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FILENO. 110654 ORDINANCE NO.

[General Obligation Bond Election - Road Repaving and Street Safety - $248,000,000]

Ordinance calling and providing for a §pecial election to be held in the City and County
of San Francisco on Tuesday, November 8, 2011, fo‘r the purpose of Smeitﬁng to the
voters a proposmon to incur the followmg bonded debt of the City and County
$248,000,000 to finance the repavmg and reconstruction of roads, the rehabilitation and
seismic improvement of street structures, the replacement of sidewalks, _the -
installation and renovation of'curb ramps, the redesign of streetscapes to include
pedestrian and bicycle safety |mprovements and the constructlon rehabilitation and
renovation of traffic infrastructure and related costs necessary or convenient for the
foregoing purposes; authorizing landlords to pass-t_hrough 50% of the resulting
property tax increase to residential tenants in accordance with Chapter 37 of the San

Francisco Administrative Code; finding that the evsbtimated cost of such propos_ed _

1l project is and will be too great to be paid out of the ordinary annual income and

revenue of the City and County and will require expenditures greater than the amount
allowed therefor by the annual tax levy; reciting the estimated cost of such proposed
project; fixing the date of election and the manner of holding such election and the
procedure for voting for or against the proposition; fixing the maS(imum rate of interest
on such bonds and providing for the levy and collection of taxes to pay both principal
and interest; prescribing notice to be given of such election; finding that the proposed
bond is not a project under the California Environmental Quality Act, (CEQA); ’finding-
that the proposed bond is in conformity with the prlorlty policies of Planning Code
Section 101.1(b) and with the General Plan consistency requirement of Charter Section
4.105 and Administrative Code Section 2A.53; consolidating the special election with
the general election; establishing the ‘election precincts, voting places, and officers for
Mayét- Lee: Supervisors Chiu, Wiener, Avalos, Campos, Cohen, Kim, Mar, Mirkarimi
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the election; waiving the word limitation on ballot propositions imposed by

San erancisco Municipal Elections Code Section 510; complying With the restrictions
on the use of bond proceeds specified in California Government Code Section 53410;
incorporating the provisions of the San Francnsco Administrative Code, Sectlons 5.30 -
5.36; and waiving the time requirements specqfled in San Francisco Admlmstratlve |

Code Section 2.34.

Note:  Additions are single-underline italics Times New Roman;
deletions are Mé@ﬁgh—ﬁ&hﬁ—mﬁbﬁ@%
Board amendment additions are double underlined.
Board amendment deletions are

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:
Section 1. Findings. 7 , |
- A The Road Repaving and Street Safety Bond (the "Bond") will enhance the safety

of pedestnans people with disabilities, bicyclists, transrc-ride'r‘s vand motorists by r'epavihg
streets, replacing and/or reconstructing sidewalks, stairways, brldges tunnels and related
street structures, installing curb ramps, and by constructing, rehabilitating and renovating
traffic infrastructure, as well as by constructing and installing safety improvements to redesign
and mod.ernize street corridors.

B.  This Board of Supervisors (this "Board") recognizes the need to enhance safety
and accessnblhty for all users of the City’s public rights-of-way and to provide stable and
reliable funding for road traffic, sidewalk and street infrastructure. |

C.  The Bond is recommended by the City's 10-year capltal plan (the "Plan"), which

lis approved each year by the Mayor of the City and this Board..

D. This Board now WlSheS to descnbe the terms of a ballot measure seeklng

approval for the issuance of general obllgatlon bonds to finance all or a portlon of the City's

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Chiu, Wiener, Avalos, Campos, Cohen, Kim, Mar, Mirkarimi :
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annual road, traffic, sidewal]< and street structure construction, reconstruction and fenov_ation
needs as described above. |

Section 2. A special election is called and ordered to be held in the City on Tuesday,
the 8th day of November, 2011, for the purpose of submitting to the electors of the Citya
proposition to incur bonded indebtedness of the City for the project described in the amount
and for the purposés stated: | | |

"ROAD REPAVING AND STREET SAFETY BOND, 2011. $248,000,000 of bonded

_indebtedness to fix potholes vand repave deteriorating streets in neighborhoods throughout

San Franciscb, repair and strengthen deteriorating stairways, bridges and overpasses,

improve safety for pedestrians and‘bicyclists, improve d_isabled access to sidewalks, and .

