Declaration for the BSP Project 
	

CASE NO. 2007.1238E 
City and County of San Francisco 

FINDING: 

This project could not have a significant effect on the environment. This finding is based upon the criteria 

of the Guidelines of the State Secretary for Resources, Sections 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), 

15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance), and 15070 (Decision to prepare a Negative Declaration), and 
the following reasons as documented in the Initial Evaluation (Initial Study) for the project, which is 

attached. Mitigation measures are included in this project to avoid potentially significant effects. See 
pages 171 through 180. 

In the independent judgment of the Planning Department, there is no substantial evidence that the project 

could have a significant effect on the environment. 

4154<el /L 
 

/ 
BILL WYCKO 
	

Dat of Adoption of Final Mitigated 

Environmental Review Officer 
	

Negative Declaration 

cc: Adam Varat, Neighborhood Planner 

SAN FRANCISCO 	 2 PLANNING DEPARTMENT 



1iIID SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Notice of Availability of and Intent to 	
l65O Mission St. 

Adopt a Mitigated Negative Declaration 	 Suite 400 

Date: 	 July 28, 2010 	
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479 

Case No.: 	2007.1238E 

Project Address: 	San Francisco Better Streets Plan 	
Reception:
415.558.6378 

Zoning: 	 Various 

Block/Lot: 	Not Applicable 	 Fax: 

Lot Size: 	Not Applicable 	
415.558.5409 

Staff Contact: 	Devyarii Jain � ( 415) 575-9051, devvarti.jain@sfgov.org 	 Planning 

Monica Pereira - ( 415) 575-9107, monica.pereira@sfgov.org 	 Information:  
415.558.6377 

To Whom It May Concern: 

This notice is to inform you of the availability of the environmental review document concerning the proposed 
project as described below. The document is a Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration, containing information 
about the possible environmental effects of the proposed project. 117,e Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration 
documents the determination of the Planning Department that the proposed project could not have a significant 
adverse effect on the environment. Preparation of a Mitigated Negative Declaration does not indicate a decision-by 
the City to carry out or not to carry out the proposed project. 

Project Description: The Better Streets Plan ("Proposed Project") describes a vision for -the future of San 

Francisco’s pedestrian environment and would involve adoption of a set of citywide streetscape and pedestrian 
policies and guidelines to help accomplish this vision. The Planning Department, San Francisco Metropolitan 
Transportation Agency (SFMTA), Department of Public Works (DPW), and San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission (SFPUC) are joint project sponsors of the proposed project, on behalf of the City and County of San 
Francisco. The proposed project seeks to balance the needs of all City street users. The proposed project identifies 
goals, objectives, policies and design guidelines, as well as future strategies to improve the pedestrian realm in San 
Francisco. For the proposed project, pedestrian areas mainly include sidewalks and crosswalks, but in some 
instances also include portions of the roadway. The proposed project does not focus on roadway or vehicle travel 
characteristics The project would involve implementation of the proposed standard and optional streetscape 
improvements. Major project concepts related to streetscape and pedestrian improvements include: (1) pedestrian 
safety and accessibility features, such as enhanced pedestrian crossings, corner or mid-block curb extensions, 
pedestrian countdown and priority signals, and traffic calming features; (2) universal pedestrian-oriented streetscape 
design incorporating street trees, sidewalk planting, furnishing, lighting, efficient utility location for unobstructed 
sidewalks, shared single-surface for small streets/alleys, sidewalk and median pocket parks, and temporary and 
permanent street closures to vehicles; (3) integrated pedestrian/transit functions using bus bulb-outs and boarding 
islands; (4) enhanced usability of streetscapes for social purposes with reuse of excess street area, creative use of 
parking lanes, and outdoor restaurant seating; and (5) improved ecological performance of streets and streetscape 
greening with incorporation of stormwater management techniques and urban forest maintenance. It is anticipated 
that the Plan-proposed pedestrian realm improvements would be included in future site-specific street improvement 
projects in San Francisco, as part of the City’s ongoing streetscape/pedestrian realm improvement efforts. However, 
the Better Streets Plan itself is a program-level policy document and does not identify site-specific projects in the 

City. 

If you would like a copy of the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration or have question concerning 
environmental review of the proposed project, contact the Planning Department staff contact listed above. 
Within 20 calendar days following publication of the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (i.e., by close of 
business on August 17, 2010 any person may: 



Notification of Environmental Review 	 CASE NO. 2007.1238 
07/28/10 	 San Francisco Better Streets Plan 

1) Review the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration as an informational item and take no action. 
2) Make recommendations for amending the text of the document. The text of the Preliminary Mitigated Negative 

Declaration may be amended to clarify or correct statements and/or expanded to include additional relevant 
issues or cover issues in greater depth. One may recommend amending the text without the appeal described 
below. -OR- 

3) Appeal the determination of no significant effect on the environment to the Planning Commission in a letter 
which specifies the grounds for such appeal, accompanied by a check for $500 payable to the San Francisco 
Planning Department.’ An appeal requires the Planning Commission to determine whether or not an 
Environmental Impact Report must be prepared based upon whether or not the proposed project could cause a 
substantial adverse change in the environment. Send the appeal letter to the Planning Department, Attention: 
Bill Wycko, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103. The letter must be accompanied by a check 
in the amount of $500.00 payable to the San Francisco Planning Department, and must be received by 5:00 
p.m. on August 17, 2010 The appeal letter and check may also be presented in person at the Planning 
Information Counter on the first floor at 1660 Mission Street, San Francisco. 

In the absence of an appeal, the Mitigated Negative Declaration shall be made final, subject to necessary 
modifications, after 20 days from the date of publication of the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration. 

Upon review by the Planning Department, the appeal fee may be reimbursed for neighborhood organizations that have been 
in existence for a minimum of 24 months. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 	 2 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration 
1650 Mission St 

Date: 	 July 28, 2010 Suite 400 

Case No.: 	2007.1238E San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Project Address: 	San Francisco Better Streets Plan 

Zoning: 	 Various Reception. 

Block/Lot: 	Not Applicable 
415.558.6378 

Lot Size: 	Not Applicable Fax: 

Staff Contact: 	Devyarii Jam 	- (415) 575-9051, devvani.jain@sfgov.org  415.558.6409 

Monica Pereira - (415) 575-9107, monica.pereira@sfgov.org  Planning 
Information: 

415.558.6377 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
The Better Streets Plan ("Proposed Project") describes a vision for the future of San Francisco’s pedestrian 
environment and would involve adoption of a set of citywide streetscape and pedestrian policies and 
guidelines to help accomplish this vision. The Planning Department, San Francisco Metropolitan 
Transportation Agency (SFMTA), Department of Public Works (DPW), and San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission (SFPUC) are joint project sponsors of the proposed project, on behalf of the City and County 
of San Francisco. The proposed project seeks to balance the needs of all City street users. The proposed 
project identifies goals, objectives, policies and design guidelines, as well as future strategies to improve 
the pedestrian realm in San Francisco. For the proposed project, pedestrian areas mainly include 
sidewalks and crosswalks, but in some instances also include portions of the roadway. The proposed 
project does not focus on roadway or vehicle travel characteristics. The project would involve 
implementation of the proposed standard and optional streetscape improvements. Major project concepts 
related to streetscape and pedestrian improvements include: (1) pedestrian safety and accessibility 
features, such as enhanced pedestrian crossings, corner or mid-block curb extensions, pedestrian 
countdown and priority signals, and traffic calming features; (2) universal pedestrian-oriented streetscape 
design incorporating street trees, sidewalk planting, furnishing, lighting, efficient utility location for 
unobstructed sidewalks, shared single-surface for small streets/alleys, sidewalk and median pocket parks, 
and temporary and permanent street closures to vehicles; (3) integrated pedestrian/transit functions using 
bus bulb-outs and boarding islands; (4) enhanced usability of streetscapes for social purposes with reuse 
of excess street area, creative use of parking lanes, and outdoor restaurant seating; and (5) improved 
ecological performance of streets and streetscape greening with incorporation of stormwater management 
techniques and urban forest maintenance. It is anticipated that the Plan-proposed pedestrian realm 
improvements would be included in future site-specific street improvement projects in San Francisco, as 
part of the City’s ongoing streetscape/pedestrian realm improvement efforts. However, the Better Streets 
Plan itself is a program-level policy document and does not identify site-specific projects in the City. 

FINDING: 
This project could not have a significant effect on the environment. This finding is based upon the criteria 
of the Guidelines of the State Secretary for Resources, Sections 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), 
15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance), and 15070 (Decision to prepare a Negative Declaration), and 
the following reasons as documented in the Initial Evaluation (Initial Study) for the project, which is 
attached. 

Mitigation measures are included in this project to avoid potentially significant effects. See pp.  169-174. 
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GLOSSARY 

Bioretention: A soil and plan-based retention practice that captures and biologically degrades pollutants 

as water infiltrates through subsurface layers containg microbes that treat pollutants. Treated runoof is 

then slowly infiltrated and recharges the groundwater. 

Bollard: Short post or vertical element designed to separate or buffer pedestrians from vehicle areas. 

Infiltration Boardwalk; Area of infiltration in the sidewalk that is covered with durable surface material 

to serve as clear pedestrian throughways. 

Bulb-out: See curb extension. 

Bus bulb: Curb extension housing a transit stop to allow transit vehicles to board without pulling in and 

out of traffic. 

Channels and runnels: Concrete or stone lined pathway used to convey rainwater runoff along the 

surface to other stormwater control measures or the city collection system. 

Civic boulevard: A street with significant design treatment that relates to the overall city pattern. 

Chicane: A traffic calming measure that slows traffic by visually narrowing the roadway and causing 

vehicles to laterally shift from side to side. 

Corner bulb, corner bulb-out: Curb extension at an intersection. 

Crosswalk: Designated location for pedestrians to legally cross from one side of a roadway to the other; 

may be marked or unmarked. 

Curb extension: Location where the sidewalk edge is extended from the prevailing curb line into the 

roadway at sidewalk grade, effectively increasing pedestrian space. Also called a bulb-out. 

Curb radius: Sharpness of the curb edge as the sidewalk turns a corner. 

Extended bulb-out: Curb extension that continues significantly beyond the typical corner area, to allow 

space for landscaping or public use. 

Flexible parking zone: Parking lane that is used temporarily for other uses such as cafØ or public sitting. 

Green alley: An alley with substantial sidewalk landscaping. 

Green connector: A street designed to significantly calm and/or divert traffic, prioritize pedestrian and 

bicycle travel, and connect to larger open spaces. 

Green gutter: A narrow landscape system in the roadway adjacent to the curb 
to capture and slow stormwater flow. 
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Infiltration: The process by which water penetrates into soil from the ground surface. 

Infiltration trench: Shallow subsurface linear stormwater facilities that provide on-site stormwater 

retention by collecting and recharging stormwater runoof into the ground. 

Living alley: An alleyway designed to prioritize the entire right-of-way for pedestrian and public space 

use while retaining limited local vehicular circulation. Living alleys are limited to alleys (generally <40’ 

wide). 

Living street: Are treatments applied to streets’ excess right-of-way (e.g. triangular plaza spaces) for 

public space use. 

Median: The portion of the roadway separating opposing directions of the traveled way, or local lanes 

from through travel lanes. Medians are generally linear and continuous through a block, and may be 

depressed, raised, or flush with the road surface. 

Median extension: An extension of an existing median towards an intersection along the axis of the 

existing median (the median is lengthened, rather than widened into the adjacent travel lanes.) 

Median island: An area between traffic lanes used for control of traffic movements; differentiated from 

medians by being generally not linear or continuous throughout the block. 

Mid-block crosswalk: Marked crosswalk at a mid-block (non-intersection) location. 

Mixed-use street: A street that accommodates all modes of travel with particular emphasis on 

supporting pedestrian, bicycle and transit movements. 

Multi-use path: Pathway that may be used for a variety of non-motorized, recreational uses, including 

walking, jogging, biking, and the like. 

Paseo: A right-of-way closed to motorized vehicles, either permanently or at specific times of the day. 

Permeable paving: Paving material that provides pervious surface for stormwater to drain to sub-surface 

materials. May infiltrate to soil and groundwater or provide an underdrain where infiltration is not 

possible. 

Pedestrian signals: Traffic signals specifically aimed at directing pedestrian movement, such as 

’walk/don’t walk’ or the international pedestrian symbol signal (red hand, walking man). 

Pork chops: Excess paved areas where roadways come together at odd angles. 

Rain garden: Landscaped detention or bio-retention features in a street designed to provide initial 

treatment of stormwater runoff. 

Raised crosswalk or intersection: Area where the level of the crosswalk or intersection is raised to the 

sidewalk grade. 
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Road diet: Reduction of travel lanes. 

Runoff: Water from rainfall that flows over the land surface that is not absorbed into the ground. 

Right turn/bus queue jump lanes: Right-turn-only with physical configuration and signage that allow 

transit vehicles to use the lane for travelling forward. A transit vehicle using the lane to go forward can 

thus "jump" ahead of non-transit vehicles that may be queuing at the intersection in a non-turning lane. 

Shared street’: Public right-of-way that is designed as a single surface with no grade differentiation 

between street and sidewalk areas, and where roadway space is shared between pedestrians and slow-

moving vehicles. 

Stormwater treatment planters: See rain garden 

Swales: Long narrow landscaped depressions primarily used to collect and convey stormwater and 

improve water quality. 

Thumbnail: See median extension 

Traffic calming: Practice of designing streets to encourage vehicles to proceed slowly through 

neighborhoods, by the use of visual or actual roadway narrowing, horizontal or vertical shifts in the 

roadway, or other features. 

Traffic calming elements: Physical improvements to the roadway designed to encourage vehicles to 

proceed slowly through neighborhoods. 

Traffic circle: Generally circular raised areas in the center of a standard intersection that provide space 

for landscaping, and slow traffic by visually shortening the roadway and forcing vehicles to slow to go 

around them. 

Vegetated buffer strip: Sloping planted areas designed to treat and infiltrate sheet flow from adjacent 

impervious surfaces. 

Vegetated gutter: Narrow landscape systems along street frontages that capture and slow stormwater 

flow. 

I  The BSP includes guidelines for shared public ways to address concerns for differentiation of a ’pedestrian-only 
zone’ from a ’shared roadway zone’ such that there is a pedestrian-only space; guidelines also address concerns for 
people with visual impairments, such as paving differentiation between the shared and pedestrian-only zones. 
Per the BSP, shared public ways would be implemented on low-traffic streets without transit, except at ’transit malls’ 
where transit right-of-way would be clearly delineated. 
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INITIAL STUDY 
Case No. 2007.1238E - Better Streets Plan 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

A-i. Introduction 

The Better Streets Plan ("Proposed Project") presents a vision for improving San 
Francisco’s pedestrian environment in the future. The Plan would involve the adoption 
of a set of citywide streetscape and pedestrian policies and guidelines 2  to help 
accomplish this vision. The Proposed Project seeks to balance the needs of all City street 
users. Accordingly, the Proposed Project identifies goals, objectives, policies and design 
guidelines, as well as future strategies to improve the pedestrian environment in San 
Francisco. For purposes of the project, the pedestrian environment is generally defined 
as areas of the street where people walk, shop, sit, play, or interact. The pedestrian areas 
mainly include sidewalks and crosswalks, but in some instances also include portions of 
the roadway.3  The Proposed Project however does not focus on any particular roadway 
or section of roadway in the City. Nor does it focus on the reconfiguration of vehicular 
travel lanes of City roadways. 

The Planning Department, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), 
Department of Public Works (DPW), and San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
(SFPUC) are joint project sponsors of the Proposed Project, on behalf of the City and 
County of San Francisco .4  According to the project sponsors, if fully realized, the 
Proposed Project is anticipated to confer multiple benefits to San Francisco, including 
promotion of public safety; promotion of the City’s transit-first objectives (in particular 
supporting Muni and walking); reduction of sewer/stormwater overflows into the Bay; 
enhancement of day-to-day quality of life for San Francisco residents; and retention of 
families in the City due to increased livability for all street users. If the San Francisco 
Better Streets Plan were to be adopted, the standard and optional streetscape 
improvements outlined in the Plan are anticipated to be implemented as part of the 
City’s ongoing and future site-specific streetscape improvement efforts, as well as part of 
proposed private developments that include streetscape changes. Major project concepts 
related to envisioned streetscape and pedestrian improvements can be grouped under 

2 The BSP is a policy document that directs City departments in their plans, programs, and projects. BSP 
Policies will be implemented over time by various City agencies. The City goes through a public process to 
determine appropriate streetscape improvements on a case-by-case basis. Additionally, the City 
implements test pilots of proposed new ideas. 
3 The public right-of-way includes sidewalk, curb, gutter, on-street parking area, roadway or vehicular travel 
lanes, and medians. 

4 The Plan also involved collaboration with other City agencies, such as the Department of Public Health 
(DPH), Mayor’s Office on Disability (MOD), Mayor’s Office on City Greening, and the San Francisco County 
Transportation Authority (SFCTA). These agencies however are not considered sponsors for this project. 
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the following categories: (i) pedestrian safety and accessibility features, such as 
enhanced pedestrian crossings, corner or mid-block curb extensions, pedestrian 
countdown and accessible pedestrian signals, and traffic calming features; (ii) universal 
pedestrian-oriented streetscape design with incorporation of street trees, sidewalk 
planting, streetscape furnishing, street lighting, efficient utility location for unobstructed 
sidewalks, curb ramps suitable for all users, shared single-surface for small 
streets/alleys, temporary or permanent street closures to vehicles, and sidewalk/median 
pocket parks; (iii) improved access to transit using bus bulb-outs and boarding islands; 
(iv) enhanced usability of streetscapes for social purposes/neighborhood gatherings with 
the reuse of excess street area, generous curb extensions for seating and landscaping, 
creative use of parking lanes, and outdoor restaurant seating; and (v) improved 
ecological performance of streets and streetscape greening with incorporation of 
stormwater management techniques and urban forest maintenance. Implementation of 
the above-noted streetscape and pedestrian improvements is dependent upon street 
characteristics. It is anticipated that the above-mentioned Plan-proposed pedestrian 
realm improvements would be included in future site-specific street improvement 
projects in San Francisco, as part of the City’s ongoing and future streetscape/pedestrian 
realm improvement efforts. However, the Better Streets Plan itself is a program-level 
policy document and does not identify site-specific projects for the City. 

A-2 Project History 

The San Francisco Better Streets Plan is an outgrowth of the Better Streets Policy, which 
was adopted on February 6, 2006 by the Board of Supervisors and Mayor. 5  According to 
the Better Streets Policy, City streets are corridors for all types of transportation, walking 
and transit operations in particular. (See Figure 1: Street Map of San Francisco.) In 
addition, the Better Streets Policy establishes that City streets are meant to serve more 
than just transportation needs. The Better Streets Policy requires that City agencies 
coordinate their activities to promote more coherent street design throughout San 
Francisco, such that City streets serve a variety of roles, including safe and accessible 
movement of all travel modes (with an emphasis on pedestrians and transit operations), 
social and recreational purposes, as well as ecological functions. 

The San Francisco Better Streets Plan (Proposed Project) was initiated in Fall 2006. The 
Proposed Project brought together two separate planning efforts that were 
simultaneously underway at that time: (1) the Pedestrian Master Plan led by SFMTA; 
and (2) the Streetscape Master Plan led by the Mayor’s Office of Greening. 6  These 

related efforts were combined to develop the Proposed Project, which has a broader 
focus of improving various aspects of the pedestrian environment. Development of the 

5  See San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 98. 
6 The Streetscape Master Plan also involved input of the Planning Department, DPW, and SFPUC. 
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Figure 1: Street Map of San Francisco 
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Proposed Project also involved input from other pertinent City agencies, monthly 
meetings over a two-year period with a 15-member Community Advisory Committee 
(CAC), as well as a substantial public outreach process. Four rounds of public outreach 
and notification were conducted and over 75 community meetings were held between 
April 2007 and June 2008, in order to solicit initial ideas and receive feedback on draft 
Plan concepts and proposals. The Draft San Francisco Better Streets Plan document was 
published and distributed for public review in June 2008. 

A-3. Objectives of the Project Sponsors 

i) 	Project Vision 

The Planning Department, SFMTA, DPW, and SFPUC, on behalf of the City and County 
of San Francisco, are the joint sponsors for the Proposed Project. The overall objective of 
the project sponsors is to realize the vision of the Better Streets Plan, which states: 

The Better Streets Plan will result in a street system designed to promote human 
needs. It will prioritize the needs of walking, bicycling, transit use, and the use of 
streets as public spaces for social interaction and community life following San 
Francisco’s General Plan, Transit First Policy, and Better Streets Policy. The 
Better Streets Plan will result in streets where people walk and spend time out of 
choice�not just necessity�because streets are memorable, engaging, safe, 
accessible, healthy, attractive, fun, and convenient. The Better Streets Plan will 
result in streets that improve pedestrian connections and linkages among the 
City’s nodes, hubs, destinations, transit system, and major land use centers. The 
Better Streets Plan will result in a green network that enhances the City’s long-
term ecological functioning and peoples’ connection to the natural environment. 
Finally, the Better Streets Plan will result in improved street-based social 
opportunities, community life, access, and mobility for all San Franciscans, 
regardless of cultural identity, income group, neighborhood identity, or mobility 
level. 

The Better Streets Plan contains a comprehensive set of goals that link to objectives, 
policies, specific guidelines, and potential future steps in the planning process to 
accomplish those goals. The policies provide a guiding framework for making decisions 
about streetscape design and maintenance in the near-term, as well as long-term 
planning. With respect to the near-term, the Plan establishes priorities for City agencies 
to help them make immediate decisions about streetscape design, improvements, usage, 
and maintenance on current proposals. The Plan defines potential steps and 
recommendations for City agencies for realizing the vision of the Plan; 7  for instance, 
initiating site-specific streetscape projects in the future, identifying potential funding 
sources, creating criteria for prioritization of capital projects, supporting the 
continuation of successful pedestrian programs, streamlining the 

7 Most of these steps are part of the Controller’s Office functions. 
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management/maintenance of streetscape facilities, and identifying appropriate 
enforcement and education strategies related to the pedestrian environment. 

Through the Better Streets Plan process, the project sponsors intend to develop a set of 
implementation recommendations for delivering streetscape improvements related to 
realizing the vision of the Plan. Strategies for improving street delivery would include 
identifying potential funding sources, creating criteria for prioritization of capital 
projects, streamlining the City’s institutional delivery of streetscape improvement 
projects, maintenance of these streetscape improvements, and identifying appropriate 
enforcement and education strategies related to the pedestrian environment. 

ii) 	Project Objectives 

The central focus of the Plan is to create a pedestrian environment in San Francisco that: 

� Gives City neighborhoods a recognizable image, and provides orientation 
and better spatial understanding of the City; 

� Provides opportunities for diverse experiences and encourages users to 
engage in social and recreational activities; 

� Encourages residents, workers, and visitors to walk to and patronize local 
shopping areas, rather than drive to regional shopping centers; 

� Prioritizes the everyday needs of people, and supports human comfort and 
enjoyment; 

� Promotes healthy lifestyles by encouraging pedestrian activity (that is, 
walking daily to frequent and occasional destinations), thereby minimizing 
pedestrian injuries and helping decrease major chronic diseases related to 
vehicular traffic; 

� Supports a high level of pedestrian safety and security; 

� Facilitates safe, accessible, and convenient connections among major nodes, 
hubs, destinations, transit centers, and major land use and activity centers; 

� Enhances the City’s long-term ecological functioning; 

� Facilitates street use and access to destinations for all populations, 
particularly those with visual or mobility impairments; and 

� Creates an engaging visual impression, appeals to all human senses (sight, 
smell and sound), and encourages a sense of ownership and civic pride that 
is reflected in the City streets’ physical appearance and level of activity. 

A-4 Project Components 

i) 	Major Concepts 

The Proposed Project includes program-level concepts for improvement of San 
Francisco’s pedestrian environment that are intended to be considered as part of the 
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City’s ongoing and future streetscape improvement efforts. (See Figure 2: Typical 
Pedestrian Environment Diagram.) The Proposed Project does not however identify any 

site-specific projects. 

Major concepts 6  include: 

� Distinctive, unified streetscape design: Street trees that help define the 
streetscape rhythm; integrated site furnishings; regular pedestrian-oriented 

lighting; and minimizing cluttering elements. 

� Space for public life: Safe., useable public seating for neighborhood 
gatherings; generous curb extensions for seating and landscaping; reclaiming 
of excess street space for public use; and space for outdoor cafØ and 

restaurant seating. 

o Enhanced pedestrian safety: Safe, convenient pedestrian crossings; curb 
radii and curb extensions that slow traffic, shorten crossing distance, and 
enhance visibility; and pedestrian countdown signals and priority signals, 
such as pedestrian head-start 7  and pedestrian scramble .8 

� Improved street ecology: On-site stormwater management to reduce 
combined sewer overflows; the use of resource-efficient elements and 
materials; and design of streets as green corridors and habitat connectors. 

� Universal design: Generous, unobstructed sidewalks; curb ramps suitable 
for all users; and accessible pedestrian signals. 

� Integrating pedestrians with transit: Transit rider amenities at key stops; 
safe, convenient pedestrian routes to transit; and pedestrian safety/comfort 
and transit operations features, such as bus bulb-outs and boarding islands. 

6 Descriptions of various street elements begin on page 18. 
Pedestrian head-start (leading pedestrian interval ): signal timing that gives pedestrians a green light 

before giving vehicles a green light, allowing pedestrians to be more visible to turning vehicles. 

"Pedestrian scramble: An exclusive pedestrian signal phase that allows pedestrians to cross any leg of an 
intersection (including the diagonal) at once, while restricting traffic movements. 
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Figure 2: Typical Pedestrian Environment Diagram 
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� Creative use of parking lanes: Permanent curb extensions with seating and 
landscaping; landscape planters in the parking lane; and flexible, temporary 
use of the parking lane for restaurant seating and other uses. 

� Traffic calming to reduce speeding and enhance pedestrian safety: Raised 
crossings and speed tables; landscaped traffic circles; and chicanes. 

� Pedestrian-priority designs: Small streets and alleys designed as shared, 
single-surface streets; temporary or permanent street closures to vehicles; 
and sidewalk and median pocket parks. 

� Extensive greening: Healthy, well-maintained urban forests; expanded 
sidewalk planting; and efficient utility location to provide more space for tree 
planting and other amenities. 

	

ii) 	Project Policies 

The Proposed Project policies are grouped as follows: 

1. Create Memorable Streets 

Policy 1.1 Create a distinctive, unified streetscape environment for San Francisco that 
contains commonalities, but can be customized to individual neighborhoods. 

Policy 1.2 Provide distinctive design treatment for streets with important citywide 

functions. 

	

Policy 1.3 	Design streets to reflect and strengthen a sense of neighborhood identity. 

Policy 1.4 Ensure that streetscape improvements complement and are consistent with 
significant features that provide a link to the city’s past. 

2. Support Diverse Public Life 

	

Policy 2.1 	Design streets with comfortable spaces for interaction and gathering. 

Policy 2.2 Use excess portions of rights-of-way (such as overly wide lanes, unused 
street space, or spaces created by streets coming together at odd angles) to 
create landscaped and/or usable areas. 

Policy 2.3 Design sidewalks to maximize the amount of pedestrian space and usable 
open space. 

Policy 2.4 Facilitate and encourage residents and businesses to make streetscape 
improvements (using landscaping or other aesthetic elements) adjacent to 
their sites that promote street use and activity. 

Policy 2.5 Facilitate and encourage temporary community use of street space for public 
activities, such as street fairs, performances, and farmer’s markets. 

San Francisco Better Streets Plan 
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3. Create Vibrant Places for Commerce 

Policy 3.1 In commercial districts, facilitate and encourage adjacent businesses to use 
street space for outdoor seating and merchandise displays, while 
maintaining adequate pedestrian access. 

Policy 3.2 In commercial districts, balance the need for short-term parking for shoppers 
and loading for businesses with the need for pedestrian-oriented design. 

4. Promote Human Use and Comfort 

Policy 4.1 Create streetscapes that have a variety of seating opportunities to 
accommodate a range of users. 

Policy 4.2 Design streets with comfortable buffer spaces or sense of separation from 
passing traffic. 

Policy 4.3 Design streets with a comfortable micro-climate for walking, sitting, or 
interacting. 

Policy 4.4 Make residential and small streets more tranquil and relatively free of noise 
and visual over-stimulation. 

Policy 4.5 Enable opportunities to create shared spaces on small streets that prioritize 
pedestrians, but accommodate limited vehicles at slow speeds. 

Policy 4.6 Minimize the impact of driveway curb-cuts on pedestrian through-travel and 
the ability to provide streetscape amenities. 

5. Promote Healthy Lifestyles 

Policy 5.1 Enable opportunities to create active recreational spaces on streets, such as 
paths or pocket parks. 

Policy 5.2 Emphasize improvements to streets that link to schools, parks, recreation 
centers, and other community uses 

Policy 5.3 Develop and continue programs and policies that encourage the use of 
pedestrian facilities for physical activity 

Policy 5.4 Use quantitative methods to measure pedestrian health, safety, and walking 
quality 

Policy 5.5 Design streets to have generous pedestrian facilities and amenities that 
encourage safe walking as a travel choice, and encourage alternatives to 
driving alone, in order to improve ambient air quality 

Policy 5.6 Design streets that encourage activity, social interaction and eyes on the 
street, in order to promote social cohesion and to reduce social isolation and 
street-based violence 
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6. Promote Safe Streets 

Policy 6.1 	Design pedestrian crossings to maximize pedestrian safety and comfort. 

Policy 6.2 	Employ traffic control devices to maximize pedestrian safety and comfort. 

Policy 6.3 Design intersections so that their layout (geometry) and traffic operations 
maximize pedestrian safety and comfort. 

Policy 6.4 Enforce traffic and parking violations to promote pedestrian safety, comfort 
and accessibility. 

Policy 6.5 	Conduct education and awareness activities to promote pedestrian safety. 

Policy 6.6 	Prioritize pedestrian safety in school zones. 

Policy 6.7 	Design streets to maximize personal safety/security. 11  

Policy 6.8 	Design streets to calm traffic and reduce speeding. 

7. Provide Convenient Connections 

Policy 7.1 	Provide generous unobstructed sidewalks for all streets. 12  

Policy 7.2 	Increase connectivity and access to reduce barriers to pedestrian travel. 

Policy 7.3 	Design transit walking areas for comfort, accessibility and ease of use. 

Policy 7.4 	Improve streets that link to major transit nodes and transfer points. 

Policy 7.5 	Design streetscape and pedestrian facilities to support transit operations. 

Policy 7.6 Create convenient, safe pedestrian conditions at transit waiting areas and 
transfer points. 

8. Promote Ecologically Sustainable Streets 

Policy 8.1 Maximize opportunities for on-site stormwater retention and infiltration 
within streetscapes. 

Policy 8.2 Use sustainable materials in streetscape designs, taking into account the life-
cycle energy costs of such materials 

Policy 8.3 Minimize energy use in street lighting and other energy-requiring 
streetscape elements 

’ The BSP includes euidelines for shared public ways to address concerns for differentiation of a 
’pedestrian-only zone’ from a ’shared roadway zone’ such that there is a pedestrian-only space; guidelines 
also address concerns for people with visual impairments, such as paving differentiation between the 
shared and pedestrian-only zones. Per the BSP, shared public ways would be implemented on low-traffic 
streets without transit, except at ’transit malls’ where transit right-of-way would be clearly delineated. 
12 The guidelines for shared public ways are intended to create generous, safe pedestrian space that expands 
the pedestrian realm beyond a standard sidewalk, particularly on alleys and small streets where there is not 

sufficient right-of-way to have a sufficient sidewalk. 
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Policy 8.4 Use streetscape landscaping to increase the ecological value of public streets 
for people and wildlife 

Policy 8.5 Plantings in the public right-of-way should emphasize water conservation. 

9. Promote Accessible Streets 

Policy 9.1 Where appropriate, encourage streetscape and pedestrian projects to follow 
universal design principles. 

Policy 9.2 Ensure that streetscape and pedestrian projects meet legally-mandated 
accessibility requirements for public rights-of-way 

	

Policy 9.3 	Maintain accessibility around construction zones per city standards 

10. Encourage Attractive, Inviting, and Well-Cared For Streets 

	

Policy 10.1 	Maximize opportunities for street trees and other plantings. 

Policy 10.2 Use urban forest elements to impart design definition and neighborhood 
identity. 

	

Policy 10.3 	Provide an orderly and efficient streetscape environment that minimizes 
visual clutter. 

Policy 10.4 Ensure consistency and continuity in the design of streetscape elements. 

Policy 10.5 Ensure adequate light levels and quality for pedestrians and other sidewalk 
users; minimize light trespass and glare to adjacent buildings. 

	

Policy 10.6 	Use high quality, durable materials in the design of streetscapes. 

Policy 10.7 Include and integrate public art into street improvement projects. 

Policy 10.8 Balance desired design treatments with the ability to provide adequate 
maintenance. 

	

iii) 	Project Framework: Categorization of Street and Sidewalk Areas 

The Proposed Project categorizes streets into different typologies for the purposes of 
streetscape design and improvements. (See Table 1: List of Proposed Street Types.) The 
proposed street types are based on the land use characteristics of its location; that is, 
whether a given street is in a residential, commercial, industrial or mixed-use area of the 
City, based on the City’s existing Zoning Maps. They are also based on the kind of 
transportation role a given street would play; for instance, either as a downtown 
throughway, or neighborhood street, based on existing maps in the Transportation 
Element of the San Francisco General Plan. The Proposed Project also includes special 
street types, including parkways, park edge streets, boulevards and ceremonial (civic) 
streets, as well as small street types such as alleys, shared public ways and pedestrian-
only streets. 
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Tahi 1: List of Prnnostd Street Tvnes 

Category Street Type13 Examples 

Commercial Downtown Commercial 
Grant, Kearny, Geary 
Boulevard 

Commercial Throughway Van Ness, Divisadero 
Neighborhood Commercial Clement, Taraval 

Residential Downtown Residential 
Beale (in Rincon Hill), Brannan 
(in South Beach) 

Residential Throughway Guerrero, California 
Neighborhood Residential Noe, 21st  Ave. 

Other Industrial Evans, Loomis 
Mixed-Use Folsom, Harrison (in SoMa) 

Special Parkway Dolores, Park Presidio 
Park Edge Lincoln, Fulton 
Boulevard Octavia 
Ceremonial (Civic) Market 

Small Alley Jessie, Linden 
Shared Public Way Hotaling, Trinity 
Paseo Ecker, Annie 

The street types proposed under the project are not intended to replace functional 
transportation street classifications, but rather they are meant to help direct decisions 
about the pedestrian environment and streetscape design. For each proposed street 
type, the Proposed Project lists standard improvements and optional or case-by-case 
improvements that could be applicable to that particular street type. This is described in 
more detail below under the Proposed Streetscape Improvements discussion. The 
Proposed Project also provides a framework for locating the proposed streetscape 
improvements within a right-of-way, which would be applicable to all street types. 

As shown in Figure 3: Sidewalk Zones, City sidewalks are divided into five zones for 
purposes of this project: 

� Frontage Zone: The transitional area adjacent to the property line, located 
between the building/property and the sidewalk/public space. 

� Throughway Zone: The portion of the sidewalk used for unobstructed 
pedestrian movement along the street. 

� Furnishings Zone: The portion of the sidewalk used for street trees, 
landscaping, transit stops, streetlights, and streetscape furnishings. 

� Edge Zone: The sidewalk area adjacent to the curb used by people getting in 
and out of vehicles. 

13 Street type is determined by zoning district and general plan designation. Street types vary throughout a 
neighborhood. 
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� Extension Zone: The area where pedestrian space may be extended into the 
parking lane; for example, with the use of landscaped bulb outs and other 
such features. 

The Proposed Project provides direction regarding appropriate placement of typical 
streetscape elements along the length of a block. For example, street trees should be 
used to define the rhythm of the streetscape and be placed at regular intervals, 
interspersed with street lighting and site furnishings. The Proposed Project also 
indicates special areas of the pedestrian realm where streetscape elements need to be 
limited or sited differently; for instance, on street corners, transit stops, disabled 
parking/passenger loading zones, and driveways. (See Figure 4: Special Sidewalk 
Zones.) It also discusses appropriate design treatments for non right-angle intersections. 

In addition, the Proposed Project provides direction regarding appropriate sidewalk 
widths by proposed street type; that is, ’minimum’ and ’recommended’ sidewalk widths 
are indicated for each street type. Existing sidewalks below minimum width would be 
considered deficient, and should be prioritized for widening as opportunity, funding, 
and conditions allow. (See Table 2A: Sidewalk Widths by Street Type.) Recommended 
widths would be wide enough to allow for all desired streetscape amenities. According 
to project guidelines, sidewalks on new streets must be built to recommended widths. 
(See Table 2A: Sidewalk Widths by Street Type.) Sidewalk width on new streets could be 
decreased by the appropriate width of the frontage zone (generally two feet) where 
consistent setbacks are provided; this would be considered on a case-by-case basis. The 
Better Street Plan also specifies guidelines for sidewalk zones. (See Table 2B: Guidelines 
for Sidewalk Zones.) 
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Figure 3: Sidewalk Zones 
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Table 2A: Sidewalk Widths by Street Type 

Street Type 
Minimum 
Width 

Recommended 
Width** 

Commercial Downtown commercial see BSP see BSP 

Commercial throughway 12’ 15’ 

Neighborhood commercial 12’ 15’ 

Residential Downtown residential 1 15’ 

Residential throughway 12’ 15’ 

Neighborhood residential 10’ 12’ 

Industrial/Mixed-
Use Industrial 8’ 10’ 

Mixed-use 12’ 1E 

Special Parkway 12’ 17’ 
Park edge (if multi-use 
path) 12’ 25’ 

Multi-way boulevard 12’ 1E 

Ceremonial varies varies 

Small Alley 6’ 9’ 
Shared Public Way n/a n/a 

Paseo varies varies 

* Dimensions do not include the width of the curb (generally 6"). 
** May be greater. 
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Table 2B: Guidelines for Sidewalk Zones 
ZONE EXTENSION EDGE FURNISHINGS THROUGHWAY FRONTAGE 

Width* Width of � 0’ (where no parking 3’ (where trees or � 4’ minimum per ADA � 18" 

parking lane lane, or no continuous landscaping are � 6’ (except for alleys, 2’ (commercial 

planting) provided) neighborhood and mixed-use 

1’ (where parking lane � 4’ (+ 1’ for every 5 residential, and industrial streets) 

and continuous mph increment over 25 streets) Less (where 

planting) mph) Wider (to continuous setback 

Wider (as needed for accommodate expected is provided) 

site furnishings /public pedestrian volumes) 

space) 

Use � All site Walkable surface -All site furnishings, Clear of obstacles; Displays, cafe 

furnishings, Non-continuous trees and landscaping, accessible surface seating 

trees and vertical elements such street lighting, and Overhanging elements Furnishings 

landscaping, as light poles, parking utilities (>80") aligned with 

street lighting, meters, etc. Tree grates (not frontage 

and utilities � Street trees and preferred) Planters (surface 

Flexible use of basins, with non- or above-ground) 

parking lane continuous planting Overhanging 

elements 

* Dimensions do not include the width of the curb (generally 6"). 

iv) 	Proposed Streetscape Improvements 

The project includes a number of proposed streetscape improvements that are intended 
to enhance the pedestrian environment. Implementation of these streetscape 
improvements would vary by street type (street types summarized in Table 2A on pp.  16 
above, and Table 5A: Standard Improvements by Street Type and Table 5b: Case-By- 
Case Improvements by Street Type on pp.  32-34 below). In addition, improvements are 
grouped into ’Standard Improvements’ and ’Optional or Case-by-Case Improvements.’ 
If the Better Streets Plan were to be adopted, standard improvements for a particular 
street type would typically be required to be included in any future site-specific 
streetscape project or proposed development (that includes streetscape improvements) 
on any street within that particular street typology. Optional or case-by-case streetscape 
improvements recommended for particular street types would not be mandatory for 
future site-specific streetscape projects or proposed developments in that street type, but 
should be considered for implementation as budgets, physical conditions, and/or 
neighborhood preferences permit. 
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The proposed streetscape improvements are expected to occur in the near-term to long-
term future, as site-specific streetscape projects or proposed developments (that include 
streetscape improvements) occur on City streets. 

The City already implements several of the Plan-proposed streetscape improvements as 
part of its on-going streetscape improvement efforts; therefore, they are not entirely new 
to the City. However, the Better Streets Plan tries to establish clear guidelines for their 
applicability and design with respect to street type. The proposed streetscape 
improvements include the following: 

Standard Improvements: 

Standard Improvement SI-i (Better Streets Plan [BSP] page 121): Accessible 
curb ramps are expected to facilitate access to sidewalks at crossings by lowering 
the level of the curb to that of the roadway. This improvement would be 
appropriate on all street types. (See Figure 5: Examples of Proposed Standard 
Improvements.) 

Standard Improvement SI-2 (BSP page 113): Marked crosswalks 9  may be 
considered at most crossings, according to project guidelines. High-visibility 
crosswalks would be appropriate in certain circumstances, such as mid-block 
crossing locations or uncontrolled intersections (See Case-by-Case Improvement 
CBC-l: High-visibility Crosswalks, page 23). 

Standard Improvement Sl-3 (BSP page 115): Pedestrian Signals Timing would 
include pedestrian countdowns signals, accessible pedestrian signals, and signal 
timing strategies that benefit or prioritize pedestrian movement. Such timing 
strategies could include leading pedestrian intervals, which give pedestrians a 
WALK signal several seconds before giving vehicles a green light, or pedestrian 
scrambles, where vehicles on all approaches must stop and pedestrians may 
cross any leg of an intersection (including the diagonal). These strategies would 
be appropriate on all street types where traffic signals exist. 

Standard Improvement SI-4 (BSP page 118): Curb radius guidelines are 
expected to confer a substantial benefit related to pedestrian safety and quality. 
Under the Proposed Project, curb radii on all streets would be designed to 
maximize pedestrian space and shorten crossing distance, while allowing for 
necessary vehicle turn 

Whether marked or unmarked, crosswalks exist by law at all intersections that meet at approximately right 

angles, unless specifically prohibited. 
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Curb Ramp 

Sidewalk Planter 

Corner Curb Extension 

Site Furnishings 

Figure 5: Examples of Proposed Standard Improvements 
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movements, including appropriate turn movements by emergency vehicles, 
transit vehicles, and freight vehicles. This improvement would be appropriate at 
all intersections, according to project guidelines. 

Standard Improvement SI-5 (BSP page 127): Corner curb extensions or bulb-
outs would extend the sidewalk space into the parking lane at intersections. 
These would narrow the vehicular roadway and provide additional pedestrian 
space by eliminating parking spaces, while allowing for necessary vehicle turn 
movements. Corner curb extensions would not reduce roadway capacity. Cornei 
curb extensions would be appropriate as a standard improvement for most street 
types. (See Figure 5, page 51) 

Standard Improvement SI-6 (BSP page 176): Street trees would help define the 
character and rhythm of the streetscape and are anticipated to provide economic 
and ecological benefits. Street trees would be appropriate as a standard 
improvement for all street types. 

Standard Improvement SI-7 (BSP page 179): Tree basin furnishings, such as 
tree grates, 15  tree guards, and railings are considered to be a functional as well as 
an aesthetic element of streetscape design; however, they would be costly to 
install and maintain. These would be appropriate on more heavily-traveled 
street types which have a defined streetscape plan, such as for certain segments 
of Downtown Commercial or Ceremonial streets. 

Standard Improvement 51-8 (BSP page 181): Sidewalk planters are expected to 
add landscaped, permeable areas to sidewalks, such that these areas extend 
beyond the typical tree basin. They could be combined with stormwater facilities 
so as to contribute to ecological benefits. Sidewalk planters would be 
appropriate as a standard improvement on most street types. (See Figure 5, page 
51) 

Standard Improvement SI-9 (BSP page 187): Stormwater management tools 
would encompass a range of strategies to detain, retain, infiltrate and/or convey 
stormwater, reduce flooding, and improve water quality. Specific stormwater 
management tools include permeable paving, bioretention facilities swales, 
channels and runnels, infiltration and soakage trenches, infiltration boardwalks, 
vegetated buffer strips, and vegetated gutters. (See Table 3: Best Fit for 
Stormwater Facilities by Street Type on page 21, and Table 4: Stormwater 
Facilities by Location in the Right-of-Way on page 22) 

15  Per the BSP, tree grates are generally discouraged for tree health and maintenance reasons. In some 

locations, they are necessary due to high levels of pedestrian traffic. 
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Table 3: Best Fit for Stormwater Facilities by Street Type 

Street Type 
Permeable 
Paving 

Bioretention 
Facilities Swales 

Infiltration 
I Boardwalks 

Infiltration 
and 
Soakage 
Trench 

Channels 
and 
Runnels 

Vegetated 
Buffer 
Strip 

Vegetated 
Gutter 

Downtown Commercial x  x x 

Commercial Commercial Throughway x x  x x x 
Neighborhood 
Commercial x x  x x x 
Downtown Residential x x x  x x  x 

Residential Residential Throughway x x x  x x  x 
Neighborhood 
Residential x x x  x x  x 

Industrial Industrial x x x  x x 
and Mixed- 

Use Urban Mixed-Use x x  x x x 
Parkway x x x  x x x x 
Park Edge x x x  x x x x Special 
Multi-Way Boulevard x x x  x x x x 
Ceremonial (Civic) x  x x 
Alley x x  x x 

Small red Public Way x x  x x 
Paeo x x  x x x 

X = treatment is appropriate 

- = treatment is not appropriate 
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Table 4: Stormwater Facilities by Location in the Right-of-Way 

Infiltration 
and 	Channels Vegetated 

Permeable Bioretention 	 Infiltration 	Soakage 	and 	Buffer 	Vegetated 
Placement 	 Paving 	Facilities 	Swales Boardwalks Trench 	Runnels 	Strip 	Gutter 
Private Driveways or 
Yards x x  x  

Sidewalk x x  x x x 

Curb Extension x x  x x x 

Parking Lane/Gutter x  x  x 
x- 

covered  x 

Bike Lane  

Through Lane _____ _______ ___________ _________ _________  

Median x x x x* x x 

Traffic Circles x X*  x 

* Site conditions such as street grading may require special engineering 

X = treatment is appropriate 

- treatment is not appropriate 

Case No. 2007.1238E 
PMND 

22 
San Francisco Better Streets Plan 

July 28, 2010 



Standard Improvement SI-b (BSP page 205): Street lighting would include 
pedestrian and roadway lighting to enhance safety, security, pedestrian comfort, 
and environmental performance, and would be appropriate on most street types. 
Historic street light standards such as the Path of Gold (Market Street) lights and 
Golden Triangle (Mason/Powell) lights, would be preserved, and restored 
according to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards as funding allows. 

Standard Improvement SI-11 (BSP page 211): Special paving would include a 
range of sidewalk/roadway paving treatments and is intended to give character 
to the area it is applied in. Special paving could include permeable paving, and 
this would have associated stormwater management and hydrology/water 
quality benefits. Special paving would be appropriate as a standard treatment in 
certain areas of the sidewalk and roadway on many street types, particularly 
those with a special commercial and civic character, or in the entire right-of-way 
on small streets such as alleys. 

Standard Improvement SI-12 (BSP page 217): Site furnishings would include 
functional and aesthetic streetscape elements such as benches and seating, 
bicycle racks, bollards, flower stands, kiosks, newsracks, parking meters, public 
art, sidewalk restrooms, traffic and parking signs, trash receptacles, wayfinding 
signage and gateways, utilities, subway entrances, and other miscellaneous 
furnishings. Site furnishings would also include temporary public use of the 
pedestrian realm, such as outdoor cafØ and restaurant seating, merchandise 
displays, and food vendors. In the event that streetscape improvements are 
proposed on historically significant streets, interpretative signage, plaques, or 
markers should be installed to convey their significance. Site furnishings are 
recommended to be designed and located to minimize visual clutter. They 
would be appropriate on most street types. (See Figure 5, page 51.) 

Optional or Case-by-Case Improvements 

Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-1 (BSP page 114): High-visibility crosswalks 
would employ additional striping to make pedestrian crossings more visible, 
primarily at locations where crosswalks may be unexpected such as at mid-block 
crossings or uncontrolled intersections. High-visibility crosswalks should be 
considered on a case-by-case basis, under certain conditions. These would be 
appropriate on most street types under certain conditions. 

Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-2 (BSP page 115): Special crosswalk 
treatments would enhance visibility and safety at crosswalks, similar to High-
visibility crosswalks. Special crosswalk treatments include a range of facilities 
such as pedestrian warning signs, advance stop and yield signs, parking 
restrictions at crosswalks, special intersection paving, in-roadway flashing lights, 
and flashing beacons. These would be appropriate on most street types under 
certain conditions. 
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Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-3 (BSP page 119): Vehicle turning 
movements at crosswalks: The Plan provides guidance on right turn on red and 
multiple-turn lane restrictions. The proposed improvements to vehicle turning 
movements at crosswalks would be appropriate on most street types under 

certain conditions. For intersections where right-turning volume currently 
exceeds 300 vehicles per hour, additional site-specific environmental review 
would be required prior to implementation of a prohibition of right turn on red. 
In addition, a proposed reduction in the number of turn lanes would require 
further site-specific environmental analysis. 

Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-4 (BSP page 120): Removal or reduction of 
permanent crosswalk closures: Crosswalk closures force pedestrians to travel 
out of their way to cross the street. According to the Plan, no new crosswalk 
closures should be instituted, and existing closed crosswalks should be 
evaluated for re-opening. This improvement should be considered on a case-by-
case basis, under certain conditions. Prior to the reopening of a closed crosswalk, 

site-specific environmental analysis would be required. 

Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-5 (BSP page 114): Mid-block crosswalks 
would allow pedestrians to legally cross the street in the middle of the block. 
Under the Plan, they are recommended to be marked with supplementary 
treatments to enhance visibility. (See Figure 6: Examples of Proposed Case-by-
Case Additions.) This improvement should be considered on a case-by-case 
basis, under certain conditions. On a one-way street with coordinated traffic 
signals, a signalized mid-block crossing would be appropriate. On lower 
volume streets (fewer than 500 vehicles per hour in either direction), a signalized 
or unsignalized crosswalk would be appropriate. For locations with greater than 
500 vehicles per hour on an approach, subsequent site-specific environmental 

analysis would be required. 

Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-6 (BSP page 117): Raised crosswalks would 
continue the level of sidewalks across intersections, prioritizing pedestrians and 
forcing vehicles to slow. Raised crosswalks would be appropriate on some street 
types, on a case-by-case basis, particularly where major and minor streets 

intersect. 
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Figure 6: Examples of Proposed Case-by-Case Additions 

Mid-Block Crosswalk Center Median and Pedestrian Refuge Island 

Extended Bulb-Out Mid-Block Bulb-Out Transit Bulb-Out 
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Figure 6: Examples of ProposedCase-by-Case Additions (continued) 

Chicane 
	

Traffic Calming Circle 
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Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-7 (BSP page 131): Extended bulb-outs would 
continue curb extensions further along the sidewalk, usually by removing one or 
more parking spaces, and provide space for seating, landscaping, or stormwater 

facilities, while allowing for necessary vehicle turn movements. (See Figure 6, 
page 25) This improvement should be considered on a case-by-case basis, under 

certain conditions. 

Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-8 (BSP page 131): Mid-block bulb-outs would 

provide curb extensions in a mid-block location (often in combination with a 
mid-block crossing), by removing one or more parking spaces. They could also 
provide space for seating, landscaping, stormwater facilities and/or other 
amenities. (See Figure 6, page 25) This improvement should be considered on a 

case-by-case basis, under certain conditions. 

Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-9 (BSP page 133): Center or side medians 

would help separate portions of the roadway, control vehicle access, and create 
space for landscaping, pedestrian refuges, and other amenities. This 
improvement-would be appropriate on major streets on a case-by-case basis, 
under certain conditions. (See Figure 6, page 25) They would be designed to 

ensure adequate access by emergency vehicles. 

Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-10 (BSP page 135): Pedestrian refuge islands 

would provide waiting areas for pedestrians in the center of the roadway, 
buffered from passing traffic by raised concrete or landscaped areas; they are 
often combined with a median. This improvement would be appropriate on 
major streets on a case-by-case basis under certain conditions. On streets with a 
concrete or planted median, pedestrian refuge islands can be installed as a 
continuation of the median into the crosswalk. (See Figure 6, page 25) They 
would be designed to ensure adequate access by emergency vehicles. 

Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-11 (BSP page 144): Transit bulb-outs would 
provide curb extensions at transit stops and are intended to improve transit 
operations and provide transit rider amenities. This improvement would be 
appropriate on most street types where transit is present, on a case-by-case basis 

under certain conditions. (See Figure 6, page 25) 

Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-12 (BSP page 144): Transit boarding islands 

would facilitate transit operations (similar to transit bulb-outs) by allowing 
transit vehicles to avoid pulling in and out of traffic at stops, and provide transit 
rider amenities. Transit boarding islands would be expected to be located in the 
middle of the roadway, and be typically used with transit that runs in center 
lanes. Transit boarding islands would be appropriate on most street types where 
transit is present, on a case-by-case basis under certain conditions. (See Figure 6, 
page 25) They would be designed to ensure adequate access by emergency 

vehicles. 
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Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-13 (BSP page 148): Perpendicular or angled 
parking lanes would provide additional parking spaces while narrowing the 
vehicular travel-way. It is anticipated that this would have a substantial traffic 
calming effect on the roadway. This improvement would also help provide 
opportunities for creating public open space with the addition of curb extensions 
at either end of perpendicular or angled parking lanes. This improvement is 
appropriate on most street types where roadway space allows, on a case-by-case 
basis under certain conditions. 

Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-14 (BSP page 149): Flexible use of the 
parking lane would allow for the parking lane to be used for other uses such as 
cafØ seating on a temporary basis. Parking spaces could be used as parking for 
certain portions of the day or year, and public space areas at other times; this 
would also necessitate special design treatments for the parking lane. This 
improvement would be appropriate on streets such as Commercial and Mixed-
Use streets and alleys, on a case-by-case basis under certain conditions, where 
accommodations could be made to slow traffic and buffer seating areas. 

Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-15 (BSP page 148): Parking lane planters 
would be placed in landscaped areas in the parking lane between parking spaces 
for aesthetic and traffic calming effect. This improvement could be combined 
with provision of stormwater facilities to provide associated stormwater 
management and hydrology/water quality benefits. Provision of parking lane 
planters could increase street maintenance costs. This improvement would be 
appropriate on most street types, on a case-by-case basis. 

Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-16 (BSP page 154): Chicanes are traffic 
calming devices; they slow traffic by forcing vehicles to travel a convoluted path 
(i.e., shift from side to side) along a street. (See Figure 6: Examples of Proposed 
Case-by-Case Additions (Continued).) Chicanes could be combined with 
provision of pedestrian amenities such as landscaping and seating. This 
improvement could also be combined with provision of stormwater facilities to 
provide associated stormwater management and hydrology/water quality 
benefits. This improvement would be appropriate on streets such as 
Neighborhood Residential streets and Alleys, on a case-by-case basis under 
certain conditions. Chicanes would not be implemented on streets with transit, 
and would be designed to ensure adequate access by emergency vehicles. 

Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-17 (BSP page 155): Traffic calming circles are 
traffic calming devices that slow traffic by adding a raised island within an 
intersection that vehicles must go around. Traffic calming circles could be 
combined with provision of amenities such as landscaping. This improvement 
could also be combined with provision of stormwater facilities to provide 
associated stormwater management and hydrology/water quality benefits. This 
improvement would be appropriate on streets such as Neighborhood Residential 
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on a case-by-case basis, per project guidelines. They would be designed to ensure 
adequate access by emergency vehicles. 

Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-18 (BSP page 157): Roundabouts are traffic 
control devices, occasionally used at complicated, high-volume intersections. 
Roundabouts could be difficult for pedestrians and cyclists to navigate, 
particularly pedestrians with visual impairments. Due to this reason as well as 
space constraints, this improvement would have limited applicability in San 
Francisco. 

Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-19 (BSP page 159): Pocket parks are 
recreational areas that may be placed in sidewalk or median areas, as space 
constraints allow. This improvement could involve the widening of sidewalks or 
construction of new medians in the roadway. Pocket parks would be 
appropriate on most street types, on a case-by-case basis under certain 
conditions. 

Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-20 (BSP page 160): Reuse of ’pork chops’ and 
excess right-of-way: This treatment involves the creation of new parks, plazas, 
landscaped areas, or stormwater facilities in roadway areas that are unnecessary 
for traffic or parking movements, such as triangles left over where two streets 
come together at an odd angle. These left-over spaces may currently be striped 
areas in the roadway or built up with a concrete median. This improvement 
would be appropriate on all street types where such left-over spaces exist, on a 
case-by-case basis. 

Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-21 (BSP page 162): Boulevard treatments 
would include construction of side medians on major streets and the separation 
of through traffic from local access, thereby creating a pedestrian-friendly zone 
from the side median all the way to the property line. A range of public space, 
landscaping, stormwater, and urban design amenities would be appropriate with 
boulevard treatments. This improvement would be appropriate on a case-by-
case basis on street types such as major commercial, residential, and special street 
types, where street width would allow implementation. They would be designed 
to ensure adequate access by emergency vehicles. 

Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-22 (BSP page 164): Shared public ways are 
streets designed as a single surface where the entire right-of-way is shared 
among pedestrians, cyclists, and motor vehicles. Shared public ways should be 
designed to force vehicles to proceed very slowly to access adjacent properties. 
Shared space may be used for public space areas, landscaping, stormwater 
facilities, parking, and other uses. This improvement would be appropriate on 
small-scale street types such as Alleys (or other local access lanes), on a case-by-
case basis under certain conditions. They would be designed to ensure adequate 
access by emergency vehicles. Prior to implementation of a shared public way, 
site-specific environmental analysis would be required. 
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Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-23 (BSP page 168): Pedestrian-only streets 
close the street to vehicular traffic. Pedestrian-only streets would include 
temporary closures, pedestrian malls, or transit malls (which allow transit 
vehicles). Pedestrian-only streets could be created in new development or 
redevelopment areas, and would also be appropriate for certain designated street 
types such as Ceremonial streets and Alleys (see page 12 for description of street 
types), on a case-by-case basis under certain conditions. They would be 
designed to ensure adequate access by emergency vehicles. Prior to 
implementation of a pedestrian-only street, site-specific environmental analysis 

would be required. 

Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-24 (BSP page 169): Public stairs exist in many 

locations throughout the city. They are considered a special type of pedestrian-
only street, where topography does not allow for an at-grade path. 

Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-25 (BSP page 85): Multi-use paths could be 

used by a variety of non-motorized users, such as walkers, joggers and cyclists. 
This improvement would be appropriate on street types, such as Parkway and 
Park Edge streets. The Plan, however, does not provide specific guidelines for 
development of multi-use paths, and subsequent site-specific environmental 
analysis would be required prior to implementation. 

Case-by-Case Improvement CBC-26 (BSP page 184): Above-ground 
landscaping would include container plantings and hanging baskets. These 
types of planting are considered to be resource-intensive, and their use should be 

limited. 

A-5 Project Approvals 

After completion and approval of the environmental review by the San Francisco 
Planning Commission (CPC), approvals required for the Proposed Project would be 
considered in the future by various City decision-makers. These potential approvals 

are listed here, as follows: 

� Approval of the San Francisco Better Streets Plan by the CPC, SFMTA Board 
of Directors, SFPUC Commissioners, and the Board of Supervisors (BOS). 

Amendments to the Administrative Code and Regulations of various City 
Departments. (For instance, the Proposed Project would likely require 
amendments to the San Francisco General Plan; Planning Code; Public Works 
Code, and Transportation Code; specific amendments have not yet been 
drafted. The Proposed Project would however not require any variances, 
special authorizations, or changes to the City zoning maps.) 

Interdepartmental Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) among various 
City Departments, regarding Plan implementation and jurisdiction. 
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Potential future encroachments for work within public rights-of-way from 
Department of Public Works (DPW) and/or approval from San Francisco 
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). 
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Table 5A: Standard Improvements by Street Type 
Shared 

Improve- Public 

ment Urban Way 

(Applicable Downtown Commercial Neighborhood Downtown Residential Neighborhood Mixed- Park Cerem 
Policy) Commercial Throughway Commercial Residential Throughway Residential Industrial Use Parkway Edge Boulevard onial Alley  

Y - prefer n/a 
shared 
public 
way or 

Curb Ramps raised 
(5.1) Y  Y Y Y Y Y xing  

n/a 
Marked 
Crosswalks 
(5.1) Y Y Y Y Y M M Y Y Y V Y M 

Ped signals n/a 
�countdown 
and APS 
(5.1) Y V Y V Y M M V Y V V V n/a  

n/a 
Corner curb 
extensions 
(5.2) V Y V Y V M N V Y Y Y V N 

V 
Street Trees 
(6.1) V V V V V V V V V V Y V V 

M 
Tree Grates 
(6.1) V M M M N N N M N N M V M 

V 
Sidewalk Y- 
Planters V - planter V - planter planter planter 
(6.1) box box V - planter box V Y V - planter strip N V strip strip Y N Y 

V 
Stormwater 
Control (6.2) Y Y V V Y Y V V V V V Y V 
Pedestrian Y 
Lighting Y - at 
(6.3) V Y Y V corners Y - at corners N M V Y V V V 

Y-. 
y- y- entire 

Special furnishings V - furnishings furnishings furnishing furnishing V - entire r.o.w. 
Paving (6.4) Y zone zone zone N N N s zone N N s zone V r.o.w.  

V 
Site 
Furnishings 
(6.5) Y Y V V M N N V V V V V M 
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Table 5B: Case-By-Case Improvements by Street Tijpe 
Urban 	 Shared 

Downtown 	Commercial 	Neighborhood 	Downtown 	Residential 	Neighborhood 	 Mixed- 	 Park 	 Public 
Commercial 	Throughway 	Commercial 	Residential 	Throughway 	Residential 	Industrial 	Use 	Parkway 	Edge 	Boulevard 	Ceremonial 	Alley 	Way 	Pa 

High- 	 n/a 
visibility 
crosswalk 
(5.1) 	1 Y 	 Y 	 Y 	 Y 	 Y 	 M 	 M 	Y 	Y 	Y 	Y 	 Y 	 N 	 We  
Special 	 n/a 
crosswalk 
treatment 
(5.1) 	Y 	 Y 	 Y 	 Y 	 Y 	 M 	 M 	Y 	Y 	Y 	Y 	 Y 	 N 	 We 
Mid-block 	 n/a 
crossing 
(5.1) 	Y 	 Y 	 Y 	 Y 	 Y 	 N 	 N 	Y 	Y 	Y 	N 	 Y 	 N 	 We  
Raised 	 n/a 
crossing 
(5.1) 	N 	N 	Y 	 N 	N 	Y 	 N 	N 	N 	N 	Y - local lanes 	N 	Y 	 We  
Extended 	 n/a 
bulb-out 
(5.2) 	Y 	Y 	Y 	 Y 	Y 	Y 	 Y 	Y 	Y 	Y 	Y 	 Y 	V 	 We  
Mid-block 	 n/a 
bulb-out 
(5.2) 	Y 	V 	V 	 V 	V 	Y 	 V 	Y 	V 	V 	Y 	 Y 	V 	 We  
Center 	 n/a 
median 
(5.4) 	Y 	Y 	V 	 V 	Y 	N 	 V 	V 	V 	V 	Y 	 Y 	N 	 We 
Pedestrian 	 n/a 
refuge 
island (5.4) 	V 	Y 	V 	 V 	V 	M 	 M 	Y 	Y 	V 	Y 	 V 	N 	 We  

n/a Transit bulb- 
out/boarding 	 Y - side 
island (5.5) 	V 	V 	Y 	 Y 	V 	N 	 V 	V 	Y 	Y 	median 	V 	N 	 We  
Perp/angled 
parking 
(5.6) 	V 	V 	V 	 Y 	V 	Y 	 Y 	V 	Y 	V 	V 	 V 	N 	 We 
Flex use of 	 N 
parking lane 
(5.6) 	Y 	V 	Y 	 N 	N 	N 	 N 	Y 	N 	N 	V 	 N 	N 	 We  
Parking la 
planters 
5.6;6.1) ne ( 	N 	V 	Y 	 Y 	V 	Y 	 N 	Y 	N 	N 	V 	 N 	V 	 n/ 
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Table 5B: Case-By-Case Improvements by Street Type (continued) 
- Industrial I Shared 

Downtown Commercial Neighborhood Downtown Residential Neighborhood Mixed- Park Public 
Commercial Throughway Commercial Residential Throughway Residential Industrial Use Parkway Edge Boulevard Ceremonial Alley Way 	Pa 

Chicane Y 
(5.7) N N N N N Y N N N N N N y 

Traffic circle N 
(5.7) N N N N N V N N N N N N N n/E 

Pocket park V 
(5.8) V Y V V V Y N Y V Y Y V y V 

Boulevard n/a 
treatments 
(5.8) V Y N V V N N Y V Y n/a Y N nk 

Shared V 
street (5.8) N N N N N Y N N N N Y - local lanes N y nh 

N 
Ped-only 
street (5.8) N N N N N N N N N N N Y y Y 
Multi-use N 
path N N N N N N N N V V N N N Y 

Y=Yes 

M = Maybe 
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As noted above, long-term standard and optional/case-by-case streetscape improvements are 
evaluated in this initial study at a program-level. Site-specific impacts of these improvements 
are evaluated with regard to the footprint of future proposed projects, and may require further 
project-level analysis in a separate environmental review process in the future, upon 
development of site-specific projects. 

A-6 Future Steps 

Through the Better Streets Plan process, the project sponsors intend to develop a set of 
implementation recommendations related to realizing the vision of the Plan. Strategies for 
delivering street improvements would include identifying potential funding sources, creating 
criteria for prioritization of capital projects, streamlining the City’s institutional delivery of 
street improvement projects, maintenance of these improvements, and identifying appropriate 
enforcement and education strategies related to the pedestrian environment. 

B. PROJECT SETTING 

Should the San Francisco Better Streets Plan be adopted, Plan policies and guidelines could be 
used to guide future site-specific streetscape projects in the public right-of-ways in the City and 
County of San Francisco. (See Figure 1: Street Map of San Francisco, page 3) Plan-proposed 
standard improvements would apply where feasible, while optional or case-by-case 
improvements could be considered for implementation as budgets, physical conditions, and/or 
neighborhood preferences permit. Areas for project implementation would include right-of-
ways under the jurisdiction of DPW, SFMTA, SFPUC, the San Francisco Redevelopment 
Agency, the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department, the Port of San Francisco, and 
other City agencies. It would also apply to State Routes on surface arterial roadways that are in 
the City but under the jurisdiction of the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
jurisdiction; for instance, portions of Hwy 1 (Junipero Serra Boulevard/19th Avenue/Park 
Presidio Avenue), US-101 (Van Ness Avenue/Lombard Street/Richardson Avenue), Route 35 
(Skyline Boulevard) and Route 82 (San Jose Avenue). 16  The Plan policies and guidelines would 
apply to improvements proposed by the City, private property owners and developers, 
community groups, third-party utilities, and others. The policies and guidelines would also be 
applicable to new streets created as part of major new public or private development or 
redevelopment projects in the City. 

The Plan area encompasses the public right-of-ways in San Francisco; that is, the City’s 
pedestrian areas including sidewalks and crosswalks, but in some instances also portions of the 
City’s roadways. As discussed above, the Proposed Project however does not focus on roadway 
or vehicle travel characteristics; nor does it focus on any particular roadway or section of 
roadway in the City. 

16 Email communication with Heath Maddox, San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Livable Streets 
Section, November 2008. Any proposed improvements to these State Route roadways would require Caltrans 
approval, per the Caltrans-San Francisco Highway Maintenance Agreement, dated 1955. See the Caltrans 
Maintenance Contract, June 2006. This document is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission 
Street, San Francisco, as part of the project file. 
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B-i Existing Conditions 

San Francisco’s neighborhoods are generally conducive to pedestrian activity. Opportunities 
for pedestrian access to various City neighborhoods, major recreational resources, employment, 
schools and public services throughout the City are generally provided by a combination of 
transit and walking. Unique City resources, such as Golden Gate Park, Crissy Field, the 
Presidio, Ocean Beach, Lake Merced, Candlestick Point Recreation Area, John McLaren Park, 
and the Golden Gate Bridge, provide "walkable" recreational opportunities for City residents, 
workers, and visitors. Commercial activities and employment districts are scattered across the 
City, and these create many work-related "walkable" opportunities for City workers. Major 
public buildings, such as the City Hall and the Main Library, are located near the City center 
where traffic and parking are difficult; consequently, a well-planned pedestrian environment in 
combination with available transit services would increase viable options for accessing these 
public services. 

B-2 Pedestrian Context 

Current Pedestrian Research. According to the 1995 National Personal Transportation Survey 
(NPTS), in the U.S. approximately 40 percent of all trips are less than two miles in length, which 

represents a 30-minute walk .17  In addition, more than a quarter of all trips or about 28 percent of 
all trips in U.S. metropolitan areas are about one mile in distance or less, a distance considered 
easily covered by foot. However, about 65 percent of trips of this length (one mile or less) are 

generally made by automobile. 18  According to a national survey of pedestrian attitudes and 
behaviors, one in five (21.3 percent) persons age 16 and older reported that they never walk; this 
represents roughly 44 million individuals in the U.S. The reasons most cited for not walking 

were: 19 

17 
See: http://www.walkinginfo.org/why/benefits_transportation.cfm  
See http://www.completestreets.org/documents/CSfactsheet-gasprices.doc . According to research done by this 

group, automobile is the preferred mode of transportation for short trips, because incomplete or improperly planned 

streets make it dangerous or unpleasant to walk, bicycle, or take transit. 
19 Bureauof Transportation Statistic’s 2002 National Survey of Pedestrian & Bicyclist Attitudes and Behaviors �Highlights 
Report. According to this, one in five (21.3%) persons age 16 and older reported they never walk or had not done so 
during a 30-day period over the summer of 2002. Persons age 65 and older who did not walk cited disabilities and 
health impairments as the primary reason (49.2 percent). See website: 

attitudes_and_behaviors/survey_highlights/entire.pdf 
See also San Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH), Draft The Pedestrian Environmental Quality Index (PEQI): 
An assessment of the physical condition of streets and intersections, Fall 2008. According to this report, recent research 
shows that whether or not people walk is determined by a number of factors including the physical environment, 
perceptions of and actual safety, proximate destinations and climate. Barriers that discourage walking include the 
physical separation of work, home, and shops; high traffic speeds; narrow or nonexistent sidewalks; unsafe 
intersections or poor lighting. The SFDPH began developing the Pedestrian Environmental Quality Index (PEQI) to 
evaluate existing barriers to walking and assess the quality of the physical pedestrian environment in San Francisco. 
http://www.sfphes.org/HIA  Tools/PEOI Methods 2008.pdf 
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� Disabilities and health impairments (24.5 percent); 
� Climatic or weather conditions (22.0 percent); 
� Lack of opportunity (18.8 percent); 
� Preference for faster transportation modes (6.5 percent); 
� Lifestyle/choice issues (7.4 percent); 
� Safety issues (3.0 percent); and 
� Miscellaneous other reasons (17.8 percent). 

Trip purpose is another element of a person’s decision whether or not to walk. 20  Trips for 
social/recreational purposes are often made on foot, especially shorter trips (one mile or less); 
for instance, between 39-43 percent of these trips are pedestrian trips. However, according to 
the 2001 National Household Travel Survey (NHTS) results, people are much less likely to walk 
short distances (one mile or less) for medical visits (7 percent) or to shop (13 percent). The 
average length of nearly half of all travel trips related to shopping and other utilitarian 
purposes is 4.8 km (3 miles) or less. 21  The share of walking trips decreases below its overall 
mode share (9 percent), when the trip length is three or more miles. 

Local Pedestrian Context. San Francisco is the central city (and most urban place) in the Bay Area. 
The City has approximately 780,000 residents within approximately 47 square miles and an 
average population density of 16,500 persons per square mile. It is a pedestrian-oriented city as 
a result of its high density of development, relatively low level of automobile ownership, 
widespread availability of transit, open space/recreational opportunities, and provision of 
pedestrian facilities. In addition, the City’s temperate climate makes year-round walking 
possible. The average San Francisco resident travels 10 miles to work in 29 minutes and three 
out of four residents live and work in the City. According to a recent survey, about 9.6 percent 
of all San Francisco residents walk to work, two times the national average for major U.S. cities 
(4.5 percent). 22  Of all major U.S. cities (that is cities with at least 250,000 people), San Francisco 

has the third highest percentage (9.6 percent) of commuters that walk to work; it ranks third 
after Boston and Washington D.C. 23  

20 	
http://www.bts.gov/publications/transportation  statistics annual report/2004/html/chapter 02/ 

daily travel by walking and bicycling.hhl 
21 

SeeFederal Highway Administration University Course on Bicycle and Pedestrian Transportation Publication No. 
FHWA-HRT-05-133 July 2006. Available online at: 
http://www.tthrc.gov/safetv!pedbike/pubs/05085/pdf/combinedlo.pdf  
22 

ThunderheadAlliance 2007 Benchmarking Report’s "Current Status of Walking/Percentage of Trips to Work by 
Foot in Largest U.S. Cities" graph ranked 50 major U.S. cities, using the American Community Survey. According 
to this, 4.5% of trips to work in major cities are pedestrian trips. Workers in the 50 most populous U.S. states are 
1.3 times more likely to walk to work than their counterparts nationwide. The Census reports on the main mode to 
work; therefore, work trips to and from transit or a parked car are not counted if the transit or car trip is the longest 
leg of the trip. This document is on file and available for public review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission 
Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2007.1238E. 
23 	

States Census. 2005. 2005 American Community Survey. Walk to Work, 50 Cities with The Most Workers 
Age 16 and Over, by Percentage. Online at http://www.census.govlPress  Release/www/2007/Pub_Trans_Tables.xls 
[Accessed August 25, 2008.]. 
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There are few locations throughout the City where sidewalks are not provided. Sidewalks and 
walkways vary, but generally range from 7 to 15 feet in width. Some boulevards such as The 
Embarcadero have widths up to 25 feet. Market Street also has wider than average sidewalk for 
much of its length. A number of roadways include street trees and planting strips between the 
sidewalk and curb to separate pedestrians from vehicular traffic and provide aesthetic benefit. 

Crosswalks and pedestrian signals exist at most of the City’s major intersections. Over 50 
intersections have Accessible Pedestrian Signal (APS) 24  installed. 25  In addition, 740 of 1155 
signalized intersections (65%) have pedestrian countdown signals for all crosswalks. 26  There are 

approximately 5,300 square blocks of sidewalks citywide. Maintenance for a majority of these 
(97%) is the responsibility of the fronting private property owners. In 2007, the Department of 
Public Works (DPW) implemented the Sidewalk Inspection and Repair Program (SIRP) with a 
goal of inspecting and repairing approximately 200 square blocks each year. This ongoing 
facility maintenance and management process will systematically evaluate the City’s sidewalks 
for hazardous conditions such as vertical displacement, cracks or voids among other 

conditions .27  Work areas will be prioritized and needed work will be scheduled under SIRP. 28  

The City’s topography and high traffic volumes are among the existing obstacles to further 
improving pedestrian activity. San Francisco’s densely-built urban environment sometimes 
constrains the ability to provide exclusive right-of-way to many competing transportation 
modes, including pedestrians, motor vehicles, transit operations, and bicyclists. When 
transportation-related improvements are proposed, the effects on other modes must be taken 
into consideration and balanced with the overall transportation system of the City. 

C. 	COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS 

Applicable Not Applicable 

Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed to the [1 
Planning Code or Zoning Map, if applicable. 

Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City or D 
Region, if applicable. 

Discuss any approvals and/or permits from City departments other than 0 
the Planning Department or the Department of Building Inspection, or 
from Regional, State, or Federal Agencies. 

24 An Accessible Pedestrian Signal (APS) is a pedestrian pushbutton that communicates when to cross the street in a 
non-visual manner, such as audible tones, speech messages, and vibrating surfaces. 
25 

SanFrancisco Municipal Transportai ton Agency. 2008. Accessible Pedestrian Signals. Online at 
http://www.sfmta.com/cms/wproj/aps.htmEAccessed  August 25, 20081. 
26 	

Francisco. Draft Better Streets Plan. 2008. Online at 
htt-p://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/planning/Citywide/Better_Streets/index.htm  [Accessed August 25, 2008]. 
27 	

Francisco Department of Public Works. 2008. Good Neighbor Guidelines for the Repair of Sidewalk Defects (DPW 

Order 177, 526) and Guidelines for Inspection of Sidewalk Defects (DPW Order 177,525). These documents are available 
for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco as part of Case File 2007.0347E. 
28 

 San Francisco Mayor’s Office on Disability and Department of Public Works. 2008. Americans with Disabilities Act 
Transition Plan for Curb Ramps and Sidewalks, Updates and Revisions, 2007-2008. Online at 

http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/mod/RampSidewalk08.pdf . [Accessed August 25, 2008]. 
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Planning Code and Zoning 

The San Francisco Planning Code, which incorporates by reference the City’s Zoning Maps, 
governs permitted uses, densities, and the configuration of buildings within San Francisco. The 
Proposed Project would not require variances, special authorizations, or changes to the Zoning 
Maps. However, incorporation of the San Francisco Better Streets Plan policy framework and 
design guidelines would include changes to the Planning Code, primarily related to 
requirements for pedestrian realm and streetscape facilities, 29  such as pedestrian safety features 
including corner or mid-block curb extensions, street trees and sidewalk planting, streetscape 
furnishings, street lighting, sidewalk and median pocket parks, and stormwater management 
facilities. 

In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable 
Planning Initiative, which added Section 101.1 to the City’s Planning Code to establish eight 
Priority Policies. These policies, and the sections of this Environmental Evaluation addressing 
the environmental issues associated with the policies, are: (1) preservation and enhancement of 
neighborhood-serving retail uses; (2) protection of neighborhood character (Question ic, Land 
Use); (3) preservation and enhancement of affordable housing (Question 3b, Population and 
Housing, with regard to housing supply and displacement issues); (4) discouragement of 
commuter automobiles (Questions 5a, b, f, and g, Transportation and Circulation); (5) protection 
of industrial and service land uses from commercial office development and enhancement of 
resident employment and business ownership (Question ic, Land Use); (6) maximization of 
earthquake preparedness (Questions 13a-d, Geology and Soils); (7) landmark and historic 
building preservation (Question 4a, Cultural Resources); and (8) protection of open space 
(Questions 8a and b, Wind and Shadow, and Questions 9a and c, Recreation). Prior to issuing a 
permit for any project which requires an Initial Study under CEQA, and prior to issuing a 
permit for any demolition, conversion, or change of use, and prior to taking any action which 
requires a finding of consistency with the General Plan, the City is required to find that the 
Proposed Project or legislation is consistent with the Priority Policies. 

The consistency of the Proposed Project with the environmental topics associated with the 
Priority Policies is discussed in Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects, which provides 
information for use in the case report for the Proposed Project. The case report and approval 

motions for the Proposed Project will contain the Planning Department’s comprehensive project 
analysis and findings regarding consistency of the Proposed Project with the Priority Policies. 

Local Plans and Policies 

General Plan. The City’s General Plan provides general policies and objectives to guide land use 

29 streetscape improvements do not typically count towards residential open space requirements. Where property 
owners or others make such improvements, they are required to receive a City permit, and the area of the public 
right-of-way remains publicly-owned and publicly-accessible. 
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decisions. Any conflict between the Proposed Project and policies that relate to physical 
environmental issues are discussed in Section E, Evaluation of Environmental Effects. The 
compatibility of the Proposed Project with General Plan policies that do not relate to physical 
environmental issues will be considered by decision-makers as part of their decision regarding 
whether to approve the Proposed Project. Any potential conflicts identified as part of this 
process would not alter the physical environmental effects of the Proposed Project. 
As described in Checklist Item 1, Land Use and Land Use Planning, page 43, the Proposed 
Project would amend the General Plan to reflect the goals and objectives of the San Francisco 
Better Streets Plan.30 

San Francisco Bicycle Plan and Other Future SFMTA Transportation Planning Efforts 
The proposed San Francisco Bicycle Plan project is a separate ongoing effort undertaken by the 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), also one of the joint project sponsors 
for the Better Streets Plan. The San Francisco Bicycle Plan project consists of the adoption of a 
citywide bicycle transportation plan and the implementation of near-term, long-term and other 
minor improvements to the City’s bicycle route network, as well as amendments to the San 
Francisco General Plan and the San Francisco Planning Code. The overall goal of the San Francisco 
Bicycle Plan is to make bicycling an integral part of daily life in the City. The 2009 San Francisco 
Bicycle Plan was adopted by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Board on June 
26, 2009 and affirmed by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors on August 11, 2009. The 2009 
Bicycle Plan is a refinement of the Bicycle Plan resulting from the 2002-2005 planning process. 
The 2002-2905 Bicycle Plan was, in turn, an update of the existing 1997 San Francisco Bicycle 
Plan. The proposed San Francisco Bicycle Plan is consistent with the Metropolitan 
Transportation Commission’s (MTC) Regional Bicycle Plan and would continue to be so 
following its approval and implementation. Adoption and implementation of the San Francisco 
Bicycle Plan qualifies the City for funding from the State Bicycle Transportation Account for 
bicycle facilities and programs. 31  

The Planning Commission certified the Final EW for the Bicycle Plan project on June 25, 2009. 
Two appeals of the FEW certification were filed July 15, 2009.32  The Board of Supervisors upheld 
the Planning Commission’s decision to certify the FEW and denied the appeals on August 4, 
2009. However, Implementation of the specific physical improvements proposed by the Bicycle 
Plan continues continued to be enjoined by an injunction imposed as part of litigation initiated 
in 2006. On August 6, 2010, San Francisco Superior Court Judge Peter J. Busch issued an order 
finding the City in compliance with CEOA in seeking to implement its Bicycle Plan citywide; 
thus, lifting the injunction. The City is currently seeking relief from the injunction. 

Although separate projects, the Better Streets Plan and the San Francisco Bicycle Plan project do 
have some goals in common, such as balancing the needs of all City street users. Both plans 

30 Proposed General Plan amendments will be available to the public and discussed at multiple public hearings prior 

to any adoptions, per City requirements. 

31 
 For more information about the Bicycle Plan, please visit the Municipal Transportation Agency’s Bicycle Program 

website at: www.sfrnta.com/bikeplan.  
32 See Case No. 2007.0347E: San Francisco Bicycle Plan Project Final EIR available at http://www.sfgov.org/site/  

planningjndex.asp?id=80504 
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emphasize that City streets should serve a variety of roles, including safe and accessible 
movement of all transportation modes (particularly alternative modes such as walking and 
bicycling), social and recreational purposes, as well as ecological functions. Both plans call for 
facilitating and improving alternative modes of transportation in the City. The Better Streets 
Plan focuses on standard and optional/case-by-case streetscape improvements related to 
pedestrian use, while the San Francisco Bicycle Plan project focuses on near-term, long-term 
and other minor sfreetscape improvements related to bicycle use. The San Francisco Bicycle 
Plan project was designed to safely accommodate multi-modal transportation in the City. The 
near-term improvements proposed to be carried out under the San Francisco Bicycle Plan 
project take into account ongoing transportation planning efforts by SFMTA (such as the Transit 
Effectiveness Project, Traffic Calming Program, and the Better Streets Plan (Proposed Prbject)). 
Accordingly under the San Francisco Bicycle Plan project, particular attention was paid to 
designing streetscape improvements related to bicycle use that would support safe and smooth 
interaction between pedestrians, automobiles, and bicycles, at intersections where all three 
modes may collect. 

The long-term improvements proposed under the San Francisco Bicycle Plan project identify 
areas where there are gaps or deficiencies in the bicycle route network. No specific project 
designs have yet been developed for these proposed long-term improvements, and therefore, 
these projects were analyzed in the Bicycle Plan project EIR at a program level. Each of the 
long-term improvements will go through a community planning process and take into account 
ongoing transportation planning efforts by SFMTA, such as the Transit Effectiveness Project, 
Traffic Calming Program, and the Better Streets Plan. Once specific project designs are known, 
subsequent project-level environmental review would be conducted. The policies, design 
guidelines, and streetscape improvements proposed under the Better Streets Plan would 
therefore be compatible with the San Francisco Bicycle Plan project and other ongoing SFMTA 
transportation planning efforts (Transit Effectiveness Project and Traffic Calming Program). In 
addition, the Better Streets Plan-proposed future sfteetscape improvements would be 
coordinated with the long-term improvements proposed to be carried out under the San 
Francisco Bicycle Plan project, as well as other ongoing SFMTA transportation planning efforts. 

The Climate Action Plan for San Francisco. In February 2002, the San Francisco Board of 
Supervisors passed the Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Resolution (Number 158-02) 
committing the City and County of San Francisco to a GHG emissions reduction goal of 20 
percent below 1990 levels by the year 2012. In September 2004, the San Francisco Department of 
the Environment and the Public Utilities Commission published the Climate Action Plan for 
San Francisco: Local Actions to Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions. 33  The Climate Action Plan 
provides the context of climate change in San Francisco and examines strategies to meet the 20 
percent greenhouse gas reduction target. Although the Board of Supervisors has not formally 
committed the City to perform the actions addressed in the Plan, and many of the actions 
require further development and commitment of resources, the Plan serves as a blueprint for 
GHG emission reductions, and several actions have been implemented or are now in progress. 

San Francisco Department of the Environment and San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Climate Action Plan 
for San Francisco, Local Actions to Reduce Greenhouse Emissions, September 2004. 
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The Better Streets Plan, in promoting walking as an alternative to driving, would be consistent 
with the goals of the Climate Action Plan for San Francisco. 

Approvals and Permits. Approvals required for the Proposed Project are discussed under 

Project Approvals, page 30. 

D. 	SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

The Proposed Project could potentially affect ("Potentially Significant Impact" or "Less than 
Significant Impact with Mitigation Incorporated") the environmental factors checked below. 
The following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental 

factor. 

LI Land Use 

Aesthetics  

LI Population and Housing LI 
Cultural & Paleontological Resources LI 
Transportation & Circulation  

Noise 

Air Quality 	 [lii] 
Wind and Shadow LI 
Recreation LII 
Utilities and Service Systems LI 
Public Services LI 
Biological Resources 

Geology and Soils 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Hazards/Hazardous Materials 

Mineral/Energy Resources 

Agricultural Resources 

Mandatory Findings of Signif. 

E. 	EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

This Initial Study examines the project to identify potential effects on the environment. All 
items on the Initial Study Checklist that have been checked "Less than Significant Impact", "No 
Impact" or "Not Applicable" indicates that, upon evaluation, staff has determined that the 
Proposed Project could not have a significant adverse environmental effect relating to that topic. 
A discussion is included for those issues checked "Less than Significant Impact" and for most 
items checked with "No Impact" or "Not Applicable". For all items checked "Not Applicable" 
or "No Impact" without discussion, the conclusions regarding potential significant adverse 
environmental effects are based upon field observation, staff experience and expertise on 
similar projects, and/or standard reference material available within the Department, such as 
the Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, or the 
California Natural Diversity Database and maps, published by the California Department of 
Fish and Game. For each checklist item, the evaluation has considered the impacts of the 
Proposed Project both individually and cumulatively. 

On the basis of this study, project-specific effects that have been determined to be potentially 
significant include: aesthetics, cultural and paleontological resources, transportation and 
circulation, biological resources and hazards/hazards materials. These issues are discussed in 
Section E below. For issues requiring mitigation to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant 
level, this Initial Study identifies mitigation measures which would reduce impacts to less-than-
significant level. These mitigation measures are referred to in the environmental analysis, 
presented at the end of each individual Check List topic of discussion, and in Section F of this 

document, pp.  168-175. 

For each checklist topic analyzed, the evaluation has considered the impacts of the Proposed 
Project both individually and cumulatively. Cumulative impacts are analyzed in each 

Case No. 2007.1 
	

San Francisco Better Streets Plan 

PMND 
	

July 28, 2010 



individual Check List topic and summarized in Topic E-19 Mandatory Findings of 
Significance, pp. 165-168. 

E.1 Land Use and Land Use Plannin 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

1. 	LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING� 
Would the project: 

a) Physically divide an established community? 0 El M 0 El 
b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 0 El 0 

regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project 
(including, but not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted 
for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an 
environmental effect? 

c) Have a substantial impact upon the existing character of El El E El El 
the vicinity? 

The land use impacts of a Proposed Project are considered to be significant if the Proposed 
Project would disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community, conflict 
with local land use plans or policies as they relate to environmental effects, or have a substantial 
impact upon the existing character of the vicinity. 

a, c) Community and Character. The Better Streets Plan would involve the adoption of a set of 
citywide pedestrian policies and guidelines to help improve San Francisco’s pedestrian 
environment in the future. It would provide guidance for the implementation of standard and 
optional case-by-case streetscape improvements citywide. The Proposed Project presents a 
range of possible pedestrian/streetscape improvements to existing sidewalks, crosswalks, and 
roadways located within the public right-of-way in San Francisco. 

The Proposed Project could potentially lead to physical changes within the public right-of-way 

in the future. However, no substantial above-ground structures are expected to be constructed 

within the public right-of-way, other than possibly changes in sidewalks, crosswalks, roadways 

and one-story transit shelters and other similar small-scale structures in certain City locations 

on a case-by-case basis if conditions permit. Construction activities related to the Proposed 

Project would be temporary and intermittent and would not divide or disrupt established 

neighborhoods. The Proposed Project would not disrupt or divide the physical arrangements of 

existing uses and surrounding activities. The Proposed Project would be built within the City’s 

existing street network and would not be expected to create an impediment to the passage of 

persons or vehicles. Surrounding uses and activities would continue on their own sites and 

would interrelate with each other as they do presently, without significant disruption related to 

project implementation. The Proposed Project would therefore not physically divide or disrupt 

an established community and this impact would be less than significant. 

Case No. 2007.1238E 
PMND 43 	 San Francisco Better Streets Plan 

July 28, 2010 



New landscaping improvements are proposed in the BSP that could result in potentially 

beneficial changes to the neighborhood character.M  The City is experiencing a trend towards 

adding landscaped surface to the public right-of-way to improve residents and visitors’ 

experience. New landscape would be installed in the Project Area following City regulations 

and guidelines and would not be expected to be bulky or substantial. Because no substantial 

physical changes to the public right-of-way or surrounding land uses are anticipated under the 

BSP, and no substantial above-ground structures are expected to be constructed as a result of 

project implementation, the Proposed Project would have a less-than-significant impact on the 

existing character of the Project Area. 

b) Land Use Plans, Policies, and Regulations. As discussed above in Project Description, page 

5, the overarching vision of the Proposed Project is to prioritize the use of streets for walking 
and transit use, as well as facilitate the function of streets as public spaces for social interaction 
and community life, in accordance with the City’s Better Streets Policy. The land use-related 

objectives of the project sponsors include (i) providing opportunities for diverse experiences 
and encouraging users to engage in social and recreational activities; and (2) facilitating safe, 
accessible, and convenient connections among major nodes, hubs, destinations, transit centers, 
and major land use and activity centers." The proposed policies, design guidelines, and future 
streetscape improvements called for under the Better Streets Plan are intended to confer these 

land use-related benefits to all City street users engaged in pedestrian activity. 

The following Plan-proposed policies are relevant to the topic of Land Use and Planning (see 
page 43): Policy 2, which is related to supporting diverse public life through provision of 
comfortable spaces for interaction and gathering; conversion of excess portions of rights-of-way 
to landscaped usable areas; maximizing pedestrian and usable open space; facilitating privately 
sponsored streetscape improvements to promote street use and activity; and encouraging 
temporary community use of street space for public activities, such as street fairs, performances, 
and farmer’s markets; and Policy 3, which is related to creating vibrant places for commerce 
through the facilitation of adjacent street space use for City businesses for outdoor seating and 
merchandise displays, while maintaining adequate pedestrian access. 

Some Plan-proposed optional or case-by-case streetscape improvements are also relevant to the 
topic of Land Use and Planning (see page 43). These optional streetscape improvements 
include (i) the flexible use of parking lane, which would allow it to be used for other uses such 

as cafØ seating on a temporary basis;35  (ii) placement of pocket parks or recreational areas in 
sidewalk or median areas, as space constraints allow; and (iii) reuse of ’pork chops 136  and excess 

public right-of-way to create new parks, plazas, landscaped areas, or stormwater facilities in the 
right-of-way areas that are determined to be unnecessary for traffic and/or parking movements. 

As discussed in Section C: Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans, page 38, the Proposed 
Project would be consistent with local plans, policies and code requirements as they relate to 

34  The Plan does not call for tearing up and replacing mature trees. New plantings would be generally consistent 
with the overall character of a district. Trees planted would be appropriate to their context. In some areas, this could 

mean planting of smaller varieties of trees. 

36 Excess paved areas where roadways come together at odd angles. 
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environmental effects. Environmental plans and policies are those, like the Bay Area Air Quality 
Plan, that directly address environmental issues and/or contain targets or standards, which 
must be met in order to preserve or improve characteristics of the City’s physical environment. 
The Proposed Project would not obviously or substantially conflict with any such adopted 
environmental plan or policy. The Proposed Project would not be expected to conflict with any 
zoning regulations, particularly because all future work related to Plan-proposed streetscape 
improvements would occur within the public right-of-way and substantial structures are not 
anticipated to be constructed. The Proposed Project would not conflict with any Elements of the 
General Plan and would be consistent with the principles found in the City’s Transit-first Policy. 
The Proposed Project would serve to supplement, amend and implement policies from the 
General Plan that would reflect the San Francisco Better Streets Plan and promote alternative 
transportation modes (pedestrian and transit use). Thus, the Proposed Project would have less-
than-significant adverse impacts related to land use plans, policies, and regulations. 

Cumulative Effects. The Proposed Project would be consistent with zoning regulations and the 

General Plan and would not be expected to contribute to any cumulative land use impacts with 

any known past, present, or future projects in the City, such as the San Francisco Bicycle Plan. 

Therefore, the Proposed Project would not contribute to cumulatively considerable impacts 

related to conflict with applicable land use plan, policies, and regulations. The BSP does not 

propose the construction of substantial above-ground structures within the public right-of-way 

that would adversely affect surrounding land uses in the Project Area. Construction activities 

related to the Proposed Project would be temporary and intermittent; therefore, the Proposed 

Project would not contribute to cumulatively considerable impacts related to the division or 

disruption of an established community. The Project would result in incremental physical 

changes to the public right-of-way. For instance, new landscaping improvements are proposed 

in the BSP that could result in potentially beneficial changes to the neighborhood character. The 

Proposed Project, in combination with past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects in the 

Project Area, would not contribute to cumulatively considerable impacts related to a permanent 

change in the existing character of the Project Area. 

Overall, effects related to land use would be less than significant. In the context of the overall 
citywide development, the Proposed Project, as discussed above and under Section C. 
Compatibility with Existing Zoning and Plans, would not result in or contribute to cumulatively 
considerable land use impacts. 

In view of the above, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant cumulative or 
project-related impacts for land use and planning. 
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E.2 Aesthetics 
Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

2. AESTHETICS�Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? fl El E El LI 
b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not fl fl fl 

limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and other features of 
the built or natural environment which contribute to a 
scenic public setting? 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or LI LI E LI LI 
quality of the site and its surroundings? 

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which fl LI 
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area 
or which would substantially impact other people or 
properties? 

A visual quality/aesthetics analysis is somewhat subjective and considers the project design in 
relation to the surrounding visual character, heights and building types of surrounding uses, its 
potential to obstruct public scenic views or vistas, and its potential for light and glare. The Plan-
proposed streetscape improvements’ specific design and aesthetic would be considered in the 
future during the City’s planning and design review process. A Proposed Project would, 
therefore, be considered to have a significant adverse environmental effect on visual quality if it 
would cause a substantial and demonstrable negative change. The Proposed Project as a 
citywide policy framework and plan would not be expected to cause such a change. 

a) Views and Scenic Vistas. Project implementation is not expected to block or degrade scenic 
views or vistas; in addition, scenic resources in the City would not be adversely affected by 
project implementation. The majority of areas surrounding City streets are already densely 
developed with a mix of residential, commercial civic/institutional, and industrial structures 
interspersed with some open spaces, as well as vacant lots and parking lots. Views of particular 
sections of streets are generally limited to occupants and workers in nearby buildings, and 
occupants of vehicles, transit users, pedestrians, and bicyclists on adjacent roadways. Existing 
view corridors along City streets are primarily defined by often continuous streetwalls of 
buildings interspersed with some open landscaped spaces and/or vacant and surface parking 
lots. Any potential long-range views from corridors along City streets are therefore largely 
dominated by surrounding dense urban development, particularly high and mid-rise 
development. The Proposed Project could potentially lead to physical changes within the 
public right-of-way in the future. However, no substantial above-ground structures are 
expected to be constructed within the public right-of-way, other than possibly one-story transit 
shelters and other similar small-scale structures in certain City locations on a case-by-case basis 
if conditions permit. Therefore, no substantial physical changes to the public right-of-way or 
surrounding environment are anticipated as a result of project implementation. 

Some portions of potential streetscape improvements could be along streets that have been 
identified in the General Plan as important to urban design and views or those that have 
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excellent or good views. 37  Implementation of Plan-proposed future streetscape improvements 
may include the addition of street signage, pedestrian signals, street trees, tree basin 
furnishings, sidewalk planters, street lighting, site furnishings, and parking lane planters along 
some of these streets, but such streetscape improvements would not be expected to be 
excessively large or dominating (tall and bulky), and would not substantially obstruct views or 
cast perceptible shadows. 

Future streetscape improvements would be apparent to viewers, but would not constitute a 
substantial adverse physical change to existing street conditions, when seen in short- and mid-
range views of such streets. The proposed future streetscape improvements would generally be 
indistinguishable in long-range views and would tend to blend into the dense urban character 
of the surrounding area. It is possible that public open spaces would be in the vicinity of streets 
(or section of streets) that have undergone Plan-proposed streetscape improvements. Views of 
these streetscape improvements from these public open spaces would likely be blocked by 
intervening buildings and billboards. Such improvements that would be visible would not be 
expected to be excessively large or dominating; nor to substantially obstruct views from 
surrounding public areas. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not degrade or obstruct 
public scenic views. 

Instead, the Proposed Project may result in improved public scenic views. As shown in Table 1: 
List of Proposed Street Types, page 12, the Proposed Project categorizes streets into different 
typologies for the purposes of streetscape design. The proposed street types under the project 
are intended to direct decisions about the pedestrian environment, particularly streetscape 
design. For each proposed street type, the Proposed Project lists standard improvements and 
optional or case-by-case improvements that could be applicable to that particular street type. 
The Proposed Project provides a framework for the appropriate placement of typical streetscape 
elements along the length of a block, which would be applicable to all proposed street types. In 
addition, the project also indicates any special areas of the pedestrian realm where streetscape 
elements need to be limited or sited differently. The Plan-proposed streetscape improvements 
would likely result in increased street trees, greenery, and appropriate lighting on City streets in 
the future, and these improvements could visually enhance urban corridors as discussed in the 
Urban Design Element of the General Plan. Future implementation of Plan-proposed 
streetscape improvements within the recommended streetscape layout framework for the 
proposed street types could also potentially result in improved public scenic views. Therefore, 
the Proposed Project could result in overall improvement of public scenic views along City 
streets. 

Figure 7: Existing and Proposed Streetscapes For Typical Downtown Commercial or 
Commercial Throughway Streets (page 49) illustrates how the Better Street Plan guidelines and 
streetscape improvements could be applied to large-scale streets with a mixed-use character to 
improve those streets’ pedestrian environment. The proposed streetscape view in Figure 7 
depicts streetscape elements that would be used to improve a typical Downtown Commercial or 

37 
 Urban Design Element of the General Plan. Maps titled: Street Areas Important to Urban Design and Views and Quality 

of Street Views. Accessed online November 8, 2007 at http://www.sfgov.org/site/planningjndex.asp?id=41416.  
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Commercial Throughway Street. The elements depicted in the proposed streetscape view 
include improved transit stops, crosswalks, corner curb extensions, street trees, pedestrian 
lighting, sidewalk planters, and public seating. The recommended placement of these elements 
within the right-of-way for a typical Downtown Commercial or Commercial Throughway Street 
is also depicted in the proposed streetscape view. 

Similarly, Figure 8: Existing and Proposed Streetscapes for Typical Neighborhood Residential 
Streets (page 50) illustrates how the Plan guidelines and streetscape improvements could be 
applied to smaller-scale residential streets to improve those streets’ pedestrian environment. 
The proposed streetscape view in Figure 8 depicts streetscape elements that would be used to 
improve a typical Neighborhood Residential Street. The elements depicted in the proposed 
streetscape view include a median island, chicanes, street trees, sidewalk plantings, and 
permeable paving (also a stormwater management strategy). The recommended placement of 
these elements within the right-of-way for a typical Neighborhood Residential Street is also 
depicted in the proposed streetscape view. 

The proposed streetscapes shown in the above-mentioned figures (Figures 7 and 8) are for 
visualization purposes only, and are not intended to show specific details or dimensions for 
particular sections of City streets. Furthermore as discussed on page 32 and 33, Plan-proposed 
streetscape improvements are not necessarily appropriate in all circumstances; for instance, 
zebra-striped crosswalks are only applied in limited circumstances. 

If implemented in the future, Plan-proposed streetscape improvements would be visible from 
public and private lots in the vicinity. From nearby residences and businesses, the improved 
streetscapes could change views of surrounding streets. However, because no major large-scale 
(tall and bulky) above-grade structures or elements are proposed, substantial obstruction of 
views from nearby public and/or private lots is not anticipated. Although some reduced private 
views may be an unavoidable consequence of the Proposed Project and would be an 
undesirable change for those individuals affected, the change in views would not exceed that 
commonly expected in an urban setting. As discussed above, the Proposed Project would not 
substantially degrade or obstruct scenic views from public areas and project-related impacts on 

private views would be limited. 

Overall, the Proposed Project would not adversely affect public views and scenic vistas, and 
would result in less-than-significant impacts with respect to public views and scenic vistas. 
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Figure 7: Existing and, Proposed Streetscapes -For Typical Downtown Commercial or 

Commercial Throughway Streets 
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Proposed 

49 	
San Francisco Better Streets Plan 

July 28, 2010 
Case No 2007.1238E 
PMND 



Figure 8: Existing and Proposed Streetscapes For Typical Neighborhood Residential 

Streets 
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b) Scenic Resources. Implementation of Plan-proposed future streetscape improvements 
would occur entirely within the public right-of-way. Portions of State Highway 1, which 
includes 191h Avenue within San Francisco, are eligible for Scenic Highway Status. 28  However, 

19th Avenue is not an Officially Designated Scenic Highway; nor are any specific streetscape 

facilities proposed within the 19 1h Avenue traffic right-of-way. The Proposed Project is not 
expected to involve removal or development of major above-grade structures along a scenic 

highway. 

Article 6 of the Planning Code governs signs in the City. Section 603 exempts governmental 

traffic control signs from the provisions of Article 6. Some Plan-proposed future streetscape 
improvements may occur along designated scenic streets, which are identified in Planning Code 

Section 608.6. Planning Code Section 608.6 regulates the placement of signs along these 

designated scenic streets, and states that no general advertising sign and no other sign 
exceeding 200 square feet in area can be placed along such streets. Plan-proposed future 
streetscape improvements may include the addition of street signage. However, any new signs 
installed as a result of the Proposed Project would be smaller than those regulated under 

Planning Code Section 608.6. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant 

impacts with respect to scenic street resources. 

No other scenic resources would be-affected, with the possible exception of removal, relocation 
or replacement of street trees and sidewalk plantings, within the public right-of-way. As 
discussed in Project Description, page 5, the Plan encourages universal pedestrian-oriented 
streetscape design where appropriate and includes streetscape and pedestrian improvements 
related to this topic; for instance, calling for more street trees and sidewalk 
landscaping/planting. The following Plan-proposed policy is relevant to the topic of street 
trees: Policy 10.1, which is related to maximizing opportunities for street trees and other 

plantings. 