_construct and renovate traffic infrastructure to improve Muniéipal Transportation Agency

transit reliability and traffic flow on local streets, and to pay related costs necessary or
convenient for the foregoing pufposes, subject to independent oversight and regular audits;
and authorizing landlords to pass-through to res-idential tenants in units subject to Chapter 37 .

of the San Francisco Administrative Code (the “Residential Stabilization and Arbitration

~ Ordinance") 50% of the increase in the real property taxes attributable to the cost of the

repayment of the bonds
| The'speCIaI election called énd ordered shall be referred to in this ordinance as the
“Bond Special Election.” | |
~ Section 3. PROPOSED PROGRAM. To the extent permitted by law, the City shall
ensure that contracts funded with the proceeds of bonds are administered in accordance with’
S.F. Administrative Code 6.22(G), the City's local hiring pollcy The proposed program can be

summanzed as follows:

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Chiu, Wiener, Avalos, Campos, Cohen, Kim, Mar, Mirkarimi
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A. STREET REPAVING AND RECONSTRUCTION A portion of the Bond shall be

allocated toward the repaving, repair, reconstruction and new constructlon of City streets and

toward the prevention of further deterioration. Selection of the streets for construction work will

be prioritized according to the pavement condition score, clearances with utility companies

and other city agencies, type and frequency of street use by vehicles, bicycles and transit,

complaints, and geographic equity.

B.  STREET STRUCTURE REHABILITATION AND SEISMIC IMPROVEMENTS. A

portion of the Bond shall be allocated toward providing safe street structures for public

use

including the rehabllltatlon and replacement of structures that may |nclude bridges, tunnels,

stairways, retaining walls, and viaducts.

C. SIDEWALK ACCESSlBlLlTY IMPROVEMENTS. A portlon of the Bond shall be

allocated toward the constructlon reconstruction, and renovation of curb ramps and the

replacement of buckllng sidewalks for the safety and accessibility of residents and people with

disabilities as mandated by the American with Dlsab|l|t|es Act. Sidewalk replacement will

occur at locations that are the City’s responsibility to maintain, including City, State and

Federal propertles and facilities, around City maintained street trees, and around other

maintained by the Department of Public Works.
D. STREETSCAPE, PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE lMPROVEMENT AND
ENHANCEMENT. A portion of the Bond shall be allocated toward the redesign and

areas

modernization of street corridors equitably distributed throughout City neighborhoods by

constructlng and installing safety improvements.

E. TRAFFIC SIGNAL INFRASTRUCTURE. A portlon of the Bond shall be

allocated toward the con_structio’n, reconstruction and renovation of traffic S|gnal infrastructure

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Chiu, Wiener, Avalos, Campos, Cohen, Kim, Mar, Mirkarimi
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necessary to reduce travel time along kéy Muni transit routes and improve transit service
reliability. | |

F. CITIZEN'S OVERSIGHT_COMMITTEE. A portion of the Bond shall be used to
perform audité of the Bond, as further described in Section 15. | | “

The pr;)posed uses described in this Section 3 are propoéaIs only and, with the
exceptrion of Section 3F above, are subject, without Iim.itation, to review and revision ‘by the
Mayor and the Board.

Section 4. BOND ACCOUNTABILITY MEASURES

The Bond shall include the following administrative rules and principles:

A. OVERSIGHT. The proposed bond funds shall be subjected to approval
processes and rules described in the San Francisco Charter Administrative Code. Pursuant tb
S.F. Administrative Code 5.31, the Citizen's General Obligation Bond Oversight Committee
shall conduct an annual review of bond spending, and shall prdvide an annual report of the
bond program to the Mayor and the Board of Sup.ervis_ors. | 4

B.  TRANSPARENCY. The City shall create and maintain a dedicated Web page | _
outl'inihg and describing the bond prograrﬁ, progfess, and activity updates. The ‘City shall also :
hold an annual public hearing and reviews on the bond program and its implementation before |
the Capital Planning Committee and the Citizen’s General Obligation Bond Oversight
Committee. | |

| Section 5. The estimated cost of the bond financed portion of the project described in
Section 2 above was fixed by the Board by the following resolution and in the amount
specified below: | v .
Resolution No. 276’-2 /_, Road Repaving and Street Safety General
Obligation Bonds. $248,000,000.