As discussed on page 5, the Proposed Project also provides a framework for locating proposed 
streetscape improvements such as street trees, and landscaping within a public right-of-way, 
which would be applicable, to all proposed street types. As shown in Figure 3: Sidewalk Zones, 
City sidewalks are divided into five zones for purposes of this project, and it is recommended 
that street trees and landscaping be located in the "Furnishings Zone." The Proposed Project 
also provides direction regarding appropriate placement of typical streetscape elements 
including street trees along the length of a block. For instance, it is recommended that street 
trees be placed at regular intervals to define the rhythm of the streetscape, and that street trees 
should be interspersed with street lighting and streetscape furnishings. Some Plan-proposed 
standard streetscape improvements are also relevant to this topic (see page 51 above). These 
standard streetscape improvements include (i) encouraging street trees on all proposed street 

28 
 The status of a state scenic highway changes from "eligible" to "officially designated" when the local jurisdiction 

adopts a scenic corridor protection program, applies to the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) for 
scenic highway approval, and receives notification from Caltrans that the highway has been designated as a Scenic 
Highway. 
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types to help define the character and rhythm of the streetscape; and (ii) providing tree 

basin furnishings (tree grates, tree guards, and railings) on more heavily-traveled street types. 
These tree basin furnishings are intended to serve functional as well as aesthetic purposes. 

Implementation of certain streetscape improvement projects under the Better Streets Plan could 
result in the future removal, relocation, or replacement of select street trees and sidewalk 
plantings. However as described below, the Urban Forestry Ordinance in the Public Works Code 
would require that appropriate permits be acquired to remove and replace any trees. 

Public Works Code Sections 801 et seq. requires a permit from DPW to remove any protected 
trees .39  Protected trees include landmark trees, significant trees, or street trees located on 
private 
or public property anywhere within the territorial limits of the City and County of San 
Francisco. 

A landmark tree has the highest level of protection and must meet certain criteria for age, size, 
shape, species, location, historical association, visual quality, or other contribution to the City’s 
character. A landmark tree must have been found worthy of landmark status after public 
hearings at both the Urban Forestry Council and the BOS. A significant tree is a tree: a) either on 
private property or DPW property, b) within 10 feet of a public right-of-way, and c) that has a 
diameter at breast height (DBH) 40  greater than 12 inches, a height greater than 20 feet, or a 
canopy greater than 15 feet. A street tree is a tree within the public right-of-way or on DPW’s 
property. Removal of any landmark, significant, or street tree requires a permit from DPW. 
Also, all such trees are subject to certain maintenance and protection standards. 

The Planning Department, Department of Building Inspection (DBI) and DPW have established 
guidelines to ensure that the provisions concerning protected trees are implemented. As part of 
these guidelines, the Planning Department requires that a ’Tree Disclosure Statement" 
accompany all permit applications that could potentially impact a protected tree whether the 
tree is on the site of Plan-proposed improvements or on adjacent sites. 

In the future, streetscape improvements associated with the Proposed Project may include the 
removal, relocation, or replacement of significant street trees. Accordingly, the project sponsors 
or entities implementing the Plan-proposed streetscape improvements would be required to 
obtain a permit from DPW. 4’ In addition, the Public Works Code requires that another significant 
or street tree be planted in place of a removed tree, or that an in-lieu planting fee be paid. The 

Board of Supervisors, Ordinance No. 17-06, amending Public Works Code Sections 801 et seq. 
40 Diameter at Breast Height is 4.5 feet above the ground surface surrounding the tree. 
41 

 As part of the review process for an application for street or significant tree removal, a DPW inspector would 
evaluate the trees proposed for removal. If DPW approves the tree to be removed, a notice regarding the tree removal 
will be posted for a period of up to 30 days. If objections to the removal are received, the removal will be scheduled 
for public hearing. If DPW denies the removal, the applicant can request the case be scheduled for a public hearing. 
After the hearing, a hearing officer will make a recommendation to the DPW Director, who in turn will issue a final 
decision. The DPW Director’s decision may be appealed to the Board of Appeals. 
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project sponsors or entities implementing Plan-proposed streetscape improvements within the 
City’s jurisdiction would be subject to the City’s review and approval procedures; therefore, the 
Proposed Project would have less-than-significant impacts on scenic and biological street tree 
resources under DPW jurisdiction. 

Trees on Recreation and Park Department (RPD) land outside of a DPW right-of-way may also be 
potentially affected by Plan-proposed streetscape improvements. Any tree removal on 
Recreation and Park Department (RPD) land would be carried out by RPD staff pursuant to 
Recreation and Park Department Tree Removal Procedures, which describe the circumstances for 
tree removal that would require public notification and a public comment period .42 RPD staff 
responsible for care and maintenance of the landscape are trained in maintaining the scenic 
quality of San Francisco public areas. Removal of trees on property maintained by the Port or 
the PUC would be subject to approval by those City agencies. Any tree removal on public areas 
(including sidewalks and crosswalks) under the jurisdiction of the National Park Service or the 
State of California would be subject to the regulations and procedures of the responsible 
agency. All non-DPW agencies would be expected to be sensitive to the removal of any tree that 
would otherwise be classified as a significant tree, but for lack of DPW jurisdiction. Thus, the 
Proposed Project would have less-than-significant impacts on scenic tree resources in areas 
outside of DPW’s jurisdiction. 

It is possible that implementation of the BSP would require minor excavation in the Project Area 
that could result in trimming of street tree roots. Implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AE-
1: Tree Root Protection, below would reduce the impacts of the BSP to street trees to less-than-
significant levels. Mitigation Measure M-AE-1 would require that if trimming of roots greater 
than two inches in diameter is necessary during construction of the project, a qualified arborist 
would be on site to ensure that trimming does not cause an adverse impact to the trees. 

Mitigation Measure M-AE-1: Tree Root Protection 
If trimming of roots greater than two inches in diameter is necessary during construction of the 
project, a qualified arborist would be on site during construction to ensure that trimming does 
not cause an adverse impact to the trees. Pruning would be done using a Vermeer root pruning 
machine (or equivalent) to sever the uppermost 12 inches of the soil profile. Roots would be 
pruned approximately 12 to 20 linear inches back (toward tree trunks) from the face of the 
proposed excavation. 

No other scenic resources besides those discussed above exist within the project area. Therefore, 
the Proposed Project would result in less-than-significant impacts with respect to scenic 
resources. 

42 
 San Francisco Recreation and Park Department, Tree Removal Procedures. Adopted July 31, 1997. A copy of these 

procedures is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco as part of 
Case File No. 2007.0347E. 
43 Motorized digging equipment produced by Vermeer or other brand name. 
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c) Visual Character. Similar to land uses within the City, the existing visual characteristics of 
the City are varied and reflect the changes that have occurred over the years in development 
patterns, land uses and architectural styles in the surrounding area. The Plan-proposed future 
streetscape improvements are intended to be based on or to complement their adjacent street 
and land use character. The prevalent City character (the majority of areas surrounding City 
streets) is defined by dense urban development typified by a mix of low-, mid-, and high-rise 
residential, commercial civic/institutional, and industrial structures, interspersed with some 
open spaces and vacant/parking lots. 

As discussed in Project Description on page 5, the stated objectives of the project sponsors 
include giving City neighborhoods a recognizable image; providing orientation and better 
spatial understanding of the City; creating an engaging visual impression to appeal to all 
human senses (sight, smell and sound); and encouraging a sense of ownership and civic pride 
that is reflected in the City streets’ physical appearance and level of activity. The policies and 
design guidelines, and streetscape improvements proposed under the Better Streets Plan are 
intended to visually enhance the City’s pedestrian realm and confer multiple benefits for all 
City street users, in particular a visually pleasing civic environment. 

As discussed on page 11, the following Plan-proposed policies are intended to help improve the 
visual quality of City streetscapes: Policy 1, which is related to creating memorable streets that 
help provide a unified yet distinct streetscape environment appropriate for individual City 
neighborhoods; and Policy 10, which is related to providing attractive, inviting, and well-
maintained streets through the planting of street trees and landscaping, minimizing of on-street 
visual clutter, appropriate street lighting, use of high-quality, durable landscaping materials, 
integration of public art into street improvement projects, and adequate maintenance of such 
streetscape elements. 

As discussed on page 17 above, several Plan-proposed standard and optional streetscape 
improvements are also intended to help improve the visual quality of City streetscapes. These 
standard streetscape improvements call for planting of more street trees; tree basin furnishings 
such as tree grates, tree guards, and railings on certain street types; sidewalk planters; 
pedestrian and roadway lighting; special sidewalk/roadway paving treatments; and site 
furnishings incorporating elements such as benches and seating, bicycle racks, bollards, flower-
stands, kiosks and gateway monuments, newsracks, parking meters, public art, sidewalk 
restrooms, traffic and parking signs, trash receptacles, wayfinding signage, and utilities .45  The 
optional streetscape improvements include the provision of parking lane planters; pocket 
parks;46  boulevard treatments such as side medians on certain street types; and above-ground 
landscaping in the form of container plantings and hanging baskets. 

44  Per the BSP, tree grates are generally discouraged for tree health and maintenance reasons. In some locations, they 

are necessary due to high levels of pedestrian traffic. 
Site furnishings are recommended to be designed and located to minimize visual clutter. 

46 Pocket parks can be useful open space for a neighborhood, or can help connect people to larger parks. They do not 
replace the need for larger parks and open space. 

Case No. 2007.1238E 
	

San Francisco Better Streets Plan 
PMND 
	

July 28, 2010 



The Proposed Project could result in visual changes in the City’s pedestrian environment with 
the future implementation of Plan-proposed streetscape improvements. 47  Implementation of the 
streetscape improvements would be expected to occur entirely within the public right-of-way. 
The Proposed Project would generally not involve construction of substantial above-ground 
structures other than possibly one-story transit shelters and other similar small-scale structures 
in the public right-of-ways in certain City locations on a case-by-case basis if conditions permit. 
It is possible that the project may result in increasing the scale of streetscape elements on 
affected sidewalks, crosswalks, and roadways. The placement of new larger streetscape 
elements in the public right-of-way would constitute a less-than-significant impact, because the 
size, scale and density of future streetscape elements in public right-of-ways would be designed 
to be consistent with the existing scale of surrounding development. Signs installed for 
identification of routes and traffic control measures would not be expected to be excessively 
large and would likely be similar in scale to those found currently on many urban streets. 
Provision of improved facilities may lead to additional pedestrians in the public right-of-way 
(sidewalks/crosswalks) and this may affect the visual character of the urban environment and 
how it is perceived. However as with all modes of traffic, such effects are transitory in nature 
and do not permanently alter the visual character of the environment. Overall, the visual 
character and quality of streets citywide would not substantially change or be adversely 
affected with implementation of the Proposed Project. Overall, there would be less-than-
significant adverse impacts related to visual character resulting from the Proposed Project. 

Considering all of the above the Proposed Project would not substantially degrade the existing 
visual character or quality of the project site or its surroundings. Since there would be no 
significant public view blocked or neighborhood character effects, the Proposed Project would 
not have a substantial, demonstrable negative aesthetic effect. 

d) Light & Glare. Development surrounding City streets area generally include brightly lit 
buildings, storefronts, signs, bulletin boards, and street lighting. All of these contribute to 
existing nighttime lighting conditions in the project vicinity. 

One of the main concepts of the Proposed Project includes implementation of universal 
pedestrian-oriented streetscape design, including provision of appropriate street lighting, 
where appropriate. The Plan calls for streetscape improvements related to implementation of 
universal pedestrian-oriented streetscape design; for instance, future project sponsors of site-
specific streetscape improvement projects would be expected to incorporate street lighting and 
efficient location of other on-street utilities, as called for under the Better Streets Plan. Per Plan 
Policy 10.5, adequate light levels and quality should be ensured for pedestrians, and light 
trespass and glare to adjacent uses should be minimized. 

The Proposed Project includes standard streetscape improvements related to street lighting, 
which would likely result in the future addition, removal or relocation of street lighting in the 
public right-of-way. Street lighting would be expected to be consistent with light produced by 

47  Sidewalk and street tree maintenance are generally the responsibility of the fronting property owner. On some 
streets, DPW maintains street trees. Street trees and sidewalk landscaping can be voluntarily installed by property 
owners who receive a City permit. 
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existing land uses and the existing street lighting in the neighborhood. The Plan- proposed 
streetscape street lighting improvements would be required to comply with Planning 
Commission Resolution No. 9212, which prohibits the use of mirrored or reflective glass. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not have a substantial effect, nor would it create new 
sources of substantial light or glare. Overall, the Proposed Project would have les-than-
significant impacts with respect to light, or glare. 

Cumulative Effects. The Proposed Project would not involve any substantial changes to above 
ground structures and would not contribute to any substantial degradation of the existing 
visual character along the Project Area. The Project Area is already a densely developed urban 
area. No scenic vistas, public views or scenic resources would be affected by construcn and 
operation of the Proposed Project; The Proposed Project would thus not contribute to a 
cumulative impact with any known past, present, or future projects in the City, such as the 
Bicycle Plan, related to the obstruction of scenic vistas/views. 

Any potential removal of Landmark trees, significant trees, or street trees under the Proposed 

Project would be subject to compliance with the Public Works Code and DPW regulation. The 

project thus would not contribute, to a cumulative impact with other projects. Any new signage 

required by the Proposed Project would comply with the Planning Code and thus would not 

contribute to any cumulative visual impacts beyond those already anticipated by the Planning 

Code. For the reasons discussed above, the Proposed Project’s impacts, individually or in 

combination with other projects, related to trees and other scenic resources would not be 

cumulatively considerable. 

Implementation of the BSP, the San Francisco Bicycle Plan and other cumulative projects 

combined could represent a change in the visual character of the Project Area. The Proposed 

Project would increase and add new public open spaces, which could result in potentially 

beneficial aesthetic changes to the Plan Area. The change in aesthetics and neighborhood 

character, although noticeable, would be consistent with the diverse nature of the Project Area. 

Thus, when taken together, the combined effects of these reasonably foreseeable projects on 

visual aesthetics in the Plan Area would not be cumulatively and considerable. 

While implementation of the BSP, the San Francisco Bicycle Plan and other cumulative projects 

combined could generate additional night light in the Project Area, these projects would comply 

with City regulations regarding light and glare and cumulatively would not result in obtrusive 

light and glare in amounts unusual for a developed urban area. 48  Thus, when taken together, 

the combined effects from light and glare from these reasonably foreseeable projects would not 

be cumulatively and considerable. 

In view of the above, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant cumulative or 

project-related impacts for aesthetics. 

48  The BSP calls for downward-facing street lighting that reduces light loss to the night sky. This type of lighting 

could potentially be less impactful to birds. 
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E.3 PoDulation and Housin 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

3. 	POPULATION AND HOUSING� 
Would the project: 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either D 2 0 0 
directly (for example, by proposing new homes and 
businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension 
of roads or other infrastructure)? 

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing housing units or [] [] L] U 
create demand for additional housing, necessitating the 
construction of replacement housing? 

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the LII 0 0 2 0 
construction of replacement housing elsewhere? 

a) Population. In general, a project would be considered growth-inducing if its implementation 
would result in substantial population increases and/or new development. The Proposed 
Project consists of the adoption and implementation of citywide streetscape/pedestrian policies, 
design guidelines and standard and optional improvements applicable to pedestrian areas. 
These pedestrian areas mainly include sidewalks and crosswalks, but in some instances also 
include portions of the roadway. These improvements would not substantially alter existing 
development patterns in San Francisco, or necessitate or induce the extension of municipal 
infrastructure (see Checklist Item 10, Utilities and Service Systems, p. 68). Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would have less-than-significant impacts related to population. 

b-c) Displacement. The Proposed Project consists of the adoption and implementation of 
citywide policies, design guidelines, and Plan-proposed streetscape improvements to 
pedestrian areas within the public right-of-way. Thus, it would not result in displacing housing 
or persons. Therefore, there would be no significant adverse impacts related to the displacement 
of housing or people. 

Cumulative Effects. The Proposed Project would not induce growth, and therefore, would not 
contribute to the City’s overall population growth. The Proposed Project could induce new 
development in the Project Area. This effect would not be substantial, because it would occur 
incrementally over a long period of time. Since the BSP does not propose construction of new 
buildings in the Project Area, and for the reasons discussed above, implementation of the BSP 
would not contribute to cumulative impacts related to population and housing with any known 
past, present, or future projects in the City, such as the San Francisco Bicycle Plan. 

In view of the above, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant cumulative or 
project-related impacts for population and housing. 
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E.4 Cultural and Paleontological Resources 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

4. 	CULTURAL & PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES� 
Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a LI 0 Z LI LI 
historical resource as defined in §15064.5, including those 
resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San 
Francisco Planning Code? 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of LI Z LI LI 0 
an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a paleontological resource 0 LI Z El LI 
or site or unique geologic feature? 

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred LI Z LI LI LI 
outside of formal cemeteries? 

a) Historic Resources. While the Plan-proposed streetscape improvements would not result in 
the construction of large-scale new structures, they could potentially have an effect on 
individual historic resources as well as historic districts. The physical character of San 
Francisco’s streets helps define the City’s sense of place and contributes to the setting for 
historic structures. In addition, City streets could include existing historic street furniture, 
lighting standards, and curbs that help tell the history of the City’s development. Therefore, 
when planning improvements to the City streets, it is important to consider what effect these 
improvements could have on the historic aspects of City streets in order to ensure that these 
improvements do not undermine the characteristics that make San Francisco unique and help 

tell the story of the City’s past. 

Historic Districts. City streets play an integral part in defining designated and potential historic 
districts and they help provide context and setting for historic structures within those districts. 
Any potential changes to public right-of-ways in designated and potential historic districts 
should be evaluated to determine how these changes may impact the historic district’s setting. 
For example, a historic district that is significant because of its industrial feeling and association 
might be negatively impacted by the introduction of regularized tree plantings, ornate light 
standards and street furniture. Conversely, residential historic districts could benefit from the 
introduction of such features, so long as they are consistent with the Secretary of the Interiors 
Standards. The Better Streets Plan does not identify site-specific streetscape improvement 
projects for the City. However, it is anticipated that standard and optional streetscape 
improvements outlined in the Plan would be implemented as part of the City’s ongoing and 
future site-specific streetscape projects, as well as part of proposed private developments that 
include streetscape changes. Accordingly, future project sponsors of site-specific development 
projects in the City that involve streetscape improvements for particular sections of a street or 
streets within or adjacent to a historic district should consider what potential effects the Plan-
proposed streetscape improvements could have on these historic districts. 
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The BSP includes Policy 1.4, which would help minimize significant impacts to designated 
historic districts. Under Policy 1.4, streetscape improvements in designated historic districts or 
planned in areas adjacent to designated historic landmarks would be required to be consistent 
with Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. Streetscape improvements in such areas would be 
reviewed on a case-by-case basis by a preservation technical specialist at the Planning 
Department to determine whether they are suitable to be implemented in these historic areas. 
In addition the BSP includes Standard Improvement SI-11: Site Furnishing, which calls for 
installation of interpretative signage, plaques, or markers. This would be done as part of the 
streetscape improvements that are proposed to be carried out on historically significant streets, 
in order to convey the significance of these historic streets. 

Individual Historic Resources. City streets could also be an important component of the context 
and setting of individual historic resources. Therefore, potentially changing street grades, 
widening sidewalks, planting trees, and/or introducing new street lighting and other street 
furniture could result in potential impacts on the context and setting of a historic resource. It is 
anticipated that the Plan-proposed streetscape improvements would be implemented as part of 
the City’s ongoing and future site-specific streetscape projects, as well as part of proposed 
private developments that include streetscape changes. Accordingly, future project sponsors of 
site-specific projects in the City that involve streetscape improvements for particular stretches of 
a street or streets should consider what potential effects Plan-proposed streetscape 
improvements could have on adjacent historic resources. 

Historic Paving and Street Curbing Materials. Historic materials used to create San Francisco’s 
urban form help tell the story of the City’s development, contribute to the character of historic 
districts, and help give otherwise ordinary City streets a sense of place. These small-scale 
features are often very durable, rare and have a high amount of embodied energy. Materials 
historically used in building San Francisco’s streets and sidewalks include, but are not limited 
to, granite curbs, and brick and stone payers. It is anticipated that the Plan-proposed streetscape 
improvements, including removal and replacement of paving materials, would be implemented 
as part of the City’s ongoing and future site-specific streetscape projects, as well as part of 
proposed private developments that include streetscape changes. Prior to potential removal of 
these historic paving materials, their significance to the immediate context and the City’s 
history should be evaluated. If these paving materials were found to be historically significant 
to their context, they would be retained in their original setting. This would reduce any adverse 
effects to less -than-significant levels. 

Street Trees. Similar to historic materials, existing street trees also help tell the story of the City’s 
development, contribute to the character of historic districts or landscapes, and help give 
otherwise ordinary City streets a sense of place. Street trees also help tell the story of the types 
of people who lived in the neighborhood and help define periods of change, such as the City 
Beautiful Movement or periods of gentrification. There are some neighborhoods in the City that 
are defined by their standardized tree plantings, but there are also neighborhoods that are 
defined by a diverse tree canopy planted by individual home owners over a longer span of 
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time. When implementing the Plan-proposed streetscape improvements, project sponsors of 
future site-specific streetscape projects should make every effort to preserve existing trees that 
are healthy, well formed, and well suited to their particular environment. When trees are 
proposed for removal, consideration should be given as to what potential effects the removal 
would have on any adjacent historic resources and whether or not the trees themselves are 
significant. (See also discussion regarding preservation of trees under Checklist Item 2, 
Aesthetics on page 46, and Item 12, Biological Resources on page 149 below.) 

Events in the Public Realm. Streets are where many of the City’s important historical events 
occur; for instance, festivals, parades, protest and rallies, riots, and speeches all happen in the 
streets. These significant events can shape history, define an era or embody tradition. While it 
might not be necessary or desirable to preserve the exact setting in order to convey the 
significance of an event, these events and the relationship to their setting should be evaluated 
by the project sponsors of future site-specific streetscape projects, prior to implementing Plan-
proposed streetscape improvements. Where appropriate, interpretative signage, plaques, and 
markers should be considered in the context of their historic setting when new streetscape 
improvement projects are conceived. Consideration should also be given to potential impacts 
that the Plan-proposed streetscape improvements could have on a specific site’s ability to 
convey its significance. 

Street Furniture, Light Standards and Signage. Street furniture, such as benches, trash cans, gas 
main and telephone enclosures, and the like; light standards; and street signage can be 
individually significant or they can be contributing elements to historic districts. San Francisco 
has two designated historic groupings of light standards that are considered individually 
significant: the Golden Triangle in Union Square, and the Path of Gold along Market Street. In 
addition, one grouping of light standards along Van Ness Avenue is currently under review for 
historic designation. There are also some signs under consideration for landmark status, such 
as the signs marking the 49 Mile Scenic Drive. However, much of San Francisco’s historic street 
furniture, light standards and signage have not been evaluated to determine what significance 
they may have in telling the history of the City or how they contribute to a historic district. 
Project sponsors of future site-specific projects that include Plan-proposed streetscape 
improvements should evaluate whether or not existing street furniture, light standards or 
signage in their project area have historic significance. Those streetscape elements that are 
determined to be of historic significance should be preserved and integrated into their future 
site-specific streetscape improvement project. The BSP includes Standard Improvement SI-10: 
Street Lighting, which calls for preservation and restoration of historic light standards 
according to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards as funding allows, in the event that such 
materials are present on the site of a future streetscape improvement project. 

Overall, the BSP includes policies and guidelines that would minimize impacts to historic 
resources. It is also anticipated that the potential of Plan-proposed streetscape improvements to 
affect historic resources will be evaluated under CEQA, as future site-specific improvement 
projects are developed. 
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b. and d.) Archeological Resources and Human Remains. 

The Archeological Record. For reasons related to its historical development and site formation, 
San Francisco has one of the most abundant, complex, and well-preserved archeological records 
of any major American urban area At least 50 prehistoric! Native American sites have been 
documented in San Francisco largely dating from the Late Holocene period (4,000 - 300 B.P.) 
but Emergent period Native American sites (330 B.P. -) and Middle Holocene period (8,0000 - 
4,0000 B.P.) prehistoric sites are also well documented. Prehistoric sites include functionally 
and diachronically complex shellmound sites, lithics workshops, food processing sites, isolated 
burials, and cemeteries. Prehistoric deposits in San Francisco have varied from a few 
centimeters to several meters in depth and from three to 75 feet below the surface. Dating of 
San Francisco prehistoric sites has shown some sites to have been in discontinuous or 
continuous use for durations well in excess of a millennium. San Francisco’s prehistoric 
archeological record is also significant because, in contrast to the comparatively disturbed state 
of the upper portions of the majority of Bay Area prehistoric sites, many prehistoric sites in San 
Francisco have excellent integrity as a result of preservation beneath aeolian sand dune deposits 
formed over several hundred years. San Francisco has a rich and complex historical 
archeological record extending from the establishment of the first Franciscan mission and 
Spanish Presidio in 1776. As new theories and methodologies for understanding the past are 
developed in disciplines related to archeology, maritime history, social sciences, and culture 
theory, the range of archeological resource types investigated in San Francisco becomes 
increasingly diverse. Historical archeological resources present in San Francisco include sites 
associated with the Hispanic period (1776-1850), Yerba Buena period (1835-1848), and Gold 
Rush period (1848-1855 4-555) such as encampments, saloons, emporiums, gun-powder 
factories, mining equipment foundries, cemeteries, and domestic remains. Archeological 
maritime remains, for which San Francisco is best known, encompass buried Gold Rush period 
storeships, ships, chandlers, marine ways, and ship salvage/repair yards, shipwrecks, wharves, 
ropeworks, and the Old Seawall. Many 19th  century archeological deposits are important, in 
part, for their ethnic, racial, religio-cultural, or socio-economic associations such as domestic 
features associated with Chinese, Japanese, Maltese, Azore Island, regional German or French 
households, the Irish skilled and unskilled working class, and Jewish households. Domestic 
remains associated with certain occupational or lifestyle categories have also been of 
documented research value such as residence-workshops of Dumpville, the shack dwellers of 
Rincon Hill, sailor boarding houses/saloons, Chinese shrimp fishing villages, the highly graded 
system of prostitution houses, convents, and Chinese men’s barracks associated with farms and 
various typically hazardous industries. There are the many Victorian institutions for the 
marginalized such as asylums, orphanages, prisons, reform homes, workhouses, and hospitals 
for the poor, the orphaned, abandoned or "rescued" children, unwed mothers, the abused, the 
physically- or socially-impaired such as the tubercular, blind, syphilitic, alcoholic, lame, elderly, 
or repentant prostitutes. The archeological record reveals how these institutions, in fact, 
operated under wide ranging philosophies and care regimens. Institutions ministering to the 
marginalized tended to be also geographically marginalized and, as a rule, were located on the 
periphery of 19th  century San Francisco in Bayview, Ingleside, Potrero Hill, Hayes Valley, and 
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Laguna Honda. In some cases, it has been useful to understand and approach certain types of 
San Francisco archeological resources as forming discrete historically and physically 
interconnected archeological themes that can be geographically delineated as continuous or 
discontinuous archeological districts warranting a common set of research and methodological 
approaches. An example of this thematic approach is San Francisco’s Hispanic Period (1776-

1850) Archeological District. 

Human Remains. Human remains are legally significant under various State statutes as 
archeological resources under CEQA (Public Resources Code §15064.5), as Native American 
burials remains (Public Resources Code § 5097.98), and as publicly unrecorded internments 
outside of a dedicated cemetery (Health and Safety Code § 7050.5). The archeological 
discovery of human remains may, therefore, require compliance with several and sometimes 
inconsistent legal directives. Human remains associated with prehistoric sites, historic period 
non-cemetery internments and former cemetery sites are frequently encountered in San 
Francisco. Human remains have been encountered in depths ranging from 3 feet to 75 feet 
below the existing surface and within both primary and secondary (re-deposited) soils contexts. 
Not only human remains but associated burial items may also be protected under State laws 

(Public Resources Code 5097.99, 5097.991, and 15064.5). 

Potential Effects to Archeological Resources and Human Remains: Although sub-grade impacts of 

the Proposed Project are largely restricted to public right-of-ways, it cannot be assumed prima 
facie that there is no potential to affect legally-significant archeological resources since the 
distribution of pre-1850 archeological sites in San Francisco has no relationship to the existing 
block, lot, and street pattern. In addition, post-1850 archeological deposits within existing 
public right-of-ways have been documented related to streets themselves (paving materials), 
infrastructure, and the late improvement of some streets in San Francisco. Specific potential 
effects to archeological resources from the Proposed Project include the following: 

Safety Improvements. The Proposed Project may result in the installation of new pedestrian 
countdown signals and accessible pedestrian signals which could disturb soils to the depth of 
several feet. In areas where archeological deposits are located relatively close to the existing 
surface, excavation for the installation of new safety-oriented signals could affect archeological 

resources. 

Pedestrian Improvements. The Proposed Project may result in the construction of pedestrian 
connections across barriers where at-grade crossings are not feasible. The creation of 
pedestrian bridges or tunnels could disturb soils in areas where archeological deposits are 

documented/expected. 

Street Trees. The Proposed Project could result in the removal, relocation, replacement, and 
installation of new street trees within the public right-of-way which would result in soils 
disturbance at variable depths based on the type and size of tree. The Plan recommends the 
tallest trees (over 30 feet) within the Bay (Soil and Microclimate) Zone which comprises the 
eastern half of the City, that may include areas in which archeological deposits are 
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documented/expected to be close to the existing grade surface. 

Stormwater Management. The Plan recommends the use of a range of stormwater management 
tools, such as permeable paving systems, swales, rain gardens and infiltration trenches within 
medians and public sidewalk areas. These stormwater management techniques could require 
excavation several feet in depth for multi-layered installations comprised of various substrata 
including underdrains, filtration layers, topsoil and surface payers that could adversely affect 
archeological deposits. 

Lighting. The Proposed Project could result in the installation of new street and pedestrian 
lighting. Based, in part, on lighting pole height (20 ft. to 30 ft for street lighting and 12 ft. to 15 
ft. for pedestrian lighting), the installation of new lighting would disturb soils at various depths. 
New street/pedestrian lighting installation could, thus, potentially adversely affect 
archeological deposits. 

Utilities. The Proposed Project could potentially result in the increased undergrounding of 
utilities especially dry utilities (telephone, CATV, electricity, natural gas, street lighting, traffic 
signals), because utility undergrounding is the Plan-preferred distribution alternative to 
overhead or surface-mounted utilities. Soils disturbance resulting from the increase in 
undergrounding of utilities, including distribution lines and vaults, could adversely affect 
archeological deposits. 

Summary: Mitigation Measure CUL-1 (Accidental Discovery) would mitigate the potential, but 
not specifically identifiable, impacts of the Proposed Project (excepting impacts identified 
below in the HPAD) to archeological resources to a less-than-significant level. In general, it is 
anticipated that the potential of Plan-proposed right-of-way improvements to affect 
archeological properties will be evaluated under CEQA as future site-specific improvement 
projects are developed. 

Hispanic Period (1776-1850) Archeological District (HPAD): Potential Project Effects. Archeological 
features and deposits within the HPAD are significant for associations with the specific careers 
of diverse ethnic and religious groups, including Native Americans, Californios, Franciscan 
missionaries, Anglo squatters, and early Mormons and with historic movements such as 
missionization and de-tribalization of Native Americans and Indian polities present in the late 
18th century and the social changes resulting from Mission secularization. Archeological 
remains associated with the HPAD are potentially eligible for listing in the CRHR on the basis 
of their association with the Spanish/Mexican Period, Franciscan missionization of California 
Native Americans (Criterion A), with important historical personages such as Juan Bernal, 
Francisco Guerrero, and Francisco De Haro (Criterion B), with architectural and technological 
history (Criterion C) and with a broad range of significant current historical and scientific 
research topics (Criterion D). Archeological resources within the HPAD are, in general, located 
in areas of shallow fill and comparatively minor, localized historical disturbance and, thus, are 
exceptionally vulnerable to disturbance from human activities. As pre-1850 archeological 
deposits, the geographical distribution of archeological resources within the HPAD is unrelated 

Case No. 2007.1238E 
PMND 63 San Francisco Better Streets Plan 

July 28, 2010 



to existing landuse and street patterns. Based on the documented presence of CRHR-eligible 
HPAD archeological resources within San Francisco public right-of-ways and the comparative 
shallow depth of their deposition, the Proposed Project has the potential to adversely affect 
CEQA-significant archeological resources related to Spanish-Mexican period San Francisco. 
Mitigation Measure CUL-2 would mitigate potential impacts of the Proposed Project to 
archeological resources within the Hispanic Period (1776-1850) Archeological District to a less-

than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measure Cut-i (Archeological Resources - Accidental Discovery): 

The following archeological mitigation measure shall apply to any soils disturbing activities 
resulting from the Proposed Project excepting soils disturbing activities below a depth of two 
(2) feet below grade surface (bgs) within the Hispanic Period Archeological District. 

To avoid any potential adverse effect from the Proposed Project on accidentally discovered buried 
or submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c). The project 
sponsor shall distribute the Planning Department archeological resource "ALERT" sheet to the 
project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, 
foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils disturbing activities within 
the project site. Prior to any soils disturbing activities being undertaken each contractor is 
responsible for ensuring that the "ALERT" sheet is circulated to all field personnel including, 
machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The project sponsor 
shall provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the 
responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming 
that all field personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet. 

Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils disturbing 
activity of the project, the project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately 
notify the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of 
the discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 

If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the 
project sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified archeological consultant. The 
archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archeological 
resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. 
If an archeological resource is present, the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate 
the archeological resource. The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to 
what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if warranted, 
specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor. 

Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resource; an archaeological 
monitoring program; or an archeological testing program. If an archeological monitoring 
program or archeological testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the Major 
Environmental Analysis (MEA) division guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also 
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require that the project sponsor immediately implement a site security program if the 
archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions. 

Human Remains, Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human remains and 
of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity 
shall comply with applicable State and Federal Laws, including immediate notification of the 
Coroner of the City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner’s determination 
that the human remains are Native American remains, notification of the California State Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) 
(Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and MLD shall make 
all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of, with appropriate dignity, 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 
15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, 
recordation, analysis, curation, possession, and final disposition of the human remains and 
associated or unassociated funerary objects. 

The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) 
to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource and 
describing the archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological 
monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any 
archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report. 

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by 
the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey 
Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a 
copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Major Environmental Analysis division of 
the Planning Department shall receive three copies of the FARR along with copies of any formal 
site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National 
Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public 
interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and 
distribution than that presented above. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-2 (Archeological Monitoring: Hispanic Period Archeological 
District) 

The following archeological mitigation measure shall apply to any soils disturbing activities 
below a depth of two (2) feet below grade surface (bgs) resulting from the Proposed Project 
within the Hispanic Period Archeological District. 
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Based on the reasonable potential that archeological resources may be present within the project 
site, the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse 
effect from the proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. The project 
sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified archeological consultant having expertise in 
California prehistoric and urban historical archeology. The archeological consultant shall 
undertake an archeological monitoring program. All plans and reports prepared by the 
consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and 
comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the 
ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by this measure could 
suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of the 
ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if such a 
suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less than significant level potential effects 
on a significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a)(c). 

Archeological monitoring program (AMP). The archeological monitoring program shall minimally 

include the following provisions: 
� The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the 

scope of the AMP reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing activities 
commencing. The ERO in consultation with the project archeologist shall determine 
what project activities shall be archeologically monitored. In most cases, any soils 
disturbing activities, such as demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, 
utilities installation, foundation work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site 
remediation, etc., shall require archeological monitoring because of the potential risk 
these activities pose to archaeological resources and to their depositional context; 

� The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the alert for 
evidence of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of 
the expected resource(s), and of the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent 

discovery of an archeological resource; 
� The archaeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule 

agreed upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in 
consultation with the archeological consultant, determined that project construction 
activities could have no effects on significant archeological deposits; 
The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples and 

artif actual/ecof actual material as warranted for analysis; 
� If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils disturbing activities in the 

vicinity of the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to 
temporarily redirect demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction crews and heavy 
equipment until the deposit is evaluated. If in the case of pile driving activity 
(foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile 
driving activity may affect an archeological resource, the pile driving activity shall be 
terminated until an appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made in 
consultation with the ERO. The archeological consultant shall immediately notify the 
ERO of the encountered archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall, after 
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making a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the 
encountered archeological deposit, present the findings of this assessment to the ERO. 

If the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant determines that a significant 
archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected by the 
proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either: 

A) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on the 
significant archeological resource; or 

B) An archeological data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO 
determines that the archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research 
significance and that interpretive use of the resource is feasible. 

If an archeological data recovery program is required by the ERO, the archeological data recovery 
program shall be conducted in accord with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP). The 
project archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of 
the ADRP. The archeological consultant shall prepare a draft ADRP that shall be submitted to the 
ERO for review and approval. The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery 
program will preserve the significant information the archeological resource is expected to 
contain. That is, the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research questions are 
applicable to the expected resource, what data classes the resource is expected to possess, and 
how the expected data classes would address the applicable research questions. Data recovery, 
in general, should be limited to the portions of the historical property that could be adversely 
affected by the proposed project. Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to 
portions of the archeological resources if nondestructive methods are practical. 

The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

� Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and 
operations. 

� Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and 
artifact analysis procedures. 

� Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post-field 
discard and deaccession policies. 

� Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive program 
during the course of the archeological data recovery program. 

� Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the archeological 
resource from vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally damaging activities. 

� Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of results. 
� Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the curation of any 

recovered data having potential research value, identification of appropriate curation 
facilities, and a summary of the accession policies of the curation facilities. 

Human Remains, Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human remains and 
of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity 
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shall comply with applicable State and Federal Laws, including immediate notification of the 
Coroner of the City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner’s determination 
that the human remains are Native American remains, notification of the California State Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) 
(Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and MLD shall make 
all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of, with appropriate dignity, 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 
15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, 
recordation, analysis, curation, possession, and final disposition of the human remains and 

associated or unassociated funerary objects. 

Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final 

Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of 
any discovered archeological resource and describes the archeological and historical research 
methods employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) 
undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a 

separate removable insert within the draft final report. 

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by 
the ERO copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site 
Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall 
receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Major Environmental Analysis 
division of the Planning Department shall receive three copies of the FARR along with copies of 
any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to 
the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances 
of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report 
content, format, and distribution than that presented above. 

c.) Paleontological Resources and Geological Features. 

Paleontology is a multidisciplinary science that combines elements of geology, biology, 
chemistry, and physics in an effort to understand the history of life on earth. Paleontological 
resources, or fossils, are the remains, imprints, or traces of once-living organisms preserved in 
rocks and sediments. Paleontological resources include vertebrate, invertebrate, and plant 
fossils or the trace or imprint of such fossils. 

The fossil record is the only evidence that life on earth has existed for more than 3.6 billion 
years. Fossils are considered non-renewable resources because the organisms from which they 
derive no longer exist. Thus, once destroyed, a fossil can never be replaced. Paleontological 
resources are lithologically dependent; that is, deposition and preservation of paleontological 
resources are related to the lithologic unit in which they occur. If the rock types representing a 
deposition environment conducive to deposition and preservation of fossils are not favorable, 
fossils will not be present. Lithological units which may be fossiliferous, include sedimentary 
and volcanic formations. The Plan Area is thoroughly urbanized with concrete, asphalt, or 
buildings covering nearly the entire surface area. No rock outcrops or exposures of 

San Francisco Better Streets Plan 
July 28, 2010 

Case No. 2007.1238E 	 68 
PMND 



undisturbed sediments occur on or near the Project Area. No unique geologic features are 
located in the Project Area. 

Geologic materials underlying the Project Area alignment that would be disturbed by project 
grading and excavation consist of artificial fill. Construction would occur in relatively flat 
terrain along existing Project Area streets, which are underlain primarily by artificial fill, and 
would involve minimal grading and excavations ranging from three- to ten feet deep. Due to 
low likelihood of encountering fossil containing beds during construction, any impacts on 
paleontology would be less than significant. 

Cumulative Effects. The streetscapes of the Project Area, including those in and around existing 
historic resources, have undergone various improvements and modernization at different times 
during the area’s development, without apparent widespread impairment to the overall historic 
character of the area. Federal and state laws protect historic resources in most cases through 
project redesign. Overall, the BSP includes policies and guidelines that would minimize impacts 
to historic resources. It is also anticipated that the potential of Plan-proposed streetscape 
improvements to affect historic resources will be evaluated under CEQA, as future site-specific 
improvement projects are developed. This will ensure the any potential Project effect to historic 
resources would not contribute to a cumulative considerable adverse effect to historical 
resources. 

Archeological resources are non-renewable members of a finite class. All adverse effects to 
archeological resources erode a dwindling cultural/scientific resource base. Federal and state 
laws protect archeological resources in most cases either through project redesign or requiring 
that the scientific data present within an archeological resource is archeologically recovered. 
Even so, it is not always feasible to protect these resources, particularly when preservation in 
place would frustrate implementation of project objectives. Implementation of Archeological 
Mitigation Measure Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2 would ensure that any potential BSP-related 
effect to an archeological resource would not contribute to a cumulative considerable adverse 
effect to archeological resources. 

In view of the above, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant cumulative or 
project-related impacts for cultural resources. 

SPACE INTENTIONALL LEFT BLANK 
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E.5 Transportation and Circulation 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 	No 	Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact 	Impact 	Applicable 

5. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION� 
Would the project: 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or 0 0 0 	LI 	El 
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for 
the performance of the circulation system, taking 
into account all modes of transportation including 
mass transit and non-motorized travel and 
relevant components of the circulation system, 
including but not limited to intersections, streets, 
highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle 
paths, and mass transit? 

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion 0 0 	0 	0 
management program, including but not limited 
to level of service standards and travel demand 
measures, or other standards established by the 
county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 0 0 0 	LI 	Z 
including either an increase in traffic levels, 
obstructions to flight, or a change in location, that 
results in substantial safety risks? 

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 0 0 0 	LI 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses? 

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 0 0 0 	0 	LI 

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 0 0 0 	0 	El 
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance 
or safety of such facilities? 

The Better Streets Plan (BSP) would involve the adoption of a set of citywide streetscape and 
pedestrian policies and design guidelines, as well as identification of strategies to improve San 
Francisco’s pedestrian environment in the future. These policies and design guidelines would 
provide guidance for the implementation of proposed standard and optional streetscape 
improvements citywide. 

Presented in the BSP is a range of possible streetscape improvements to existing sidewalks, 
crosswalks, and portions of roadways located within the public right-of-way in San Francisco. 
The BSP addresses 10 major elements of the public realm - ranging from safety and accessibility 
to vibrancy and sustainability. Based on these elements, 47 specific policies have been 
developed for making improvements to San Francisco’s streetscapes. These policies are 
grouped and presented on page 8 of this Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (PMND). 

Proposed in the BSP are 12 standard streetscape improvements and 26 optional or case-by-case 
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streetscape improvements (See pages 18 through 30 of this PMND for a complete list of 
proposed standard and optional streetscape improvements). If the BSP were to be adopted, the 
12 standard streetscape improvements would be implemented throughout the City as 
opportunities arise. That is, for a particular street type, they would typically be required to be 
included in any future site-specific streetscape project or proposed development (that includes 
streetscape improvements) on any street within that particular street typology. 

The 26 optional improvement guidelines recommended for particular street types would not be 
mandatory for future site-specific streetscape projects or proposed developments in that street 
type, but would be considered for implementation as budgets, physical conditions, and/or 
neighborhood preferences permit. While no specific project has been identified in the BSP, BSP-
related policies and improvements that could result in potential physical changes to the 
transportation network are discussed in this section. 

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. However, this report presents a parking analysis to inform the public and 
the decision makers as to the parking conditions that could occur as a result of implementing 
the Proposed Project. 

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 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 Section 
16.102 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 secondary effects, such as cars circling and 
looking for a parking space in areas of limited parking supply, by assuming that all drivers 
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would attempt to find parking at or near the project site and then seek parking farther away if 
convenient parking is unavailable. Moreover, the secondary 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 BSP projects 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. 

Construction-related impacts generally would not be considered significant due to their 
temporary and limited duration. 

c.) Air Traffic The Proposed Project is not located within an airport land use plan area, within 
two miles of a public airport, or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. No above-ground structures 
would be constructed that would affect air traffic patterns. Therefore, Checklist item 5c is not 
applicable. 

a., b., d., e., f. and g) 
Transportation Policies, Plans, Programs, and Standards 
Street design in San Francisco is subject to federal, state, and local laws, policies, standards, and 
guidelines. Key federal, state and local policies and standards related to street design include 
the following: 

� San Francisco Department of Public Works Standard Specifications and Plans; 
� Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) and its related accessibility standards; 
� The California Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD); and 
� The Clean Water Act and the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES) permit. 49  

Locally, San Francisco has passed the "Transit-First Policy" (City Charter Section 16.102), the 
"Better Streets Policy" (Administrative Code Chapter 98), and the "Complete Streets Policy" 
(Public Works Code 2.4.13). These policies prioritize street and streetscape improvements that 
encourage transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and carpool modes of transportation over the single-
occupant vehicle mode of transportation, as well as encourage pedestrian-oriented and multi-
functional street design. In addition, the San Francisco Bicycle Plan sets forth policies, actions, 
near- and long-term improvements, and design elements for improving the San Francisco 
bicycle network. Additional street design-related City policies can be found in the San Francisco 
General Plan and its constituent elements. Existing City standards related to street design can 
also be found in the Administrative Code, Building Code, Fire Code, Planning Code, Public 
Works Code, and Transportation Code. 

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) regulates stormwater runoff into receiving waters 
of the United States. The Water Permits Division (WPD) within the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s Office of 
Wastewater Management leads and manages the NPDES permit program in partnership with EPA Regional Offices, 
states, tribes, and other stakeholders. 
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If the BSP were to be adopted, plan-proposed policies would be applicable to the City’s on-
going and future streetscape and pedestrian design efforts. However, there are no site-specific 
projects proposed as part of the BSP; this PMND analyzes the BSP at a programmatic level. 

As outlined in the discussion of each streetscape element (beginning on page 18 of this 
document), most elements of the BSP would receive environmental clearance through this 
PMND. Certain elements, however, would require subsequent environmental review at the 
time that a site-specific project was proposed (see page 107 for a list of elements that would 
require subsequent environmental review). 

All elements of the BSP, whether environmentally cleared through this PMND or requiring 
subsequent site-specific clearance, would still be subject to a public hearing at the time a site-
specific improvement is proposed. This public hearing would occur prior to implementation. 
All elements would require approval at one or more of the following public hearings: 

SFMTA Board of Directors: Major traffic and parking changes may require a hearing at the 
SFMTA Board of Directors, which is a public hearing. 

SFMTA Engineering Public Hearings: Proposed parking and traffic changes are subject to an 
Engineering hearing, which is a public hearing. 

Color Curb Public Hearing: All proposed additions and removals of Color Curbs are subject to 
a Color Curb hearing, which is a public hearing. 

Board of Supervisors (Sidewalk Width): Any proposed changes to the width of a sidewalk 
require legislation by the Board of Supervisors, amending the official sidewalk width 
(Ordinance 1061). This would be subject to a public hearing. 

Proposed Project Policies 

The following policies proposed in the BSP are relevant to the topic of Transportation and 
Circulation. 

Policy 2: Support Diverse Public Life 

Policies 2.2 and 2.3, in particular, support the conversion of excess portions of right-of-ways to 
landscaped usable areas, and the maximization of pedestrian use of open space. 

Policy 3: Create Vibrant Places for Commerce 

Policy 3.1 seeks to facilitate adjacent street space use for local businesses for outdoor seating and 
merchandise display, while preserving adequate pedestrian access. Policy 3.2 seeks to balance 
the need for short-term parking for shoppers and loading for businesses with the need for 
pedestrian-oriented streetscape design. 
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Policy 4: Promote Human Use and Comfort 

Policy 4.2 promotes pedestrian use and comfort by the prioritization of street design that offers 
adequate buffer space from the passing traffic. Additionally, Policy 4.5 encourages the creation 
of shared space on small streets through street redesign that prioritizes pedestrians but 
accommodates limited vehicles at slow speeds. 50  Lastly, Policy 4.6 seeks to minimize the impact 
of driveway curb-cuts on pedestrian through-travel. 

Policy 6: Promote Safe Street 51 

Policy 6 promotes safe streets through the prioritization of the following preferred design 
guidelines for streets and intersections: Policies 6.1 and 6.2 call for designing pedestrian 
crossings that maximize pedestrian safety and comfort through the employment of traffic 
control devices. Policy 6.3 calls for designing intersections so that their geometry and traffic 
operations maximize pedestrian safety and comfort. Policy 6.4 calls for enforcing traffic and 
parking violations to promote pedestrian safety, comfort and accessibility. Policies 6.7 and 6.8 
call for designing streets that result in maximizing safety/security, traffic calming and reduced 
speeds. 

Policy 7: Provide Convenient Connections 

Policy 7.1 and 7.2 call for the provision of generous sidewalks and the reduction of barriers to 
pedestrian travel 52  so as to ensure safe, convenient, and accessible pedestrian right-of-ways. 
Policies 7.3 through 7.5 call for the creation of convenient pedestrian connections between 
residential areas, employment centers, activity hubs, and transit stops. 

SPACE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

50 Shared Streets are streets designed as a single surface where the entire right-of-way is shared by pedestrians, 
cyclists, and motor and transit vehicles. These streets function as a pedestrian-oriented yard, plaza or open space 
where cars and transit vehicles may use the streets, but pedestrians have the right-of-way of the whole street. 

’ This Policy is intended to bring attention to the need for enforcement, and to make it a policy goal for the City. 
52 The guidelines proposed in the BSP, encourage the re-opening of closed crosswalks. They also encourage the 
avoidance of additional future crosswalk closures, so long as pedestrian safety is not compromised. Crosswalks 

closures are primarily associated with pedestrian safety in the face of very high traffic volumes. However, sidewalk 
closures create discontinuities in pedestrian paths of travel, which makes walking inconvenient. 
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Policy 9: Ensure Accessible Design 

Policies 9.1 through 9.3 promotes pedestrian accessible streets; compliance with existing rules 
and regulations for accessibility to public right-of-ways; and streetscape design and pedestrian 
projects that meet legally-mandated handicapped accessibility requirements for public right-of-
ways.53  

Proposed Project Streetscape Improvements 

Standard Streetscape Improvements 

The 12 standard streetscape improvements proposed in the BSP are mainly design guidelines 
for particular street types (see page 18 of this PMND for a description of the 12 standard 
streetscape improvements, and see page 12 of this PMND for description of city street types). 
They would typically be required to be included in any future site-specific streetscape project or 
proposed development on any street within those particular street typologies. 

Of the 12 Plan-proposed Optional Improvements, 5 are relevant to the topic of Transportation 
and Circulation. The seven elements which are not (SI-6: Street trees, SI-7: Tree basin 
furnishings, SI-8: Sidewalk planters, SI-9: Stormwater management tools, SI-10: Street lighting, 
SI-11: Special paving, and SI-12: Site furnishings) do not relate to any item on Checklist E.5, 
except that these elements may enhance or better connect the pedestrian environment. 

The following five proposed Standard Streetscape Improvement Guidelines are relevant to the 
topic of Transportation and Circulation: 

SI-1: Accessible curb ramps (BSP page 121); 
SI-2: Marked crosswalks (BSP page 113); 
SI-3: Pedestrian signals (BSP page 115); 
SI-4: Curb radius guidelines (BSP page 118); 
SI-5: Corner curb extensions or bulb-outs (BSP page 127). 

The following is a discussion of the proposed standard streetscape improvements’ potential 
impacts on the City’s transportation and circulation network. 

The policies and streetscape improvements proposed in the BSP comply with legally-mandated accessibility 
requirements for public right-of-ways. Legally-mandated requirements include: (1) The California Civil and 
Government Code basic accessibility requirements in the public right of way built by state and local governmental 
entities; (2) The California Building Code and US Access Board’s Accessibility Guidelines for the Americans with 
Disability Act; (3) The San Francisco Department of Public Works Code requirements for: sidewalks; curb ramps; 
sidewalk cafØ tables, chairs, merchandise and produce display encroachments on sidewalks, and (4) The San 
Francisco Planning Code’s requirements for public space and design guidelines for specific use districts. 
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SM. Accessible curb ramps (BSP page 121) would involve the construction of curb ramps from 
sidewalks into crosswalks to meet the Americans with Disabilities Act standards. This would 
improve pedestrian access and safety between the roadway and the street. Curb ramps also 
enable easy movement between the roadway and sidewalk for hand trucks, strollers, wheeled 

luggage and bicycles (when walked). 

Traffic 
The creation of accessible ramps would not generate any new trips or reduce roadway capacity. 
Therefore, this Streetscape Improvement would have no effect on the Level of Service (LOS) at 
any particular intersection. Further, accessible curb ramps enable disabled individuals to 
directly travel between the roadway and the sidewalk. Without accessible curb ramps, 
pedestrians may be forced to use nearby driveways and travel in the roadway back to the 
crosswalk, which may not only endanger pedestrians, but also cause traffic congestion. The 
construction of accessible curb ramps would allow disabled pedestrians to cross the street 
directly without walking along the roadway, thus reducing the potential for traffic congestion. 
Given that this streetscape improvement would not create any new vehicle trips or reduce 
roadway capacity, and would reduce the potential for traffic congestion, it would result in a 
less-than-significant impact on traffic operations. 

Transit 
The creation of accessible ramps would not generate any new transit trips and therefore, would 
not increase transit demand. Further, provision of accessible curb ramps will enable easier 
pedestrian access to transit vehicles. The ability of disabled transit users to directly access the 
transit vehicle from the sidewalk may reduce transit dwell time, having a beneficial effect on 
transit operations. Given that this streetscape improvement would not create any new transit 
trips and would improve access to transit for individuals with disabilities, it would result in a 

less-than-significant impact on transit. 

Pedestrian 
The creation of accessible ramps would not result in substantial overcrowding on public 
sidewalks, create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians, or otherwise interfere with 
pedestrian accessibility. In fact, accessible curb ramps allow pedestrians, especially those with 
disabilities, to easily travel from the crosswalk to the sidewalk and generally reduce potentially 
hazardous pedestrian conditions. Therefore, accessible curb ramps would result in a less-than-

significant impact for pedestrians. 

Bicycle 
Accessible ramps would not create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise 
substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility. On the contrary, accessible curb ramps allow 
for easy pushing of bicycles from the roadway onto the sidewalk, where bicycle parking is 
usually located, thus facilitating the transition between bicycle parking and bicycle travel. 
Therefore, accessible curb ramps would result in a less-than-significant impact on bicyclists. 
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Loading 
Creation of accessible ramps would not create any loading demand, nor would it interfere with 
on-street or off-street loading access. Accessible curb ramps allow for easy pushing of hand 
trucks and other wheeled equipment from street parking and loading zones onto the sidewalk. 
Therefore, accessible curb ramps would result in a less-than-significant loading impact. 

Emergency Access 
Accessible curb ramps would not hinder emergency vehicle access. The impact would be less-
than-significant. 

Parking 
Accessible curb ramps would not create any parking demand. Parking is already prohibited in 
all crosswalks, whether an accessible curb ramp exists or not. Therefore, the installation of 
accessible curb ramps would not require the removal of any parking spaces. 

SI-2. Marked crosswalks (BSP page 113) would provide a visible pedestrian route across the street 
at most intersections with substantial traffic or pedestrian volumes. Crosswalks indicate to 
drivers that they should expect to see pedestrians, and that pedestrians have the right of way. 
(At signalized intersections, pedestrians have the right of way when they receive a WALK or 
DON’T WALK signal, or in the absence of pedestrian signals, when they receive a green signal). 

The policy also calls for restricting parking within at least 10 feet of the crosswalk, and 
preferably 20 feet. In some cases, this may necessitate the removal of one parking space on each 
side of each approach of an intersection. 

Traffic 
The provision of Marked Crosswalks or the potential reduction in parking spaces would not 
generate any new vehicular trips, nor would it reduce roadway capacity. Therefore, it would 
not have an effect on the LOS as any particular intersection. By state law, crosswalks exist at all 
non-alley intersections whether marked or not, and drivers are required to yield to pedestrians 
at crosswalks. Therefore, the marking of existing crosswalks would result in a less-than-
significant traffic impact. 

Transit 
The provision of Marked Crosswalks or the potential reduction in parking spaces would not 
generate any new transit trips and would not result in delay for transit vehicles. Therefore, 
Marked Crosswalks would have a less-than-significant impact on transit. 

Pedestrian 
The provision of Marked Crosswalks or the reduction in parking spaces would not result in the 
overcrowding of sidewalks, create potentially hazardous conditions or otherwise interfere with 
pedestrian accessibility. In fact, provision of Marked Crosswalks would enhance pedestrian 
visibility and direct pedestrians to cross a street at the safest location. Therefore, the installation 
of Marked Crosswalks would have a less-than-significant impact on pedestrians. 
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Bicycle 
The provision of Marked Crosswalks would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for 
bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility. Therefore, Marked 
Crosswalks would result in a less-than-significant impact on bicycle traffic. 

Loading 
Provisions of Marked Crosswalks would not create any loading demand or interfere with on-
street or off-street loading access. Loading activities are not anticipated to be affected by the 
presence of a marked crosswalk. The provision of marked crosswalks is not expected to reduce 
the supply of on-street loading spaces, because generally, parking is already prohibited near 
corners. 

In limited circumstances, Market Crosswalks may require the removal of designated on-street 
loading spaces (yellow or white curb zone). The removal of a single loading space would not be 
considered a significant impact because other loading spaces would remain in the nearby 
vicinity. It should be noted that the removal of multiple loading spaces within an area could be 
considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measure TR-1 presented below and in Section F, 
Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures, p.174, would reduce the impacts of Marked 
Crosswalks to loading to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure TR-1 would require 
the installation of new loading spaces, of equal length, on the same block and side-of-the street 
for locations where truck loading spaces are removed and there is still need for truck loading 

spaces. Mitigation Measure TR-1 would mitigate potential impacts to loading to less than 

significant levels. 

Emergency Access 
Marked Crosswalks would not hinder emergency vehicle access. The impact would be less-

than-significant. 

Parking 
Provision of Marked Crosswalks would not create any parking demand. At some intersections, 
the installation of crosswalks and restricting of parking immediately adjacent to crosswalks may 
result in a small decrease in on-street parking availability. However, the majority of the on-
street parking supply would not be affected. Moreover, parking is generally already prohibited 
at intersections and near crosswalks due to the presence of bus stops and fire hydrants. 

Mitigation Measure TR-1 - Provision of New Loading Space: 
The following mitigation measure shall apply to any removal of truck loading spaces, assuming 
that the need for the truck loading spaces is unchanged at the locations where these truck 

loading spaces would be removed. 

To avoid any potential adverse effect from the Proposed Project on loading, the Project Sponsor 
shall install new loading spaces, of equal length, on the same block and side-of-the street at 
locations where truck loading spaces are removed. This would ensure that an equally 
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convenient supply of on-street loading space is provided to compensate for any space that is 
removed. 

SI-3. Pedestrian Signals (BSP page 115) would include pedestrian countdowns, accessible 
pedestrian signals, and signal timing that provide an opportunity for pedestrians to cross the 
street. 

Traffic signals in San Francisco are designed to meet the requirements and specifications 
contained within the MUTCD to accommodate pedestrian, bicycle, transit, truck and vehicle 
traffic. The Plan proposes to continue to install pedestrian signals with countdown timers at all 
signalized intersections, and continuing to install actuated audible signals for the visually 
impaired. 

According to the plan, at nearly all signalized intersections in the city, pedestrians can cross the 
entire street (before opposing traffic receives a green signal) walking as slowly as 2.5 feet per 
second, if they enter the crosswalk at the beginning of the WALK/green phase. The plan 
mentions that the City should conduct studies to determine if lower walking speeds are 
appropriate, but the BSP does not propose to time signals for slower crossing speeds than 2.5 
feet per second. The plan also encourages the use of pretimed signal operation with short cycle 
lengths, which minimizes pedestrian and bicycle delay and saves on signal installation and 
maintenance costs. 

The SFMTA, which oversees signal installation and maintenance, would continue to monitor 
pedestrian crossing times, as well as traffic and transit volumes, in its management of traffic 
control devices. 

Traffic 
Pedestrian Signals would not cause an increase in vehicle trips or a reduction in roadway 
capacity. Therefore, these features would have a less-than-significant impact on traffic. 

Transit 
Pedestrian signals would not cause an increase in transit trips, nor would they result in delay 
for transit vehicles. Therefore, Pedestrian Signals would have a less-than-significant impact on 
transit. 

Pedestrian 
Pedestrian Signals and increasing pedestrian walking time would not result in overcrowding of 
sidewalks or create potentially hazardous conditions. This guideline would be expected to 
improve pedestrian access and safety, particularly for more vulnerable pedestrians. Therefore, 
the proposed Pedestrian Signals Standard Streetscape Improvement would result in less-than-
significant pedestrian impact. 
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Bicycle 
Pedestrian Signals would not create potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise 
substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility. Therefore, this Streetscape Improvement 
would have a less-than-significant bicycle impact. 

Loading 
Pedestrian Signals would not create any loading demand or potentially hazardous conditions. 
The installation and operation of pedestrian signals would have a less-than-significant impact 
on loading. 

Emergency Access 
Pedestrian Signals would not hinder emergency vehicle access. The impact would be less-than-
significant. 

Parking 
Pedestrian Signals would not create any parking demand, nor would it result in the removal of 
any on-street parking spaces. 

SI4. Curb Radius Guidelines (BSP page 118) would include changes to curb radii that would be 
designed to maximize pedestrian space, shorten pedestrian crossing distances and reduce 
vehicle speeds. 

The Curb Radius Guidelines standard streetscape improvement proposed in the BSP will 
specify the appropriate corner radius at an intersection, based on the street type, presence of 
transit or significant truck volumes, traffic volumes and speeds, and other factors. The 
Guidelines specify when a certain size truck needs to be designed for, meaning that the 
maximum size vehicle (for that particular street type) can negotiate the turn without straddling 
adjacent or opposing lanes, versus being accommodated, meaning that the vehicle is permitted to 
straddle adjacent lanes while turning. 

Traffic 
The application of the Curb Radius Guidelines would not cause an increase in vehicle trips. 

The use of all travel lanes to determine the intersection’s effective turning radius is intended to 
increase the effective turn radii for vehicles. Depending on the intersection geometry, requiring 
larger vehicles to turn into opposing lanes to negotiate the turn could preclude that vehicle from 
executing a right turn on red (RTOR), although RTOR would not necessarily be prohibited for 
all vehicles. The obstruction of RTOR could cause vehicles queued behind trucks to wait at the 
intersection and experience delay.-14  However, the guidelines specify that intersections which 
experience higher volumes of large vehicles would be designed for, as opposed to 

On one-lane streets, through and left-turn traffic would be blocked (during the green time phase) until the 

opposing lane is cleared for large vehicles to negotiate their turn. The same would be true for two- lane streets, as 
large vehicles would swing into the adjacent lane, temporarily blocking both lanes, to negotiate the turn. 
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accommodate, those vehicles. In other words, on low volume streets all travel lanes (both 
directions) would be used to determine the effective turning radius, whereas on Muni ’Rapid’ 
or ’Local’ routes, or intersections with high volumes of truck traffic, the turning radius would 
be designed so that straddling of adjacent or opposing lanes does not occur. At these 
intersections, larger vehicles would still be able to negotiate a RTOR without straddling into 
opposing lanes, and there would be no increase in vehicle delay over existing conditions. 
Furthermore, the BSP states that on designated truck routes, the turning radii would be 
designed for a 60-foot truck and that on arterial and commercial streets, the effects of the turn 
radius on truck movements should be evaluated. 

On street types that do not experience high volumes of large truck traffic, the presence of a 
truck (that could not complete a RTOR) would be infrequent, thus vehicles having to wait 
behind trucks would also be infrequent. This would not lead to a noticeable increase in delay. 
On streets that are ’Rapid’ and Local’ Muni routes and that experience high volumes of truck 
traffic or are designated as truck routes, turning radius would be designed so that straddling of 
opposing lanes is not necessary to execute a turn. In light of the above, the Curb Radius 
Streetscape Improvements would result in a less-than-significant traffic impact. 

Transit 
The application of the Curb Radius Guidelines would not result in additional transit trips. 
Similar to the condition for traffic, precluding a transit vehicle from executing a RTOR could 
lead to transit delays. However, the guidelines specify that intersections which are along 
Muni’s ’Rapid’ and ’Local’ routes be designed so that the vehicle does not have to straddle 
opposing lanes. This would ensure that the improvement would not lead to a substantial delay 
to transit. Therefore, the impact on transit would be less-than-significant. 

Pedestrian 
The application of the Curb Radius Guidelines would not result in overcrowding of sidewalks 
or create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians. This guideline would be expected to 
improve pedestrian access and safety due to shortened crossing distances, greater driver 
visibility, and slower traffic speeds. The Curb Radius Guidelines would have a less-than-
significant impact on pedestrians. 

Bicycle 
The Curb Radius Guidelines would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists 
or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility. Therefore, the Curb Radius 
Guidelines would result in a less-than-significant impact on bicycles. 

Loading 
The Curb Radius Guidelines would not create any loading demand. 

The Curb Radii Guidelines are specifically designed to continue to allow truck access, while 
enhancing safety and livability for other street users. The use of all travel lanes to determine the 
intersection’s effective turning radius is intended to increase the effective turn radii for vehicles. 

81 	
San Francisco Better Streets Plan 

July 28, 2010 
Case No. 2007.1238E 
PMND 



Depending on the intersection geometry, requiring larger vehicles to turn into opposing lanes to 
negotiate the turn could preclude that vehicle from executing a RTOR, which could cause 
vehicles to experience delay. 55  However, the guidelines specify that intersections which 
experience higher volumes of large vehicles would be designed for, as opposed to 
accommodate, those vehicles. In other words, on streets with low truck volumes, all travel 
lanes (both directions) would be used to determine the effective turning radius, whereas at 
intersections with high volumes of truck traffic the turning radius would be designed so that 
straddling of adjacent or opposing lanes does not occur. At these intersections, larger vehicles 
would still be able to negotiate a RTOR without straddling into opposing lanes, and there 
would be no increase in vehicle delay over existing conditions. Furthermore, the BSP states that 
on designated truck routes, the turning radii would be designed for a 60-foot truck and that on 
arterial and commercial streets, the effects of the turn radius on truck movements should be 
evaluated. 

On street types that do not experience high volumes of large truck traffic, the presence of a 
truck (that could not complete a RTOR) would be infrequent, thus vehicles having to wait 
behind trucks would also be infrequent. This would not lead to a noticeable increase in delay. 
On streets that experience high volumes of truck traffic or are designated as truck routes, 
turning radius would be designed so that straddling of opposing lanes does not occur, 
therefore, not affecting the RTOR. In light of the above, the loading impacts of the Curb Radius 
Streetscape Improvements would result in a less-than-significant impact. 

Emergency Access 
Tighter turning radii could affect emergency vehicle access, especially larger emergency 
vehicles such as fire trucks. However, emergency vehicles have sirens which direct other 
vehicles to move clear. Therefore, emergency vehicles executing a right turn will be able to use 
all travel lanes to determine the effective turning radii. 

The Plan indicates that all intersections should be designed to accommodate a 40’ emergency 
vehicle, using the entire roadway. Even on high-traffic streets, emergency vehicles will be able 
to use the entire roadway because other vehicles will move clear. Therefore, the impact of the 
Curb Radii Guidelines on emergency vehicle access would be less-than-significant. 

Parking 
The Curb Radii Guidelines would not remove any parking spaces or create any parking 
demand. 

SI-5. Corner Curb Extensions or Bulb-outs (BSP page 127) would extend the sidewalk space into 
the parking lane at intersections and mid-block. 

55 On one-lane streets, through and left-turn traffic would be blocked (during the green time phase) until the 
opposing lane is cleared for large vehicles to negotiate their turn. The same would be true for two- lane streets, as 
large vehicles would swing into the adjacent lane, temporarily blocking both lanes, to negotiate the turn. 
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On some streets where the travel lane has excess width, corner curb extension or bulb-outs may 
extend beyond the edge of the parking lane into the travel lane, but they would not remove any 
travel lanes. Corner Curb Extensions or Bulb-outs would not be applied to streets that do not 
have a parking lane, or streets that have a peak-period tow-away lane; therefore, there would be 
no reduction in roadway capacity. The implementation of Corner Curb Extensions or Bulb-outs 
standard streetscape improvement would be applicable on all City street types. 

Traffic 
Curb Extensions or Bulb-outs would not create any vehicle trips. This feature would narrow 
the roadway at intersections in order to calm traffic and improve pedestrian safety at 
crosswalks, but it would not intrude into the travel lane, and would not reduce roadway 
capacity or create traffic delays. Therefore, Corner Curb Extensions or Bulb-outs would have a 
less-than-significant traffic impact. 

Transit 
Curb Extensions or Bulb-outs would not create any transit trips. This feature would not be 
installed in any location where it would impede the movement of a transit vehicle. Since Curb 
Extensions or Bulb-outs would not affect transit capacity or delay transit, it would have a less-
than-significant transit impact. 

Pedestrian 
Curb Extensions or Bulb-outs would not result in overcrowding of sidewalks or create 
potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians. Corner Curb Extensions or Bulb-outs would 
provide improved pedestrian visibility to vehicles, shorten crossing distances, and provide 
more space on the corner for pedestrians. Therefore, the impact to pedestrians would be less-
than-significant. 

Bicycle 
Corner Curb Extensions or Bulb-outs would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for 
bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility. The BSP states that on 
streets with designated bike lanes or bike routes, curb extensions should not encroach on 
cyclists’ space. Where bike lanes use a painted inside edge, the bike lane should be painted 
continuously as the bike lane passes the curb extension and the bulb-out should be set back so 
that the gutter pan does not extend into the bike lane. Further, on low-speed or low-volume 
streets where bikes can travel in mixed flow with vehicles, care should be taken not to force 
cyclists to merge unexpectedly with faster moving cars. Given the above provisions in the BSP, 
the Curb Extensions or Bulb-outs would result in a less-than-significant impact on bicycles. 

Loading 
Corner Curb Extensions or Bulb-outs would not create any loading demand. They would not 
impact trucks, except in the manner that they may create tighter turning radii. This issue is 
addressed with the Curb Radii Guidelines previously described on page 80. 

In limited circumstances, a Corner Curb Extension or Bulb-out may require the removal of 
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designated on-street loading spaces (yellow or white curb zone). The removal of a single 
loading space would not be considered a significant impact because other loading spaces would 
remain in the nearby vicinity. It should be noted that the removal of multiple loading spaces 
within an area could be considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measure TR-1, presented 
on p.74 above and in Section F, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures, p.174, would 
reduce the impacts of Corner Curb Extensions or Bulb-outs to loading to a less-than-significant 
level. Mitigation Measure TR-1 would require the installation of new loading spaces, of equal 
length, on the same block and side-of-the street for locations where truck loading spaces are 
removed and there is still need for truck loading spaces. Mitigation Measure TR-1 would 
mitigate potential impacts to loading to less than significant levels. Thus, the impact of Corner 
Curb Extensions or Bulb-outs on loading would be less than significant. 

Emergency Access 
Corner Curb Extensions would not hinder emergency vehicle access, except in the manner that 
they may create tighter turning radii. This issue is addressed with the Curb Radii Guidelines 
previously described. The impact would be less-than-significant. 

Parking 
Corner Curb Extensions or Bulb-outs would not create any parking demand. They would 
potentially remove one or several parking spaces, 56  depending on the length of the feature. 
However, many intersections already prohibit parking at the intersection, for a variety of 
reasons such as presence of bus stops, fire hydrants, or the need for increased visibility. At 
locations where parking would be removed, there would be a minor reduction in the total 
number of on-street spaces. 

Case-By-Case or Optional Streetscape Improvements 

The 26 optional or case-by-case streetscape improvements proposed in the BSP are design 
guidelines for particular street types that would not be mandatory for future site-specific 
streetscape projects or proposed developments in that street type (see page 23 of this PMND for 
a description of the 26 case-by-case streetscape improvements, and see page 12 of this PMND 
for description of city street types). However, these design guidelines should be considered for 
implementation as budgets, physical condition, and/or neighborhood preferences permit. 

Of the 26 Plan-proposed Optional Improvements, 22 are relevant to the topic of Transportation 
and Circulation. The four elements which are not (CBC-19: Pocket parks, CBC-20: Reuse of 
’pork chops’ and excess right-of-way, CBC-24: Public stairs, CBC-26: Above-ground 
landscaping) do not relate to any item on Checklist E.5, except that these elements may enhance 
or better connect the pedestrian environment. 

The following 22 Plan-proposed Optional Improvements are relevant to the topic of 
Transportation and Circulation: 

Because the BSP is a set of guidelines that does not describe specific projects that could be applied Citywide, the 
number of parking spaces to be removed, as a result of the BSP, could not be estimated. 
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CBC-1: High-visibility Crosswalks 
CBC-2: Special Crosswalk Treatments 
CBC-3: Vehicle Turning Movements at Crosswalks 
CBC-4: Removal or Reduction of Crosswalk Closures 
CBC-5: Mid-block Crosswalks 
CBC-6: Raised Crosswalks 
CBC-7: Extended Bulb-outs 
CBC-8: Mid-block Bulb-outs 
CBC-9: Center or Side Medians 
CBC-10: Pedestrian Refuge Island 
CBC-11: Transit Bulb-outs 
CBC-12: Transit Boarding Islands 
CBC-13: Perpendicular or Angled Parking 
CBC-14: Flexible Use of Parking Lane 
CBC-15: Parking Lane Planters 
CBC-16: Chicanes 
CBC-17: Traffic Calming Circles 
CBC-18: Roundabouts 
CBC-21: Boulevard Treatments 
CBC-22: Shared Public Ways 
CBC-23: Pedestrian-only Streets 
CBC-25: Multi-use paths 

One of the proposed streetscape improvements is Roundabouts (CBC 18). Roundabouts 
operate differently than signalized or unsignalized intersections, and thus they may result in 
more or less traffic delay, depending on several factors including number of intersection 
approaches, approach volumes, approach speed, pedestrian and bicycle volumes, transit stops, 
and truck volumes. 

The implementation of any roundabout would require separate site-specific analysis and 
environmental review, and is not covered within this document. The BSP encourages the City 
to study the possible implementation of roundabouts, and to ensure that they do not hinder 
pedestrian, bicycle or transit accessibility or safety. 

Many of the above improvements have similar characteristics, or would be implemented in 
combination. Likewise, their environmental impacts on the transportation network would be 
similar. For simplicity of organization, the remaining 21 optional improvements (Roundabouts 
have been excluded) have been grouped into seven clusters, as listed below: 

Cluster A: These improvements would restrict vehicle movements or maneuvers that could 
conflict with pedestrian or cyclist safety, and ensure that pedestrians and cyclists are 
provided safe and convenient facilities. 

CBC-3: 	Vehicle Turning Movements at Crosswalks 
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CBC-4: 	Removal or Reduction of Crosswalk Closures 

Cluster B: These improvements would involve removal of on-street parking in order to 

construct bulb-outs. 
CBC-7: 	Extended Bulb-outs 

CBC-11: 	Transit Bulb-outs 

Cluster C: These improvements would enhance pedestrian accessibility and safety on long 

blocks by enabling pedestrians to cross mid-block. 

CBC-5: 	Mid-block Crosswalks 

CBC-8: 	Mid-block Bulb-outs 

Cluster D: These improvements would calm traffic by reducing vehicle speeds and enhancing 
pedestrian visibility, as well as facilitating pedestrian crossings of the street or 

waiting for a transit vehicle. 
CBC-9: 	Center or Side Medians 
CBC-10: 	Pedestrian Refuge Island 

CBC-12: 	Transit Boarding Island 
CBC-16: 	Chicanes 
CBC-17: 	Traffic Calming Circles 

CBC-21: 	Boulevard Treatments 

Cluster E: These improvements would expand the pedestrian realm, and restrict or prohibit 

vehicular access in that realm. 
CBC-22: 	Shared Public Ways 
CBC-23: 	Pedestrian-only Streets 
CBC-25: 	Multi-use Paths 

Cluster F: These improvement would enhance pedestrian visibility within crosswalks, and alert 
drivers to expect pedestrians, especially more vulnerable pedestrians. 

CBC-1: 	High-visibility Crosswalks 
CBC-2: 	Special Crosswalk Treatments 

CBC-6: 	Raised Crosswalks 

Cluster G: These improvements would involve removal or reorientation of on-street parking, to 

improve pedestrian amenities and enhance commercial vitality. 

CBC-13: 	Perpendicular or Angled Parking 

CBC-14: 	Flexible Use of Parking Lane 

CBC-15: 	Parking Lane Planters 

Cluster A: 
CBC-3 
	

Vehicle Turning Movements at Crosswalks 

CBC-4 
	

Removal or Reduction of Crosswalk Closures 
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Vehicle Turning Movements at Crosswalks (BSP page 119)would prohibit right turn on red 
(RTOR), and eliminate or preclude multiple vehicle turn lanes at intersections. 

The California Vehicle Code allows drivers to turn right on red lights after coming to a 
complete stop and yielding to approaching traffic and crossing pedestrians before turning, 
unless a sign prohibits the movement. The potential benefit of the practice of turning right 
during the red light phase is reduced traffic delays. However, studies have reported that 
following the adoption of a national RTOR policy, substantial increases in pedestrian and 
bicycle crashes were reported at signalized intersections in urban areas. According to field 
evaluation results published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers, the increase in 
vehicle-pedestrian crashes observed since the adoption of RTOR could be due to the fact that 
many drivers do not come to a complete stop before turning right on red .17  Also, vehicles 
executing a RTOR must encroach on the crosswalk while waiting for a gap in traffic, which 
impedes pedestrian circulation and can lead to dangerous pedestrian paths outside of the 
crosswalk. Therefore, prohibiting RTOR at intersections could be an important tool for 
increasing pedestrian safety at crosswalks. 

RTOR is already prohibited by the SFMTA at some intersections in San Francisco, based on 
national guidelines as well as local SFMTA policy. 58  This proposed streetscape improvement 
would be a continuation of existing SFMTA policy, as well as encourage SFMTA to revisit 
intersections where RTOR is permitted to ensure that pedestrian safety or circulation is not 
compromised. 

Multiple vehicle turn lanes are provided at intersections with heavy turning vehicle volumes. 
When more than one vehicle turn lane is provided across a crosswalk, the inside turning vehicle 
can block the view of the crosswalk for the outside turning vehicle, which is dangerous if a 
pedestrian is in the crosswalk (turning vehicles are required to yield to pedestrians). 

57 Retting, R A; Nitzburg, M S; Farmer, C M; Knoblauch, R L, Field Evaluation of Two Met hodsfor Restricting Right 
Turn on Red to Promote Pedestrian Safety, ITE Journal Vo. 72 No.1, 2002. 

58 According to the BSP Plan, the CA MUTCD and the Institute of Transportation Engineers suggest considering the 
prohibition of RTOR under the following circumstances: 

Inadequate sight distance to vehicles approaching from the left (or right, if applicable) 

Geometrics or operational characteristics of the intersection that might result in unexpected conflicts 
An exclusive pedestrian phase 

An unacceptable number of pedestrian conflicts with right-turn-on-red maneuvers 
Heavy volume of pedestrian crossings 

Request from pedestrians with disabilities using the intersection 
School crossings 
Railroad crossings 
Traffic signals with three or more phases 

Additionally, the City also considers high speeds on cross streets and a verified collision history caused by RTOR 
maneuvers. Draft San Francisco Better Streets Plan, Policies and Guidelines for the Pedestrian Realm, San Francisco 
Planning Department, San Francisco, CA, 2008. 
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Multiple turn lanes also pose a substantial hazard to bicycles proceeding straight, especially if 
one of the turn lanes is a "shared turn/through" lane. Many drivers fail to use turn indicators, 
making it difficult for a bicycle to determine if a vehicle will turn or proceed straight. 

Removal or Reduction of Crosswalk Closures (BSP page 120)would open currently closed City 
crosswalks and also reduce the number of future crosswalk closures in the City. The streets of 
San Francisco have a number of closed crosswalks, which create discontinuous pedestrian paths 
of travel and make walking inconvenient. Crosswalk closures are primarily associated with 
pedestrian safety in the face of very high turning traffic volumes, especially when multiple turn 
lanes are present (as described above). However, pedestrians often ignore crosswalk closures 
and choose not to cross the street three times to reach a destination when it can be reached by 
one illegal street crossing. 

Traffic 
Vehicle Turning Movements at Crosswalks and Removal or Reduction of Crosswalk Closures 
would not result in new vehicle trips. � These features could, however, potentially increase delay 
to vehicles at intersections that experience a high volume of right-turning movements, due to 
increased delay caused by having to yield to pedestrians or waiting for a green light to make a 
right turn. Consequently, this could lead to an increase in traffic delays. To address this issue, 
the BSP states that RTOR prohibitions may be considered at intersections where the volume of 
right-turning vehicles does not exceed 300 vehicles in the peak hour. Implementation of RTOR 
prohibitions at intersections where right-turning vehicles do not exceed 300 cars in the peak 
hour would not be expected to result in increased delay. Therefore, impacts of RTOR 
prohibitions would result in a less-than-significant traffic impact. As indicated in the BSP, 
implementation of RTOR prohibitions at intersections that experience high volumes of right-
turning movements (greater than 300 vehicles in the peak hour) would require additional study 
and environmental clearance. 

Furthermore, the BSP also recommends studying removal of crosswalk closures, and the 
removal of multiple turn lanes. Both of these elements would require site-specific study and 
additional environmental clearance prior to implementation. 

Because these features would either not generate significant traffic delay, or would be subject to 
site-specific analysis and additional environmental clearance prior to implementation, the 
impact to traffic would be less-than-significant. 

Transit 
Vehicle Turning Movements at Crosswalks and Removal or Reduction of Crosswalk Closures 
would not result in new transit trips. 

The prohibition of RTOR or multiple turn lanes could potentially increase transit delay at 
intersections that experience a high volume of right-turning movements and that have curb-
running transit with near-side stops. However, implementation of RTOR prohibitions at 
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intersections where right-turning vehicle do not exceed 300 cars in the peak hour or where the 
transit stop is located at the far-side of the intersection would not be expected to result in 
increased transit delay. Therefore, impacts of RTOR prohibitions would result in a less-than-
significant transit impacts. As indicated in the BSP, implementation of RTOR prohibitions at 
intersections that experience high volumes of right-turning movements (greater than 300 
vehicles in the peak hour) or have near-side bus stops would require additional study and 
environmental review. 

Furthermore, the BSP also recommends studying removal of crosswalk closures, and removal of 
multiple turn lanes. Both of these elements would require site-specific study and additional 
environmental clearance prior to implementation. 

Because these features would either not generate significant transit delay, or would be subject to 
site-specific analysis and additional environmental clearance prior to implementation, the 
impact to transit would be less-than-significant. 

Pedestrian 
Vehicle Turning Movements at Crosswalks and Removal or Reduction of Crosswalk Closures 
would not result in overcrowding of sidewalks or create potentially hazardous conditions for 
pedestrians. On the contrary, they would be expected to improve pedestrian access and safety, 
due to fewer vehicle-pedestrian conflicts and more direct pedestrian routes. At intersections 
with high right-turn volumes, prohibition of RTOR could cause potential pedestrian and vehicle 
conflicts 59  during right turns on green to increase, because all turning motorists would have to 
wait to make their turn while pedestrians are simultaneously crossing the street. This could 
post a safety impact to pedestrians. To address this issue, the Plan states that RTOR 
prohibitions may be considered at intersections where the volume of right-turning vehicles does 
not exceed 300 vehicles in the peak hour. Implementation of RTOR prohibitions at intersections 
where right-turning vehicle do not exceed 300 cars in the peak hour would not be expected to 
result in a pedestrian safety impact. Therefore, impacts of RTOR prohibitions would result in a 
less-than-significant pedestrian impact. As indicated in the BSP, implementation of RTOR 
prohibitions at intersections that experience high volumes of right-turning movements (greater 
than 300 vehicles in the peak hour) would require additional study and environmental review. 

Furthermore, the Plan also recommends studying the removal of crosswalk closures, and the 
removal of multiple turn lanes. Both of these features would have a beneficial impact on 
pedestrians. 

Because these features would either improve the pedestrian realm, or would be subject to site-
specific analysis and additional environmental review prior to implementation, the impact to 
pedestrians would be less-than-significant. 

A conflict point is the paths where two motor vehicles, or a vehicle and a bicycle or pedestrian queue, diverge, 
merge, or cross each other. 
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Bicycle 
Vehicle Turning Movements at Crosswalks and Removal or Reduction of Crosswalk Closures 
would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially 
interfere with bicycle accessibility. Bicycles may experience increased delay with prohibition of 
RTOR, but this delay would not be considered significant. Bicycles would benefit from the 
removal of multiple turn lanes. Therefore, these features would result in a less-than-significant 

impact on bicycles. 

Loading 
Vehicle Turning Movements at Crosswalks and Removal or Reduction of Crosswalk Closures 
would not create any loading demand, nor would they hinder any loading activities or lead to a 
removal of any loading spaces. These features would have a less-than-significant impact on 

loading. 

Emergency Access 
Vehicle Turning Movements at Crosswalks and Removal or Reduction of Crosswalk Closures 
would not hinder emergency vehicle access. Emergency vehicles would not have to wait for 
pedestrians to cross the street, because pedestrians would hear the siren of the approaching 
vehicle and clear the crosswalk. The impact would be less-than-significant. 

Parking 
Vehicle Turning Movements at Crosswalks and Removal or Reduction of Crosswalk Closures 
would not create any parking demand, nor would they lead to the removal of any on-street 

parking spaces. 

Cluster B: 
CBC-7: 	Extended Bulb-outs 

CBC-11: 	Transit Bulb-outs 

Extended Bulb-outs (BSP page 131)are identical to the standard streetscape improvement of 
Corner Curb Extensions or Bulb-outs, except they are longer and generally remove more 
parking spaces to provide space for seating and landscaping. This improvement could also be 
combined with landscape features that facilitate stormwater management and have 
hydrology/water quality benefits. This proposed streetscape improvement would be 

appropriate on all street types on an optional basis. 

On some streets where the travel lane has excess width, corner curb extension or bulb-outs may 
extend beyond the edge of the parking lane into the travel lane. Corner Curb Extensions or 
Bulb-outs would not be applied to streets that do not have a parking lane, or streets that have a 
peak-period tow-away lane; therefore, there would be no reduction in roadway through-

movement capacity. 
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Transit Bulb-outs (BSP page 144)would provide curb extensions at transit stops and are intended 
to improve transit operations by allowing transit vehicles to load from the travel lane. Under 
the BSP, Transit Bulb-outs are recommended to be considered for all streets with side-running 
transit and a parking lane, except: (1) where there is a peak-period tow-away parking lane; (2) 
where there is a desire to have a queue jumping lane for buses; and (3) near side stops 60  with 
heavy right-turn movements. 

Additionally, under the BSP, the prioritization of Transit Bulb-outs is recommended on the 
following: (1) on Rapid Network lines, and selectively on local and other lines at critically 
impacted locations; (2) where the existing sidewalk width is too narrow to accommodate a 
transit shelter, or where pedestrian through travel is constrained; and (3) where transit 
performance is slowed significantly due to the time delays caused by reentering traffic flow, 
and a bus bulb would lessen this problem. 

Traffic 

Extended and Transit Bulb-outs would not create new vehicle trips or reduce the overall 
roadway capacity. Transit Bulb-outs could temporarily block a travel lane, which could lead to 
increased traffic delays. However, the installation of a Transit Bulb-out would not be expected 
to cause substantial increase in delay over existing conditions. When a bus bulb is not present, 
stopped buses generally still block the right travel lane because buses are usually not able to 
fully pull flush against the curb. Furthermore, the BSP does not recommend installing Transit 
Bulb-outs at near side stops with heavy right turn movements. The Extended Bulb-outs would 
not be expected to affect traffic operations or result in any delays as they would be installed in 
place of existing parking spaces. In light of the above, Transit and Extended Bulb-outs would 
have a less-than-significant impact on traffic. 

Transit 
Extended Bulb-outs and Transit Bulb-outs would not create new transit trips nor would they be 
installed in any location where they would impede the movement of a transit vehicle. Transit 
Bulb-outs would provide a prominent waiting area for transit passengers. They would also 
improve transit operations because buses would not need to wait to pull back in to traffic after 
each stop. Therefore, extended Bulb-outs and Transit Bulb-outs would have a less-than-
significant impact on transit. 

Pedestrian 
Extended Bulb-outs and Transit Bulb-outs would not result in overcrowding of sidewalks or 
create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians. On the contrary, they would be 
expected to improve pedestrian access and safety, due to shortened crossing distances and 
greater driver visibility. Therefore, Extended Bulb-outs and Transit Bulb-outs would have a 
less-than-significant impact on pedestrians. 

60 A near-side bus stop is a bus stop located before an intersection crossing. 
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Bicycle 
Extended Bulb-outs or Transit Bulb-outs would not result in potentially hazardous conditions 
for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility. While they may 
narrow the roadway where a bicycle would be traveling, they would represent less of an 
impediment than a parked car. Further, the BSP states that, "on streets with designated bike 
lanes or bike routes, curb extensions should not encroach on cyclists’ space. Where bike lanes 
use a painted inside edge, the bike lane should be painted continuously as the bike lane passes 
the curb extension, and the bulb-out should be set back so that the gutter pan does not extend 
into the bike lane. On lower-speed and volume streets where bikes can travel in mixed flow 
with vehicles, wider curb extensions may be appropriate but care should be taken not to force 
cyclists to merge unexpectedly with faster moving cars at the end of the block." Given the 
above, the Extended Bulb-outs and Transit Bulb-outs would result in a less-than-significant 

impact on bicycles. 

Loading 
Extended Bulb-outs or Transit Bulb-outs would not create any loading demand. They would 
not impact trucks access, except in the manner that they may create tighter turning radii. This 
issue is addressed with the Curb Radii Guidelines previously described on page 80. 

In limited circumstances, Extended Bulb-outs or Transit Bulb-outs may require the removal of 
designated on-street loading spaces (yellow or white curb zone). The removal of a single 
loading space would not be considered a significant impact because other loading spaces would 
remain in the nearby vicinity. It should be noted that the removal of multiple loading spaces 

within an area could be considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measure TR-1, presented 

on p.74  above and in Section F, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures, p.174, would 
reduce the impacts of Bulb-outs or Transit Bulb-outs to loading to less-than-significant levels. 

Mitigation Measure TR-1 would require the installation of new loading spaces, of equal length, 
on the same block and side-of-the street for locations where truck loading spaces are removed 

and there is still need for truck loading spaces. Mitigation Measure TR-1 would mitigate 

potential impacts to loading to less than significant levels. Thus, the impact of Bulb-outs or 
Transit Bulb-outs on loading would be less than significant. 

Emergency Access 
Corner Curb Extensions would not hinder emergency vehicle access, except in the manner that 
they may create tighter turning radii. This issue is addressed with the Curb Radii Guidelines 

previously described. The impact would be less-than-significant. 

Parking 
Extended Bulb-outs or Transit Bulb-outs would not create any parking demand. They would 
potentially remove several parking spaces, depending on the length of the feature. However, 
many intersections already prohibit parking immediately adjacent to an intersection for a 

variety of reasons such as presence of bus stops, fire hydrants, turn pockets, or the need for 
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increased visibility. At locations where parking would be removed, there would be a minor 
reduction in the total number of on-street spaces relative to the overall supply. 

Cluster C: 
CBC-5: 	Mid-block Crosswalks 
CBC-8: 	Mid-block Bulb-outs 

Mid-block Crosswalks (BSP page 131)would allow pedestrians to legally cross the street in the 
middle of the block and this would be a particularly convenient feature on long blocks. It is 
recommended under the BSP that Mid-block Crosswalks be marked with supplementary 
treatments 61  to enhance visibility. Mid-block Crosswalks may be installed at signalized or 
unsignalized locations; however if the mid-block crosswalks are installed at unsignalized 
intersections, they should be accompanied by special warning devices (e.g. signs, signals, or 
flashing beacons). 

According to the BSP, the Mid-block Crosswalks optional streetscape improvement would be 
appropriate on most street types on a case-by-case basis. However, the BSP recommends that 
mid-block crosswalks would be best utilized if implemented at the following locations in the 
City: (1) key civic and commercial locations; (2) areas with major pedestrian attractions that 
have mid-block entries like shopping areas, schools and community centers; (3) mid-block 
transit stop locations; and (4) long blocks (generally >500’) with high expected pedestrian 
volumes .12  Given these guidelines, Mid-block Crosswalks would be considered at few locations 
in the City relative to the entirety of the transportation network. 

Mid-block Bulb-outs (BSP page 131)would provide curb extensions in a mid-block location by 
removing one or more parking spaces. Mid-block Bulb-outs would be often installed in 

61 The guidelines in the BSP recommends that mid-block crosswalks: 

Should be enhanced through the use of signage, stripping, signalization, or other special treatments such as flashing 
beacons, special paving materials, or raised crossings. 
Should be constructed in combination with mid-block curb extensions wherever possible. 
Include pedestrian lighting oriented toward the crossing after dark. 
62 According to the BSP, in San Francisco, mid-block crosswalks must be established by ordinance or resolution. The 

guidelines proposed in the BSP also recommend that new mid-block crosswalks should generally only be marked if 
all of the following five conditions are present: 
1) Sufficient demand exists to justify the installation of a crosswalk; 
2) The mid-block location is 200 feet or more from another crossing location; 
3) The location is visible to motorists, allows for adequate stopping distance, and visibility is protected (e.g. by 
limiting on-street parking immediately adjacent to approaches to the crosswalks); 
4) The location has adequate street lighting to illuminate the crosswalk; 
5) The crosswalk will be controlled by traffic signal or will have special warning devices. 
Additionally, candidate locations for the installation of mid-block crosswalks should meet the pedestrian demand 
guidelines set forth in the BSP. (Adam Varat, Plan Revisions to the Better Streets Plan, Memorandum, San Francisco 
Planning Department, San Francisco, CA, March 2, 2009.) 
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combination with a mid-block crossing. This improvement could provide space for seating and 
landscaping. This improvement could also be combined with landscape features that facilitate 
stormwater management and have hydrology/water quality benefits. The installation of Mid-
block Bulb-outs would be appropriate on all street types on an optional basis. 

Traffic 
Mid-block Crosswalks and Bulb-outs would not create any new vehicle trips. Mid-block Bulb-
outs would not intrude into the travel lane or reduce roadway capacity. 

An unsignalized mid-block crosswalk could increase traffic delay, because vehicles would be 
required to yield to a pedestrian in the crosswalk. A signalized mid-block crosswalk could also 
result in traffic delay, although to a lesser effect than an unsignalized crossing, because it would 
be synchronized with upstream and downstream intersections to minimize the disruption to 
traffic. On one-way streets, a signalized crossing would result in minimal traffic delay, but on 
two-way streets, some amount of increased delay could be anticipated. An actuated signalized 
crossing (where a pedestrian must push a button to receive a WALK signal) would result in less 
traffic delay than a pre-timed signal (where the WALK signal is called each signal cycle and no 
pushbutton is necessary). This is because traffic would only be delayed when a pedestrian is 
present. 

The installation of signalized or unsignalized mid-block crossings could result in traffic delays 
on two-way streets, while signalized crossings on one-way streets would not be expected to 
cause delay. Unsignalized crossings on one-way streets would not be considered under the 
BSP, because these streets are typically high-volume and high-speed streets, therefore crossings 
would need to be signalized. Therefore, only mid-block crossings on two-way streets could 
cause traffic delay. 

To address this issue, on two-way streets with moderate traffic volumes, the BSP calls for an 
analysis of any proposed mid-block crossing to identify whether it would result in or contribute 
to unacceptable levels of service. On streets with greater than 500 vehicles per hour in either 
direction, subsequent site-specific environmental analysis would be required. 

Given that the implementation of this feature would either be implemented where it would not 
have an impact on traffic, or would be subject to additional analysis and subsequent 
environmental review prior to implementation, its impact on traffic would be less-than-
significant 

Transit 
Mid-block Crosswalks and Mid-block Bulb-outs would not create new transit trips. Mid-block 
Bulb-outs would not intrude into the travel lane or reduce roadway capacity. 

Similar to traffic operations discussed above, the installation of a mid-block crossing could 
increase transit delay on two-way streets. To address this issue, the BSP calls for subsequent 
analysis of any proposed mid-block crossing to identify whether the prohibition would result in 
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or contribute to unacceptable delay to transit vehicles. Given that the implementation of this 
feature would be subject to analysis at specific locations where the feature is proposed, its 
impact on transit would be less-than-significant. 

Pedestrian 
The provision of Mid-block Crosswalks or Mid-Block Bulb-outs would not result in the 
overcrowding of sidewalks, create potentially hazardous conditions or otherwise interfere with 
pedestrian accessibility. In fact, these features would enhance pedestrian visibility and provide 
a more direct route for pedestrians. Therefore, the installation of Mid-Block Crosswalks and 
Mid-block Bulb-outs would have a less-than-significant impact on pedestrians. 

Bicycle 
Mid-block Crosswalks and Mid-Block Bulb-outs would not result in potentially hazardous 
conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility. While a 
Mid-block Bulb-out may narrow the roadway where a bicycle would be traveling, they would 
represent less of an impediment than a parked car. Therefore, Mid-block Crosswalks and Mid-
Block Bulb-outs would result in a less-than-significant impact on bicycles. 

Loading 
Mid-block Crosswalks and Mid-Block Bulb-outs would not create any loading demand. In 
limited circumstances, Mid-block Crosswalks and Mid-Block Bulb-outs may require the 
removal of designated on-street loading spaces (yellow or white curb zone). The removal of a 
single loading space would not be considered a significant impact because other loading spaces 
would remain in the nearby vicinity. It should be noted that the removal of multiple loading 
spaces within an area could be considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measure TR-1, 
presented on p.74 above and in Section F, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures, 
p.174, would reduce the impacts of Mid-block Crosswalks and Mid-Block Bulb-outs to loading 
to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure TR-1 would require the installation of new 
loading spaces, of equal length, on the same block and side-of-the street for locations where 
truck loading spaces are removed and there is still need for truck loading spaces. Mitigation 
Measure TR-1 would mitigate potential impacts to loading to less than significant levels. Thus, 
the impact of Mid-block Crosswalks and Mid-Block Bulb-outs on loading would be less than 
significant. 

Emergency Access 
Mid-block Crosswalks and Mid-Block Bulb-outs would not hinder emergency vehicle access. 
Emergency vehicles would not have to wait for pedestrians to cross the street, because 
pedestrians would hear the siren of the approaching vehicle and clear the crosswalk. The 
impact would be less-than-significant. 

Parking 
Mid-block Crosswalks and Mid-Block Bulb-outs would not create any parking demand. They 
would potentially remove several parking spaces, depending on the length of the feature. At 
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locations where parking would be removed, there would be a minor reduction in the total 
number of on-street spaces, relative to the overall supply on a block. This is especially true of 
the long blocks where Mid-block Crosswalks and Mid-Block Bulb-outs would be most 
beneficial. 

Cluster D: 
CBC-9: Center or Side Medians 
CBC-10: Pedestrian Refuge Island 
CBC-12: Transit Boarding Island 
CBC-16: Chicanes 
CBC-17: Traffic Calming Circles 
CBC-21: Boulevard Treatments 

Center or Side Medians (BSP page 133) would physically separate opposing travel lanes within a 
roadway, control left-turn vehicle access, and create space for landscaping and pedestrian 
refuge. This improvement would be appropriate on major streets, such as Downtown 
Commercial streets. 

Pedestrian Refuge Islands (BSP page 135) are elements within the roadway where a pedestrian 
can safely rest or wait for a gap in traffic, before completing a crossing of the street. They are 
similar to center or side medians, except they are designed with sufficient width and buffer 
from traffic that they provide additional comfort and safety. They can be installed at signalized 
or unsignalized intersections, or at a mid-block location. 

Transit Boarding Islands (BSP page 145) are installed whenever transit operates in the center of 
the street, rather than the curb lane. It allows pedestrians waiting for transit to directly access 
the vehicle upon its arrival, rather than waiting on the sidewalk and crossing a travel lane upon 
its arrival. This increases pedestrian safety and reduces transit dwell time. For bus and 
streetcar lines, Transit Boarding Islands are typically at a standard curb height of six inches. For 
light rail lines, the island may be at a standard curb height, or it may be raised to allow level 
boarding of light rail vehicles (such as Third Street). 

Chicanes (BSP page 154) are traffic calming devices that slow traffic by forcing vehicles to travel 
a serpentine path (i.e., shift from side to side) along a street. Chicanes could be combined with 
the provision of pedestrian amenities, such as landscaping and seating. This improvement 
could also be combined with landscape features that facilitate stormwater management and 
have hydrology/water quality benefits. This improvement would be appropriate on low-
volume, low-speed streets such as Neighborhood Residential streets and Alleys, on an optional 
basis. 

Traffic Calming Circles (BSP page 155) slow traffic by adding a raised island at the center of an 
intersection, which forces vehicles to slow down to maneuver around. The BSP recommends 
that traffic calming circles include a mountable outer ring so that large vehicles can navigate the 
otherwise small curb radius. Further, the BSP recommends that traffic calming circles not be 
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located on transit routes and maintain sufficient space such that vehicles do not swing into 
crosswalks. According to the BSP, traffic calming circles would be appropriate on streets such 
as the Neighborhood Residential street type at intersections that generally have low traffic 
volumes. This improvement could also be combined with pedestrian amenities, such as 
landscaping and seating that facilitate stormwater management and have hydrology/water 
quality benefits. The feature’s primary purpose is to reduce speeds at intersections, but when 
two or more Traffic Calming Circles are used in a series they can reduce speeds for several 
blocks. 

Boulevard Treatments (BSP page 162) would include construction of side medians on major 
streets and the separation of through traffic from local access, thereby creating a pedestrian-
friendly zone from the side median all the way to the private property line. This improvement 
would be appropriate on street types, such as major commercial and residential streets where 
the street width would allow implementation of this streetscape improvement. 

The Boulevard Treatments could be designed as two-sided or one-sided boulevards. A two-
sided boulevard involves the installation of access lanes on both sides of the street. 63  These 
access lanes would be separated from the center traffic lane by a side median. A one-sided 
boulevard involves the installation of a local access lane on only one side of the street and 
would be appropriate in areas where enough right-of-way width is unavailable to install a two-
sided boulevard. The local access lanes manage the local traffic and could also be treated with a 
Shared StreetM  (a separate streetscape improvement, discussed later in this document) for local 
uses, such as parking, loading, bicycle access and pedestrian space. 

Traffic 
Center Medians, Chicanes, Traffic Circles, Boulevard Treatments, Pedestrian Refuge Islands and 
Transit Boarding Islands would not create new vehicle trips. Furthermore, these features would 
not reduce roadway capacity, although they may slightly reduce travel speeds. 

Center Medians would control left-turn access in to and out of driveways along the street, only 
allowing left-turns at major vehicle destinations (such as a parking garage). This could lead to 
an increase in U-turns at adjacent intersections (assuming U-turns are permitted - if U-turns are 
not permitted, vehicles would be required to make several turns around a block in order to 
access a driveway). While this may represent an inconvenience to drivers, it would not be 
considered a significant impact. Furthermore, if a median were to preclude left-turn access in to 
or out of driveways along a block, the increase in U-turns at the intersections bounding the 
block would be only a few cars in the peak hour at each intersection. Compared to the overall 
traffic volumes at an intersection, this increase in traffic movements would be negligible, and 
would therefore, not be expected to result in additional delay at intersections. 