Maydr Lee; Super\iisors Chiu, Wiener, Avalos, Campos, Cohen, Kim, Mar, Mirkarimi
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SucH reso|dtio’n was passed by two-thirds or more of the Board and approved by the
Mayor of the City (the “Mayor”).‘ In 'such resolution it was recited and found by the Board that
the sunﬁ of money specified is too great to be paid out of the ordinary annuél income and

revenue of the City in addition to the other annual expenses or other funds derived from taxes -

levied for those purposes'énd will require expenditures greater than the amodnt allowed by

the annual tax levy.

.The method and manner of payndent of the estimated costs described in this ordinance
are by the issuance of bonds of the City not exceeding ‘the principal amdunt specified.

Such estimate of costs as set forth in such resolution is adopted and determined to be
the estimated cost o\]f such bond financed improvements and financing, as design-ed to date.

Section 6. The Bond Spécial Election shall be held and conducted and the votes |

received and canvassed, and the returns made and the results ascertained, determined and

declared as provided in this ordinance and in all particulars not recited in this ordinance such

election shall be held according to the laws of the State of California (the "State") and the
Charter of the City (the “Charter”)'and any regulations adopted under State ldw or the Charter,
providing for and governing elections in the City, and the polls for such election shall be and
remain'open'duringlthe time required by such Iéws and regu|ations. |

Section 7. The Bond Special Election is consolidated with the General Election

‘scheduled to be held in the City on Tuegday, November 8, 2011. The voting precincts, polling -

places and officers of election for the November 8, 2011 General Election are hereby
adopted, established, designated and named, respectively, as the voting precincts, polling
place's and officers of eﬁlection for the Bond Special Election called, and reference is made to

the notice of election set’ting forth the voting precincts, polling places and officers of election

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Chiu, Wiener, Avalos, Campos, Cohen, Kim, Mar, Mirkarimi _ .
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ) ' Page 6
. o 5/5/2011




o W 0o N O ghA Q@ DD -

OO R ® N 2 O ©® ©® N O o A~ 0 N o

for the November 8, 2011 General Election by the Director of Elections to be published in the
official newspaper of the City on the date required under the laws of the State of California.
Section 8. The ballots to be used at the Bond Special Election shall be the ballots to

be used at the November 8, 2011 General Election. The word limit for ballot propositions

- imposed by San Francisco Munibipal Elections Code Section 510 is waived. On the ballots to |

be used at the Bond Special Election, in addition to any other matter required by law to be
printed thereon, shall appear the following as a'separate proposition:

"SAN FRANCISCO ROAD REPAVING AND STREET SAFETY BOND, 2011. To fix

I potholes and repave deteriorating streets in neighborhoods throughout San Francisco, repair

and strengthen deterloratmg stairways, bridges and overpasses, improve safety for

'pedestrlans and blcycllsts improve disabled access to sidewalks, and construct and renovate

traffic infrastructure to improve Municipal Transportation Agency transit reliability and traffic
flow on local streets, shall the City and Ceunty of San ‘Francisco issue $248,000,000 in
general obligation b.ohds subject to independent oversight and regular audits?"

Each voter to vote in‘favor of the issuance of the foregoing bond proposition shall.mark
the ballot‘ in the Iocatien corresponding to- a “YES” vote for the proposition, and to vote against

the proposition shall mark the ballot in the location corresponding to a “NO” vote for the

_proposition.

Section 9. If at the Bond Special Election it shall appear that two-thirds of all the voters
voting on the proposition voted in favor of and authorized the incurring of bonded |
indebted'ness for the purposes set forth in such proposition, then such proposition shall have
been accepted by the electors, and bonds authorized shall be issued upon the order of the

Board. Such bends shall bear interest at a rate not exceeding applicable legal limits.

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Chiu, Wlener Avalos, Campos, Cohen, Kim, Mar erkarlml
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The votes cast for and against the proposition shall be counted separately and when

two-thirds of the qualified electors, voting on the proposition, vote in favor, the proposition

shall be deemed adopted.