63 Octavia Boulevard is an example of a multi-way boulevard. 

Shared streets are streets designed as a single surface where the entire right-of-way is shared among pedestrians, 
cyclists, and motor vehicles. 
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In light of the above, Center Medians, Chicanes, Traffic Circles, Boulevard Treatments, 
Pedestrian Refuge Islands and Transit Boarding Islands would have a less-than-significant 

impact on traffic. 

Transit 
Center Medians, Chicanes, Traffic Circles, Boulevard Treatments, Pedestrian Refuge Islands and 
Transit Boarding Islands would not create new transit trips. Furthermore, these features would 
not inhibit transit operations. Transit Boarding Islands would allow transit to operate in the 
center, rather than the curb lane, which eliminates delay from right-turning vehicles. 

As outlined in the BSP, Chicanes and Traffic Circles would not be installed on streets with high-
frequency transit routes, such as the TEP Rapid Network, because this would introduce delay 
which could compromise schedule adherence. However, Chicanes and Traffic Circles may be 
considered on less frequent Muni routes, such as Community routes, because these routes 
operate at low frequencies, so minor delay to these routes would not compromise schedule 
adherence. Therefore, the impact of these features on transit would be less-than-significant. 

Pedestrian 
Center Medians, Chicanes, Traffic Circles, Boulevard Treatments, Pedestrian Refuge Islands and 
Transit Boarding Islands would not result in the overcrowding of sidewalks, create potentially 
hazardous conditions or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility. In fact, these features 
would enhance pedestrian visibility, reduce vehicle speeds and provide safer connections for 
pedestrians. Therefore, the installation of these features would have a less-than-significant 

impact on pedestrians. 

Bicycle 
Center Medians, Chicanes, Traffic Circles, Boulevard Treatments, Pedestrian Refuge Islands and 
Transit Boarding Islands would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or 
otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility. In fact, these features would 
enhance bicycle safety by reducing vehicle speeds. These features would result in a less-than-

significant impact on bicycles. 

Loading 
Center Medians, Chicanes, Traffic Circles, Boulevard Treatments, Pedestrian Refuge Islands and 
Transit Boarding Islands would not create additional loading demand. These features would 
make turning movements more difficult for large trucks because they could reduce the effective 
turning radii. However, these features would be designed in keeping with the Curb Radii 
Guidelines addressed on page 80 of this document (see p. 118 of the Final Better Streets Plan). 

In limited circumstances, these elements may require the removal of designated on-street 
loading spaces (yellow or white curb zone). The removal of a single loading space would not be 
considered a significant impact because other loading spaces would remain in the nearby 
vicinity. It should be noted that the removal of multiple loading spaces within an area could be 
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considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measure TR-1, presented on p.74 above and in 
Section F, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures, p.174, would reduce the impacts of 
Center Medians, Chicanes, Traffic Circles, Boulevard Treatments, Pedestrian Refuge Islands and 
Transit Boarding Islands to loading to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure TR-1 
would require the installation of new loading spaces, of equal length, on the same block and 
side-of-the street for locations where truck loading spaces are removed and there is still need for 
truck loading spaces. Mitigation Measure TR-1 would mitigate potential impacts to loading to 
less than significant levels. Thus, the impact of Center Medians, Chicanes, Traffic Circles, 
Boulevard Treatments, Pedestrian Refuge Islands and Transit Boarding Islands on loading 
would be less than significant. 

Emergency Access 
Center Medians, Boulevard Treatments, Pedestrian Refuge Islands and Transit Boarding Islands 
could prevent an emergency vehicle from directly accessing a location, if not designed 
appropriately. To address this issue, before any of these features could be implemented, they 
would be subject to review by emergency responder staff (from the San Francisco Fire 
Department) to ensure that they do not pose a hindrance to emergency vehicles. Features could 
be designed with mountable curbs, so that emergency vehicles could drive over them. This 
would allow emergency vehicles to access any location. 

Chicanes and Traffic Circles, which are designed to slow vehicle traffic, would slow the 
movement for emergency vehicles as well. While some delay would be expected, the delay that 
would be attributed to a Chicane or Traffic Circle would be negligible, generally less than five 
seconds of delay. 65  

Because Center Medians, Boulevard Treatments, Pedestrian Refuge Islands and Transit 
Boarding Islands would be designed (and reviewed by SFFD) to ensure that emergency access 
is maintained, and because Chicanes and Traffic Circles would cause negligible delay, the 
impact to emergency response vehicles would be less-than-significant. 

Parking 
Center Medians, Chicanes, Traffic Circles, Boulevard Treatments, Pedestrian Refuge Islands and 
Transit Boarding Islands would not create additional parking demand. Chicanes, Traffic 
Circles, Pedestrian Refuge Islands and Transit Boarding Islands could potentially require the 
removal of several on-street parking spaces. At locations where parking would be removed, 
there would be a minor reduction in the total number of on-street spaces relative to the overall 
supply on a block and in the immediate vicinity. 

Cluster E: 
CBC-22: 	Shared Public Ways 
CBC-23: 	Pedestrian-only Streets 

65 1f an emergency response vehicle was traveling at 30 miles per hour, and had to decelerate to negotiate a traffic 
circle, the delay would be between 1.7 and 4.9 seconds, depending on the type of vehicle. See "The Influence of 
Traffic Calming on Emergency Response Times," Crystal Atkins and Michael Coleman, ITE Journal, August 1997. 
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CBC-24: 	Multi-use Paths 

Shared Streets (BSP page 164) are streets designed as a single surface where the entire right-of-
way is shared by pedestrians, cyclists, and motor vehicles. Shared streets function as a 
pedestrian-oriented yard, plaza or open space, where cars may use the streets but pedestrians 
have the right-of-way along the whole street. According to the BSP, shared streets would be 
designed to force vehicles to proceed very slowly to access adjacent properties. Additionally, 
shared streets are appropriate in areas where pedestrian volumes and neighborhood uses of 
street space outweigh vehicular traffic needs, but where auto access is necessary and can be 
accommodated at a very slow pace. 

Pedestrian-only Streets (BSP page 168) prioritize pedestrian use by closing streets to vehicular 
traffic. Pedestrian only streets would include temporary closures, pedestrian malls, 66  and 
transit malls .67  Under the BSP, it is recommended that Pedestrian-only Streets be applied as a 
streetscape improvement for street types such as Ceremonial streets and Alleys. 

Multi-use Paths are trails that allow only for pedestrians and bicycles, but do not allow vehicles, 
transit or trucks. 

Traffic 
Shared Streets, Pedestrian-only Streets and Multi-use Paths would not create new vehicle trips. 
Multi-use Paths would not reduce any roadway capacity. Therefore, Multi-use Paths would 
result in a less-than significant-impact on traffic. 

As described in the BSP, Shared Streets would only be implemented on streets or alleys with 
low traffic volumes and no transit service. While streets would be designed to enforce very low 
vehicle speeds, existing capacity would remain at adjacent intersections for the movement of 
vehicles, and because the street would remain open to vehicles, diversions to adjacent streets 
would not be expected. Therefore, Shared Streets would have a less-than-significant impact on 
traffic. 

As described in the BSP, Pedestrian-only streets would be implemented on streets meeting the 
following conditions: there is no parking or loading access, garages, or driveways; the through 
traffic is less than 100 vehicles per hour; and there is no transit service. While the permanent 
closure of existing streets for the application of Pedestrian-only Streets would require the 
removal of travel lanes, which could potentially divert traffic to other parallel streets and 
increase traffic delays on those streets, the above described parameters would ensure that any 
amount of traffic diversion, and subsequent delay on parallel streets, would be minimal. 

66 Pedestrian malls are permanent closures in areas that are used by high volumes of pedestrians, such as tourist areas 
and major downtown shopping areas. 
67 Transit malls are a type of street closure that closes the street to private automobiles but continues to allow use by 
transit vehicles. 
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As indicated in the BSP, implementation of Pedestrian-only Streets may be appropriate on 
streets that do not meet the above conditions but would require additional study and 
environmental review. Because the listed criteria above would ensure no significant traffic 
delay, and subsequent environmental review would be conducted if the criteria are not met, the 
traffic impact would be less than significant. 

Transit 
Shared Streets, Pedestrian-only Streets and Multi-use Paths would not create new transit trips, 
nor would they hinder the operation of transit. According to the BSP, Shared Streets and 
Pedestrian-only Streets would not be implemented on streets with transit. 

The permanent closure of existing streets for the application of Pedestrian-only Streets would 
require the removal of travel lanes. While this could potentially divert traffic to other parallel 
streets and potentially increase transit delays on those streets, the above described parameters 
would ensure that any such delay would be minimal. 

Because the listed criteria above would ensure no significant transit delay, and subsequent 
environmental review would be conducted if the criteria are not met, the transit impact would 
be less than significant. 

Pedestrian 
Shared Streets, Pedestrian-only Streets and Multi-use Paths would not result in overcrowding of 
sidewalks or create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians. On the contrary, they 
would be expected to improve pedestrian circulation and comfort, due to slower traffic speeds 
or the absence of vehicles altogether. Therefore, Shared Streets, Pedestrian-only Streets, and 
Multi-use Paths would have a less-than-significant impact on pedestrians. 

Bicycle 
Shared Streets, Pedestrian-only Streets and Multi-use Paths would not result in potentially 
hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility. 
Bicycles would be permitted access to any Shared Street, Pedestrian-only Street or Multi-use 
Path. Depending on the design of a Pedestrian-only street, bicycles may be required to walk 
their bicycles, but this would not be considered a significant impact. Therefore, Shared Streets, 
Pedestrian-only Streets and Multi-use Paths would result in a less-than-significant impact on 
bicycles. 

Loading 
Shared Streets, Pedestrian-only Streets and Multi-use Paths would not result in an increase in 
loading demand. 

Typically with Pedestrian-only Streets, the closure of the street to vehicles and trucks only 
occurs during the day, while loading access is permitted in the early morning or evening. 
While this may be an inconvenience for trucks due to limited delivery times, it would not be 
considered a significant impact. In some cases, the closure would completely eliminate access 
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to on-street loading spaces, and if the spaces are well-utilized, relocation within a convenient 
distance would not be possible. In these instances, subsequent environmental review would be 

necessary. 

Because loading would still be accommodated at certain hours of the day, or further 
environmental clearance would be required, there would be a less-than-significant impact to 

loading. 

Emergency Access 
Shared Streets, Pedestrian-only Streets and Multi-use Paths would not hinder emergency 
vehicle access. Emergency vehicles would still be provided access to these areas, either through 
signage or removable bollards and gates. The impact would be less-than-significant. 

Parking 
Shared Streets, Pedestrian-only Streets and Multi-use Paths would not result in an increase in 
parking demand. The closure of streets to vehicle access could also eliminate access to on-street 
parking spaces. However, the streets indicated in the BSP that would be appropriate for street 
closures (Ceremonial Streets, Alleys, Paseos) generally only have a limited supply of on-street 

parking, if any at all. The reduction in on-street parking supply would therefore, be minimal in 
the context of overall supply in the area surrounding the street closure. 

Cluster F: 
CBC-1: 	High-visibility Crosswalks 

CBC-2: 	Special Crosswalk Treatments 

CBC-6: 	Raised Crosswalks 

High-visibility Crosswalks (BSP page 114) are identical to Marked Crosswalks, discussed above 
on page 77, except they are marked with different (typically yellow) paint or thermoplastic. 
This is done to call special attention to vulnerable pedestrians which may use that crosswalk, 

such as children or seniors. 

Special Crosswalk Treatments (BSP page 115) are also identical to Marked Crosswalks, except that 
rather than using typical paint or thermoplastic material, they use decorative treatments such as 
stamped or colored concrete. Their applicability and function remains the same as Marked 

Crosswalks. 

Raised Crosswalks (BSP page 117) are also identical to Marked Crosswalks, except the crosswalk 
is raised up to the level of the sidewalk, so that a pedestrian crossing the street does not need to 
descend into the street and ascend at the far side. Rather, a vehicle driving through a crosswalk 
is raised to that level. This feature reduces vehicle speeds (similar to a speed hump) and 

enhances pedestrian visibility. 
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Traffic 
The provision of High-visibility Crosswalks, Special Crosswalk Treatments and Raised 
Crosswalks would not generate any new vehicular trips, nor would it reduce roadway capacity. 
Therefore, these features would result in a less-than-significant traffic impact. 

Transit 
The provision of High-visibility Crosswalks, Special Crosswalk Treatments and Raised 
Crosswalks would not generate any new transit trips and would not result in delay for transit 
vehicles. Therefore, these features would have a less-than-significant impact on transit. 

Pedestrian 
The provision of High-visibility Crosswalks, Special Crosswalk Treatments and Raised 
Crosswalks would not result in the overcrowding of sidewalks, create potentially hazardous 
conditions or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility. In fact, provision of these 
features would enhance pedestrian visibility and calm traffic. Therefore, the installation of 
High-visibility Crosswalks, Special Crosswalk Treatments and Raised Crosswalks would have a 
less-than-significant impact on pedestrians. 

Bicycle 
The provision of High-visibility Crosswalks, Special Crosswalk Treatments and Raised 
Crosswalks would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise 
substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility. All decorative crosswalk materials would be 
tested to ensure they do not become slippery when wet, so that bicycles are not endangered. 
Therefore, marked crosswalks would result in a less-than-significant impact on bicycle traffic. 

Loading 
Provisions of High-visibility Crosswalks, Special Crosswalk Treatments and Raised Crosswalks 
would not create any loading demand or potentially hazardous conditions. 

In limited circumstances, these elements may require the removal of designated on-street 
loading spaces (yellow or white curb zone). The removal of a single loading space would not be 
considered a significant impact because other loading spaces would remain in the nearby 
vicinity. It should be noted that the removal of multiple loading spaces within an area could be 
considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measure TR-1, presented on p.74 above and in 
Section F, Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures, p.174, would reduce the impacts of 
High-visibility Crosswalks, Special Crosswalk Treatments and Raised Crosswalks to loading to 
less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure TR-1 would require the installation of new 
loading spaces, of equal length, on the same block and side-of-the street for locations where 
truck loading spaces are removed and there is still need for truck loading spaces. Mitigation 
Measure TR-1 would mitigate potential impacts to loading to less than significant levels. Thus, 
the impact of High-visibility Crosswalks, Special Crosswalk Treatments and Raised Crosswalks 
on loading would be less than significant. 
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Emergency Access 
High-visibility Crosswalks, Special Crosswalk Treatments and Raised Crosswalks would not 
hinder emergency vehicle access. The impact would be less-than-significant. 

Parking 
Provision of High-visibility Crosswalks, Special Crosswalk Treatments and Raised Crosswalks 
would not create any parking demand, nor would they remove any on-street parking spaces. 

Cluster G: 
CBC-13: 	Perpendicular or Angled Parking 
CBC-14: 	Flexible Use of Parking Lane 
CBC-15: 	Parking Lane Planters 

Flexible Use of Parking Lane (BSP page 149) would allow for parking lanes to be used for other 
commercial uses, such as cafØ seating, at certain hours of the day, days of the week, or months 
of the year. When extra space is needed for commercial activities, the parking lane would be 
repurposed, but when business is closed or an event is over, the space would revert back into 
on-street parking. Flexible Use of Parking Lane would be managed either by the City, by the 
merchant who fronts the parking spaces, or by a Community Benefit District or similar 

organization. 

The BSP discusses potential enhancements to the zone to distinguish it as a pedestrian area 
where parking is permitted, rather than vice versa. Such enhancements include landscaping 
and planters (every five parking spaces), special paving treatments, and a level change of one to 

two inches. 

Parking Lane Planters (BSP page 148) would permanently remove one or several parking spaces 

in order to create landscaping or tree planters. 68  This would be appropriate on streets where the 
sidewalk is not wide enough for tree planting. It could be constructed both at intersection 
corners (perhaps in conjunction with a Corner Bulb-out) or mid-block between parked cars 
(perhaps in conjunction with a Mid-Block Bulb-out). This feature could be combined with 
stormwater management tools discussed in the BSP. 

Perpendicular or Angled Parking (BSP page 148) would increase the on-street parking supply 
while also serving to calm traffic. This feature would geometrically fit with other BSP traffic-
calming devices, such as Chicanes, Traffic Calming Circles, Corner or Mid-block Bulb-outs 
and/or Parking Lane Planters. 

68 Parking lane planters would be considered on a case-by-case basis and may not be appropriate in all circumstances. 

104 	
San Francisco Better Streets Plan 

July 28, 2010 
Case No. 2007.1238E 
PMND 



Traffic 
Flexible Use of Parking Lane, Parking Lane Planters and Perpendicular or Angled Parking 
would not result in an increase in vehicle trips. These features would not extend beyond an 
existing parking lane and therefore, would not reduce roadway capacity. Similar to other BSP 
elements, Perpendicular or Angled Parking would have a traffic calming affect because the 
roadway would be narrowed, but travel lanes would not be removed. The delay caused by a 
vehicle pulling into or out of a perpendicular or angled parking space is similar to the delay 
caused by parallel parking. Therefore, these elements would have a less-than-significant impact 
on traffic. 

Transit 
Flexible Use of Parking Lane, Parking Lane Planters and Perpendicular or Angled Parking 
would not result in an increase in transit trips. These features would not extend beyond the 
parking lane and therefore, would not interfere with transit operations. These elements would 
have a less-than-significant impact on transit. 

Pedestrian 
The provision of Flexible Use of Parking Lane, Parking Lane Planters and Perpendicular or 
Angled Parking would not result in the overcrowding of sidewalks, create potentially 
hazardous conditions or otherwise interfere with pedestrian accessibility. In fact, these features 
would enhance pedestrian visibility. Therefore, these elements would have a less-than-
significant impact on pedestrians. 

Bicycle 
Flexible Use of Parking Lane, Parking Lane Planters and Perpendicular or Angled Parking 
would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially 
interfere with bicycle accessibility. Front-in angled parking can represent a hazard to bicycles, 
because when these vehicles reverse out, the driver cannot see approaching bicycles. However, 
the BSP calls for all new angled parking to be back-in angled parking, which puts the driver in a 
position where bicycles are visible when pulling forward from the space. Therefore, these 
features would result in a less-than-significant impact on bicycles. 

Loading 
Flexible Use of Parking Lane, Parking Lane Planters and Perpendicular or Angled Parking 
would not create any loading demand. In limited circumstances, these elements may require 
the removal of designated on-street loading spaces (yellow or white curb zone). The removal of 
a single loading space would not be considered a significant impact because other loading 
spaces would remain in the nearby vicinity. It should be noted that the removal of multiple 
loading spaces within an area could be considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measure 
TR-1, presented on p.74 above and in Section F, Mitigation Measures and Improvement 
Measures, p.174, would reduce the impacts of Flexible Use of Parking Lane, Parking Lane 
Planters and Perpendicular or Angled Parking to loading to less-than-significant levels. 
Mitigation Measure TR-1 would require the installation of new loading spaces, of equal length, 
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on the same block and side-of-the street for locations where truck loading spaces are removed 
and there is still need for truck loading spaces. Mitigation Measure TR-1 would mitigate 
potential impacts to loading to less than significant levels. Thus, the impact of Flexible Use of 
Parking Lane, Parking Lane Planters and Perpendicular or Angled Parking on loading would be 

less than significant. 

Emergency Access 
Flexible Use of Parking Lane, Parking Lane Planters and Perpendicular or Angled Parking 
would not hinder emergency vehicle access. Emergency vehicles do not require on-street 
parking spaces, because they can stage in the travel lane. The impact would be less-than-
significant. 

Parking 
Flexible Use of Parking Lane, Parking Lane Planters and Perpendicular or Angled Parking 
would not create any parking demand. They would potentially remove on-street parking 
spaces, either temporarily or permanently, depending on the length of the feature. Flexible Use 
of Parking Lane, Parking Lane Planters and Perpendicular or Angled Parking could potentially 
require the removal of several on-street parking spaces. At locations where parking would be 
removed, there would be a minor reduction in the total number of on-street spaces relative to 
the overall supply on a block and in the immediate vicinity. 

Cumulative Analysis 
The BSP would involve the adoption of a set of citywide streetscape and pedestrian policies and 
design guidelines. The proposed 12 standard streetscape improvements and 26 optional or 
case-by-case streetscape improvements would result in relatively minor changes to the overall 
vehicular circulation patterns in San Francisco and would not be expected to worsen traffic or 
transit conditions. Therefore, the cumulative traffic, transit and emergency access impacts of 
the BSP streetscape improvements would be less than significant. With respect to pedestrian 
impacts, one of the goals of the BSP is to improve the pedestrian environment. As such, 
pedestrian cumulative impacts would also be less than significant. None of proposed 
streetscape improvements would result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or 
otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility. Therefore, cumulative bicycle 
impacts would be less than significant. 

Flexible Use of Parking Lane, Parking Lane Planters and Perpendicular or Angled Parking 
would not result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or otherwise substantially 
interfere with bicycle accessibility. Implementation of the BSP streetscape improvements could 
result in the loss of on-street loading and parking spaces throughout the City. However, the 
loss of on-street parking spaces is expected to be minimal in the context of the City’s overall 
parking supply. Furthermore, San Francisco does not consider parking supply as part of the 
permanent physical environment. 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. 
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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 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 Section 
16.102 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 secondary 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 unavailable. Moreover, the secondary 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 BSP projects 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 conclusion, implementation of the streetscape improvements set forth in the BSP would not 
be expected to result in cumulative transportation impacts. 

Elements Requiring Subsequent Site-Specific Environmental Review 

Most of the elements of the Better Streets Plan will receive environmental clearance through this 
PMND. This means that they could be implemented without further environmental review 
(although, as listed on page 73, all elements would still be subject to at least one public hearing 
prior to implementation). 

However, as described in the descriptions of the various Standard (page 18) and Case-by-Case 
(page 23) streetscape elements, once a location for implementation of a particular feature has 
been determined, it may require additional, site-specific environmental analysis. This 
subsequent analysis could be required unilaterally, or only if certain criteria are met, as 
described below. 
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For loading, as described throughout the report, removal of a single loading space in order to 
implement a streetscape element would not be considered a significant impact, because 
alternate loading spaces would remain nearby. However, removal of multiple loading spaces 
may create a significant Cumulative impact to loading in certain part of the City. 

To address this issue, a mitigation measure was identified, MM TR-1, which would require the 
installation of new loading spaces, of equal length, on the same block and side-of-the street for 
locations where truck loading spaces are removed and there is still need for truck loading 
spaces. 69  By replacing any removed loading spaces within a convenient distance, the 
Cumulative impact of the MDSP on loading would be less than significant. 

Standard Streetscape Improvements 
� SI-2: Marked Crosswalks - If implementation of a marked crosswalk requires the 

removal of loading spaces, and the loading spaces cannot be replaced on the same block 
and the same side of the street, then subsequent environmental clearance would be 
required. 

� SI-5: Corner Curb Extensions or Bulb-outs: - If implementation of a bulb-out requires the 
removal of loading spaces, and the loading spaces cannot be replaced on the same block 
and the same side of the street, then subsequent environmental clearance would be 
required. 

Optional or Case-by-Case Streetscape Improvements 
CBC-1: High Visibility Crosswalks - If implementation of a High Visibility Crosswalk 
requires the removal of loading spaces, and the loading space cannot be replaced on the 
same block and the same side of the street, then subsequent environmental clearance 
would be required. 
CBC-2: Special Crosswalk Treatments - If implementation of a Special Crosswalk 
Treatment requires the removal of loading spaces, and the loading space cannot be 
replaced on the same block and the same side of the street, then subsequent 
environmental clearance would be required. 
CBC-3: Vehicle Turning Movements at Crosswalks - Right turn on red (RTOR) 
prohibitions would require subsequent environmental clearance, if the peak hour right-
turning traffic volume exceeds 300 vehicles per hour. Also, any removal of multiple 
turn lanes would require site-specific analysis and environmental clearance. 
CBC-4: Removal of Crosswalk Closures - This feature would require site-specific 

69 MTA holds public hearings for all proposed parking regulations changes. At least ten days prior to the hearing 
date, the hearing notices are posted on utility poles in the vicinity of the proposed change; MTA’s survey techs will 
hand deliver a copy of the notice to any neighboring businesses; and the notices are also placed on the SFMTA 
website. However, not all revocations/removals may have to go to a public hearing. WA can revoke the loading 
zone for non-payment, if the business, that is responsible for a loading zone, neglects to pay the 2 year renewal fee or 
the business closes. 
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analysis and environmental clearance. 
� CBC-5: Mid-block Crosswalks - If implemented on a two-way street where traffic 

volumes exceed 500 vehicles per hour in either direction during the peak hour, 
subsequent environmental clearance would be required. 

� CBC-6: Raised Crosswalks - If implementation of a Raised Crosswalk requires the 
removal of loading spaces, and the loading space cannot be replaced on the same block 
and the same side of the street, then subsequent environmental clearance would be 
required. 

� CBC-7: Extended Bulb-outs - If implementation of an Extended Bulb-out requires the 
removal of loading spaces, and the loading space cannot be replaced on the same block 
and the same side of the street, then subsequent environmental clearance would be 
required. 

� CBC-8: Mid-block Bulb-outs - If implementation of a Mid-block Bulb-out requires the 
removal of loading spaces, and the loading space cannot be replaced on the same block 
and the same side of the street, then subsequent environmental clearance would be 
required. 

� CBC-1 1: Transit Bulb-outs - If implementation of a Transit Bulb-out requires the 
removal of loading spaces, and the loading space cannot be replaced on the same block 
and the same side of the street, then subsequent environmental clearance would be 
required. 

� CBC-13: Perpendicular or Angled Parking - If implementation of Perpendicular or 
Angled Parking requires the removal of loading spaces, and the loading space cannot be 
replaced on the same block and the same side of the street, then subsequent 
environmental clearance would be required. 

� CBC-14: Flexible Use of Parking Lane - If implementation of Flexible Use of Parking 
Lane requires the removal of loading spaces, and the loading space cannot be replaced 
on the same block and the same side of the street, then subsequent environmental 
clearance would be required. 

� CBC-15: Parking Lane Planters - If implementation of a Parking Lane Planters requires 
the removal of loading spaces, and the loading space cannot be replaced on the same 
block and the same side of the street, then subsequent environmental clearance would 
be required. 

� CBC-18: Roundabout - The BSP does not provide guidance on the location or design of 
Roundabouts. Therefore, at the time a location for implementation is proposed, it would 
be subject to site-specific environmental review. 

� CBC-23: Pedestrian-only Streets - If implemented on a street where through traffic is 
greater than 100 vehicles per hour in the peak hour, or there are driveways or parking 
garages, or loading activities cannot be accommodated during off-peak hours, then 
subsequent environmental clearance would be required. 

� CBC-24: Multi-use Paths - The BSP does not provide guidance on the location or design 
of Multi-use Paths. Therefore, at the time a location for implementation is proposed, it 
would be subject to site-specific environmental review. 
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In view of the above, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant cumulative or 
project-related impacts for transportation and circulation. 

E.6 Noise 
Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially 	with 	Less Than 
Significant 	Mitigation 	Significant 	No 	Not 

Impact 	Incorporated 	impact 	Impact Applicable 

6. NOISE�Would the project: 

a) Result in exposure of persons to or generation of noise 	LI 	0 	0 	LI 	LI 
levels in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other agencies? 

b) Result in exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 	LI 	LI 0 	LI 	0 
groundbome vibration or groundborne noise levels? 

c) Result in a substantial permanent increase in ambient 0 LI z 0 LI 
noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

d) Result in a substantial temporary or periodic increase in LI z LI 0 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project? 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan area, 0 LI LI 0 
or, where such a plan has not been adopted, in an area 
within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
would the project expose people residing or working in 
the area to excessive noise levels? 

f) For a project located in the vicinity of a private airstrip, LI LI LI LI 
would the project expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels? 

g) Be substantially affected by existing noise levels? LI LI 0 z LI 

a-g) 

Existing Noise. The noise environment (ambient noise and vibration levels) of an urban area 
like San Francisco is dominated by vehicular traffic (including trucks, cars, Muni buses, 
emergency vehicles) and surrounding land use activities. The San Francisco Department of 
Health (DPH) has prepared a map of daily traffic noise levels for the entire City, based on their 

modeling of traffic noise volumes .
70  Noise generated by residential and commercial uses is 

common and generally tolerated in urban areas. Furthermore, the Proposed Project includes 
recommendations for future physical improvements to the City’s pedestrian network, but does 
not involve development of land uses affected by existing noise levels. Therefore, the project 
would not be subject to significant adverse effects related to existing noise levels. 

Operational Noise. The following Plan-proposed policy addresses improvement of the 

70 http://www.sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/ehsPublsdocs/Noise/TransitNoiseMap.pdf  
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ambient noise environment of public right-of-ways: Policy 4.4, which is related to making 
residential and small streets more tranquil and relatively free of noise and over-stimulation. 
Since the Proposed Project envisions physical improvements to the City’s pedestrian network in 
the future, operational noise associated with the project would be related to mainly alternative 
modes of transportation (transit and pedestrian activity) and vehicular traffic to some extent. 
Based on published scientific acoustic studies, the traffic volumes in a given project area would 
need to approximately double to produce an increase in ambient noise levels noticeable to most 
people in the area .71  Implementation of the Plan-proposed streetscape improvements in the 
future would not result in any new traffic volumes being added to the roadway network; 
accordingly, no change in the intersection traffic volume under Proposed Project conditions 
would be expected. The Proposed Project does not involve substantial physical development 
that would, in turn, lead to a doubling in traffic volumes. Because the Proposed Project would 
not alter existing traffic volumes, it would not lead to a substantial increase in traffic-related 
noise. It is also likely that since the Proposed Project promotes pedestrian use over vehicular use 
for short trips (particularly trips that are one mile or less), it could cause a slight reduction in 
local traffic noise levels. Overall, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant impacts 
related to traffic noise. 

The Proposed Project could result in provision of streetscape amenities such as new stormwater 
facilities that could produce operational noise. All operations would be subject to the San 
Francisco Noise Ordinance, Article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code, amended November 
2008, which establishes noise limits for fixed noise sources such as mechanical equipment. 
Compliance with Article 29, Section 2909, would minimize noise from future project-related 
operations. The project would not significantly contribute to the existing groundborne vibration 
or noise in the project vicinity. Therefore, noise and vibration impacts related to the Proposed 
Project would be less than significant. 

Construction Noise. As previously stated, no buildings would be constructed as part of the 
Proposed Project. The Proposed Project provides guidelines for future streetscape 
improvements within the public right-of-way. The Plan-proposed streetscape improvements 
would not involve substantial amounts of construction within the public right-of-way, and 
would thus result in less-than-significant project-related noise effects. The Proposed Project 
could result in future implementation of standard streetscape improvements that require 
construction activities, such as excavation, grading, and repaving of sidewalks; installation of 
new/improved stormwater amenities; and removal, relocation, or installation of new street 
lighting, other utilities, and traffic signals. Additionally, the Proposed Project could also result 

71 Decibels are logarithmic units and are not added arithmetically. The sound pressure level from two equal sources is 
3 dBA greater than the sound pressure level of just one source. So, two trucks producing 90 dBA each combine to 
produce 93 dBA. not 180 dBA. In other words, a doubling of the noise source produces only a 3 dBA increase in the 
sound pressure level. Studies have shown that a 3 dBA increase is barely perceptible by the human ear. Generally, an 
increase of 5 dBA is required in order to be perceptible to most people. 
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/regulations  and guidance/analysis and abatement guidance/Volgu 
ideOl.cfm. Accessed 09/08/10. And 690 5th Street FMND, Case No. 2007.0690. This document is available for review 
at the San Francisco Planning Department at 1650 Mission Street, SF, CA 94080. 
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in implementation of optional streetscape improvements (on a case-by-case basis as conditions 
permit) that require construction activities, such as development or reconfiguration of extended 
and midblock bulb-outs and transit bulb-outs, center and side medians, pedestrian refuge 
islands and transit boarding islands, traffic circles and chicanes, among other improvements. 
These demolition, excavation, and construction activities would temporarily increase noise and 
possibly vibration in the vicinity and may be considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby 
properties. During implementation of the Plan-proposed streetscape improvements, occupants 
of nearby properties could be disturbed by construction noise. Construction noise and vibration 
levels would fluctuate depending on the construction phase, equipment type and duration of 
use, distance between construction activities (noise source) and the nearest noise-sensitive uses 
(listener), existing noise levels at those uses, and presence or absence of barriers (including 
subsurface barriers). There would be times when noise and vibration could interfere with 
indoor activities in nearby residences and other businesses near the construction site. 

All construction activities for the Plan-proposed streetscape improvements would be required 
to comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code). 
Sections 2907 and 2908 of the San Francisco Police Code 72  regulate construction noise and 
provided that: 

� Construction noise is limited to 80 decibels (dBA) 73  at 100 feet from the source 
equipment during daytime hours (7 a.m. to 8 p.m.). Impact tools such as pile drivers are 
exempt provided that they are equipped with intake and exhaust mufflers to the 
satisfaction of the Director of Public Works or the Director of Building Inspection. 

� Nighttime construction (8 p.m. to 7 a.m.) that would increase ambient noise levels by 5 
dBA or more is prohibited unless a permit is granted by the Director of Public Works or 
the Director of Building Inspection. 

The increase in noise and vibration in the project area during future construction of Plan-
proposed streetscape improvements would be considered a less-than-significant impact, 
because it would be temporary, intermittent, and restricted in occurrence and level, as the 
contractor would be required to comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance. 

Airports. The project area is not located within an airport land use plan area, within two miles 
of a public airport, or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, Checklist items 6(e) and 6(f) 
are not applicable. 

Cumulative Effects. The construction periods of other development projects may overlap with 
construction activities associated with the Proposed Project. It is conservatively assumed that 
construction with the Proposed Project and other foreseeable development would occur 
simultaneously. Assuming concurrent construction, noise from nearby construction of other 

72 City and County of San Francisco, Police Code - Article 29 - Regulation of Noise, last updated November 25, 2008. 
73 

 A decibel, or "dBA", is a unit of measure for sound. "A" denotes the A-weighted scale, which simulates the 
response of the human ear to various frequencies of sound. 
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approved and foreseeable projects in combination with project-related construction could 
potentially increase ambient noise levels in the affected portions of the City. 

The construction industry, in general, is an existing source of noise emissions within the Bay 
Area. Construction equipment operates at one site on a short-term basis and, when finished, 
moves on to a new construction site. However, because construction activities associated with 
the Proposed Project would be temporary and intermittent, their contribution to the cumulative 
context would be less-than-significant. Additionally, construction noise impacts related to the 
Proposed Project would be reduced to less-than-significant levels, because the project would 
comply with the Noise Ordinance as is required by law. 74  Furthermore, as with the Proposed 
Project, construction noise related to these future cumulative development activities would also 
be subject to the Noise Ordinance, which places time limits and noise level limits on 
construction activities. All of the cumulative projects would therefore be required to comply 
with the City’s Noise Ordinance, which would assure that cumulative construction noise 
impacts from these projects collectively would not be cumulatively considerable. Construction 
activities related to cumulative projects, similar to project-related construction activities, are 
expected to occur during the hours permitted under the San Francisco Municipal Code. 
Consequently, concurrent construction activity with the Proposed Project would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable construction noise impact. 

As discussed above, the Proposed Project would result in less-than-significant impacts related 
to groundborne noise or vibration. Due to the localized nature of vibration impacts, cumulative 
groundborne vibration impacts would arise, and be contributed to, from only those projects 
within the immediate vicinity of the project area. Groundborne vibration would be further 
isolated to close proximity to the individual pieces of vibration-producing construction 
equipment at each construction site in the vicinity of Plan-proposed streetscape improvements. 
Because development of Plan-proposed streetscape improvements would not contribute to the 
localized groundborne vibration impacts associated with construction of other simultaneous 
foreseeable development within the project area, the Proposed Project would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable grouridborne noise or vibration impact. 

As discussed above, the Proposed Project would result in less-than-significant impacts related 
to stationary/operational noise. Noise from project-related operations would have the potential 
to add to cumulative noise conditions, in combination with other simultaneous foreseeable 
development in the City. These cumulative projects would however be expected to include 
standard mitigation measures related to incorporation of appropriate noise insulation features 
into their respective project designs so as to comply with the City’s Noise Ordinance (Section 
2909 of Article 29 of the Police Code), which would ensure that noise impacts from stationary 
and operational sources would be less than significant. This would ensure that noise impacts 
from stationary and operational noise sources as a result of these future cumulative projects, in 
combination with the Proposed Project, would not be cumulatively considerable. 

74 
Asnoted in the Setting section above, the noise ordinance is not currently in correspondence with the Planning 

Code use districts, having not been amended since 1973. Therefore, enforcement of the noise ordinance requires 
interpretation as to applicability of its standards. 
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Implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in any new traffic volumes being 
added to the roadway network. It is possible that the alleys that would be closed to traffic 
under the BSP would become pedestrian only and this may add traffic to adjacent streets and 
intersections. However, this additional traffic would be incremental and overall City 
intersection traffic volumes would be expected to stay the same for existing and 
existing-plus-project conditions and, therefore, noise levels resulting from traffic would also 
remain unchanged for existing and existing-plus-project conditions. Therefore, the Proposed 
Project would lead to no near-term or long-term increase in traffic-related noise, and the 
Proposed Project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable traffic noise impact. 

In view of the above, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant cumulative or 
project-related impacts for noise and vibration. 

E.7 Air Quality 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact 	Applicable 

7. AIR QUALITY - Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air quality management or air 
pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following determinations. Would the project: 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable [1 D E D [I] 
air quality plan? 

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 0 0 E 0 0 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation? 

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any fl fl E fl fl 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is non- 
attainment under an applicable federal, state, or regional 
ambient air quality standard (including releasing 
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 0 0 E LI LI 
concentrations? 

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number 0 0 0 ED 0 
of people? 

The purpose of the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) CEQA Guidelines is to 

assist lead agencies in evaluating air quality impacts of projects and plans proposed in the San 

Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. The Guidelines provide procedures for evaluating potential air 

quality impacts during the environmental review process consistent with CEQA requirements. 

The BAAQMD recently adopted new thresholds of significance for air quality impacts under 

CEQA and issued revised Guidelines that supersede the 1999 BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines. 75  

75 Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines, 
June 2010. 
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According to the BAAQMD, the recently adopted thresholds of significance for criteria air 
pollutants, and health risks from new sources emissions are intended to apply to environmental 
analyses that have begun on or after adoption of the revised CEQA thresholds. Thresholds 
pertaining to the health risk impacts of sources upon sensitive receptors are intended to apply 
to environmental analyses begun on or after January 1, 2011. Therefore, the Proposed Project 
would be subject to the thresholds identified in BAAQMD’s 1999 CEQA Guidelines. However, 
in anticipation of BAAQMD adopting revised thresholds of significance, an analysis of the 
Proposed Project’s impact with respect to recently adopted CEQA significance thresholds was 
performed. Thus, the following discussion addresses the BAAQMD’s recently adopted CEQA 
thresholds of significance. 

On June 2, 2010, the BAAQMD adopted revised thresholds of significance for the air quality 
impacts of Proposed Projects. The BAAQMD adopted a set of thresholds for projects and a 
separate set of thresholds for plans. The plan-level thresholds are intended to apply to long-
range plans including general plans, redevelopment plans, specific plans, area plans, 
community plans, regional plans and congestion management plans. The Air Quality Guidelines 
goes on to explain that such plans "often contain development strategies for 20-year or longer 
time horizons... [ and] usually provide a wide range of potential land uses and densities to 
accommodate all types of development. The Proposed Project is a programmatic document that 
identifies objectives, policies and design guidelines for streetscape improvement projects. As 
such the policies in the BSP would not directly emit GHGs. The Proposed Project does not 
contain a long range development program that has identified individual projects, however 
individual projects could emit GHGs during project construction and operation (mostly during 
construction). Given that the Proposed Project does not contain a development program and 
that the proposed plan would not change land uses or densities, the BAAQMD’s plan-level 
thresholds of significance for GHGs are not applicable to the proposed BSP. Further, given that 
the plan does not include any specific projects, for which to analyze, the BAAQMD’s project-
level thresholds are also not applicable to the BSP project. 

This air quality analysis relies on the CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G checklist questions 
(identified above) for determining whether the BSP could result in significant air quality 
impacts. This analysis, consistent with the CEQA Guidelines, considers the potential for the BSP 
objectives, policies and design strategies to conflict with an applicable air quality plan, to violate 
or contribute to the violation of an air quality standard, result in an increase in criteria air 
pollutants for which the region is in nonattainment, expose sensitive receptors to a substantial 
amount of pollutant concentrations, and to emit odors. This analysis considers the potential for 
the proposed BSP to result in individual impacts from the plan itself as well as cumulative air 
quality impacts. 

The Federal Clean Air Act (CAA), as amended, and the California Clean Air Act (CCAA) 
legislate ambient air quality standards and related air quality reporting systems for regional 
regulatory agencies to then develop mobile and stationary source control measures to meet the 
standards. The BAAQMD is the primary responsible regulatory agency in the Bay Area for 
planning, implementing and enforcing the federal and state ambient standards for criteria 
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pollutants.’ Criteria air pollutants include ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide 
(NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter (PMio and PM2.5) and lead. The San Francisco Bay 
Area Air Basin encompasses the following counties: San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, 
Mann, San Mateo, Napa and parts of Solano and Sonoma Counties. The basin has a history of 
air quality violations for ozone, carbon monoxide and particulate matter and currently does not 
meet the state ambient air quality standards for ozone, PMio, and PM2.57 7  The BAAQMD has 
adopted air quality management plans over the years to address control methods and strategies 
to meeting air quality standards, the latest plans being the 2005 Ozone Strategy. 

a) Air Quality Plans 

As discussed above, the most recent air quality plan is the 2005 Ozone Strategy. The BAAQMD is 
currently in the process of updating its air quality plan and have, released a draft of its 2010 Air 
Quality Plan. This update is intended to: (1) update the 2005 Ozone Strategy in accordance with 
the requirements of the CCAA to implement "all feasible measures" to reduce ozone; (2)provide 
a control strategy to reduce ozone, particulate matter (PM), air toxics, and greenhouse gases in a 
single, integrated plan; (3) review progress in improving air quality in recent years; and (4) 
establish emission control measures to be adopted or implemented in the 2010-2012 timeframe. 
The 2010 Air Quality Plan is currently undergoing environmental review and as such, the draft 
plan may be revised to reflect any changes based on environmental review and/or community 
input. Therefore, this analysis considers the currently applicable air quality plan, the 2005 Ozone 
Strategy. 

The 2005 Ozone Strategy is intended to reduce the number of automobile trips and vehicle miles 
traveled through implementation of various Transportation Control Measures (TCM’s). The 
BSP includes a vision, policies, guidelines and a number of proposed streetscape improvements 
that are intended to enhance the pedestrian environment. This vision of the BSP and its policies 
and guidelines that are intended to achieve this vision is consistent with TCM#19 in the 2005 
Ozone Strategy, which calls for the improvement of pedestrian access and facilities. Given that 
the.proposed BSP is intended to improve the pedestrian realm to result in pedestrian-friendly 
streetscapes, the proposed BSP would be consistent with 2005 Ozone Strategy. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would not conflict with, or obstruct implementation of, an applicable air 
quality plan, and impacts related to air quality plans would be less than significant. 

b-c) Criteria Air Pollutants and Ozone Precursors 

As discussed at the beginning of this section, the BAAQMD is the primary responsible 
regulatory agency in the Bay Area for implementing and enforcing the federal and state 

76 
 State and Federal air quality standards for and the Bay Area’s attainment status can be viewed on the BAAQMD 

website at http://www.baaqmd.gov . 

PMio refers to particulate matter 10 microns or less in size; PM25 refers to particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in 
size. 
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ambient standards for criteria air pollutants. 78  Criteria air pollutants include ozone, carbon 
monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter (PMio and 
PM2.5) and lead. The basin has a history of air quality violations for ozone, carbon monoxide and 
particulate matter and currently does not meet the state ambient air quality standards for ozone, 
PMio, and PM2.5. The BAAQMD has set project-level thresholds of significance for reactive 
organic gases (ROG), oxides of nitrogen (N0), PMio and PM2.5. However, as discussed 
previously, the proposed BSP, a programmatic document, would not directly emit GHGs. The 
Proposed Project does not contain a long range development program that has identified 
individual projects, however individual projects could emit GHGs during project construction 
and operation (mostly during construction). This analysis considers the potential for the BSP 
objectives, policies and design guidelines to result in increased criteria air pollutants andozone 
precursors, if implemented at the project-level. Subsequent environmental review, pursuant to 
CEQA, would be required for specific streetscape improvement projects. This analysis would 
consider, at the project-level, based on the proposed design, the potential for the project to emit 
criteria air pollutants and ozone precursors. 

Construction-Related Exhaust Emissions. The BAAQMD considers construction-related 
exhaust emissions separately from fugitive dust that result from construction activities. 
Construction-related exhaust emissions emit criteria air pollutants and ozone precursors from 
construction equipment, construction-related vehicular activity and construction-worker 

automobile trips. The BSP includes a vision, policies, and streetscape design guidelines that are 
intended to enhance the pedestrian environment. As discussed extensively in Section E-8 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions, some BSP policies and design guidelines could result in individual 
streetscape projects that could incrementally increase the amount of excavation required for a 
project, or increase the duration of construction activities. For example, streetscape projects that 
incorporate wider sidewalks, extended bulb outs, and other treatments that could incrementally 
increase the amount of excavation required, or increase the duration of construction, could 
result in increased construction-related exhaust emissions. For individual streetscape projects 
carried out with BSP design elements, emissions of criteria air pollutants and ozone precursors 
from construction activities would vary depending on the number and type of equipment, 
duration of use, operation schedules, and the number of construction workers. Streetscape 
improvement project carried out by the City or its contractors would be required to comply 
with the Clean Construction Ordinance, which would reduce project-level emissions of criteria 
air pollutants and ozone precursors. The Clean Construction Ordinance requires that all 
contracts for large (20+ day) City projects: 

� Fuel diesel vehicles with B20 biodiesel, 79  and 

Use construction equipment that meets USEPA Tier 2 standards or best available control 
technologies for equipment over 25 hp. 

78 
 State and Federal air quality standards for and the Bay Area’s attainment status can be viewed on the BAAQMD 

website at http:Ilwww.baaqmd.gov. 

79 Biodiesel is a fuel produced from domestic renewable resources. Biodiesel contains no petroleum, but it can be 
blended at any level with petroleum diesel to create a biodiesel blend. Source: 
http://www.biodiesel.org/pdf  files/fuelfactsheets/CommorilyAsked.PDF 
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While, compliance with the City’s Clean Construction Ordinance would reduce construction-
related criteria air pollutant and ozone precursor exhaust emissions, individual streetscape 
projects may emit criteria air pollutants and ozone precursors that exceed the BAAQMD’s 
thresholds of significance. These individual streetscape projects would be evaluated on a 
project-level basis that considers the project design and construction schedule. 

Based on the BAAQMD screening levels for construction criteria air pollutant emissions, 80  the 
BAAQMD considers projects that would construct more than 114 single family homes, a high-
rise apartment building with more than 249 dwelling units, or a commercial development 
greater than 277,000 square feet to have the potential to emit criteria air pollutants and 
precursor emissions at levels that may exceed the BAAQMD’s recently adopted thresholds of 
significance. The policies of the BSP that could incrementally increase construction duration or 
amount of excavation required for streetscape projects to accommodate wider sidewalks, etc., 
would clearly not exceed the BAAQMD’s thresholds of significance for construction-related 
criteria air pollutants, therefore the proposed BSP would result in a less than significant impact 
related to emitting criteria air pollutants and precursors from construction exhaust. 

Construction Period Fugitive Dust Control. Fugitive dust is generated primarily from activities 

such as demolition, excavation, site clearing and grading. These activities could generate 

substantial amounts of windblown dust that could contribute particulate matter into the local 

atmosphere. Construction-related fugitive dust emissions would vary from day to day, 

depending on the level and type of activity, silt content of the soil, and weather conditions. 

Construction activities may result in significant quantities of dust, and as a result, local visibility 

and PMio concentrations may be adversely affected on a temporary basis during the 

construction period of individual site-specific projects. In addition, larger dust particles would 

settle out of the atmosphere close to the construction site, potentially resulting in soiling 

nuisances for adjacent uses. Dust can be an irritant causing watering eyes or irritation to the 

lungs, nose and throat. Excavation, grading and other construction activities can cause 

wind-blown dust to add to particulate matter in the local atmosphere. Depending on exposure, 

adverse health effects can occur due to this particulate matter in general and also due to specific 

contaminants such as lead or asbestos that may be constituents of soil. 

Although there are federal standards for air pollutants and implementation of state and 
regional air quality control plans, air pollutants continue to have impacts on human health 
throughout the country. California has found that particulate matter exposure can cause health 
effects at lower levels than national standards. The current health burden of particulate matter 
demands that, where possible, public agencies take feasible available actions to reduce sources 
of particulate matter exposure. According to the California Air Resources Board, reducing 
ambient particulate matter from 1998-2000 levels to natural background concentrations in San 
Francisco would prevent over 200 premature deaths. 

80 Bay Area Air Quality Management District. California Environmental Quality Act, Air Quality Guidelines, June 2, 2010. 
This document is available online at www.baaqmd.gov . Accessed July 14, 2010. 
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For fugitive dust emissions, BAAQMD’s thresholds of significance for construction-related 

fugitive dust are based upon whether the project has incorporated the BAAQDM’s 

recommended list of best management practices, which has been a pragmatic and effective 

approach to the control of fugitive dust emissions. The Air Quality Guidelines note that 

individual measures have been shown to reduce fugitive dust by anywhere from 30 percent to 

more than 90 percent and conclude that projects that implement construction best management 

practices will reduce fugitive dust emissions to a less-than-significant level.81 

In response to the need for consistent control measures to reduce fugitive dust during 
construction, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to the 
San Francisco Building and Health Codes generally referred hereto as the Construction Dust 
Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08, effective July 30, 2008), with the intent of reducing the 
quantity of dust generated during site preparation, demolition and construction work in order 
to protect the health of the general public and of onsite workers, minimize public nuisance 
complaints, and to avoid orders to stop work by the Department of Building Inspection (DBI). 
Although the Proposed Project, a programmatic document, would not directly emit fugitive 
dust, subsequent streetscape improvement projects could result in fugitive dust emissions 
during project construction. Individual projects designed and proposed pursuant to the BSP 
would be required to comply with the City’s Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 
176-08, July 2008), which would reduce any potential construction air quality impacts to 
less-than-significant. Overall, the regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco 
Building and Health Codes would ensure that potential dust-related air quality impacts would 
be reduced to a level of insignificance. 

The Construction Dust Control Ordinance requires that all site preparation work, demolition, or 
other construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential to create dust or to 
expose or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with specified dust 
control measures whether or not the activity requires a permit from DBI. The Director of DBI 
may waive this requirement for activities on sites less than one half-acre that are unlikely to 
result in any visible wind-blown dust. Dust suppression activities required by the Ordinance 
may include watering all active construction areas sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming 
airborne; increased watering frequency may be necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 
miles per hour. Reclaimed water must be used if required by Article 21, Section 1100 et seq. of 
the San Francisco Public Works Code. If not required, reclaimed water should be used 
whenever possible. Contractors shall provide as much water as necessary to control dust 
(without creating run-off in any area of land clearing, and/or earth movement. During 
excavation and dirt-moving activities, contractors shall wet sweep or vacuum the streets, 
sidewalks, paths and intersections where work is in progress at the end of the workday. 
Inactive stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for more than seven days) greater than 10 
cubic yards or 500 square feet of excavated materials, backfill material, import material, gravel, 
sand, road base, and soil shall be covered with a 10 millimeter (0.01 inch) polyethylene plastic 
(or equivalent) tarp, braced down, or use other equivalent soil stabilization techniques. For 

81 Ibid, Section 4.2.1. 
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projects over one half-acre, the Ordinance requires that the project sponsor submit a Dust 
Control Plan for approval by the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH). The Dust 
Control Ordinance wound would not specifically requires require BSP-based projects located in 
the public right of way to undertake all of the measures identified in the Ordinance. However, 
Article 22B requires equivalent protections by DPW, MTA, PUC, and other City Departments. 

The BSP is a City project and project-related construction would be carried out by SFMTA, 
DPW, City contractors and other sponsors of future site-specific projects proposed under the 
BSP. Pursuant to Health Code Article 22B, Section 1247, "All departments, boards, 
commissions, and agencies of the City and County of San Francisco that authorize construction 
or improvements on land under their jurisdiction under circumstances where no building, 
excavation, grading, foundation, or other permit needs to be obtained under the San Francisco 
Building Code shall adopt rules and regulations to insure that the same dust control 
requirements that are set forth in this Article are followed." To ensure equivalent measures are 
in place, any proposed BSP-based project shall implement Mitigation Measure AQ-1, set forth 
below. Mitigation Measure AQ-i would require the preparation of Site-specific Dust Control 
Plans prior to starting construction of BSP-based projects. Thus, compliance with Mitigation 
Measure AQ-1 will ensure that potential dust-related air quality impacts resulting from future 
streetscape improvement project prepared in accordance with the BSP would be reduced to a 
level of insignificance; therefore impacts of the proposed BSP project on fugitive dust would be 
less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure Ag-i - Dust Control Plans: 
To ensure that potential dust-related air quality impacts resulting from future streetscape 
improvement project prepared in accordance with the BSP would be reduced to a level of 
insignificance, Site-specific Dust Control Plans shall be prepared pursuant to the Dust Control 
Ordinance by SFMTA, DPW, City Contractors, and other sponsors of future site-specific 
projects proposed under the BSP. Future Project Sponsors implementing BSP-related site 
specific projects shall: (1) submit a map to the Director of Health showing all sensitive receptors 
within 1000 feet of the site; (2)wet down areas of soil at least three times per day; (3) provide an 
analysis of wind direction and install upwind and downwind particulate dust monitors; (4) 
record particulate monitoring results; hire an independent, third-party to conduct inspections 
and keep a record of those inspections; (5) establish shut-down conditions based on wind, soil 
migration, etc.; (6) establish a hotline for surrounding community members who may be 
potentially affected by project-related dust; (7) limit the area subject to construction activities at 
any one time; (8) install dust curtains and windbreaks on the property lines, as necessary; (8) 
limit the amount of soil in hauling trucks to the size of the truck bed and securing with a 
tarpaulin; (10) enforce a 15 mph speed limit for vehicles entering and exiting construction areas; 
(11) sweep affected streets with water sweepers at the end of the day;(12) install and utilize 
wheel washers to clean truck tires; (13) terminate construction activities when winds exceed 25 
miles per hour; (14)apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas; and (15) to sweep off adjacent streets 
to reduce particulate emissions. The Project Sponsor would be required to designate an 
individual to monitor compliance with dust control requirements. 
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Operational Emissions. The proposed BSP includes objectives, policies and design guidelines 
for future streetscape improvements within the public right-of-way for the purpose of 
encouraging pedestrian use and perhaps resulting in mode shifts that decrease automobile use 
and associated vehicle emissions. There are reasonably foreseeable benefits of implementing the 
Proposed Project; increased pedestrian use has no associated emissions and promoting walking, 
particularly for shorter trips (about one mile distance or less) can reasonably be expected to 
reduce emissions citywide by shifting a portion of motor vehicle trips to pedestrian trips. Any 
potential mode shift from vehicles to pedestrian transport resulting from the Proposed Project 
would be difficult to quantify, however, the intent of the project is to create a safe pedestrian-
friendly environment and promote walking as a viable alternative to other means of transport. 
The transportation analysis concludes that the proposed BSP would not generate any new 
vehicle trips. However, potential impacts from Plan-proposed streetscape improvements that 
result in reduced roadway capacity could cause an increase in criteria air pollutants. In 
particular, localized motor vehicle congestion could potentially result in localized air quality 
effects, as discussed below. 

A number of the Plan-proposed streetscape improvements would not involve substantial 
construction or development of major structures within the public right-of-way. Standard 
streetscape improvements such as marked crosswalks with curb ramps and wayfinding 
signage, and optional case-by-case streetscape improvements such as high-visibility crosswalks 
would only require additional signage and pavement markings and would not affect motor 
vehicle operations. These improvements would result in less-than-significant adverse air quality 
impacts. Standard streetscape improvements such as pedestrian-scale street lighting, pedestrian 
signals, street trees and landscaping (understory and aboveground planting), site furnishings, 
special sidewalk paving, as well as optional case-by-case streetscape improvements such as 
sidewalk pocket parks, and parking lane planters would likely involve minor demolition and 
construction. These would also not be expected to affect motor vehicle operations, and thus, 
would result in less-than-significant adverse air quality impacts. 

Some of the proposed standard streetscape improvements, such as corner curb extensions or 
bulb-outs, as well as the optional case-by-case streetscape improvements such as mid-block 
crosswalks; extended and mid-block bulb-outs; center or side medians; pedestrian refuge 
islands; transit bulb-outs and boarding islands; special crossing treatments (warning signs, 
beacons, crosswalk parking restrictions, crosswalk paving, and raised crosswalks); vehicle 
turning movements at crosswalks; perpendicular or angled parking lanes; flexible use of 
parking lane; chicanes; traffic calming circles; removal or reduction of crosswalk closures; reuse 
of ’pork chops’ and excess right-of-way; boulevard treatments; shared public ways; and 
pedestrian-only streets could potentially result in modifications to the configuration and 
operation of roadway travel lanes, including reduction in width of vehicle travel lanes and 
reduction or reconfiguration of turn lanes. The reduction in width and reconfiguration of 
vehicle travel and turn lanes could potentially result in localized traffic congestion. The 
transportation analysis conducted for the Proposed Project identifies the proposed design 
features that could potentially result in traffic delays. However, for all design features analyzed, 
the transportation analysis concludes that these delays would not result in a substantial increase 
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in delay over existing conditions. Therefore, delays resulting from design features proposed by 
the BSP would not result in significant localized air quality impacts. Additionally, the 
transportation analysis concludes that the BSP would not generate any new vehicle trips. 
Further, as discussed in the Project Description on pp.  1-35, these Plan-proposed streetscape 
improvements are not intended to be applied to sections of streets adjacent to traffic 
intersections where it could lead to a demonstrable worsening of traffic congestion, and, in turn, 
result in localized elevated levels of criteria air pollutants, ozone precursors, or CO. Standard 
streetscape improvements are intended to be applicable to future public right-of-way projects 
for designated street types to improve the pedestrian environment; however, they are only 
expected to be applied where they do not adversely impact a given street’s vehicular traffic 
conditions. Therefore, these standard streetscape improvements would not adversely affect 
motor vehicle operations, and in turn, would result in less-than-significant adverse air quality 

impacts. 

Overall, the Proposed Project would not result in modifications to City roadways and 
intersections that could potentially result in adverse operational air quality impacts. As 
discussed above, the Proposed Project’s operational air quality impacts would be less than 
significant. 

c) Exposure of Sensitive Receptors to Pollutants. 

Sensitive receptors are people or institutions with people that are particularly susceptible to 
illness from environmental pollution, such as the elderly, very young children, people already 
weakened by illness (e.g., asthmatics), residents and persons engaged in strenuous exercise. In 
general, those persons engaged in activities along the public right-of-way where streetscape 
improvements are anticipated to be constructed would not be considered sensitive receptors. 
Although the proposed BSP includes objectives, policies and design guidelines for future 
streetscape improvements within the public right-of-way for the purpose of encouraging 
pedestrian use, and could result in an increase in pedestrian activity, these pedestrians would 
not be considered sensitive receptors because their exposure would be limited in extent and 
duration; pedestrians, including those from sensitive population groups, are generally in 
transition and do not typically spend long periods of time in the public right-of-way. Therefore, 
the Proposed Project would not result in the exposure of new sensitive receptors to elevated 
levels of pollutants. The potential for the Proposed Project to emit pollutants that may affect 
existing sensitive populations is addressed below. 

As discussed above, the Proposed Project is a programmatic document that outlines goals, 
policies and design strategies to be used when designing streetscape improvement projects. As 
such, the proposed BSP would not directly result in the generation of air pollutants that could 
affect nearby sensitive receptors. Individual projects could affect sensitive receptors if they were 
to result in an increase in vehicle trips or emit any other sources of air pollutants during project 
operations. As discussed above, the proposed BSP would not result in the generation of vehicle 
trips and any increases in vehicle delay would not be anticipated to result in substantial 
increases in air pollutants which have the potential to affect nearby sensitive receptors. 
Therefore, the proposed BSP would not be anticipated to generate air pollutants during 
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implementation of individual streetscape projects. None of the BSP policies or design 
recommendations would be anticipated to emit air pollutant during project operations, 
therefore, the Proposed Project would have a less than significant impact with respect to 
emitting air pollutants during project operations that could affect sensitive receptors. 

Construction of individual projects would require construction equipment and would result in 
an increase in vehicle trips associated with construction workers and other off-road 
construction equipment. Diesel powered construction equipment emit diesel particulate matter, 
which may affect nearby sensitive receptors. As discussed above, the proposed BSP includes 
policies that could result in an increase in construction duration or an increase in the amount of 
excavation required to accommodate BSP-related streetscape design elements. As a program-
level document, the proposed BSP would not directly result in changes to the physical 
environment, however, individual projects implemented pursuant to the BSP could result in 
physical changes, including emitting diesel particulate matter during construction of individual 
streetscape projects. An analysis of whether a Proposed Project’s construction emissions would 
affect a nearby sensitive receptor is most appropriately addressed at the project-level where site 
specific conditions are known. Any such analysis is influenced by: (1) location of construction 
activities to nearest sensitive receptor, (2) types of equipment used, (3) duration of use of each 
type of equipment, and (4) amount of ground disturbance expected. Any such analysis at the 
programmatic level would be speculative 82  at this point because the BSP does not contain a 
development program that has identified the location or extent of individual streetscape 
projects. As such, individual projects prepared pursuant to the BSP would be required to 
undergo a separate environmental review that would consider whether the Proposed Project’s 
location and construction plan could affect nearby sensitive receptors. Therefore, the proposed 
BSP, a programmatic document, would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial amount of 
pollutants and impacts to sensitive receptors are considered less than significant. 

e) Potential to Emit Odors 

The Proposed Project would not result in a perceptible increase or change in odors in the project 
area or its vicinity, as it would not include uses prone to the generation of odors. 

Cumulative Impacts. The Proposed Project would be generally consistent with the General Plan 
and air quality management plans such as the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy. Additionally, the 
General Plan, Planning Code, and the City Charter implement various transportation control 
measures identified in the City’s Transit First Program, bicycle parking regulations, transit 
development fess and other actions. Accordingly, the Proposed Project would not contribute 
considerably to cumulative air quality impacts; nor would it interfere with implementation of 
the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, which is the applicable regional air quality plans developed to 
improve air quality towards attaining the state and federal air quality standards. The Proposed 
Project, as a plan-level document, would not directly emit air pollutants. The proposed BSP 
could, however, result in an increase in construction related air pollutants because the BSP calls 
for design elements that may incrementally increase construction duration or the amount of 

U2  Implementation of individual streetscape improvements will vary based on location, neighborhood needs, street 
constraints, etc.; therefore, it is speculative to assess their impacts at the program level. 
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excavation required for individual streetscape projects. However, these design treatments are 
not anticipated to result in a substantial amount of air pollutants that would otherwise be 
emitted by streetscape improvement projects. Furthermore, the construction emissions 
associated with individual projects would be evaluated under CEQA, as future site-specific 
improvement projects are developed. 

With respect to cumulative impacts from criteria air pollutants, BAAQMD’s approach to 

cumulative air quality analysis is that any Proposed Project that would individually have a 

significant air quality impact would also be considered to have a significant cumulative air 

quality impact. As discussed above, implementation of the Proposed Project would not result in 

any new automobile trips being added to the roadway network. A goal of the BSP is to create a 

pedestrian-friendly streetscape environment. Pedestrian activity has no associated emissions 

and the Proposed Project can reasonably be expected to reduce emissions citywide by shifting a 

portion of motor vehicle trips to pedestrian trips, therefore the Proposed Project would not 

contribute to a cumulative air quality impact, or result in a cumulative affect to sensitive 

receptors. The Proposed Project would also not generate any new sources of odors. 

Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in a less than significant impact with respect to 
cumulative air quality. 

E.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

E-8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS� 
Would the project: 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either D 0 0 0 LI 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? 

b) Conflict with any applicable plan, policy, or 0 0 0 0 LI 
regulation of an agency adopted for the purpose 
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

Greenhouse Gases 

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are referred to as greenhouse gases (GHGs) because they 
capture heat radiated from the sun as it is reflected back into the atmosphere, much like a 
greenhouse does. The accumulation of GHGs has been implicated as the driving force for global 
climate change. The primary GHGs are carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, ozone, and 
water vapor. 

While the presence of the primary GHGs in the atmosphere are naturally occurring, carbon 
dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), and nitrous oxide (N20) are largely emitted from human 
activities, accelerating the rate at which these compounds occur within earth’s atmosphere. 
Emissions of carbon dioxide are largely by-products of fossil fuel combustion, whereas methane 
results from off-gassing associated with agricultural practices and landfills. Other GHGs 
include hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride, and are generated in 
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certain industrial processes. Greenhouse gases are typically reported in "carbon dioxide-
equivalent" measures (CO2E).83 

There is international scientific consensus that human-caused increases in GHGs have and will 
continue to contribute to global warming. Potential global warming impacts in California may 
include, but are not limited to, loss in snow pack, sea level rise, more extreme heat days per 
year, more high ozone days, more large forest fires, and more drought years. Secondary effects 
are likely to include a global rise in sea level, impacts to agriculture, changes in disease vectors, 
and changes in habitat and biodiversity. 

The California Air Resources Board (ARB) estimated that in 2006 California produced about 484 
million gross metric tons of CO2E (MMTCO2E), or about 535 million U.S. tons.85  The ARB found 
that transportation is the source of 38 percent of the State’s GHG emissions, followed by 
electricity generation (both in-state and out-of-state) at 22 percent and industrial sources at 
20 percent. Commercial and residential fuel use (primarily for heating) accounted for 9 percent 
of GHG emissions.86  In the Bay Area, fossil fuel consumption in the transportation sector (on-
road motor vehicles, off-highway mobile sources, and aircraft) and the industrial and 
commercial sectors are the two largest sources of GHG emissions, each accounting for 
approximately 36 percent of the Bay Area’s 95.8 MMTCO2E emitted in 2007.87 Electricity 
generation accounts for approximately 16 percent of the Bay Area’s GHG emissions followed by 
residential fuel usage at 7 percent, off-road equipment at 3 percent and agriculture at 1 percent. 88  

Senate Bill 97 (SB 97) requires the Office of Planning and Research (OPR) to amend the state 
CEQA guidelines to address the feasible mitigation of GHG emissions or the effects of GHGs. In 
response, OPR amended the CEQA guidelines, effective March 18, 2010, by amending various 
sections of the guidelines to provide guidance for analyzing GHG emissions. Among other 
CEQA Guidelines changes, the amendments add a new section to the CEQA Checklist (CEQA 
Guidelines Appendix G) to address questions regarding the project’s potential to emit GHGs. 
OPR’s amendments to the CEQA Guidelines have been incorporated into this analysis 
accordingly. 

83 Because of the differential heat absorption potential of various GHGs, GHG emissions are frequently measured in 
"carbon dioxide-equivalents," which present a weighted average based on each gas’s heat absorption (or "global 
warming") potential. 

California Climate Change Portal. Frequently Asked Questions About Global Climate Change. Available online at: 
http://www.climatechange.ca.gov/publications/faqs.html . Accessed March 2, 2010. 
85  California Air Resources Board (ARB), "California Greenhouse Gas Inventory for 2000-2006 - by Category as 
Defined in the Scoping Plan." http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/tables/ghgjnventory_scopingplan_2009-03-

13.pdf . Accessed March 2, 2010. 
86 Thjd 
87 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Source Inventory of Bay Area Greenhouse Gas Emissions: Base Year 
2007, Updated: February 2010. Available online at: http://www.baaqmd.gov/-/media/Files/Planning  percent20and 
percent20Research/Emission percent20lnventory/regionalinventory2007_2_10.ashx. Accessed March 2, 2010. 

Ibid. 
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a. Program-level Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis 

The most common GHGs resulting from human activity are CO2, CH4, and N20. 89  State law 

defines GHGs to also include hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons and sulfur hexafluoride. 
These latter GHG compounds are usually emitted in industrial processes, and therefore not 
applicable to the Proposed Project. Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of 
climate change by emitting GHGs during construction and operational phases. Both direct and 
indirect GHG emissions are generated by project operations. Operational emissions include 
GHG emissions from new vehicle trips and area sources (natural gas combustion). Indirect 
emissions include emissions from electricity providers, energy required to pump, treat, and 
convey water, and emissions associated with landfill operations. 

As discussed in the previous section, on June 2, 2010, the BAAQMD adopted new CEQA 
thresholds of significance for the air quality impacts of Proposed Projects. Additionally 
BAAQMD adopted thresholds of significance for GHGs emitted during project operations. The 
BAAQMD did not adopted threshold of significance for construction-related GHG emissions at 
this time because the BAAQMD could not determine the level by which a project’s GHG 
emissions could be considered significant. However, the BAAQMD does recommend that the 
Lead Agency quantify and disclose GHG emissions that would occur during construction, and 
make a determination on the significance of these construction-generated GHG emission 
impacts in relation to meeting AB 32 GHG reduction goals. 

The BAAQMD’s companion document, California Environmental Quality Act, Air Quality 

Guidelines (Air Quality Guidelines), provides guidelines to lead agencies in evaluating the air 

quality (and GHG) impacts of a Proposed Project or plan. This document presents 
recommended procedures and methodologies for evaluating air quality impacts. 90  According to 

the BAAQMD, the recently adopted thresholds of significance for GHG emissions are intended 
to apply to environmental analyses begun on or after adoption of the revised CEQA thresholds 
(i.e., environmental analyses begun after June 2, 2010). Therefore, the Proposed Project would 
not be subject to the BAAQMD’s thresholds of significance for GHG emissions. However, given 
that no other jurisdiction has adopted thresholds of significance for GHG emissions, the 
BAAQMD’s thresholds are discussed herein. 

On June 2, 2010, the BAAQMD adopted two sets of thresholds for projects that could emit 
GHGs: one that applies at a project-level, and one that applies at a plan-level. At the plan-level, 
the BAAQMD has identified two thresholds: one qualitative, and one quantitative. 

Whether the plan is consistent with a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy, or 

89  Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. Technical Advisory- CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climate 
Change through California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Review. June 19, 2008. Available at the Office of 

Planning and Research’s website at: http://www.opr.ca.gov/ceqa/pdfs/june08-ceqa.pdf . Accessed March 3, 2010. 

90  Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). California Environmental Quality Act, Air Quality Guidelines. 

June 2010. This document is available online at: www.baaqmd.gov . Accessed July 14, 2010. 
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� Whether the plan would result in GHG emissions of 6.6 metric tons/ service population, 
where service population is equivalent to total increase in residents and employees 
generated by the Proposed Project. 

The City’s Climate Action Plan addresses issues related to climate change on a citywide context 
and the project’s consistency with the Climate Action Plan is discussed further below under 
criterion b. While the Climate Action Plan does contain the City’s vision for reducing GHG 
emissions, at this time the City has not complied all the materials to required for a Qualified 
GHG Reduction Strategy, therefore the Proposed Project would not be able to rely upon the 
BAAQMD’s qualitative GHG threshold. Additionally, the plan-level thresholds are intended to 
apply to long-range plans including general plans, redevelopment plans, specific plans, area 
plans, community plans, regional plans and congestion management plans. The Air Quality 
Guidelines goes on to explain that such plans "often contain development strategies for 20-year 
or longer time horizons... [ and] usually provide a wide range of potential land uses and 
densities to accommodate all types of development. The Proposed Project is a programmatic 
document that identifies objectives, policies and design guidelines for streetscape improvement 
projects. As such the policies in the BSP would not directly emit GHGs. The Proposed Project 
does not contain a long range development program that has identified individual projects, 
however individual projects could emit GHGs during project construction and operation 
(mostly during construction). Given that the Proposed Project does not contain a development 
program and that the proposed plan would not change land uses or densities, the BAAQMD’s 
plan-level thresholds of significance for GHGs are not applicable to the proposed BSP. Further, 
given that the plan does not include any specific projects, for which to analyze, the BAAQMD’s 
project-level thresholds are also not applicable to the BSP project. 91  

Although the BAAQMD’s GHG thresholds are not applicable to the proposed BSP project, 
pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines, as amended by SB 97, the CEQA analysis prepared for the 
Proposed Project must address the potential for the Proposed Project to emit GHGs and 
determine whether the project’s GHG emissions would be significant. The potential for the BSP, 
a programmatic document, to emit GHGs is discussed below. 

Construction Emissions. 

The Proposed Project, as a policy-level document, would not directly emit GHG emissions. 
However, individual streetscape projects would emit GHGs during future construction of site-
specific streetscape projects that apply the Better Streets Plan policies and guidelines; the 
emitted GHGs would be related to construction vehicles and construction worker trips. Some 
BSP policies and design guidelines could result in individual streetscape projects that would 
incrementally emit more GHGs during construction than current streetscape projects that do 
not incorporate BSP policies and design guidelines. For example, streetscape projects that 
incorporate wider sidewalks, extended bulb outs, and other treatments which could 

91  The project level thresholds consider: 1) whether the project is consistent with a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy, 
2) whether the project’s operational emissions would result in GHGs of 1,100 MTCO2E/year, or 3) whether the 
proposed project would result in 4.6 MTCO2E/Service Population (residents + employees). 

Case No. 2007.1238E 
PMND 127 San Francisco Better Streets Plan 

July 28, 2010 



incrementally increase the amount of excavation required or duration of construction, could 
result in increased construction-related GHG emissions. Construction emissions are temporary 
in nature and would not persist beyond the construction period. Furthermore, construction 
emissions from individual projects are likely offset by the following anticipated operational 
benefits of the BSP plan: (i) a shift in some modes of transportation (from vehicular to 
pedestrian use) resulting from the construction of more pedestrian-friendly streetscapes; (ii) 
incorporation of energy efficient lighting and other energy efficiency requirements, (iii) 
promotion of increased onsite stormwater treatment, reducing the energy required to treat 
stormwater; and (iv) a decrease in the embodied energy of building materials used for 
streetscape furnishing. The operational GHG reductions from the BSP policies and design 
guidelines are likely to result in a net GHG benefit. In addition, any streetscape improvement 
project carried out by the City or its contractors would be required to comply with the Clean 
Construction Ordinance. The Clean Construction Ordinance requires that all contracts for large 

(20+ day) City projects: 

. Fuel diesel vehicles with B20 biodiesel, and 

Use construction equipment that meets USEPA Tier 2 standards or best available control 
technologies for equipment over 25 hp. 

For every gallon of waste vegetable oil that is converted into biodiesel displaces a gallon of 
petroleum diesel, which amounts to 17.3 pounds net reduction of carbon emissions per gallon of 

displaced petroleum .92  Furthermore, individual streetscape projects would be required to 
undergo a separate environmental review pursuant to CEQA, as future site-specific 
improvement projects are developed. This project-level environmental review would include an 
analysis of the individual project’s potential to emit GHGs. Therefore, the proposed BSP would 
not result in a substantial increase in construction-related GHG emissions, and construction 
related GHG emissions from the BSP would be less than significant. Operational Emissions. 

As discussed in the project description for the BSP initial study, the BSP contains Objectives, 
Policies, and Streetscape Improvement Measures (i.e., design guidelines) that in the future, 
upon BSP adoption, would need to be considered when upgrading existing, and designing new, 
streetscapes within San Francisco. Many of the BSP-related objectives, policies and streetscape 
improvements would have no discernable direct or indirect impact related to emitting 
greenhouse gases at levels above standard streetscape improvements that are currently carried 
out in the City. The following table identifies those objectives, policies, and improvements that 
could potentially influence the amount of greenhouse gases emitted by a BSP-related project. 
Table 6, below, identifies each applicable BSP objective, policy or streetscape improvement 
measure that could result in a general GHG reduction (which may include a reduction in GHGs 
emitted or increased carbon sequestration) or a GHG increase; the table also includes a general 
discussion. For this analysis, it is assumed that existing streetscape projects include sidewalks, 

curb ramps, marked crosswalks, and pedestrian signals. 

92 San Francisco Public Utilities Commission. "Combating Climate Change." Accessed 19 Dec. 2009. 
<http://www.sfgreasecycle.org/climate_change.shtml > 
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TABLE 6: BSP OBJECTIVES, POLICIES AND IMPROVEMENT MEASURES AFFECTING GREENHOUSE GAS 
EMISSIONS 

BSP Objective! Policy! GHG 	GHG Discussion 
Improvement Measure Reduction 	Increase 
BSP Objectives 
Encourage residents and visitors E 	0 Measures which reduce reliance on 
to walk and use local shopping personal vehicles in favor of walking would 
areas, rather than to drive to reduce the amount of vehicle-miles traveled 
regional shopping centers. (VMT) and subsequent greenhouse gas 

emissions .93 

Promote healthy lifestyles by 2 	0 This is the same concept as the previous 
encouraging walking to daily and objective; reducing reliance on personal 
occasional destinations, vehicles could result in a reduction in VMTs 
minimizing pedestrian injuries and and subsequent GHGs. 
helping to decrease major chronic 
diseases related to air quality and 
pedestrian activity. 
Enhance the City’s long-term 0 To the extent that this objective could result 
ecological functioning. in increased carbon sequestration, it could 

result in a reduction in GHGs (i.e. by 
additional tree planting or maintaining 
healthy vegetation). 

BSP Policies 
Policy 2.2: Use excess portions of Z This policy could render both GHG 
right-of-way such as overly wide reductions and increases. GHG reductions 
lanes, unused street space, or could occur if these spaces are used for 
spaces created by streets coming landscaping, thereby increasing the amount 
together at odd angles to create of carbon sequestration onsite. Should these 
landscaped and/or usable areas. spaces require additional concrete to create 

expanded sidewalks, this policy could 
increase construction-related GHG 
emissions. 94  

Policy 2.3: Design sidewalks to Z 	Similar to Policy 2.2, this policy could result 
maximize the amount of in both GHG increases and decreases, 
pedestrian and usable open depending on whether usable open space 
space. includes vegetated surfaces or hardscape. 

The BSP policies encourage more 
permeable sidewalk surfaces and therefore, 
it is expected that such surfaces would be 
vegetated and are more likely to result in a 
GHG reduction. If permeable hardscape is 
not vegetated, other methods may be 
employed to increase permeability. 
Increased permeability would reduce the 
amount of energy required for stormwater 
treatment, resulting in a reduction of GHGs. 

Policy 2.4: Facilitate and 	 Z 0 	To the extent that this policy results in 
encourage adjacent residents and changes from hardscape to landscape or 
businesses to make streetscape encourages people to reduce their personal 
improvements that promote street VMTs the policy could incrementally result in 
use and activity, landscaping, or GHG benefits. 
other aesthetic elements. 

It should be noted that vehicles currently represent approximately 50 percent of the greenhouse gases emitted in 
the Bay Area. 
94 Construction-related GHG emissions would occur from construction worker vehicle trips, construction-related 
equipment, and from the amount of new concrete required for an expanded sidewalk area. However, construction-
related GHG increases would occur only during the temporary construction period and would not result in ongoing 
GHG increases. 
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BSP Objective! Policy! 	 GHG GHG Discussion 
Improvement Measure 	 Reduction Increase 

Policy 2.5 Facilitate and 	 LI LI Temporary street closures would not have a 
encourage temporary community discernable impact on GHG emissions. 
use of street space for public life, While street closures could result in 
such as street fairs, increased congestion, and increase VMT or 
performances, and farmer’s vehicle hours, this would be temporary and 
markets. would not result in a significant permanent 

increase in GHGs. 
Policy 3.2: In commercial districts, 	E Z This policy implies that parking needs would 
balance the need for short-term be met. However, in parts of the City parking 
parking for shoppers and loading is already constrained. Therefore, to the 
for businesses with the need for extent that parking becomes more 
pedestrian-oriented design. constrained and results in increased travel 

time, personal VMTs could increase 
incrementally, only slightly increasing GHG 
emissions. However, in the experience of 
San Francisco transportation planners, the 
absence of a ready supply of parking 
spaces, combined with available alternatives 
to auto travel and a relatively dense pattern 
of urban development, induces many drivers 
to shift to other modes of travel or change 
their overall travel habits. Any such mode 
shifts would result in an overall decrease in 
VMTs. This observation is supported by the 

California Air Pollution Control Officer’s 
(CAPCOA’s) CEQA and Climate Change 95 

report which substantiates that reducing the 
amount of parking yields a GHG reduction 
score on the order of 1 to 30 percent. 

Policy 5.1: Enable opportunities to Similar to Policy 2.1, this policy could result 
create active recreational spaces in GHG increases from construction and 
on streets, such as paths or additional hardscape. However, the policy 
pocket parks. could yield GHG reductions should 

hardscaped surfaces be converted to 
carbon-sequestering landscape or 
permeable surfaces. Again, the BSP policies 
encourage more permeable sidewalk 
surfaces and therefore, a GHG reduction is 

Policy 6.8: Design streets to calm 	 The intent of this policy is to reduce traffic 
traffic and reduce speeding. 	 speeds, therefore the policy would not be 

applied to congested areas of the City where 
traffic speeds are already slow. As 
discussed in the transportation analysis, 
these measures would not result in 
additional vehicle trips or create new transit 
trips, and therefore these measures would 
not increase VMT. These measures would 
not decrease roadway capacity, but could 

The California Air Pollution Control Officer’s, CEQA and Climate Change (January 2008) white paper identifies 

minimum parking as resulting in a "high" emissions reduction score (1%-30%), Appendix B, page 8. This paper is 
available online at: http://www.capcoa.org/ceqa/CAPCOA%2OWhite%20Paper%20-
%2OCEQA%2oand%2OClimate%2OChange.pdf . Accessed April 15, 2008. 
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BSP Objective! Policy! GHG 	GHG Discussion 
Improvement Measure Reduction 	Increase 

slightly reduce travel speeds, resulting in 
longer trip times. These longer trip times 
could result in a negligible increase in 
GHGs. On the other hand, CAPCOA has 
identified traffic calming devices as an 
emissions reduction strategy, because such 
devices are designed to encourage 
pedestrian and bicycle trips, thereby 
reducing overall VMT. 96  Therefore, overall 
GHG emissions are expected to decrease. 

Policy 8.1: Maximize opportunities 0 	El This policy could result in a reduction in the 
in the streetscape for on-site amount of stormwater requiring treatment, 
stormwater retention and thereby reducing the amount of energy 
infiltration, required to treat stormwater, resulting in a 

reduction in GHG emissions. 
Policy 8.2: Use sustainable 0 	El To the extent that life-cycle energy costs are 
streetscape materials in street taken into account during design and 
designs, taking into account the construction, this policy would result in 
life-cycle energy costs of such reduced GHG emissions. 
materials. 
Policy 8.3: Minimize energy use 0 	El This policy would result in reduced energy 
in street lighting and other energy- requirements for streetscape elements, 
requiring streetscape elements, resulting in reduced GHG emissions. 
Policy 8.4: Use streetscape El To the extent that this policy increases 
landscaping to increase the carbon sequestration, it could result in GHG 
ecological value of public streets benefits. Revisions to this policy were made 
for people and wildlife, to emphasize water conservation and 

selection of drought tolerant plantings, 
thereby further reducing GHGs associated 
with water transport. 

Policy 10.1: Maximize 	 DA U 	Should this policy result in additional street 
opportunities for street trees and trees, it could increase the amount of carbon 
other plantings. sequestered, resulting in GHG benefits. 
Policy 10.5 Ensure adequate light To the extent that this policy could increase 
levels and quality for pedestrians the amount of light considered adequate for 
and other sidewalk users; pedestrians, it could increase energy 
minimize light trespass and glare requirements. However, these energy 
to adjacent buildings. requirements would be partially or wholly off- 

set by Policy 8.3, which requires energy 
efficient lighting. 

Standard Improvements 

Curb radii guidelines 	 To the extent that these guidelines expand 
the sidewalk areas, this measure could 
incrementally increase construction-related 
GHG emissions from a BSP project. 
However, construction emissions would 
occur over a limited period and would not 
result in increased emissions during the 
operational phase of a specific project. 

96 The California Air Pollution Control Officer’s, CEQA and Climate Change (January 2008) white paper identifies 
traffic calming devices as resulting in a "high" emissions reduction score (1%-10%), Appendix B, page 6. This paper is 
available online at: http://www.capcoa.org/ceqa/CAPCOA%2OWhite%2OPaper%20-
%2OCEQA%2oand%2OClimate%2OChange.pdf . Accessed April 15, 2008. 
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BSP Objective! Policy! 	 GHG 	GHG Discussion 
Improvement Measure 	 Reduction 	Increase 

Further, the use of permeable pavement 
could reduce stormwater treatment, thereby 
resulting in GHG reductions from a decrease 
in energy required to treat stormwater. 

Corner curb extensions 	 z 	Z Similar to curb radii guidelines, to the extent 
that these extensions expand the sidewalk 
areas, this measure could incrementally 
increase construction-related GHG 
emissions from a BSP project. However, 
long-term operational benefits may be 
realized by increasing permeable surfaces. 

Street trees 	 z 	LI Additional street trees could increase the 
amount of carbon sequestered, thereby 
resulting in GHG benefits. 

Sidewalk planters 	 z 	LI Similar to street trees, additional vegetation 
would increase the amount of carbon 
sequestered, thereby resulting in GHG 
benefits. 

Stormwater management tools 	 z 	LI Similar to Policy 8.1, reducing the amount of 
stormwater requiring treatment could reduce 
energy usage associated with stormwater 
treatment and result in a GHG benefit. 
Revisions were made to this measure to 
include vegetated stormwater management 
tools. This revision would incrementally 
reduce GHG emissions by creating a 
stormwater treatment system that would 
also increase carbon sequestration. 

Street lighting 	 LI 	Z As discussed in the analysis of Policy 10.5, 
to the extent that additional street lighting is 
required, it could increase energy 
requirements. However, energy 
requirements would be partially or wholly off- 
set by Policy 8.3 which requires energy 
efficient lighting. Revisions were made to 
the BSP to preserve street lighting in historic 
districts. To the extent that this would 
increase the amount of electricity required, 
preservation of historic lighting conditions 
could increase GHG emissions. 

Special Paving 	 z 	LI Permeable paving could result in reduced 
stormwater treatment, thereby resulting in 
reduced GHG emissions. This measure 
was revised to include guidelines for the use 
of recycled or re-used paving, further 
reducing the embodied energy of this 
material. 

Site Furnishings 	 z 	Z Policy 10.3 is designed to reduce visual 
clutter. However, the BSP also includes 
policies to increase public use of the streets. 
Streetscape furnishings have embodied 
energy (energy used to produce the item). 
To the extent that the number of site 
furnishings is increased, the BSP could 
result in an incremental increase in GHGs 
associated with the embodied energy of 
these new items. However, policy 8.2 directs 
BSP projects to take into account the 
lifecycle energy cost of such materials. 
Therefore BSP projects could equally result 
in an overall decrease in the embodied 
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BSP Objective! Policy! GHG 	GHG 	Discussion 
Improvement Measure Reduction 	Increase 

energy of site furnishings. 
Case-by-Case Improvements 

Special crosswalk treatments 0 	 To the extent that these treatments require 
additional energy (from roadway flashing 
lights and roadway beacons), these could 
incrementally increase GHGs. However, this 
energy demand would be partially off-set by 
policy 8.3, which requires energy efficient 
lighting. 

Raised crosswalks 0 	Z 	Should raised crosswalks require additional 
concrete, these measures could increase 
construction-related GHG emissions from 
BSP projects. However, this would only 
occur during the construction period and no 
operational GHG increases would be 
expected. 

Extended bulb-outs El 	Z 	Should additional concrete be required, this 
measure could increase GHG emissions 
from BSP projects. However, this would only 
occur during the construction period and no 
operational GHG increases would be 
expected. 

Mid-block blub-out 0 0 	Similar to extended bulb-outs, should 
additional concrete be required, this 
measure could increase GHG emissions 
from BSP projects. However, this would only 
occur during the construction period and no 
operational GHG increases would be 
expected. 

Center or side medians 	 This policy could result in additional GHG 
emissions by requiring additional curbs or 
concrete. However, these construction-
related emissions could be partially or wholly 
off-set by the median being vegetated and 
increasing the amount of carbon 
sequestered. GHGs would only be emitted 
during the construction period and no 
operational GHG emissions increases would 
be expected. 

Transit bulb-out 	 0 	 Similar to extended bulb-outs, should 
additional concrete be required, this 
measure could increase GHG emissions 
from BSP projects. However, this would only 
occur during the construction period and no 
operational GHG increases would be 
expected. 

Transit boarding islands 	 0 	Z 	Similar to extended bulb-outs, should 
additional concrete be required, this 
measure could increase GHG emissions 
from BSP projects. However, this would only 
occur during the construction period and no 
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BSP Objective! Policy! GHG 	GHG Discussion 
Improvement Measure Reduction 	Increase 

operational GHG increases would be 
expected. 

Perpendicular or angled parking 0 To the extent that this increases curb 
extensions, this measure could require 
additional concrete and increase GHG 
emissions from BSP projects. However, this 
would only occur during the construction 
period and no operational GHG increases 
would be expected. 

Parking lane planters 0 To the extent that these planters add 
vegetation and reduce stormwater run off, 
they could result in incremental GHG 
benefits. No operational GHG increases 
would be expected. 

Chicanes, traffic calming circles 	 M 	z 	The intent of these measures is to reduce 
and roundabouts traffic speeds; therefore, the policy would 

not be applied to congested areas of the 
City where traffic speeds are already slow. 
As discussed in the transportation analysis, 
these measures would not result in 
additional vehicle trips or create new transit 
trips, and therefore these measures would 
not increase VMT. These measures would 
not decrease roadway capacity, but could 
slightly reduce travel speeds, resulting in 
longer trip times. These longer trip times 
could result in a negligible increase in 
GHGs. On the other hand, CAPCOA has 
identified traffic devices as an emissions 
reduction strategy, because such devices 
are designed to encourage pedestrian and 
bicycle trips, thereby reducing overall 
VMT. 97  Therefore, overall GHG emissions 
are expected to decrease. Additional 
concrete required for curbs, etc., could result 
in increased GHG emissions during the 
construction period. 

Pocket parks 	 Z 	Similar to Policy 2.1, pocket parks could 
result in GHG increases from construction 
and additional hardscape. However, the 
policy could yield GHG reductions, should 
hardscaped surfaces be converted to 
carbon-sequestering vegetated landscape or 
permeable surfaces. 

97 The California Air Pollution Control Officer’s, CEQA and Climate Change (January 2008) white paper identifies 

traffic calming devices as resulting in a "high" emissions reduction score (1%-10%), Appendix B, page 6. This paper is 
available online at: http://www.capcoa.org/ceqa/CAPCOA%20White%2OPaper%20-

%20CEQA%2oand%2oClimate%20Change.pdf . Accessed April 15, 2008. 
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BSP Objective! Policy! GHG 
Improvement Measure Reduction 

Reuse of pork chops’ and excess 
right-of-way 

Boulevard treatments 

Shared streets 

GHG Discussion 
Increase 

Similar to pocket parks, reuse of ’pork 
chops’ could result in GHG increases from 
construction and additional hardscape. 
However, the policy could yield GHG 
reductions, should hardscaped surfaces be 
converted to carbon-sequestering vegetated 
landscape or permeable surfaces. 

Z Boulevard treatments would include 
landscaping, stormwater and urban design 
amenities. Additional curbs, requiring 
concrete construction, could result in 
incremental increases in GHGs, which 
would be offset by carbon-sequestering 
vegetated landscape or permeable surfaces, 

LI To the extent that shared streets include 
landscaping and treatment of stormwater, 
these streets could yield a GHG benefit. 

Overall there are some objectives, policies and streetscape improvement measures which could 
result in increased GHG emissions. However, these measures are expected to be partially or 
wholly offset by objectives, policies and streetscape improvement measures that would 
decrease GHG emissions. Many of the GHG increases and reductions are unquantifiable 
without a project-level design to analyze, and are therefore discussed qualitatively. In general, 
BSP elements that could increase the amount of GHGs emitted from streetscape improvement 
projects include: (1) policies that would increase construction duration or amount of excavation 
resulting from an increase in the amount of concrete/hardscape required for streetscape 
improvements (bulb-outs, wider sidewalks, medians, raised crosswalks, boarding islands, 
Chicanes, roundabouts, etc); (2) policies that would increase the amount of electricity required 
by increasing lighting and signage requirements (although this impact would be offset by 
policies that call for using energy-efficient fixtures); (3) traffic-related policies that could 
potentially increase vehicle drive times (although this impact also is likely off-set by BSP-related 
increases in pedestrian and bicycle activity, thereby reducing overall vehicle trips and VMT). 
BSP elements that would result in reduced GHG emissions include: (1) policies that encourage 
tree planting and vegetation, policies that would convert existing hardscape to vegetated 
landscapes, and policies designed to increase stormwater filtration (i.e., policies designed to 
make sidewalks more permeable), thereby reducing the energy required to treat stormwater; 
(2) policies encouraging energy-efficient lighting and fixtures; (3) policies that encourage 
resource-efficient materials (i.e., policies that consider the lifecycle energy cost of its materials); 
and (4) policies that would encourage people to walk and/or bike to local shopping centers and 
destinations instead of driving to such places. 

At the program-level, the BSP includes policies that could incrementally increase GHG 
emissions. However, these emissions would be off-set by policies that could equally 
incrementally decrease GHG emissions. The GHG benefits, however, are more abstract and 
therefore not as easily quantifiable. Increased GHG emissions that could occur from specific 
projects would mainly occur during the temporary construction period, while the GHG benefits 
of a Proposed Project (i.e., a more pedestrian-friendly environment) would be realized 
throughout the life of the project. Overall, the proposed objectives, policies and design 
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guidelines of the BSP are not anticipated to generate substantial amount GHG emissions, either 
directly or indirectly and the proposed BSP would result in less than significant impacts related 
to emitting GHGs. 

San Francisco has been actively pursuing cleaner energy, alternative transportation and solid 
waste policies, many of which have been codified into regulations. In an independent review of 
San Francisco’s communitywide emissions it was reported that San Francisco has achieved a 5 
percent reduction in communitywide GHG emissions below the Kyoto Protocol 1990 baseline 
levels. The 1997 Kyoto Protocol sets a greenhouse gas reduction target of 7 percent below 1990 
levels by 2012. The ’community-wide inventory" includes greenhouse gas emissions generated 
by San Francisco by residents, businesses, and commuters, as well as municipal operations. The 
inventory also includes emissions from both transportation and building energy sources.98 

The BSP identifies goals, objectives, policies and design guidelines, as well as future strategies 
to improve the pedestrian realm in San Francisco. Pedestrian areas mainly include sidewalks 
and crosswalks, but in some instances also include portions of the roadway. The project would 
involve implementation of the proposed standard and optional or case-by-case streetscape 
improvements. The Better Streets Plan itself is a program-level policy document and does not 
identify site-specific projects in the City. However, according to California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15002 (a)(1), one of the basic purposes of CEQA is to 
inform governmental decision makers and the public about the potential significant 
environmental effects of proposed activities. In an effort to make "good faith effort at full 
disclosure" of a project’s potential environmental effects (King’s County Farm Bureau v. City of 
Hanford (1990) 221Cal. App.3d 692), the approach for the greenhouse gas analysis for this 
program-level document includes a program-level analysis of policies identified in the BSP that 
could result in increases and decreases to greenhouse gas emissions, and concludes that the BSP 
would result in less than significant GHG emissions. 

The Proposed Project includes policy direction and guidelines that, when implemented on a 
project-level basis, would result in sustainable streetscape improvements and design that 
promotes the use of pedestrian trips; combined transit and pedestrian trips; decreased vehicle 
trips; energy efficient lighting and other energy efficiency requirements; increased onsite 
stormwater treatment; and a decrease in the embodied energy of building materials. These 
sustainable features would reduce GHG emissions citywide. Therefore, the Proposed Project 
would not contribute significantly, either individually or cumulatively, to global climate 
change. Given that San Francisco has implemented binding and enforceable programs to reduce 
GHG emissions applicable to the Proposed Project (Clean Construction Ordinance), that San 
Francisco’s sustainable policies have resulted in the measured success of reduced GHG 
emissions levels, and that the policies and design guidelines proposed in the BSP are 
anticipated to result in a net GHG benefit, the Proposed Project’s potential to emit GHGs is 

determined to be less than significant. 

98 City and County of San Francisco: Community GHG Inventory Review. August 1, 2008. IFC International, 394 Pacific 

Avenue, 2nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94111. Prepared for City and County of San Francisco, Department of the 

Environment. 
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b. Consistency with Applicable Plans. Both the State and the City of San Francisco have 
adopted programs for reducing greenhouse gas emissions, as discussed below. 

Assembly Bill 32 

In 2006, the California legislature passed Assembly Bill No. 32 (California Health and Safety 
Code Division 25.5, Sections 38500, et seq., or AB 32), also known as the Global Warming 
Solutions Act. AB 32 requires ARB to design and implement emission limits, regulations, and 
other measures, such that feasible and cost-effective statewide GHG emissions are reduced to 
1990 levels by 2020 (representing a 25 percent reduction in emissions). 

Pursuant to AB 32, ARB adopted a Scoping Plan in December 2008, outlining measures to meet 
the 2020 GHG reduction limits. In order to meet these goals, California must reduce its GHG 
emissions by 30 percent below projected 2020 business as usual emissions levels, or about 15 
percent from today’s levels.99  The Scoping Plan estimates a reduction of 174 million metric tons 
of CO2E (MMTCO2E) (about 191 million U.S. tons) from the transportation, energy, agriculture, 
forestry, and high global warming potential sectors, see Table 7, below. ARB has identified an 
implementation timeline for the GHG reduction strategies in the Scoping Plan. 100  Some 
measures may require new legislation to implement, some will require subsidies, some have 
already been developed, and some will require additional effort to evaluate and quantify. 
Additionally, some emissions reductions strategies may require their own environmental 
review under CEQA or the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

Table 7. GHG Reductions from the AB 32 Scoping Plan Sectors"’ 

GHG Reductions (MMT GHG Reduction MeasIesY?ector  c02 E) 
Transportation Sector 62.3 
Electricity and Natural Gas 49.7 
Industry 1.4 
Landfill Methane Control Measure (Discrete Early 

1 
Action) 
Forestry 5 
High Global Warming Potential GHG5 20.2 
Additional Reductions Needed to Achieve the GHG 

34.4 
Cap 

Total 174 

45mided Measu(f V1J !I II" 
Government Operations 1-2 
Agriculture- Methane Capture at Large Dairies 1 
Methane Capture at Large Dairies 1 
Additional GHG Reduction Measures 
Water 4.8 
Green Buildings 26 
High Recycling/ Zero Waste 

� 	Commercial Recycling 
� 	Composting 

9 
� 	Anaerobic Digestion 
� 	Extended Producer Responsibility 
� 	Environmentally Preferable Purchasing 

Total 42.8-43.8 

California Air Resources Board, California’s Climate Plan: Fact Sheet. Available online at: 
http:Ilwww.arb.ca.govlcc/facts/scoping_plan_fs.pdf. Accessed March 4, 2010. 
100 California Air Resources Board. AB 32 Scoping Plan. Available Online at: 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/scopingplan/sp_measures_implementation_timeline.pdf . Accessed March 2, 2010. 
101 California Air Resources Board, California’s Climate Plan: Fact Sheet. Op  cit. 
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AB 32 also anticipates that local government actions will result in reduced GHG emissions. ARB 
has identified a GHG reduction target of 15 percent from current levels for local governments 
themselves and notes that successful implementation of the plan relies on local governments’ 
land use planning and urban growth decisions because local governments have primary 
authority to plan, zone, approve, and permit land development to accommodate population 
growth and the changing needs of their jurisdictions. 

The Scoping Plan relies on the requirements of Senate Bill 375 (SB 375) to implement the carbon 
emission reductions anticipated from land use decisions. SB 375 was enacted to align local land 
use and transportation planning to further achieve the State’s GHG reduction goals. SB 375 
requires regional transportation plans, developed by Metropolitan Planning Organizations 
(MPO5), to incorporate a "sustainable communities strategy" in their regional transportation 
plans (RTP5) that would achieve GHG emission reduction targets set by ARB. SB  375 also 
includes provisions for streamlined CEQA review for some infill projects such as transit-
oriented development. SB 375 would be implemented over the next several years and the 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s 2013 RTP would be its first plan subject to SB 375. 

City and County of San Francisco GHG Reduction Strategy 

In addition to the State’s GHG reduction strategy (AB 32), the City has developed its own 
strategy to address greenhouse gas emissions on a local level. The vision of the strategy is 
expressed in the City’s Climate Action Plan, however implementation of the strategy is 
appropriately articulated within other citywide plans (General Plan, Sustainability Plan, etc.), 
policies (Transit-First Policy, Precautionary Principle Policy, etc.), and regulations (Green 
Building Ordinance, etc.). The following plans, policies and regulations highlight some of the 
main components of San Francisco’s GHG reduction strategy. 

Overall GHG Reduction Sector 

San Francisco Sustainability Plan. In July 1997 the Board of Supervisors endorsed the 
Sustainability Plan for the City of San Francisco establishing sustainable development as 
a fundamental goal of municipal public policy. 

The Climate Action Plan for San Francisco. In February 2002, the San Francisco Board of 
Supervisors passed the Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Resolution (Number 158-
02) setting a goal for the City and County of San Francisco to reduce GHG emissions to 
20 percent below 1990 levels by the year 2012. In September 2004, the San Francisco 
Department of the Environment and the Public Utilities Commission published the 
Climate Action Plan for San Francisco: Local Actions to Reduce Greenhouse 

Emissions.1 02  The Climate Action Plan provides the context of climate change in San 
Francisco and examines strategies to meet the 20 percent GHG reduction target. 
Although the Board of Supervisors has not formally committed the City to perform the 
actions addressed in the Plan, and many of the actions require further development and 
commitment of resources, the Plan serves as a blueprint for GHG emission reductions, 

02San Francisco Department of the Environment and San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, Climate Action Plan 

for San Francisco, Local Actions to Reduce Greenhouse Emissions, September 2004. 
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and several actions have been implemented or are now in progress. 

Greenhouse Gas Reduction Ordinance. In May 2008, the City of San Francisco adopted 
an ordinance amending the San Francisco Environment Code to establish City GHG 
emission targets and departmental action plans, to authorize the Department of the 
Environment to coordinate efforts to meet these targets, and to make environmental 
findings. The ordinance establishes the following GHG emission reduction limits for San 
Francisco and the target dates to achieve them: 

� 	Determine 1990 City GHG emissions by 2008, the baseline level with reference to which 
target reductions are set; 

� 	Reduce GHG emissions by 25 percent below 1990 levels by 2017; 

� 	Reduce GHG emissions by 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2025; and 

� 	Reduce GHG emissions by 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. 

The ordinance also specifies requirements for City departments to prepare departmental 
Climate Action Plans that assess, and report to the Department of the Environment, 
GHG emissions associated with their department’s activities and activities regulated by 
them, and prepare recommendations to reduce emissions. As part of this, the San 
Francisco Planning Department is required to: (1) update and amend the City’s 
applicable General Plan elements to include the emissions reduction limits set forth in 
this ordinance and policies to achieve those targets; (2) consider a project’s impact on the 
City’s GHG reduction limits specified in this ordinance as part of its review under 
CEQA; and (3) work with other City departments to enhance the "transit first" policy to 
encourage a shift to sustainable modes of transportation thereby reducing emissions and 
helping to achieve the targets set forth by this ordinance. 

R13V 	 9,i IIiII1I� Tr4nsp 	Sector 

Transit First Policy. In 1973 San Francisco instituted the Transit First Policy (Article 8A, 
Section 8A.115. of the City Charter) with the goal of reducing the City’s reliance on 
freeways and meeting transportation needs by emphasizing mass transportation. The 
Transit First Policy gives priority to public transit investments; adopts street capacity 
and parking policies to discourage increased automobile traffic; and encourages the use 
of transit, bicycling and walking rather than use of single-occupant vehicles. 

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s Zero Emissions 2020 Plan. The 
SFMTA’s Zero Emissions 2020 plan focuses on the purchase of cleaner transit buses 
including hybrid diesel-electric buses. Under this plan hybrid buses will replace the 
oldest diesel buses, some dating back to 1988. The hybrid buses emit 95 percent less 
particulate matter (PM, or soot) than the buses they replace, they produce 40 percent less 
oxides of nitrogen (NOx), and they reduce GHGs by 30 percent. 

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency’s Climate Action Plan. In November 
2007 voters passed Proposition A, requiring the SFMTA to develop a plan to reach a 20 
percent GHG reduction below 1990 levels by 2012 for the City’s entire transportation 
sector, not merely in the SFMTA’s internal operations. SFMTA has prepared a Draft 
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Climate Action Plan outlining measures needed to achieve these targets. 

Commuter Benefit Ordinance. The Commuter Benefit Ordinance (Environment Code, 
Section 421), effective January 19, 2009, requires all employers in San Francisco that have 
20 or more employees to offer one of the following benefits: (1) A Pre-tax Transit Benefit, 
(2) Employer Paid Transit Benefits, or (3) Employer Provided Transit. 

The City’s Planning Code reflects the latest smart growth policies and includes: electric 
vehicle refueling stations in city parking garages, bicycle storage facilities for 
commercial and office buildings, and zoning that is supportive of high density mixed-
use infill development. The City’s more recent area plans, such as Eastern 
Neighborhoods, Rincon Hill and the Market and Octavia Area Plan, provide transit-
oriented development policies that allow for neighborhood-oriented retail and services 
and where off-street parking is limited to accessory parking spaces. 103  At the same time 
there is also a community-wide focus on ensuring San Francisco’s neighborhoods as 
"livable" neighborhoods, including the Proposed Better Streets Plan that would improve 
San Francisco’s streetscape, the Proposed Transit Effectiveness Plan, that aims to 
improve transit service, and the Bicycle Plan, all of which promote alternative 
transportation options. 

Renewable Energy 

The Electricity Resource Plan (Revised December 2002). San Francisco adopted the 
Electricity Resource Plan to help address growing environmental health concerns in San 
Francisco’s southeast community, home of two power plants. The plan presents a 
framework for assuring a reliable, affordable, and renewable source of energy for the 

future of San Francisco. 

Go Solar SF. On July 1, 2008, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) 
launched their "GoSolarSF" program to San Francisco’s businesses and residents, 
offering incentives in the form of a rebate program that could pay for approximately half 
the cost of installation of a solar power system, and more to those qualifying as low-
income residents. The San Francisco Planning Department and Department of Building 
Inspection have also developed a streamlining process for Solar Photovoltaic (PV) 
Permits and priority permitting mechanisms for projects pursuing LEEDfi Gold 

Certification. 

Green Building 

LEEDfi Silver for Municipal Buildings. In 2004, the City amended Chapter 7 of the 
Environment code, requiring all new municipal construction and major renovation 
projects to achieve LEEDfi Silver Certification from the US Green Building Council. 

City of San Francisco’s Green Building Ordinance. On August 4, 2008, Mayor Gavin 
Newsom signed into law San Francisco’s Green Building Ordinance for newly 
constructed residential and commercial buildings and renovations to existing buildings. 
The ordinance specifically requires newly constructed commercial buildings over 5,000 

103 See Planning Code Sections 206.4 and 155.1. 
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square feet (sq. ft.), residential buildings over 75 feet in height, and renovations on 
buildings over 25,000 sq. ft. to be subject to an unprecedented level of LEEDfi and green 
building certifications, which makes San Francisco the city with the most stringent green 
building requirements in the nation. Cumulative benefits of this ordinance includes 
reducing CO2 emissions by 60,000 tons, saving 220,000 megawatt hours of power, 
saving 100 million gallons of drinking water, reducing waste and stormwater by 90 
million gallons of water, reducing construction and demolition waste by 700 million 
pounds, increasing the valuations of recycled materials by $200 million, reducing 
automobile trips by 540,000, and increasing green power generation by 37,000 megawatt 
hours.104 

Waste Reduction 
SL 

Zero Waste. In 2004, the City of San Francisco committed to a goal of diverting 75 
percent of its’ waste from landfills by 2010, with the ultimate goal of zero waste by 2020. 
San Francisco currently recovers 72 percent of discarded material. 

Construction and Demolition Debris Recovery Ordinance. In 2006 the City of San 
Francisco adopted Ordinance No. 27-06, requiring all construction and demolition debris 
to be transported to a registered facility that can divert a minimum of 65 percent of the 
material from landfills. This ordinance applies to all construction, demolition and 
remodeling projects within the City. 

Universal Recycling and Composting Ordinance. Signed into law on June 23, 2009, this 
ordinance requires all residential and commercial building owners to sign up for 
recycling and composting services. Any property owner or manager who fails to 
maintain and pay for adequate trash, recycling, and composting service is subject to 
liens, fines, and other fees. 

The City has also passed ordinances to reduce waste from retail and commercial 
operations. Ordinance 295-06, the Food Waste Reduction Ordinance, prohibits the use of 
polystyrene foam disposable food service ware and requires biodegradable/compostable 
or recyclable food service ware by restaurants, retail food vendors, City Departments 
and City contractors. Ordinance 81-07, the Plastic Bag Reduction Ordinance, requires 
many stores located within the City and County of San Francisco to use compostable 
plastic, recyclable paper and/or reusable checkout bags. 

AB 32 contains a comprehensive approach for developing regulations to reduce statewide GHG 
emissions. ARB acknowledges that decisions on how land is used will have large effects on the 
GHG emissions that will result from the transportation, housing, industry, forestry, water, 
agriculture, electricity, and natural gas sectors. Many of the measures in the Scoping Plan - such 
as implementation of increased fuel efficiency for vehicles (the "Pavley" standards), increased 
efficiency in utility operations, and development of more renewable energy sources - require 
statewide action by government, industry, or both. 

Some of the Scoping Plan measures are at least partially applicable to construction projects, 
such as increasing energy efficiency in new construction, installation of solar panels on 

104  These findings are contained within the final Green Building Ordinance, signed by the Mayor August 4, 2008. 
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individual building roofs, and a "green building" strategy. As evidenced above, the City has 
already implemented several of these measures that require local government action, such as a 
Green Building Ordinance, a Zero Waste strategy, a Construction and Demolition Debris 
Recovery Ordinance, and a solar energy generation subsidy program, to realize meaningful 
reductions in GHG emissions. These programs (and including others not listed) collectively 
comprise San Francisco’s GHG reduction strategy and continue San Francisco’s efforts to reduce 
the City’s greenhouse gas emissions to 20 percent below 1990 levels by the year 2012, a goal 
outlined in the City’s 2004 Climate Action Plan. The City’s GHG reduction strategy also furthers 
the State’s efforts to reduce statewide GHG emissions as mandated by AB 32. 

The Proposed Project would be required to comply with GHG reduction regulations as 
discussed above, as well as applicable AB 32 Scoping Plan measures that are ultimately adopted 
and become effective during implementation of the Proposed Project. Given that the City has 
adopted numerous GHG reduction strategies recommended in the AB 32 Scoping Plan, that the 
City’s GHG reduction strategy includes binding, enforceable measures to be applied to the 
Proposed Project, and that the City’s GHG reduction strategy has produced measurable 
reductions in GHG emissions, the Proposed Project would not conflict with either the state or 
local GHG reduction strategies. As discussed above, many of the policies in the BSP would 
result in GHG reductions and would further the City’s GHG reduction goals. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would not conflict with any plans, policies, or regulations adopted for the 
purpose of reducing GHG emissions, and the Proposed Project would have a less than 
significant impact with respect to GHG emissions. 

Conclusion. Individual projects contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by 
emitting GHGs during project construction and operation. An individual project could not emit 
enough GHGs on its own to result in a physical climate change-related impact on the 
environment. It is the cumulative impact of all past, present and future projects that have, and 
will continue, to emit GHGs that result in environmental impacts associated with climate 
change. As such, impacts related to GHG emissions are discussed in the cumulative context. 

At the program-level, the site-specific streetscape projects under the BSP could result in 
increased construction-related GHG emissions by possibly increasing the construction duration 
and amount of excavation required for streetscape improvements. However, construction 
emissions would be temporary and only persist during the duration of construction activities. 
Long-term operational benefits (discussed below) would likely result in a net GHG benefit. 

Operation of project-specific streetscape improvements would require electricity used to 
operate signs and signals with consequent indirect GHG emissions attributed to power plants 
providing that electricity. However, Policy 8.3 directs new streetscape improvements to 
minimize energy use in street lighting and other energy-requiring streetscape elements. To the 
extent that this policy is implemented on a project-specific basis, the Better Street’s Plan’s 
policies and guidelines would reduce electricity use from lighting and other operational 
electricity requirements than if streetscape improvements were implemented without 
incorporating Better Street’s policies and design guidelines. Given that electricity used for 
streetscape improvements designed using Better Streets policies and guidelines would be less 
than that for streetscape improvements that did not incorporate Better Streets policies and 
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guidelines for energy efficiency, the Proposed Project would result in reduced GHG emissions 
associated with energy use. 

Similarly, the Proposed Project includes policies for onsite stormwater treatment. Specifically, 
Policy 8.1 states that new streetscapes should maximize opportunities for on-site stormwater 
retention and infiltration within streetscapes. Reducing stormwater runoff by onsite retention 
and infiltration reduces the amount of energy needed to transport and treat stormwater. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in additional energy savings from a reduced 
amount stormwater requiring treatment. 

As discussed previously, some design elements could result in traffic delays, resulting in 
increased levels of GHGs. However, streetscape improvements are only expected to be applied 
where they do not adversely affect a given streets’ vehicular traffic conditions. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would not be expected to affect motor vehicle operations. Additionally, the 
goal of the Better Streets Plan is to provide a pedestrian friendly environment. Pedestrians have 
no associated emissions and promoting walking for shorter trips can reasonably be expected to 
reduce emissions citywide by shifting a portion of motor vehicle trips to pedestrian trips. 
Pedestrian travel is an environmentally friendly means of transportation because there are no 
tailpipe emissions, no evaporative emissions, no emissions from gasoline pumping or oil 
refining, and zero carbon dioxide or other greenhouse gases that contribute to global warming. 
Therefore, it can be reasonably concluded that implementing Better Streets policies and 
guidelines in the form of future project-specific streetscape improvements and designs would 
result in GHG benefits, and impacts related to GHG emissions are considered less than 
significant. 

E.9 Wind and Shadow 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

8. 	WIND AND SHADOW�Would the project: 

a) Alter wind in a manner that substantially affects public D D 0 El D 
areas? 

b) Create new shadow in a manner that substantially affects 0 0 N 0 0 
outdoor recreation facilities or other public areas? 

a) Wind. The Proposed Project would not result in the construction or removal of substantial 
(tall and/or bulky) above-grade structures that could affect street-level wind conditions. The 
Proposed Project could result in implementation of optional streetscape improvements, such as 
extended and mid-block bulb-outs; center or side medians; pedestrian refuge islands; boulevard 
treatments; reuse of ’pork chops’ and excess right-of-way; and creation of pocket parks, shared 
public ways and multi-use paths. These streetscape improvements would include seating, 
landscaping and/or other pedestrian-friendly amenities. Provision of these streetscape 
improvements would increase the amount of open space and recreational areas citywide which 
would, in turn, likely result in more people congregating and using these spaces. Increase in 
streetscape-related open space and recreational areas citywide could therefore result in 
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incrementally increasing the exposure of people sensitive to the effects of wind, as a result of 
project implementation. Since implementation of these optional streetscape improvements 
would occur on a case-by-case basis as conditions permit, these streetscape improvements 
would not be implemented in City areas where it could demonstrably expose substantial 
numbers of people to adverse wind conditions. The Proposed Project would therefore have less-
than-significant wind impacts. 

b) Shadow. Section 295 of the Planning Code was adopted in response to Proposition K (passed 
in November 1984), in order to protect certain public open spaces from additional shadowing 
by new structures in all zoning districts. The Proposed Project would not result in the 
construction of substantial (tall and/or bulky) above-ground structures which could cast 
shadows, and would not be subject to Section 295. The Proposed Project could result in 
implementation of optional streetscape improvements, such as extended and mid-block bulb-
outs; center or side medians; pedestrian refuge islands; boulevard treatments; reuse of ’pork 
chops’ and excess right-of-way; and creation of pocket parks, shared public ways and multi-use 
paths. These streetscape improvements would include seating, landscaping and/or other 
pedestrian-friendly amenities. Provision of these streetscape improvements would increase the 
amount of open space and recreational areas citywide which would, in turn, result in more 
people congregating and using these spaces. Some of the new streetscape-related open space 
and recreational areas citywide would likely be shadowed by existing and future proposed 
development, which would incrementally increase the exposure of people using these spaces to 
shadow effects. Because implementation of these optional streetscape improvements would 
occur on a case-by-case basis as conditions permit, these streetscape improvements would not 
be implemented in City areas where it could demonstrably expose substantial numbers of 
people to adverse shadow effects. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have less-than-
significant shadow impacts. 

Cumulative Effects. As discussed above, the Proposed Project would not involve substantial 
above-ground construction. Implementation of the optional streetscape improvements under 
the Proposed Project could increase the amount of open space and recreational areas citywide, 
which could incrementally increase the exposure of people using these spaces to adverse wind 
and shadow effects. However, since implementation of these optional streetscape 
improvements would occur on a case-by-case basis as conditions permit, these streetscape 
improvements would not be implemented in City areas where it could demonstrably expose 
substantial numbers of people to adverse wind and shadow effects. Overall, the Proposed 
Project would not have any significant cumulative wind or shadow impacts; nor would it 
contribute to cumulatively considerable wind or shadow impacts. 

In view of the above, the Proposed Project would have no cumulative or project-related impacts 
for cultural resources. 
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E.9 Recreation 

9. RECREATION�Would the project: 

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional 
parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial 
physical deterioration of the facilities would occur or be 
accelerated? 

b) Include recreational facilities or require the construction 
or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an 
adverse physical effect on the environment? 

c) Physically degrade existing recreational resources? 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant 	No 	Not 

Impact Incorporated Impact 	Impact 	Applicable 

LI LI H 	LI 	LI 

LI LI 0 LI LI 

LI LI 0 0 0 

a-c) 
Use of Recreational Facilities and Resources. The Proposed Project is a plan (’Better Streets 
Plan’) for improving San Francisco’s pedestrian environment in the future. The Plan would 
involve the adoption of a set of citywide streetscape/pedestrian policies and guidelines, as well 
as recommended standard and optional streetscape improvements to help realize the Plan’s 
central vision (discussed below). As stated in Project Description, pp.  1-34 above, the Better 
Streets Policy establishes that City streets are meant to serve more than just transportation 
needs; they are also meant to serve various social, recreational, and ecological needs of the City. 
Accordingly, the central vision of the Proposed Project is to prioritize the needs of walking, 
bicycling, transit use, and the use of streets as public recreational spaces for social interaction 
and community life, following San Francisco’s Better Streets Policy. The Better Streets Policy 
requires that City agencies coordinate their activities throughout San Francisco, so that streets 
serve a variety of roles, including social and recreational purposes. The objectives of the project 
sponsors related to the topic of ’Recreation’ include providing opportunities for diverse 
experiences and encouraging users to engage in social and recreational activities. Some of the 
Better Streets Plan policies and design guidelines, as well as future streetscape improvements 
are intended to confer these recreation-related benefits to City streets users engaged in 
pedestrian activity. 

The following Plan-proposed policies are relevant to the topic of ’Recreation’ (see pp.  8-11 
above): Policy 5.1, which is related to creating opportunities for provision of active recreational 
spaces on streets, such as paths or pocket parks; and Policy 5.2, which is related to 
implementing streetscape improvements that help create linkages to parks, recreation centers, 
and other social community uses. Some Plan-proposed optional streetscape improvements, 
such as creation of pocket parks, are also relevant to the topic of ’Recreation’ (see pp.  29). The 
Better Streets Plan recommends that pocket parks be placed in sidewalk or median areas to 
function as recreational areas, where space constraints allow. This improvement could involve 
widening of sidewalks or construction of new medians in the roadway. Pocket parks would be 
appropriate on most street types on a case-by-case basis as conditions permit. 
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As described under Checklist Item 3, Population and Housing, pp.  56-57 above, the proposed 
streetscape improvements would not induce population growth. However, the Proposed 
Project may result in the increased use of existing parks and other recreational facilities due to 
the increased accessibility of these facilities by pedestrians along the City’s existing street 
network. The increase in use of existing parks and recreational facilities would be throughout 
the City and not concentrated on a particular facility. Therefore, increased access and use would 
not be expected to result in the substantial physical deterioration of existing parks and 
recreational facilities. 

In addition, the project would likely result in an increase in recreational facilities throughout the 
City, because it promotes the reuse of ’pork chops’ and excess right-of-way and creation of 
pocket parks in sidewalk or median areas of the public right-of-way. These streetscape 
improvements would include seating, landscaping and/or other recreational amenities. 
Provision of these streetscape improvements would increase the amount of open space and 
recreational areas citywide Overall, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant 
impacts related to the use of recreational facilities and resources. 

Construction/Degradation of Recreational Facilities and Resources. The Proposed Project 
would not physically degrade existing recreational resources. The Proposed Project may result 
in the construction of recreational facilities, in the form of pocket parks and pedestrian paths in 
the public right-of-way. These Plan-proposed streetscape improvements would be built so as to 
avoid any significant adverse impacts on specific park resources or to public areas. As 
previously discussed in Checklist item 2: Aesthetics, pp.  46-55 above, tree removal and/or 
relocation may be required for development of the Proposed Project’s streetscape 
improvements. Tree removal on RPD land would follow RPD’s Tree Removal Procedures. 105 

 

Trees that are on property maintained by the Port or the PUC would be subject to approval by 
those City agencies. Any tree removal on land under the jurisdiction of the National Park 
Service or the State of California would be subject to the regulations and procedures of that 
agency. Additionally, future site-specific streetscape projects or proposed developments (that 
includes streetscape improvements) under the BSP would likely add new trees and plantings in 
the public right-of-way. Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in less-than-significant 
impacts with respect to the construction or degradation of recreational facilities and resources. 

Cumulative Effects. The Proposed Project would have a dispersed, citywide effect on 
recreational facilities that would not have cumulatively considerable impacts on any one 
specific location. 

In view of the above, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant cumulative or 
project-related impacts for recreation. 

105 RPD has jurisdiction over parks and has their own regulations. Parks are not included in the scope of the BSP. 
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E.11 Utilities and Service Systems 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

11. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS� 
Would the project: 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the fl 0 0 Z 0 
applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board? 

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or 0 LI LI Z LI 
wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

c) Require or result in the construction of new storm water 0 0 Z LI LI 
drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects? 

d) Have sufficient water supply available to serve the project LI LI LI Z LI 
from existing entitlements and resources, or require new 
or expanded water supply resources or entitlements? 

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment LI LI LI Z LI 
provider that would serve the project that it has 
inadequate capacity to serve the project’s projected 
demand in addition to the provider’s existing 
commitments? 

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity LI LI Z LI LI 
to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs? 

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and LI LI LI Z LI 
regulations related to solid waste? 

a-g) 
The project area encompasses the public right-of-way within the City’s street system. The 
Proposed Project would occur in an urban area that is served by existing utilities and service 
systems, including solid waste collection and disposal, wastewater and storm water collection 
and treatment, and water facilities. The Proposed Project provides for implementation of 
standard and optional streetscape improvements for existing sidewalks, crosswalks, and 
roadways located within the public right-of-way in San Francisco. 

Potential changes to curbs in some areas of the City would affect how drainage occurs and 
necessitate re-grading and re-crowning of City streets. Additional concrete and paving 
required for curbs, medians, chicanes, traffic calming circles and roundabouts etc., could result 
in increased stormwater runoff. However, long-term operational benefits may be realized by 
increasing permeable surfaces. The use of permeable pavements as called for in the BSP could 
reduce stormwater treatment and potential impacts of runoff would be partially or wholly off -
set by curb cuts, medians, chicanes, traffic calming circles and roundabouts being vegetated. 
The Proposed Project overall would not be expected to affect the citywide demand for utilities 
and service systems. 
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Water, Wastewater, and Stormwater. No new water delivery or wastewater collection and 
treatment facilities would be required to serve the Proposed Project. In addition, the Proposed 
Project would not result in an expanded demand for water supply citywide, because the project 
does not involve development of any new land uses. The area of the Proposed Project’s impact 
is within the public right-of-way, located within the City’s street system. As discussed above, 
under the Proposed Project’s streetscape improvements implementation program, stormwater 
drainage patterns in some places may change due to the reconfiguration of features in the 
right-of-way, such as curb cuts, medians, chicanes, traffic calming circles and roundabouts, and 
stormwater amenities (paving, planters, swales, channels and runnels, and trenches). 106 

Stormwater would however continue to flow to the City’s combined storm water and sewer 
system. It would be treated to standards contained in the City’s National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit, prior to discharge into the Pacific Ocean. Changes in 
drainage resulting from the Proposed Project would not require expansion of wastewater 
treatment facilities or an extension of a sewer trunk line. Therefore, the Proposed Project would 
not result in significant adverse impacts related to water or wastewater. In addition, the 
Proposed Project would result in less-than-significant adverse impacts related to stormwater. 

Solid Waste. Solid waste associated with the Proposed Project would be solely related to 
construction of Plan-proposed streetscape improvements; there would be no solid waste 
associated with operation of the Proposed Project. San Francisco’s solid waste, following the 
sorting of recyclable materials at the Norcal transfer station near Candlestick Park, is disposed 
of at the Altamont Landfill in Alameda County and is required to meet federal, state and local 
solid waste regulations. With waste diversion and expansions that have occurred at the 
Altamont Landfill, the landfill has adequate capacity to accommodate San Francisco’s solid 
waste. The solid waste associated with the Proposed Project’s construction would be minimal, 
and therefore, would not substantially affect the projected life of the landfill. Thus, less-than-
significant impacts related to solid waste would occur as a result of the Proposed Project. 

Cumulative Effects. Because project-related construction activities would be temporary and 
intermittent, the Proposed Project’s contribution to cumulative impacts on utilities and service 
systems would not be cumulatively considerable. There are no project-specific or cumulative 
impacts associated with project operations. 

In view of the above, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant cumulative or 
project-related impacts for utilities and service systems. 

106 Stormwater facilities augment the capacity of the water treatment system by detaining water before releasing it 

into the system. Their purpose is to reduce sewer overflows. 
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E.12 Public Services 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially 	with 
Significant 	Mitigation 

Topics: Impact 	incorporated 

12. 	PUBLIC SERVICES� Would the project: 

a) 	Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated El 	D 
with the provision of, or the need for, new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or 
other performance objectives for any public services such 
as fire protection, police protection, schools, parks, or 
other services? 

Less Than 
Significant 	No 	Not 

Impact 	impact Applicable 

0 0 

a) 
Public Services. The project area encompasses the public right-of-way within the City’s street 
system. The Proposed Project would occur in an urban area that is served by existing public 
services including fire protection, police protection, schools, and parks. Because the Proposed 
Project would not induce growth or result in construction of new buildings, it would not result 
in an increase in demand for fire protection, police service, schools or parks. Because the 
Proposed Project would not increase demand of public services, no new facilities would be 
required. Therefore, project impacts related to public services would be less than significant. 

Cumulative Effects. The Proposed Project would not induce growth and thus would not 
contribute to a citywide cumulative demand for public services. Each public service provider 
must plan to accommodate growth within its service area under cumulative conditions. The 
Proposed Project would not exceed growth projections for the area, and as such, would be 
accommodated in the cumulative demand for public services. 

In view of the above, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant cumulative or 
project-related impacts for public services. 

E.13 Biological Resources 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially 	with 	Less Than 
Significant 	Mitigation 	Significant 	No 	Not 

Impact 	Incorporated 	Impact 	Impact Applicable 

13. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES�
Would the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 	 0 	0 	U 	 0 
through habitat modifications, on any species identified 
as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the 
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service? 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 	Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact 	Applicable 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat LI LI LI 0 	Z 
or other sensitive natural community identified in local or 
regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California 
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected 0 LI 0 0 	ED 
wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, 
etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native 0 0 0 	0 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites? 

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting LI 0 0 	0 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance? 

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 0 0 LI LI 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation 
Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan? 

a-f) 
Biological Resources. The Plan would involve the adoption of a set of citywide pedestrian 
policies and guidelines to help improve San Francisco’s pedestrian environment in the future. It 
would provide guidance for the implementation of standard and optional or case-by-case 
streetscape improvements citywide. The Plan presents potential streetscape improvements to 
existing sidewalks, crosswalks, medians, and roadways located within the public right-of-way 
in San Francisco. The Proposed Project could lead to future physical changes within the public 
right-of-way, which consists primarily of paved surfaces, but also includes trees and 
landscaping located along the streets and in the medians. The project area (entire City and 
County of San Francisco) is a densely developed urban area and, in general, does not support or 
provide habitat for rare or endangered species. The project sponsors would also provide 
guidance for future site-specific pedestrian/streetscape improvements projects within the public 
right-of-way to avoid significant adverse effects on designated natural resource management 
areas and other biological resources. 

Any future pedestrian/streetscape improvements projects constructed on land owned by the 
Port or the PUC would be subject to City review by those agencies and would be required to 
comply with state and federal wildlife regulations. Any tree removal on land under the 
jurisdiction of the National Park Service, the State of California, Caltrans or the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency would be subject to the regulations and procedures of that agency. All 
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City and non-City agencies would be required to comply with state and federal wildlife 
regulations. There would be no project-related significant impacts on biological resources. 

As discussed above in Project Description, pp.  1-35, and under Checklist Item 2, Aesthetics, pp. 
44-56, Plan-envisioned streetscape/pedestrian improvements include planting of street trees and 
sidewalk greenery. Certain Plan-proposed policies are relevant to the topic of street trees; for 
instance, Policy 10.1, which is related to maximizing opportunities for street trees and other 
plantings. The Proposed Project also provides a framework for locating street trees, and 
landscaping within a public right-of-way, and street trees and landscaping are generally 
recommended to be located in the "Furnishings Zone" of City sidewalks. The Proposed Project 
also provides direction regarding appropriate placement of street trees along the length of a 
block. Some Plan-proposed standard streetscape improvements are also relevant to the topic of 
street trees and include (i) encouraging street trees on all proposed street types; and (ii) 
providing tree basin furnishings (tree grates, tree guards, and railings) on more heavily-traveled 
street types. 

The Proposed Project could potentially result in the removal, relocation, and/or replacement of 
trees (primarily street trees) in the public right-of-way. Therefore, the Proposed Project could 
affect migratory nesting birds. Nests of most birds (excludes only starlings and English 
sparrows) are protected under the federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA) and 
California Department of Fish and Game (DFG) Codes 3503 and 3513. The DFG regulations 
protect nesting birds, their nests, and eggs prior to, during, and at the conclusion of 
construction activities. The exact location and number of trees affected by development 
resulting from the Proposed Project are unknown at this time. Mitigation Measure BI0-1, 
described below, addresses how to comply with DFG regulations and avoid potential adverse 
impacts related to nesting birds for future pedestrian/streetscape improvements projects where 
trees would be removed. Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would mitigate potential impacts to these 
biological resources to less-than-significant levels. 

Mitigation Measure BI0-1: Biological Resources-Nesting Birds 

To implement California Fish and Game Code Section 3503, the Project Sponsor would conduct 
a field survey 14 to 21 days prior to construction activities that would result in vegetation 
removal during the breeding season (February 1 through August 31).107 A qualified biologist 
shall 
determine if active nests of native birds are present in the construction zone. In the event an 
active nest is discovered in areas to be disturbed, removal of the nesting substrate shall be 
postponed until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged (typically 3-4 weeks for most 
small passerines), as determined by the biologist, and there is no evidence of second nesting 
attempts, unless the California Department of Fish and Game (and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service for migratory birds) authorize otherwise. No surveys are required and no impact 
would occur if vegetation removal, grading or other heavy construction activities would occur 

107 MEA standard language developed in consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game. 
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between September 1 to January 31, outside the nesting season. 

Tree Preservation. As described under Checklist Item 2, Aesthetics, pp. 46-56, removal of 
protected trees within the DPW right-of-way or significant trees within ten feet of the 
right-of-way requires a permit from DPW. Also, all such trees are subject to certain maintenance 

and protection standards. 108  Protected trees include landmark trees, significant trees, or street 
trees located on private or public property within San Francisco as defined and described in the 

City’s Urban Forestry Ordinance in the Public Works Code. Descriptions of these trees also are 

provided under Checklist Item 2, p.  52. 

The Proposed Project may result in the future removal, relocation and/or replacement of 
significant or street trees. Accordingly, the project sponsors would be required to obtain a 
permit from the DPW. 109  In addition, the Public Works Code requires that another significant or 

street tree be planted in place of a removed tree or that an in-lieu planting fee be paid. The 
project sponsors would comply with these requirements. Therefore, impacts related to 
significant or street tree removal would be less than significant. 

As stated in Topic E-2, Aesthetics, pp.  53, implementation of Mitigation Measure M-AE-1: Tree 
Root Protection, presented below and in Section E-2-Aesthetics, pp.53, would reduce the 
impacts of the BSP to street trees to less-than-significant levels. Mitigation Measure M-AE-1 
would require that if trimming of roots greater than two inches in diameter is necessary during 
construction of the project, a qualified arborist would be on site to ensure that trimming does 
not cause an adverse impact to the trees. Therefore, impacts related to significant tree or street 
tree removal would be less than significant. 

Mitigation Measure M-AE-1: Tree Root Protection 
If trimming of roots greater than two inches in diameter is necessary during construction of the 
project, a qualified arborist would be on site during construction to ensure that trimming does 
not cause an adverse impact to the trees. Pruning would be done using a Vermeer root pruning 

machine",  (or equivalent) to sever the uppermost 12 inches of the soil profile. Roots would be 
pruned approximately 12 to 20 linear inches back (toward tree trunks) from the face of the 
proposed excavation. 

The project site is not within a Habitat or Natural Community Conservation Plan area. Nor is it 
within any approved habitat conservation plan. Therefore, Checklist item 42f Ifi is not 

applicable. 

108 Board of Supervisors, Ordinance No. 17-06, amending Public Works Code Sections 801 et seq. 
109 

As part of the review process for an application for street or significant tree removal, a DPW inspector would 
evaluate the trees proposed for removal. If DPW approves the tree to be removed, it will be posted for a period of up 
to 30 days. If objections to the removal are received, the removal will be scheduled for public hearing. If DPW denies 
the removal, the applicant can request the case be scheduled for a public hearing. After the hearing, a hearing officer 
will make a recommendation to the DPW Director, who in turn will issue a final decision. The DPW Director’s 
decision may be appealed to the Board of Appeals. 
110 Motorized digging equipment produced by Vermeer or other brand name. 
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Cumulative Effects. The geographic scope of potential cumulative impacts for biological 

resources encompasses the City of San Francisco. The Plan Area is urban, and highly 

developed, so impacts on biological resources are focused on street trees along the Plan Area 

roadways. There would be no impacts to sensitive species, riparian habitat or natural 

communities, wetlands, habitat, or Natural Community Conservation Plans, because none exist 

in the Plan Area. 

Although activities associated with all of the reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects in the 

Plan Area could affect nesting birds, the potential effects would be mitigated by 

implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BI0-1: Nesting Birds. M-BI0-1 would require that 

biological surveys and timing of tree removal be performed in accordance with the California 

Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) regulations. These would ensure that effects on 

migratory bird species would not be cumulatively considerable. 

If the Proposed Project would result in a loss of street trees, the removal of street trees would be 

regulated by permits from the DPW and would include relocation or replacement at some other 

location. Also, in the event trimming of tree roots greater than two inches in diameter is 

necessary during project excavation, Mitigation Measure M-AE-1: Tree Root Protection would 

require that a qualified arborist would be on site during excavation to ensure that trimming 

does not cause a significant adverse impact to trees. The Proposed Project would not contribute 

considerably to cumulative impacts on street trees and nesting birds. Moreover, in time, projects 

such as the BSP and Mission District Streetscape Plan would incrementally increase the number 

of street trees in the Plan Area, which would provide more nesting locations for birds. For the 

reasons discussed above, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant cumulative 

impact on biological resources. 

In view of the above, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant cumulative or 
project-related impacts for biological resources. 

E.14 Geology and Soils 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially 	with 	Less Than 
Significant 	Mitigation 	Significant 	No 	Not 

Impact 	Incorporated 	Impact 	Impact Applicable 

14. GEOLOGY AND SOILS�
Would the project: 

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death 
involving: 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on El El El E El 
the most recent Aiquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area 
or based on other substantial evidence of a known 
fault? (Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42.) 

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? El El El El 
iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? El [1 E El El 
iv) Landslides? El Eli El E 0 

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? El El E 0 El 
c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that El 0 El 

would become unstable as a result of the project, and 
potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of El El El El 
the Uniform Building Code, creating substantial risks to 
life or property? 

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of IJ El El El 
septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems 
where sewers are not available for the disposal of 
wastewater? 

f) Change substantially the topography or any unique 0 El El E El 
geologic or physical features of the site? 

a-f) 
Seismic Hazards. The Bay Area is one of the most seismically-active regions in the United 
States. Each year, low- and moderate-magnitude earthquakes occurring in or near the Bay Area 
are felt by residents of the City. The General Plan Community Safety Element and other local 
resources contain maps of areas of the City subject to geologic hazards. The project area is not 
within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. However, the project area would be subject to 
groundshaking from earthquakes along faults in the Bay Area, including the San Andreas and 
Northern Hayward faults. Because the Proposed Project is in a seismically active region, there is 
a potential for seismic-related ground failure in the project area. Portions of the project area may 
be subject to seismic-related liquefaction or landslides. 111  Although the potential for seismic 
groundshaking and ground failure to occur within the project area is unavoidable, no structures 
would be constructed which could expose people to new seismic-related hazards. Therefore, 
project-related impacts related to seismic hazards would be less than significant. 

Soil Stability. Streetscape improvement-related activities under the Proposed Project could 
involve minor excavation, grading, and paving for the reconfiguration of the public 
right-of-way in certain places. The project area is mostly paved, with the exception of areas with 

ill State of California Division of Mines and Geology, Seismic Hazard Zone Map for San Francisco; San 
Francisco General Plan, Community Safety Element, Maps 4 and 5,1995; and ABAG Liquefaction 
Hazard Maps, 2003. 
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street trees located along the streets/sidewalks and in the medians. Even with future site-
specific implementation of Plan-proposed standard and optional streetscape improvements (for 
e.g. street trees and sidewalk planting, sidewalk and median pocket parks, and stormwater 
control amenities including permeable paving, bioretention facilities, swales, infiltration and 
soakage trenches, and infiltration boardwalks) that are designed to reduce impervious surfaces 
in the public right-of-way, the project area would continue to remain mostly paved. Thus, 
project implementation would not result in substantial soil erosion or loss of topsoil and this 
impact would be less than significant. A grading permit would not be required for construction 
activities related to the Proposed Project, per San Francisco Building Code Section 3306 which 
exempts "Grading necessary for and incidental to and in connection with the construction of 
any parks, public streets or roadways, or the construction of sewers, or utilities under or within 
the boundaries of such roadways or streets when such work is under the direct supervision of 
the Recreation and Park Department (RPD), Department of Public Works (DPW), the Public 
Utilities Commission (PUC), or other governmental agencies." Although project-related 
construction activities would not require a grading permit, the Plan-proposed streetscape 
improvements would be either constructed by (or construction would be either directed by or 
permitted by) DPW, MTA or RPD. Thus, they would comply with DPW or other applicable 
requirements from the department with jurisdiction over the project area subject to Plan-
proposed streetscape improvements. 

The San Francisco General Plan Community Safety Element contains maps that show areas of the 
City subject to geologic hazards. No portion of the City is in an Aiquist-Priolo Special Studies 

Zone, and no known active faults exist on or in the immediate vicinity of the project area. 112  The 
project area is located in an area subject to ground shaking from earthquakes along the San 
Andreas and Northern Hayward Faults and other faults in the San Francisco Bay Area. Ground 
shaking and damage level maps of the area indicate that the project area is located in an area 
subject to "very strong" to "violent" shaking and "moderate" damage due to ground shaking 
from an earthquake along the San Andreas Fault and "strong" shaking and "nonstructural" 

damage along the Northern Hayward Fault."’ The project area is located in an area of 
liquefaction potential, as shown in a Seismic Hazards Study Zone (SHSZ) designated by the 
California Division of Mines and Geology, but is not located in an area of potential landslide 
hazard. For any development proposal in an area of liquefaction potential, the Department of 
Public Works (DPW), in its review of the building permit application, requires the project 
sponsor to prepare a geotechnical report pursuant to the State Seismic Hazards Mapping Act. A 
preliminary permit would not be required for construction activities related to the Proposed 
Project per San Francisco Building Code Section 3306 as explained above. Although project-
related construction activities would not require a grading permit, the Plan-proposed 

112 
California State Department of Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG), Cities and Counties Affected 

by Aiquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zones as of May 1, 1998, http://www.consrv.ca.gov ], November 16, 1998, and CDMG, 

Fault Rupture Hazard Zones in California, Aiquist Priolo Earthquake Zoning Act, Special Publication 42, Revised 1997. 

113 
San Francisco General Plan, Community Safety Element, Maps 2 and 3, 1995; and Association of Bay Area 

Governments (ABAG) Earthquake Shaking Intensity Maps, 2003. Available for viewing at www.abag.ca.gov . 
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streetscape improvements would be either constructed by (or construction would be either 
directed by or permitted by) DPW, MTA or RPD. Thus, they would comply with DPW or other 
applicable requirements from the department with jurisdiction over the area subject to 
improvement. Overall, because the Proposed Project would not result in substantial 
construction of above or below-ground structures or substantially alter the topography of the 
project area, project-related impacts related to soil stability would be less than significant. 

Wastewater Disposal. Wastewater disposal would not be required for the Proposed Project. 

Therefore, Checklist Item 13(e) is not applicable. 

Unique Geologic or Physical Features. Future implementation of Plan-proposed optional 
streetscape improvements would occur within the public right-of-way. There are no unique 
geologic or physical features within the public right-of-way. Therefore, segments of the 
Proposed Project in the public right-of-way would not impact unique geologic or physical 
features. Therefore, there would be no impacts with respect to unique geologic or physical 

features. 

Cumulative Effects. The Proposed Project would not have a significant impact on geology or 
soil resources, nor would the Proposed Project contribute to any potential cumulatively 

considerable effects on geology or soils. 

In view of the above, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant cumulative or 

project-related impacts for Geology and Soils. 

E.15 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

15. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY� 
Would the project: 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge El El z 0 El 
requirements? 

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere El Z El El 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of 
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate 
of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land uses or planned uses for 
which permits have been granted)? 

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 0 0 M El 0 
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner that would result in 
substantial erosion of siltation on- or off-site? 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site 0 0 0 0 
or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in 
flooding on- or off-site? 

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the 0 0 0 0 
capacity of existing or planned storm-water drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff? 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? [] [] 0 0 0 
g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as LII 0 0 0 

mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other authoritative flood hazard 
delineation map? 

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures that [] fl 0 0 
would impede or redirect flood flows? 

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 0 El 0 E 0 
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam? 

j) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, fl 0 LI [I 
injury or death involving inundation by seiche, tsunami, 
or mudflow? 

a-j) 
Water Quality and Runoff. The Proposed Project would involve the adoption of a set of 
citywide pedestrian policies and guidelines to help improve San Francisco’s pedestrian 
environment in the future. According to the project sponsors, if fully realized, the Proposed 
Project is anticipated to confer multiple benefits to San Francisco, including reduction of 
sewer/stormwater overflows into the Bay. The Proposed Project would provide guidance for 
the implementation of standard and optional or case-by-case streetscape improvements 
citywide. The Proposed Project also categorizes streets into different typologies for the purposes 
of streetscape design, and these street types are intended to direct decisions about pedestrian 
realm and streetscape design. For instance, for each proposed street type, the Proposed Project 
lists standard improvements and optional or case-by-case improvements that could be 
applicable to that particular street type. As discussed above in Project Description, pp.  1-35, 
some of the major project concepts of Plan-envisioned streetscape improvements include 
improving the ecological performance of streets and greening of the streetscape with 
incorporation of (i) on-site stormwater management techniques to reduce combined sewer 
overflows; (ii) the use of resource-efficient elements and materials; (iii) design of streets as green 
corridors and habitat connectors; and (iv) urban forest maintenance. Certain Plan-proposed 
policies are relevant to the topic of stormwater management; for instance, Policy 8.1 p.  11, 
which is related to maximizing opportunities for on-site stormwater retention and infiltration 
within streetscapes. 
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Some Plan-proposed standard streetscape improvements are also relevant to the topic of 

Hydrology and Water Quality (see pp.  18-30). These standard streetscape improvements are 
related to incorporation of stormwater management tools into streetscape design. The 
stormwater management tools include permeable paving; bioretention facilities; swales; 
channels and runnels; infiltration and soakage trenches; and infiltration boardwalks; all of these 
tools would encompass a range of strategies to detain, retain, infiltrate and/or convey 
stormwater, reduce flooding, and overall improve water quality. The Better Streets Plan 
provides a framework for appropriate location of the Plan-proposed stormwater 
techniques/tools by particular street types (see Table 3: Appropriate Stormwater Facilities by 

Street Type on p.  22.) Several other Plan-proposed standard and optional or case-by-case 
streetscape improvements are also recommended to be combined with stormwater 
techniques/tools so as to further contribute to ecological benefits. These include street trees and 
sidewalk plantings; sidewalk and median pocket parks; sidewalk and parking lane planters; 
special paving; extended and mid-block bulb-outs; chicanes; traffic calming circles; flexible use 
of parking lane; reuse of ’pork chops’ and excess right-of-way; boulevard treatments; and 

shared public ways. 

The Proposed Project is anticipated to be implemented within the existing public right-of-way, 
which consists primarily of paved surfaces. The project could potentially lead to future physical 
changes within the public right-of-way. The Proposed Project would not change the amount of 
impervious surface area or alter the drainage pattern for the affected streets substantially. 
Elements of the Proposed Project would involve minor excavation, grading, and repaving in the 
future. Even with future implementation of Plan-proposed standard and optional streetscape 
improvements (for e.g., street trees and sidewalk planting, sidewalk and median pocket parks, 
and stormwater control amenities including permeable paving, bioretention facilities; swales, 
infiltration and soakage trenches, and infiltration boardwalks) that are designed to reduce 
impervious surfaces in the public right-of-way, the Proposed Project would mostly replace 
paved surfaces with paved surfaces, and the project area would continue to remain 
substantially paved. In the case of removed trees, some public right-of-way areas that are 
currently not paved might be paved over and rendered impervious, adding to stormwater 
runoff. These effects would be limited to small areas and generally balanced by the replacement 
of trees in alternative street areas of the public right-of-way, and would thus not be expected to 

significantly change project area runoff patterns. 

The Proposed Project would not measurably affect related levels of stormwater runoff or 
groundwater recharge; nor increase the demand for stormwater treatment or stormwater 
capacity needs substantially. Because the Proposed Project would not result in substantial 
construction of above or below-ground structures, stormwater flow during and after project-
related construction would be similar to existing conditions. Stormwater would continue to 
flow to the City’s combined storm-sewer system and would be treated to standards contained 
in the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit prior to 
discharge. The Proposed Project would not generate or result in a discharge that would have 
the potential to degrade water quality, contaminate a public water supply, or violate water or 
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wastewater discharge requirements. Project impacts related to water quality and run-off would 
therefore be less than significant. 

Construction. It is anticipated that Plan-proposed streetscape improvements would be included 
in future site-specific street improvement projects in San Francisco. Construction of these 
streetscape improvements would involve minor excavation and grading. These activities could 
cause erosion and transportation of soil particles that, once in surface water runoff, could cause 
sediment and other pollutants to leave the construction area. Because the Proposed Project 
would not result in substantial construction of above or below-ground structures, the amount of 
sediment and pollutants would be minimal, and would result in less-than-significant impacts to 
water quality. Furthermore, any stormwater runoff from the Proposed Project’s construction 
would be directed to the City’s combined storm-sewer system and would be treated to 
standards contained in the City’s NPDES Permit for the Southeast Water Pollution Control 
Plant prior to discharge. Therefore, project impacts to water quality resulting from project 
construction would be less than significant. 

Groundwater. No groundwater would be used by the Proposed Project; therefore, there would 
be no impacts regarding depletion of groundwater resources. No significant groundwater 
recharge occurs along the Proposed Project alignment, most of which is paved. Because the 
Proposed Project would not result in substantial construction of above or below-ground 
structures, post-construction conditions would be generally the same. Regarding groundwater 
quality, refer to the water quality discussion above, and Checklist Item 16, pp.  144 below, 
concerning hazardous materials. 

Flood and Other Hazards. 114  The City of San Francisco does not participate in the National 
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) and no final flood maps are published for the City. The 
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) released a preliminary Flood Insurance Rate 
Map (FIRM) for the City and County of San Francisco on September 21, 2007. The preliminary 
map is for review and comment only. FEMA anticipates that a revised preliminary map will be 
published in sometime in 2009 or 2010.115  Once the City has reviewed the revised preliminary 
map, FEMA will publish a final FIRM, which will be used for floodplain management and flood 
insurance purposes. Based on the preliminary map, portions of the City’s existing public right-
of-way (including pedestrian areas) and some of the proposed streetscape improvements would 
be located within a coastal flood hazard zone .116  The Proposed Project would involve the 
implementation of future site-specific streetscape improvements within the public right-of-way; 
however, it would not include the construction of any housing or other structures. Therefore, no 

114 San Francisco General Plan Community Safety Element, Maps 6 and 7. 
115 

City and County of San Francisco, Office of the City Administrator, National Flood Insurance Program Flood 
Sheet, http://www.sfgov.org/site/uploadedfiles/risk_management/factsheet.pdf,  accessed December 8, 2008. 
116 

Federal Emergency Management Agency, Preliminary Flood Insurance Rate Map, City and County of San 
Francisco, California, Panels 92A, 94A, 110A, lilA, 112A, 120A, 130A, 140A, 210A, 235A, and 255A, September 21, 
2007, available on the Internet at http://www.sfgov.org/site/risk_managemcnt_  index.asp?id=69690, accessed 
December 8, 2008. 
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impacts related to placement of housing or other structures in a 100-year flood zone would 

occur. 

As stated above, portions of the project area are located in areas identified for potential 
flooding, including inundation, resulting from reservoir damage following an earthquake. 
However, the Proposed Project would involve the implementation of streetscape improvements 
within the public right-of-way, and it would not include the construction of any housing or 
other structures. Thus, it would not expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving flooding. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

A tsunami is an advancing ocean wave originating from an earthquake epicenter. In San 
Francisco, the potential for damage due to direct wave action resulting from a tsunami would 
be expected to be limited to the coastline along the Pacific Ocean, including Ocean Beach 
between the Golden Gate Bridge and Fort Funston. Because the advancing ocean wave would 
be restricted at the Golden Gate, damage due to direct wave action along the San Francisco Bay 
shoreline is not considered likely. However, the Bay shoreline between the Palace of Fine Arts 
and the Central Basin could be subjected to a seiche, or oscillation of the Bay water surface, as a 
result of a tsunami reaching the Golden Gate and damage could occur in inundated areas. 
Portions of the project area are located in City areas identified for potential inundation in the 
event of a tsunami along the San Francisco coast, based on a 20-foot water level rise at the 
Golden Gate (Map 6 of the Community Safety Element of the San Francisco General Plan). 
Although extremely rare, a tsunami could cause damage to potentially affected areas. However, 
the Proposed Project would not substantially change or worsen this existing condition and there 
is a well-established warning system in place that would provide early notification of an 
advancing tsunami. This system would allow for evacuation of people from potentially affected 
areas. In addition, it is unlikely that the project area would be subject to mudflow. Therefore, 
impacts related to tsunami, seiche, and mudflow are considered less than significant. 

Cumulative Effects. The Proposed Project would result in temporary site-specific effects on 
water quality and runoff during project-related construction and would not contribute 
considerably to cumulative impacts in these areas. The Proposed Project would not contribute 
considerably to cumulative hydrology impacts, as it would have less-than-significant impacts 

related to hydrology. 

In view of the above, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant cumulative or 
project-related impacts for Hydrology and Water Quality. 
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E.15 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No 

Topics: Impact Incorporated Impact Impact 

15. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 0 E El 0 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 0 El 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment? 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely El El El 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one- 
quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of El El 0 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would 
it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment? 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, El El 0 El 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles 
of a public airport or public use airport, would the project 
result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area? 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, El El 0 El 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an El 0 0 El 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan? 

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, El El 0 0 El 
injury or death involving fires? 

a-h) 
Hazardous Materials. The Proposed Project could involve handling or disposal of hazardous 
materials that might be encountered during project-related construction (related to construction 
of Plan-proposed streetscape improvements in the future), but would not be expected to 
generate hazardous emissions or hazardous materials once constructed. 

There are portions of the project area (certain public right-of-ways in the City) that may contain 
hazardous materials. The general area south and southeast of Market Street is known to contain 
fill materials from the 1906 Earthquake and Fire, and such fill may contain elevated 
concentrations of metal and petroleum hydrocarbons. Furthermore, the areas along the eastern 
and northeastern edges of the City may also contain fill materials from the 1906 Earthquake and 
Fire. The City has adopted the Maher Ordinance, 117  which requires analyzing soil for hazardous 

117 San Francisco Board of Supervisors, 1986. Ordinance 253-86, signed by the Mayor on June 27, 1986. 

Not 

LE 

. 
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wastes within specified areas and on sites specifically designated by the Director of Public 
Works when over 50 cubic yards of soil is to be disturbed. The Maher Ordinance specifically 
includes sites, some of which are located within the project area, which are bayward of the high 
tide line as shown on maps available from the Department of Public Health (DPH) and referred 

to as Maher Sites. 118  

Where hazardous wastes are found to be in excess of state or federal standards, future project 
sponsors of affected site-specific street improvement projects in the City would be required to 
submit a site mitigation plan (SMP) to the appropriate state or federal agency(ies), and to 
implement an approved SMP, prior to issuance of any permit. Where toxics are found for which 
no standards are established, future project sponsors of affected site-specific street improvement 
projects would need to request a determination from state and federal agencies as to whether an 

SMP is needed. 

Some of the Plan-proposed streetscape improvements would likely require minimal 
groundbreaking and the amount of soil excavation is not expected to be substantial. There 
however remains some potential for soil excavation to occur in Maher-designated areas, and 
soil with hazardous concentrations of metals or petroleum hydrocarbons could be encountered. 
Therefore, project-related construction activities have the potential to create a potentially 
significant hazardous materials impact in the future related to excavation and transport 
exposure to contaminated soil during the construction phase of future Plan-proposed 
streetscape improvements. Future project sponsors of affected site-specific street improvement 
projects would be required to adhere to existing local, state, and federal requirements regarding 
handling and disposal of soil and groundwater containing chemical contaminants. The 
implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 below, would further reduce potentially 
significant impacts associated with hazardous materials to less-than-significant levels. 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Hazardous Materials 

Step 1: Determination of Presence of Contaminated Soils 

The project site is located in an area of the city known to contain fill material form the 1906 
Earthquake and Fire, and such fill may contain elevated concentrations of metal and petroleum 
hydrocarbons. Therefore, prior to approval of a building permit for the Proposed Project, the 
project sponsor shall hire a consultant to collect soil samples (borings) from areas on the site in 
which soil would be disturbed and test the soil samples for total lead and petroleum 
hydrocarbons. The consultant shall analyze the soil borings as discrete, not composite samples. 
The consultant shall prepare a report on the soil testing for lead that includes the results of the 
soil testing and a map that shows the locations of stockpiled soils from which the consultant 

collected the soil samples. 

118 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Environmental Health Hazardous Waste Program, Maher 
Sites Map. Available online at http://www.sfdph.org/dph/comupg/oprograms/EHS/  HazWaste/MaherSiteMap.asp. 

Accessed December 8, 2008. 
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FIGURE -9 

Source: San Francisco Department of Public Health 
Environmental Health 
Hazardous Waste 

Maher Site Map 
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htto://www.sfdoh.ora/doh/EH/HazWaste/MaherSiteMao.as 
Legend: 
Yellow and pink are designated Maher areas. 
Green is areas of known fill. 
Blue is for serpentine rock (asbestos). 
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The project sponsor shall submit the report on the soil testing for lead and a fee of $425 in the 
form of a check payable to the San Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH), to the 
Hazardous Waste Program, Department of Public Health, 101 Grove Street, Room 214, San 
Francisco, California 94102. The fee of $425 shall cover five hours of soil testing report review 
and administrative handling. If additional review is necessary, DPH shall bill the project 
sponsor for each additional hour of review over the first five hours, at a rate of $85 per hour. 
These fees shall be charged pursuant to Section 31.47(c) of the San Francisco Administrative 
Code. DPH shall review the soil testing report to determine to whether soils on the project site 
are contaminated with lead at or above potentially hazardous levels. 

If DPH determines that the soils on the project site are not contaminated with lead at or above a 
potentially hazardous level (i.e., below 50 ppm total lead), no further mitigation measures with 
regard to lead-contaminated soils on the site would be necessary. 

Step 2: Preparation of Site Mitigation Plan: 

If based on the results of the soil tests conducted, DPH determines that the soils on the project 
site are contaminated with lead at or above potentially hazardous levels, the DPH shall 
determine if preparation of a Site Mitigation Plan (SMP) is warranted. If such a plan is 
requested by the DPH, the SMP shall include a discussion of the level of lead contamination of 
soils on the project site and mitigation measures for managing contaminated soils on the site, 
including, but not limited to: (1) the alternatives for managing contaminated soils on the site 
(e.g., encapsulation, partial or complete removal, treatment, recycling for reuse, or a 
combination); (2) the preferred alternative for managing contaminated soils on the site and a 
brief justification; and (3) the specific practices to be used to handle, haul, and dispose of 
contaminated soils on the site. The SMP shall be submitted to the DPH for review and approval. 
A copy of the SMP shall be submitted to the Planning Department to become part of the case 
file. 

Step 3: Handling, Hauling, and Disposal of Lead-Contaminated Soils 

(a) specific work practices: If based on the results of the soil tests conducted, DPH determines 
that the soils on the project site are contaminated with lead at or above potentially hazardous 
levels, the construction contractor shall be alert for the presence of such soils during excavation 
and other construction activities on the site (detected through soil odor, color, and texture and 
results of on-site soil testing), and shall be prepared to handle, profile (i.e., characterize), and 
dispose of such soils appropriately (i.e., as dictated by local, state, and federal regulations, 
including OSHA lead-safe work practices) when such soils are encountered on the site. 

(b) dust suppression: Soils exposed during excavation for site preparation and project 
construction activities shall be kept moist throughout the time they are exposed, both during 
and after work hours. 

(c) surface water runoff control: Where soils are stockpiled, visqueen shall be used to create an 
impermeable liner, both beneath and on top of the soils, with a berm to contain any potential 
surface water runoff from the soil stockpiles during inclement weather. 
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(d) soils replacement: If necessary, clean fill or other suitable material(s) shall be used to bring 
portions of the project site, where lead-contaminated soils have been excavated and removed, 
up to construction grade. 

(e) hauling and disposal: Contaminated soils shall be hauled off the project site by waste 
hauling trucks appropriately certified with the State of California and adequately covered to 
prevent dispersion of the soils during transit, and shall be disposed of at a permitted hazardous 
waste disposal facility registered with the State of California. 

Step 4: Preparation of Closure/Certification Report 

After excavation and foundation construction activities are completed, the project sponsor shall 
prepare and submit a closure/certification report to DPH for review and approval. The 
closure/certification report shall include the mitigation measures in the SMP for handling and 
removing lead-contaminated soils from the project site, whether the construction contractor 
modified any of these mitigation measures, and how and why the construction contractor 
modified those mitigation measures. 

Pursuant to San Francisco Public Works Code Article 2.4 Excavation in the Public Right-of-Way, 
Section 2.4.53 Regulations Concerning Excavation Sites (d) Hazardous Material, "Each owner and its 
agent shall be subject to hazardous material guidelines for date collection; disposal, handling, 
release, and treatment of hazardous material; site remediation; and worker safety and training. 
DPW, in consultation with DPH, shall develop, prescribe, and update such hazardous material 
guidelines. The guidelines shall require the owner and its agent to comply with all federal, state 
and local laws regarding hazardous material. For purposes of this subsection, "hazardous 
materials" shall mean any gas, material, substance, or waste which, because of its quantity, 
concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics, is deemed by any federal, state, or local 
governmental authority to pose a present or potential hazard to human health or safety or to the 
environment." 

Future project sponsors of affected site-specific street improvement projects would be required 
to consult with DPH prior to excavation and grading and undertake all requirements imposed 
by DPH. DPH may require that, prior to groundbreaking, these project sponsors conduct soil 
surveys to identify potentially hazardous materials, and prepare a site safety and health plan, as 
needed. In addition to measures that protect on-site workers, the site safety and health plan 
would be required to include measures to minimize public exposure to contaminated soils. 
Such measures could include dust control, appropriate site security, restriction of public access, 
and posting of warning signs. Such measures would apply from the time of surface disruption 
through the completion of earthwork construction. 

Soil levels in excess of applicable federal, state, or local limits for petroleum hydrocarbon or 
lead concentrations would be disposed of off-site in accordance with California hazardous 
waste disposal regulations (CCR Title 26) or managed in place with approval of the California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control or the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Future 
project sponsors of affected site-specific street improvement projects would be required to 
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follow the applicable rules with respect to disposal of contaminated soils. Therefore, 
construction of Plan-proposed streetscape improvements would not pose direct or indirect 
public health hazards to their surrounding neighborhoods, and the Proposed Project impacts 
and cumulative impacts related to this topic would be less than significant. 

Although sections of City streets undergoing future Plan-proposed streetscape improvements 
could potentially be within a quarter-mile of schools, compliance of future project sponsors of 
affected site-specific street improvement projects with existing regulations in Public Works Code 
Article 2.4 would ensure that project-related hazardous materials impacts to schools would 
remain less than significant. In the event a site-specific project is located on or near a site listed 
in the California Department of Toxic Substances Control Hazardous Waste and Substances 
Sites List, as described above, compliance with existing regulations would ensure that impacts 
remained less than significant. 

Airport Hazards. The Proposed Project is not located within two miles of a public-use airport, 
or in an area covered by an airport land use plan, or within the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
Therefore, Checklist Items 15 (e) and 15(f) are not applicable to the Proposed Project. 

Emergency Response. The Proposed Project calls for streetscape improvements within the 
City’s public right-of-way. Compliance with the Public Works Code and the Fire Code would 
ensure that neither project-related construction activities nor the reconfiguration of City streets 
would affect existing emergency response or evacuation plans. Therefore, there would be less-
than-significant impacts with respect to emergency response or evacuation plans. 

Fire Hazards. The Proposed Project would not result in demolition or construction of 
substantial above or below-ground structures; nor would the Proposed Project alter the current 
exposure of people or structures to potential hazards involving fires. Accordingly, there would 
be less-than-significant impacts with respect to fire hazards. 

Cumulative Effects. As described above, project-related potential impacts with respect to 
hazards and hazardous materials would be less than significant. Procedures in effect through 
DPW, the Fire Department and DPH would ensure that any potential impacts would be 
reduced to less-than-significant levels. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have less-than-
significant impacts related to hazardous material conditions in the City; nor would the project 
contribute to any cumulative impacts with respect to hazards and hazardous materials. 

In view of the above, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant cumulative or 
project-related impacts for Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 
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E.16 Mineral and Energy Resources 

16. MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES�Would the 
project: 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral 
resource that would be of value to the region and the 
residents of the state? 

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important 
mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local 
general plan, specific plan or other land use plan? 

c) Encourage activities which result in the use of large 
amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use these in a 
wasteful manner? 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially with Less Than 
Significant Mitigation Significant No Not 

Impact Incorporated Impact Impact Applicable 

El El El El 

El El 0 [1] 

El El 0 El 0 

Mineral Resources. All land in Sari Francisco, including the project area, is designated Mineral 
Resource Zone 4 (MRZ-4) by the California Division of Mines and Geology (CDMG) under the 
Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (CDMG, Open File Report 96-03 and Special 
Report 146 Parts I and II). This designation indicates that there is adequate information 
available for assignment to any other MRZ and thus the project area in not a designated area of 
significant mineral deposits. There are no operational mineral resource recovery sites in the 
Proposed Project area whose operations or accessibility would be affected by project-related 
construction or operation. As no known mineral deposits exist within the project area, there 
would be no impacts with respect to mineral resources. 

Energy Use. As discussed above in Project Description, pp.  1-35, one the major project concepts 
related to Plan-envisioned streetscape improvements include implementation of universal 
pedestrian-oriented streetscape design incorporating energy-efficient street lighting and 
efficient utility location where appropriate. Certain Plan-proposed policies are relevant to the 
topic of energy; for instance, Policy 8.2, which is related to using sustainable materials in 
streetscape designs, taking into account the life-cycle energy costs of such materials; and Policy 
8.2, which is related to minimizing energy use in street lighting and other energy-requiring 
streetscape elements. Per Policy 10.5, adequate light levels and quality should be ensured for 
pedestrians, and light trespass and glare to adjacent uses should be minimized. The topic of 
energy efficiency is also discussed under Checklist Item 7: Air Quality, p.  114. 

As discussed under Checklist Item 2: Aesthetics, pp.  45-56, the Proposed Project includes 
streetscape improvements related to street lighting, which would likely result in the 
reconfiguration and upgrading of City street lighting in the future. However, it is not 
anticipated that the Proposed Project would result in the development of "new’ streets or new 
sources of street lighting. While the Proposed Project would potentially result in physical 
changes to the City’s public right-of-way (including changes related to the reconfiguration and 
upgrading of street lighting), overall there would be no substantial change to amount of the 
street lighting that currently exists. The Proposed Project calls for adequate light levels and 
quality of street lighting to ensure pedestrian safety, while minimizing light trespass and glare 
to adjacent uses. Street lighting would also be expected to be consistent with light produced by 
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existing land uses and the existing street lighting in the neighborhood. The Proposed Project 
would not be expected to result in the use of large amounts of energy, and consequently, would 
not be considered wasteful. Overall, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant 
impacts related to energy use. 

Cumulative Mineral and Energy Resources. The Proposed Project would not impact mineral 
resources, directly or indirectly, and therefore would not contribute to cumulative mineral 
resource impacts. The Proposed Project would have less-than-significant impacts related to 
energy use, and therefore, would not contribute to cumulative energy resource impacts. 

In view of the above, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant cumulative or 
project-related impacts for Mineral and Energy Resources. 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially 	with 	Less Than 
Significant 	Mitigation 	Significant 	No 	 Not 

Topics: 	 Impact 	Incorporated 	Impact 	Impact 	Applicable 

18. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES: In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model 
(1997) prepared by the California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture 
and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including timberland, are significant environmental 
effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest Legacy 
Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California 
Air Resources Board. 
�Would the project 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or LI El El LI 
Farmland of Statewide Importance, as shown on 
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use? 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, El El El [1 
or a Williamson Act contract? 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 0 0 El 0 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code Section 12220(g)) or timberland 
(as defined by Public Resources Code Section 
4526)? 

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of El El 0 El 
forest land to non-forest use? 

e) Involve other changes in the existing El El El El 
environment which, due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to 
non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest 
use? 

Agricultural and Forest Resources. All land in San Francisco, including the project area, is 
urban area, and therefore not agricultural in nature. The California Department of 
Conservation’s Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program identify the Plan Area as "Urban 
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and Built-up Land". Because the project area does not include agricultural uses and is not zoned 
for such uses, the proposed project would not convert any Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, 
Farmland of Statewide Importance to non-agricultural use. Similarly, because the project area 
does not include forest uses and is not zoned for such uses, the proposed project would not 
result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use. The Proposed 
Project would not conflict with existing zoning for agricultural uses or a Williamson Act 
contract. The Proposed Project also would not conflict with existing zoning for forest land or 
timberland or result in the rezoning of forest land or timberland. The Proposed Project also 
would not involve other changes in the existing environment, which could result in conversion 
of farmland to non-agricultural use or forest land to non-forest use. No impacts to farmlands of 
forest lands would occur. 

Cumulative Impacts 
All land in San Francisco, including the project area, is urban area and impacts related to 
agricultural and forest use of areas within the Proposed Project’s vicinity are not applicable. The 
proposed project would have no impact on agricultural and forest resources, nor would other 
proposed cumulative projects in the vicinity. Therefore, the project would not contribute to 
cumulative impacts on agricultural and forest resources. 

In view of the above, the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant cumulative or 
project-related impacts for agricultural and forest resources. 

Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially 	with 	Less Than 
Significant 	Mitigation 	Significant 	No 	Not 

Topics: 	 Impact 	Incorporated 	impact 	impact Applicable 

19. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE� 
Would the project: 

a) Have the potential to degrade the quality of the 	 El 	 El 	0 	L] 
environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or 
wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to 
drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a 
plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict 
the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or 
eliminate important examples of the major periods of 
California history or prehistory? 

b) Have impacts that would be individually limited, but 	 [] 	 0 	0 	0 
cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable" 
means that the incremental effects of a project are 
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects 
of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and 
the effects of probable future projects.) 
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Less Than 
Significant 

Potentially 	with 	Less Than 
Significant 	Mitigation 	Significant 	No 	Not 

Topics: 	 Impact 	Incorporated 	Impact 	Impact Applicable 

c) Have environmental effects that would cause substantial 	LIII 	M 	0 	0 	0 
adverse effects on human beings, either directly or 
indirectly? 

a. Environmental Quality. As described above, the Proposed Project would have less than 
significant impacts on the environmental topics discussed. The Proposed Project, however, 
could have potentially significant impacts to aesthetics, cultural, transportation and circulation, 
biological, and hazards and hazardous materials resources, which would be mitigated to less 
than significant levels through implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AE-1: Tree Root 
Protection, pp.53; M-CUL-1: Archeological Resources: Accidental Discovery, pp. 67; M-CUL-
2: Archeological Monitoring: Hispanic Period, pp.74; M-TR- 1: Provision of New Loading 
Space, pp.  78-79 120; M-AQ-1: Dust Control Plans, p.120;  M-BIO-1: Nesting Birds, pp.  151 160; 
and M-HZ-1: Hazards and Hazardous Materials, pp.  161 - 164 170, prescribed above in the 
individual topic areas and described in detail in Section F below. Implementation of these 
mitigation measures would reduce the potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Project 
to less-than-significant levels to aesthetics, cultural, transportation and circulation, biological, 
and hazards and hazardous materials resources. As such, the Proposed Project would not have 
the potential to degrade the quality of the environment or have project-level impacts that would 
cause substantial adverse effects on human beings. 

18b. Cumulative Impacts. The geographic context for cumulative impacts is the entire City of 
San Francisco. The CEQA Guidelines define cumulative impacts as "two or more individual 
effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other 
environmental impacts. The individual effects may be changes resulting from a single project 
or increase in environmental impacts. The cumulative impact from several projects is the 
change in the environment which results from the incremental impact of the project when 
added to other related past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. 
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant projects 
taking place over a period of time." (Guidelines, Section 15355(a)(b)). 

Cumulative Impacts 

This Initial Study for the BSP determined that the topics of Mineral and Energy Resources and 

Agriculture Resources are not applicable to the BSP; therefore, the Proposed Project would not 

contribute to cumulative impacts related to these environmental topics. 

The Proposed Project would have less than significant impacts on Land Use and Land Use 

Planning, Population and Housing, Noise, Green House Gases, Wind and Shadow, Recreation, 

Utilities and Service Systems, Public Services, Geology and Soils, and Hydrology and Water 

Quality; therefore, the Proposed Project would not contribute to cumulative impacts related to 

these environmental topics. 
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The Proposed Project would have less-than-significant impacts on the environment with the 

implementation of mitigation measures for the topics of Aesthetics, Cultural and 

Paleontological Resources, Transportation and Circulation, Air Quality, Biological Resources, 

and Hazards and Hazardous Materials. It is also determined that the BSP would not contribute 

to cumulative impacts related to these topics. Cumulative impacts for these topics are analyzed 

in each individual Check List topic in the body of this Initial Study and summarized below: 

Cumulative Effects to Aesthetics. The Proposed Project would not contribute to any substantial 

degradation of the existing visual character along the Plan Area, because the City of San 

Francisco is an already developed urban area. The Proposed Project would not involve the 

construction of substantial above-ground structures within the public right-of-way. 

Implementation of the Proposed Project could result in the implementation of streetscape 

improvements in the public right-of-way that would likely require changes to sidewalks, 

crosswalks and roadways. These proposed changes would follow the City policies and 

ordinances applicable to any proposed project within the City boundaries, and therefore would 

not contribute to a cumulative impact to visual resources in the Plan Area. 

Any removal of Landmark Trees or street trees required by the Proposed Project would be 

subject to compliance with the Public Works Code and DPW regulation. Any new sigriage 

required by the Proposed Project would comply with the Planning Code and thus would not 

contribute to any cumulative visual impacts beyond those already anticipated by the Planning 
Code. For these reasons and those discussed in Section E-2 Aesthetics, pp.46, the Proposed 

Project’s impacts, individually or in combination with other projects, related to aesthetics would 

not be cumulatively considerable. 

Cumulative Cultural and Paleontological Impacts. Archeological resources are non-renewable 

members of a finite class. All adverse effects to archeological resources erode a dwindling 

cultural/scientific resource base. Federal and state laws protect archeological resources in most 

cases either through project redesign or requiring that the scientific data present within an 

archeological resource is archeologically recovered. Even so, it is not always feasible to protect 

these resources, particularly when preservation in place would frustrate implementation of 

project objectives. Implementation of Archeological Mitigation Measure M-CUL-1 and 

Archeological Mitigation Measure M-CUL-2 will ensure the any potential Project effect to an 

archeological resource would not contribute to a cumulative considerable adverse effect to 

archeological resources. 

Cumulative Transportation and Circulation Impacts 

The BSP would involve the adoption of a set of citywide streetscape and pedestrian policies and 
design guidelines. The proposed 12 standard streetscape improvements and 26 optional or 
case-by-case streetscape improvements would result in relatively minor changes to the overall 
vehicular circulation patterns in San Francisco and would not be expected to worsen traffic or 
transit conditions. Therefore, the cumulative traffic, transit and emergency access impacts of 
the BSP streetscape improvements would be less than significant. With respect to pedestrian 
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impacts, one of the goals of the BSP is to improve the pedestrian environment. As such, 
pedestrian cumulative impacts would also be less than significant. None of proposed 
streetscape improvements would result in potentially hazardous conditions for bicyclists or 
otherwise substantially interfere with bicycle accessibility. Therefore, cumulative bicycle 
impacts would be less than significant. Overall the implementation of the streetscape 
improvements set forth in the BSP would not be expected to result in cumulative transportation 
impacts. 

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts. The BSP could result in an increase in construction related 
air pollutants because the BSP calls for design elements that may incrementally increase 
construction duration or the amount of excavation required for individual streetscape projects. 
However, these design treatments are not anticipated to result in a substantial amount of air 
pollutants that would otherwise be emitted by streetscape improvement projects. Furthermore, 
the construction emissions associated with individual projects would be evaluated under 
CEQA, as future site-specific improvement projects are developed. 

Implementation of the BSP would not result in any new automobile trips being added to the 
roadway network. A goal of the BSP is to create a pedestrian-friendly streetscape environment. 
Pedestrian activity has no associated emissions and the Proposed Project can reasonably be 
expected to reduce emissions citywide by shifting a portion of motor vehicle trips to pedestrian 
trips, therefore the Proposed Project would not contribute to a cumulative air quality impact, or 
result in a cumulative affect to sensitive receptors. The Proposed Project would also not 
generate any new sources of odors. Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in a less than 
significant impact with respect to cumulative air quality. 

Cumulative Biological Resource Impacts. Although activities resulting from the 

implementation of Plan-proposed guidelines in the Plan Area could affect nesting birds, the 

potential effects would be mitigated by implementation of Mitigation Measure M-BIO-1: 

Nesting Birds. M-BIO-1 would require that biological surveys and timing of tree removal be 

performed in accordance with the CDFG regulations. These would ensure that effects on 

migratory bird species would not be cumulatively considerable. Additionally, the Proposed 

Project would not result in a loss of street trees; removal of street trees would be regulated by 

permits from the DPW and would include relocation or replacement at some other location. 

Therefore, the Proposed Project would not result in a significant cumulative impact on 

biological resources. 

Cumulative Hazards and Hazardous Materials Impacts. Potential impacts with respect to 

hazards and hazardous materials would be limited to the construction phase of projects 
resulting from the implementation of the Plan-proposed guidelines, and therefore would not 
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accumulate overtime. Also, procedures in effect through the DPW, the Fire Department and the 
DPH would ensure that any potential impacts would be kept at less than significant levels. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not contribute to cumulative considerable significant 
effects related to hazards and hazardous materials. 

c. Potential Effects on Human Beings. Construction activities associated with the project have 
the potential to result in impacts on aesthetics, cultural resources, biology, and hazards and 
hazardous materials. However, with implementation of Mitigation Measures M-AE-1: Tree 
Root Protection, pp.53; M-CUL-1: Archeological Resources: Accidental Discovery, pp. 67; M-
CUL-2: Archeological Monitoring: Hispanic Period, pp.74; M-TR- 1: Provision of New 
Loading Space, pp. 78-79 420; M-AQ-1: Dust Control Plans, p.120 ;  M-BIO-1: Nesting Birds, 
pp. 151.160; and M-HZ-1: Hazards and Hazardous Materials, pp.  161 - 164 170, prescribed 
above in the individual topic areas and described in detail in Section F below, all potentially 
significant project-related impacts would be less than significant. 

F. MITIGATION MEASURES & IMPROVEMENT MEASURES 
The following mitigation measures have been adopted by the Project Sponsor and are necessary 
to avoid potential significant effects of the Proposed Project. 

There are no improvement measures associated with this project. 

AESTHETICS 
Mitigation Measure M-AE-1: Tree Root Protection 
If trimming of roots greater than two inches in diameter is necessary during construction of the 
project, a qualified arborist would be on site during construction to ensure that trimming does 
not cause an adverse impact to the trees. Pruning would be done using a Vermeer root pruning 
machine" (or equivalent) to sever the uppermost 12 inches of the soil profile. Roots would be 
pruned approximately 12 to 20 linear inches back (toward tree trunks) from the face of the 
proposed excavation. 

CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Mitigation Measure Cul-1 (Archeological Resources - Accidental Discovery): 

The following archeological mitigation measure shall apply to any soils disturbing activities 
resulting from the Proposed Project excepting soils disturbing activities below a depth of two 
(2) feet below grade surface (bgs) within the Hispanic Period Archeological District. 

The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the 
proposed project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources as defined 
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c). The project sponsor shall distribute the Planning 
Department archeological resource "ALERT" sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project 
subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or 
utilities firm involved in soils disturbing activities within the project site. Prior to any soils 

119 Motorized digging equipment produced by Vermeer or other brand name. 
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disturbing activities being undertaken each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the 
"ALERT" sheet is circulated to all field personnel including, machine operators, field crew, pile 
drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The project sponsor shall provide the Environmental 
Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, 
subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have received 
copies of the Alert Sheet. 

Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils disturbing 
activity of the project, the project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately 
notify the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of 
the discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 

If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the 
project sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified archeological consultant. The 
archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archeological 
resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. 
If an archeological resource is present, the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate 
the archeological resource. The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to 
what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if warranted, 
specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor. 

Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resource; an archaeological 
monitoring program; or an archeological testing program. If an archeological monitoring 
program or archeological testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the Major 
Environmental Analysis (MEA) division guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also 
require that the project sponsor immediately implement a site security program if the 
archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions. 

Human Remains, Associated or Unassociated Funerary Objects. The treatment of human remains and 
of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity 
shall comply with applicable State and Federal Laws, including immediate notification of the 
Coroner of the City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner’s determination 
that the human remains are Native American remains, notification of the California State Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) 
(Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and MLD shall make 
all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of, with appropriate dignity, 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 
15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, 
recordation, analysis, curation, possession, and final disposition of the human remains and 
associated or unassociated funerary objects. 

The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) 
to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource and 
describing the archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological 
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monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any 
archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report. 

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by 
the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey 
Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a 
copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Major Environmental Analysis division of 
the Planning Department shall receive three copies of the FARR along with copies of any formal 
site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National 
Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public 
interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and 
distribution than that presented above. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-2 (Archeological Monitoring: Hispanic Period Archeological 
District) 

The following archeological mitigation measure shall apply to any soils disturbing activities 
below a depth of two (2) feet below grade surface (bgs) resulting from the Proposed Project 
within the Hispanic Period Archeological District. 

Based on the reasonable potential that archeological resources thay be present within the project 
site, the following measures shall be undertaken to avoid any potentially significant adverse 
effect from the proposed project on buried or submerged historical resources. The project 
sponsor shall retain the services of a qualified archeological consultant having expertise in 
California prehistoric and urban historical archeology. The archeological consultant shall 
undertake an archeological monitoring program. All plans and reports prepared by the 
consultant as specified herein shall be submitted first and directly to the ERO for review and 
comment, and shall be considered draft reports subject to revision until final approval by the 
ERO. Archeological monitoring and/or data recovery programs required by this measure could 
suspend construction of the project for up to a maximum of four weeks. At the direction of the 
ERO, the suspension of construction can be extended beyond four weeks only if such a 
suspension is the only feasible means to reduce to a less than significant level potential effects 
on a significant archeological resource as defined in CEQA Guidelines Sect. 15064.5 (a)(c). 

Archeological monitoring program (AMP). The archeological monitoring program shall minimally 
include the following provisions: 

The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the 
scope of the AMP reasonably prior to any project-related soils disturbing activities 
commencing. The ERO in consultation with the project archeologist shall determine 
what project activities shall be archeologically monitored. In most cases, any soils 
disturbing activities, such as demolition, foundation removal, excavation, grading, 
utilities installation, foundation work, driving of piles (foundation, shoring, etc.), site 
remediation, etc., shall require archeological monitoring because of the potential risk 
these activities pose to archaeological resources and to their depositional context; 
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� The archeological consultant shall advise all project contractors to be on the alert for 
evidence of the presence of the expected resource(s), of how to identify the evidence of 
the expected resource(s), and of the appropriate protocol in the event of apparent 
discovery of an archeological resource; 

� The archaeological monitor(s) shall be present on the project site according to a schedule 
agreed upon by the archeological consultant and the ERO until the ERO has, in 
consultation with the archeological consultant, determined that project construction 
activities could have no effects on significant archeological deposits; 

� The archeological monitor shall record and be authorized to collect soil samples and 
artif actual/ecof actual material as warranted for analysis; 

� If an intact archeological deposit is encountered, all soils disturbing activities in the 
vicinity of the deposit shall cease. The archeological monitor shall be empowered to 
temporarily redirect demolition/excavation/pile driving/construction crews and heavy 
equipment until the deposit is evaluated. If in the case of pile driving activity 
(foundation, shoring, etc.), the archeological monitor has cause to believe that the pile 
driving activity may affect an archeological resource, the pile driving activity shall be 
terminated until an appropriate evaluation of the resource has been made in 
consultation with the ERO. The archeological consultant shall immediately notify the 
ERO of the encountered archeological deposit. The archeological consultant shall, after 
making a reasonable effort to assess the identity, integrity, and significance of the 
encountered archeological deposit, present the findings of this assessment to the ERO. 

If the ERO in consultation with the archeological consultant determines that a significant 
archeological resource is present and that the resource could be adversely affected by the 
proposed project, at the discretion of the project sponsor either: 

C) The proposed project shall be re-designed so as to avoid any adverse effect on the 
significant archeological resource; or 

D) An archeological data recovery program shall be implemented, unless the ERO 
determines that the archeological resource is of greater interpretive than research 
significance and that interpretive use of the resource is feasible. 

If an archeological data recovery program is required by the ERO, the archeological data recovery 
program shall be conducted in accord with an archeological data recovery plan (ADRP). The 
project archeological consultant, project sponsor, and ERO shall meet and consult on the scope of 
the ADRP. The archeological consultant shall prepare a draft ADRP that shall be submitted to the 
ERO for review and approval. The ADRP shall identify how the proposed data recovery 
program will preserve the significant information the archeological resource is expected to 
contain. That is, the ADRP will identify what scientific/historical research questions are 
applicable to the expected resource, what data classes the resource is expected to possess, and 
how the expected data classes would address the applicable research questions. Data recovery, 
in general, should be limited to the portions of the historical property that could be adversely 
affected by the proposed project. Destructive data recovery methods shall not be applied to 
portions of the archeological resources if nondestructive methods are practical. 
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The scope of the ADRP shall include the following elements: 

� Field Methods and Procedures. Descriptions of proposed field strategies, procedures, and 
operations. 

� Cataloguing and Laboratory Analysis. Description of selected cataloguing system and 
artifact analysis procedures. 

� Discard and Deaccession Policy. Description of and rationale for field and post-field 
discard and deaccession policies. 

� Interpretive Program. Consideration of an on-site/off-site public interpretive program 
during the course of the archeological data recovery program. 

� Security Measures. Recommended security measures to protect the archeological 
resource from vandalism, looting, and non-intentionally damaging activities. 

� Final Report. Description of proposed report format and distribution of results. 
� Curation. Description of the procedures and recommendations for the curation of any 

recovered data having potential research value, identification of appropriate curation 
facilities, and a summary of the accession policies of the curation facilities. 

Human Remains, Associated or Unassociuted Funerary Objects. The treatment of human remains and 
of associated or unassociated funerary objects discovered during any soils disturbing activity 
shall comply with applicable State and Federal Laws, including immediate notification of the 
Coroner of the City and County of San Francisco and in the event of the Coroner’s determination 
that the human remains are Native American remains, notification of the California State Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who shall appoint a Most Likely Descendant (MLD) 
(Pub. Res. Code Sec. 5097.98). The archeological consultant, project sponsor, and MLD shall make 
all reasonable efforts to develop an agreement for the treatment of, with appropriate dignity, 
human remains and associated or unassociated funerary objects (CEQA Guidelines. Sec. 
15064.5(d)). The agreement should take into consideration the appropriate excavation, removal, 
recordation, analysis, curation, possession, and final disposition of the human remains and 
associated or unassociated funerary objects. 

Final Archeological Resources Report. The archeological consultant shall submit a Draft Final 
Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of 
any discovered archeological resource and describes the archeological and historical research 
methods employed in the archeological testing/monitoring/data recovery program(s) 
undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a 
separate removable insert within the draft final report. 

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by 
the ERO copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site 
Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall 
receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Major Environmental Analysis 
division of the Planning Department shall receive three copies of the FARR along with copies of 
any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to 
the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances 
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of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report 
content, format, and distribution than that presented above. 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Mitigation Measure TR-1 - Provision of New Loading Space: 
The following mitigation measure shall apply to any removal of truck loading spaces, assuming 
that the need for the truck loading spaces is unchanged at the locations where these truck 

loading spaces would be removed. 

To avoid any potential adverse effect from the Proposed Project on loading, the Project Sponsor 
shall install new loading spaces, of equal length, on the same block and side-of-the street at 
locations where truck loading spaces are removed. This would ensure that an equally 
convenient supply of on-street loading space is provided to compensate for any space that is 

removed. 

AIR QUALITY 

Mitigation Measure AO -1 - Dust Control Plans: 
To ensure that potential dust-related air quality impacts resulting from future streetscape 
improvement project prepared in accordance with the BSP would be reduced to a level of 
insignificance, Site-specific Dust Control Plans shall be prepared pursuant to the Dust Control 
Ordinance by SFMTA, DPW, City Contractors, and other sponsors of future site-specific 
projects proposed under the BSP. Future Project Sponsors implementing BS --related site 
specific projects shall: (1) submit a map to the Director of Health showing all sensitive receptors 
within 1000 feet of the site; (2)wet down areas of soil at least three times per day; (3) provide an 
analysis of wind direction and install upwind and downwind particulate dust monitors; (4) 
record particulate monitoring results; hire an independent, third-party to conduct inspections 
and keep a record of those inspections; (5) establish shut-down conditions based on wind, soil 
migration, etc.; (6) establish a hotline for surrounding community members who may be 
potentially affected by project-related dust; (7) limit the area subject to construction activities at 
any one time; (8) install dust curtains and windbreaks on the property lines, as necessary; (8) 
limit the amount of soil in hauling trucks to the size of the truck bed and securing with a 
tarpaulin; (10) enforce a 15 mph speed limit for vehicles entering and exiting construction areas; 
(11) sweep affected streets with water sweepers at the end of the day;(12) install and utilize 
wheel washers to clean truck tires; (13) terminate construction activities when winds exceed 25 
miles per hour; (14)apply soil stabilizers to inactive areas; and (15) to sweep off adjacent streets 
to reduce particulate emissions. The project sponsor would be required to designate an 
individual to monitor compliance with dust control requirements. 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Biological Resources-Nesting Birds 

To implement California Fish and Game Code Section 3503, the Project Sponsor would conduct 
a field survey 14 to 21 days prior to construction activities that would result in vegetation 
removal during the breeding season (February 1 through August 31). A qualified biologist shall 
determine if active nests of native birds are present in the construction zone. In the event an 
active nest is discovered in areas to be disturbed, removal of the nesting substrate shall be 
postponed until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged (typically 3-4 weeks for most 
small passerines), as determined by the biologist, and there is no evidence of second nesting 
attempts, unless the California Department of Fish and Game (and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service for migratory birds) authorize otherwise. No surveys are required and no impact 
would occur if vegetation removal, grading or other heavy construction activities would occur 
between September 1 to January 31, outside the nesting season. 

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Mitigation Measure HAZ-1: Hazardous Materials 

Step 1: Determination of Presence of Contaminated Soils 

The project site is located in an area of the city known to contain fill material form the 1906 
Earthquake and Fire, and such fill may contain elevated concentrations of metal and petroleum 
hydrocarbons. Therefore, prior to approval of a building permit for the Proposed Project, the 
project sponsor shall hire a consultant to collect soil samples (borings) from areas on the site in 
which soil would be disturbed and test the soil samples for total lead and petroleum 
hydrocarbons. The consultant shall analyze the soil borings as discrete, not composite samples. 
The consultant shall prepare a report on the soil testing for lead that includes the results of the 
soil testing and a map that shows the locations of stockpiled soils from which the consultant 
collected the soil samples. 

The project sponsor shall submit the report on the soil testing for lead and a fee of $425 in the 
form of a check payable to the San Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH), to the 
Hazardous Waste Program. Department of Public Health, 101 Grove Street, Room 214, San 
Francisco, California 94102. The fee of $425 shall cover five hours of soil testing report review 
and administrative handling. If additional review is necessary, DPH shall bill the project 
sponsor for each additional hour of review over the first five hours, at a rate of $85 per hour. 
These fees shall be charged pursuant to Section 31.47(c) of the San Francisco Administrative 
Code. DPH shall review the soil testing report to determine to whether soils on the project site 
are contaminated with lead at or above potentially hazardous levels. 

If DPH determines that the soils on the project site are not contaminated with lead at or above a 
potentially hazardous level (i.e., below 501212m total lead), no further mitigation measures with 
regard to lead-contaminated soils on the site would be necessary. 

Step 2: Preparation of Site Mitigation Plan: 
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If based on the results of the soil tests conducted, DPH determines that the soils on the project 
site are contaminated with lead at or above potentially hazardous levels, the DPH shall 
determine if preparation of a Site Mitigation Plan (SMP) is warranted. If such a plan is 
requested by the DPH, the SMIP shall include a discussion of the level of lead contamination of 
soils on the project site and mitigation measures for managing contaminated soils on the site, 
including, but not limited to: (1) the alternatives for managing contaminated soils on the site 
(e.g., encapsulation, partial or complete removal, treatment, recycling for reuse, or a 
combination); (2) the preferred alternative for managing contaminated soils on the site and a 
brief justification; and (3) the specific practices to be used to handle, haul, and dispose of 
contaminated soils on the site. The SMP shall be submitted to the DPH for review and approval. 
A copy of the SMP shall be submitted to the Planning Department to become part of the case 

file. 

Step 3: Handling. Hauling, and Disposal of Lead-Contaminated Soils 

(a) specific work practices: If based on the results of the soil tests conducted, DPH determines 
that the soils on the project site are contaminated with lead at or above potentially hazardous 
levels, the construction contractor shall be alert for the presence of such soils during excavation 
and other construction activities on the site (detected through soil odor, color, and texture and 
results of on-site soil testing), and shall be prepared to handle, profile (i.e., characterize), and 
dispose of such soils appropriately (i.e., as dictated by local, state, and federal regulations, 
including OSHA lead-safe work practices) when such soils are encountered on the site. 

(b) dust suppression: Soils exposed during excavation for site preparation and project 
construction activities shall be kept moist throughout the time they are exposed, both during 

and after work hours. 

(c) surface water runoff control: Where soils are stockpiled, visqueen shall be used to create an 
impermeable liner, both beneath and on top of the soils, with a berm to contain any potential 
surface water runoff from the soil stockpiles during inclement weather. 

(d) soils replacement: If necessary, clean fill or other suitable material(s) shall be used to bring 
portions of the project site, where lead-contaminated soils have been excavated and removed, 

up to construction grade. 

(e) hauling and disposal: Contaminated soils shall be hauled off the project site by waste 
hauling trucks appropriately certified with the State of California and adequately covered to 
prevent dispersion of the soils during transit, and shall be disposed of at a permitted hazardous 
waste disposal facility registered with the State of California. 

Step 4: Preparation of ClosureICertfication Report 

After excavation and foundation construction activities are completed, the project sponsor shall 
prepare and submit a closure/certification report to DPH for review and approval. The 
closure/certification report shall include the mitigation measures in the SMIP for handling and 
removing lead-contaminated soils from the project site, whether the construction contractor 
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modified any of these mitigation measures, and how and why the construction contractor 
modified those mitigation measures. 

Pursuant to San Francisco Public Works Code Article 2.4 Excavation in the Public Right-of-Way, 
Section 2.4.53 Regulations Concerning Excavation Sites (d) Hazardous Material, "Each owner and its 
agent shall be subject to hazardous material guidelines for date collection; disposal, handling, 
release, and treatment of hazardous material; site remediation; and worker safety and training. 
DPW, in consultation with DPH, shall develop, prescribe, and update such hazardous material 
guidelines. The guidelines shall require the owner and its agent to comply with all federal, state 
and local laws regarding hazardous material. For purposes of this subsection, "hazardous 
materials’ shall mean any gas, material, substance, or waste which, because of its quantity, 
concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics, is deemed by any federal, state, or local 
governmental authority to pose a present or potential hazard to human health or safety or to the 
environment." 

Future project sponsors of affected site-specific street improvement projects would be required 
to consult with DPH prior to excavation and grading and undertake all requirements imposed 
by DPH. DPH may require that, prior to groundbreaking, these project sponsors conduct soil 
surveys to identify potentially hazardous materials, and prepare a site safety and health plan, as 
needed. In addition to measures that protect on-site workers, the site safety and health plan 
would be required to include measures to minimize public exposure to contaminated soils. 
Such measures could include dust control, appropriate site security, restriction of public access, 
and posting of warning signs. Such measures would apply from the time of surface disruption 
through the completion of earthwork construction. 

Soil levels in excess of applicable federal, state, or local limits for petroleum hydrocarbon or 
lead concentrations would be disposed of off-site in accordance with California hazardous 
waste disposal regulations (CCR Title 26) or managed in place with approval of the California 
Department of Toxic Substances Control or the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Future 
project sponsors of affected site-specific street improvement projects would be required to 
follow the applicable rules with respect to disposal of contaminated soils. Therefore, 
construction of Plan-proposed streetscape improvements would not pose direct or indirect 
public health hazards to their surrounding neighborhoods, and the Proposed Project impacts 
and cumulative impacts related to this topic would be less than significant. 

Although sections of City streets undergoing future Plan-proposed streetscape improvements 
could potentially be within a quarter-mile of schools, compliance of future project sponsors of 
affected site-specific street improvement projects with existing regulations in Public Works Code 
Article 2.4 would ensure that project-related hazardous materials impacts to schools would 
remain less than significant. In the event a site-specific project is located on or near a site listed 
in the California Department of Toxic Substances Control Hazardous Waste and Substances 
Sites List. 
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H. 	DETERMINATION 

On the basis of this initial study: 

I find that the Proposed Project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, 
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

I find that although the Proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
will be prepared. 

[] I find that the Proposed Project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 

I find that the Proposed Project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially 
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the 
effects that remain to be addressed. 

I find that although the Proposed Project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR or 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or 
mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or 
mitigation measures that are imposed upon the Proposed Project, no further environmental 
documentation is required. 

DATE: 	C. WYCKO 
Environmental Review Officer 

for 
John Rahaim 
Director of Planning 
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G. PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 
A "Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review" was sent out on October 21, 2008 
to interested persons, neighborhood organizations and responsible agencies. Two members of 
the public responded to the Neighborhood Notice, with one of those requesting copies of future 
environmental review documents without comments at this time. The other member of the 
public expressed concern about the Proposed Project as it relates to: transportation and public’ 
safety; potent ial traffic congestion impacts of the project, potential impacts on parking with 
proposed removal of existing on-street parking lanes; appropriate methods for transportation 
and transit analysis in the environmental review process. These issues are discussed irthe 
appropriate sections of this Initial Study (See Transportation Topics). 

The Proposed Project would be generally consistent with applicable zoning controls. Comments 
that do not pertain to physical environmental issues and comments regarding the merits of the 
Proposed Project were not addressed and are more appropriately directed to the decision-
makers. The decision to approve or disapprove a Proposed Project is independent of the 
environmental review process. While local concerns or other planning considerations may be 
grounds for modification or denial of the proposal, in the independent judgment of the 
Planning Department, there is no substantial evidence that the Proposed Project could have a 
significant effect on the environment. 
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H. 	INITIAL STUDY PREPARERS 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
Major Environmental Analysis 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, Ca 94103 

Environmental Review Officer: William C. Wycko 
Project Coordinator: Devyani Jam 
Environmental Planner: Monica Pereira 
Air Quality: Jessica Range 
Anthropologist: Randall Dean 
Transportation Planner: Greg Riessen 
Project Planner: Adam Varat 
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October 1, 2009 
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https://www.facebook.com/events/1581490539262718/1581490549262717/ 

MEETING AGENDA 

        Monday, February 26, 2024 at 6:30pm 

 
Members: District 1 – Ms. Kristin Tieche – (Vice Chair), District 2 – Ms. Whitney Ericson, District 3 – Open, District 4 
– Mr. Joshua Kelly, District 5 – Ms. Melyssa Mendoza (Secretary), District 6 – Ms. Mary Kay Chin, District 7 – Mr. 
Bert Hill (Chair), District 8 – Ms. Diane Serafini, District 9 – Mr. Brandon Powell, District 10 – Mr. Paul Wells, 
District 11 – Mr. Jeffrey Taliaferro 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

1. Roll Call – Determination of Quorum 
2. Ramaytush Ohlone Land Acknowledgement 
3. Approve Minutes – Monday, January 22, 2024 Meeting 
4. Public Comment (Discussion)   

The public may address the Committee on any matter within the jurisdiction of the Committee.  This 
should not relate to any item on this agenda since the Committee will take public comment after it 
discusses and before voting on each agenda item. The Committee requests that speakers limit themselves 
to three minutes. 

5. Committee Reports & Administrative Business (Information) 
a) District Committee Member Reports 

6. Governmental/Organizational/Committees (Discussion)   
a) MTA Program Report – Jean Long 
b) SF Bicycle Coalition – Rachel Clyde 
c) SF Public Works - Clinton Otwell 
d) BART Bicycle Advisory Task Force –Jon Spangler 

7. Matt Laskey/SFMTA (Presentation): Matt Laskey will give a presentation about the status of and 
updates on the Arguello Safety Project 

8. Resolution in Support of the San Francisco Public Works (Resolution): Victoria Chan will present a 
resolution regarding San Francisco Public Works Transportation Development Act. 
 

9. Adjournment. 



San Francisco Bicycle Advisory Committee

City Hall, Room 408 1 Dr.
Carlton B. Goodlett Place San

Francisco, CA 94102

February 26, 2024

Resolution in Support of the San Francisco Public Works (SFPW) Transportation
Development Act Article 3 Request for FY2022-24:

WHEREAS, The San Francisco Board of Supervisors' Bicycle Advisory Committee
promotes the safe sharing of public roadways; and,

WHEREAS, The Metropolitan Transportation Commission requires that each city and
county request for Transportation Development Act Article 3 (TDA3) funds for bicycle
network and pedestrian improvements be reviewed and approved by the local Bicycle
Advisory Committee; and,

WHEREAS, San Francisco Public Works and San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
(SFMTA) propose to split the funds available to the City and County of San Francisco in
FY21-24 between the two departments, as they have in past years; and,

WHEREAS, San Francisco Public Works plans to submit a claim for$ 681,408 in FY22-24
TDA3 funds to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission for preliminary engineering
and construction of curb ramps to be constructed at various locations throughout San
Francisco, as required by the federal Americans with Disabilities Act; and,

WHEREAS, San Francisco Public Works plans to submit a claim for $681,408 in FY22-24
TDA3 funds to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission to repair damaged public
sidewalks, curbs, gutters, and angular returns at various locations throughout San Francisco;
now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, The San Francisco Bicycle Advisory Committee endorses and supports the
City and County of San Francisco's FY22-24TDA3 claim for these worthwhile needs.

District 1: Kristin Tieche - Aye
District 2: Whitney Ericson - Aye
District 3: Open
District 4: Joshua Kelly - Aye
District 5: Melyssa Mendoza - Aye
District 6: Mary Kay Chin - Absent
District 7: Elbert Hill - Aye
District 8: Diane Serafini - Aye
District 9: Brandon Powell - Aye
District 1 O: Paul Wells - Aye
District 11: Jeffrey Taliaferro - Aye

Signed <±e%4.•±lle
Elbert Hill, Chair
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City Attorney 
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October 6, 2020 
Metropolitan Transportation Commission 
Bay Area Metro Center 
375 Beale Street, Suite 800 
San Francisco, CA 94105-2066 
 
 Re: Opinion of Counsel 

SFMTA and SFFPW Request for an Allocation of TDA funds  
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
This communication will serve as the requisite opinion of counsel in connection with the 

Transportation Development Account Article 3 (TDA3) FY20/21 claim for San Francisco Public 

Works (SFPW) and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) for design 

and construction of curb ramps, sidewalk repairs, as well as Vision Zero Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Improvements including, but not limited to, striping and signing changes, signal hardware and/or 

timing modifications, bulb-outs, flashing or High-intensity Activated crossWalK (HAWK) 

beacons, safe hit posts, concrete islands, colored markings, bike boxes, and bike turn lanes, as set 

forth in the TDA Article 3 Project Application Forms. 

 

1. The SFMTA and SFPW are eligible recipients of MTC TDA funds for the projects 

described above. 

 

2. I have reviewed the pertinent state laws and I am of the opinion that there is no legal 

impediment to the SFMTA and SFPW making an application for TDA funds for the 

projects described above, or the ability of the SFMTA and SFPW to carry out such 

projects. 

 

3. Further, there is no pending or threatened litigation that might in any way adversely 

affect the proposed project, or the ability of the SFMTA and SFPW to undertake such 

projects. 

 
Very truly yours, 
 
DENNIS J. HERRERA 
City Attorney 
 
 
Robin M. Reitzes 
Deputy City Attorney 

October 6, 2020



 

 

TO:    Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

FROM:   Carla Short, Director of Public Works 

DATE:    March 7, 2025 

SUBJECT:  Accept and Expend Resolution for State Grant 

GRANT TITLE:  State Transportation Development Act, Article 3 

 

Attached please find the following:  

 Proposed grant resolution signed by Department 

 Required Findings 

 MTC Claim Form(s)  

 Grant information form, including disability checklist 

 Project budgets  

 CEQA determination 

 MTC Resolution 4450 (FY 2021‐2022 Fund Estimate) 

 MTC Resolution 4504 (FY 2022‐2023 Fund Estimate) 

 MTC Resolution 4556 (FY 2023‐2024 Fund Estimate) 

 BAC Resolution 

Departmental representative to receive a copy of the adopted resolution: 
 
Name: Joyce Lee‐Yip (joyce.lee‐yip@sfdpw.org) 
 
Interoffice Mail Address: San Francisco Public Works, 49 South Van Ness, 16th Floor 
 
Certified copy required:  Yes           No   

 
 
 
 



 

 

State Transportation Development Act, Article 3 Grant Funds 
 
Summary 
 
San Francisco Public Works (SFPW) requests authorization to accept and expend $1,362,816 in 
Transportation Development Act, Article 3 (TDA Funds) state funds. SFPW will use $681,408 for 
planning, design, and construction of curb ramps, as well as $681,408 for sidewalk and curb repair at 
various sites throughout the City.  

 
Background 
 
The Transportation Development Act of 1971 earmarked ¼ percent of the general state sales tax for 
transit and created a Local Transportation Fund in each county to receive the funds. The State Board of 
Equalization returns the general sales tax revenues to each county’s Local Transportation Fund 
according to the sales tax collected in each county. 
 
Article 3 of the Transportation Development Act apportions 2% of the ¼ cent sales tax for the purpose of 
funding bicycle facility, education and safety projects as well as pedestrian, street, and road 
development projects. The funds are allocated by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) 
annually and disbursed to the nine Bay Area counties. The grant does not have a matching fund 
requirement.  
 
Project Selection 
 
SFPW proposes to use: 
 

 $681,408 in TDA Funds for the preliminary engineering and construction of curb ramps to be 
constructed at various locations throughout San Francisco. Locations will be based on public 
requests and prioritized by the Public Works and the Mayor’s Office of Disability (MOD). The city 
prioritizes curb ramp locations using guidelines established under the Americans with 
Disabilities Act. Top priorities are locations that residents with disabilities have identified as 
ramps they need in order to safely get to transit stops, civic buildings, and to and from work. 
Additionally, Public Works prioritizes public requests from areas with higher populations of 
people with disabilities and low numbers of usable curb ramps. 

 $681,408 in TDA Funds to repair damaged public sidewalks, curbs, gutters, and angular returns 
at various locations. Sites for repair will be selected from SFPW’s list of public requests and 
prioritized based on the condition of the sidewalk, the extent of damage, level of pedestrian 
use, accidents, and complaints. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 OFFICE OF THE MAYOR DANIEL LURIE   
   SAN FRANCISCO                                                                                             MAYOR 
     
 

 

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 

 

TO:  Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors  
FROM: Adam Thongsavat, Liaison to the Board of Supervisors 
RE:  [Accept and Expend Grant - State Transportation Development Act, Article 3 - Pedestrian and 

Bicycle Projects - $1,362,816] 
DATE:  March 18, 2025 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Resolution retroactively authorizing the acceptance and expenditure of State Transportation Development 
Act, Article 3, Pedestrian and Bicycle Project funding for Fiscal Years 2021-2022, 2022-2023, and 2023-
2024 in the amount of $1,362,816 for San Francisco Public Works for the term of July 1, 2023 through 
June 30, 2026. 
 
Should you have any questions, please contact Adam Thongsavat at adam.thongsavat@sfgov.org 
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