Section 10. For the purpose of paying the principal and interest on tne bonds, the
Board shall, at the time of fixing the general tax levy and in the manner for such general tax |
levy provided levy and coI|ect annually each year until such bonds are paid, or until there is a
sum in the Treasury of sald City, or other account held on behalf of the Treasurer of said City,
set apart for that purpose to meet all sums coming due for the principal and interest on the
bonds, a tax sufficient to pay the annual interest on such bonds as the same becomes due
and also such part of the principal thereof as shall become due before the proceeds of a tax |
levied at the time for making the next general tax levy can be made available for the payment
of such principal. |

Section 11. This ordinance shall be published in accordance with any State law
requirements and such publlcatlon shall constitute not|ce of the Bond Special Election and no
other notice of the Bond Special Election hereby called need be: glven

Section 12. The Board finds and declares for the reasons set forth in the letter from the

City Planning Department dated May 12,2011, a copy of which is on file with the Clerk of
the Board in Flle No. 110654 and incorporated by reference, that the Bond proposal is

not a project under the California Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA'.‘) because as the
establishment of a government financing mechanism that does not identify individual specific
projects to be constructed with the funds the Bond proposal is not a project as defined by
CEQA and CEQA Guidelines. The use of Bond proceeds to finance any prolect or portion of
any project will be subject to approval of the Board upon_completlon of planning and any

further required environmental review under CEQA for those individual projects.

Mayor Lee; SUpervisors Chiu, Wiener, Avalos, Campos, Cohen, Kim, Mar, Mirkarimi o
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Section 13. The Board finds and declares that the proposed Bond is (i) in conformity
with the priority policies of Section 101.1(b) of the City Planning Code, (ii) in accordance with -
Section 4.105 of the San Francisco Charter and Section 2A.53(f) of the City Administrative

- Code, and (iii). consistent with the City’'s General Plan, and adopts the findings of the City

Pianning Department, as set forth in the General Plan Referral Report, dated 5/20/11. .

201 1, a copy of which is on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 110654 ,and :
incorporates said findings by reference.

Section 14. Under Sect'ion 53410 of the California Government Code, the bonds shall
be for the specific 'purpose authorized in this ordinance and the proceeds of such bonds will
be applied only for such specific purpose. The City will comply with the requirements of .
Sections 53410(c) and 53‘410(6) of the California Government Code. |

‘Section 15. The Bonds are subject to, and incorporate by reference, the applicable
provision_s'of San Francisco Administrative Code Sections 5.30 — 5.36 (the “Citizens’ General
Obligation Bond Oversight Committee”). Under Section 5.31 of the Citizens’ General
Obligation Bond Oversight Committee, to the extent permitted by' law, one-tenth of one
percent (0.1%) of the gross proceeds of the'Bonds shall be deposited in a fund established by
the Con_trolller’s Office and appropriated by the Board of Supervisors at the direction of the
Citizens’ General Obligation Bond Oversight Committee to cover the costs of such committee.

Section 16. The time requirements specified in Section 2.34 of the San Francisco
Administrative, Code are waived.

Section 17. The appropriate officers, employees, rebresentatives and agents of the
City are hereby authorized a‘nd directed to do everything necessary or desirable to accomplish
the calling and holding of the Bond Special Election, and to otherwise carry out the provisions

of this ordinance.

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Chiu, Wiener, Avalos, Campos, Cohen, Kim, Mar, Mirkarimi * -
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Section 18. Documents referenced in this ordinance are on file with the Clerk of the
. 110654 ‘ -
Board of Supervisors in File No. , which is hereby declared to be a part of this ordinance as

if set forth fully herein.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA,
City Attorney

By: Yoraugin Duwid Lrvas
Kenneth David Roux '
Deputy City Attorney

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Campos, Chiu, Cohen, Mar, Avalos .
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FILE NO. 110654

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST

[Road Repaving and Street Safety General Obligation Bond Electlon 1

Ordinance calling and providing for a special election to be held in the Clty and County
of San Francisco on Tuesday, November 8th 2011, for the purpose of submitting to San
Francisco voters a proposition to incur the following bonded debt of the City and
County: $248,000,000 to finance the repaving and reconstruction of roads, the
rehabilitation and seismic improvement of street structures, the replacement of
sidewalks, the installation and renovation of curb ramps, the redesign of streetscapes
to include pedestrian and bicycle safety improvements, and the construction,
rehabilitation and renovation of traffic infrastructure and related costs necessary or
convenient for the foregoing purposes; authorizing landlords to pass-through 50% of
the resulting property tax increase to residential tenants in accordance with Chapter 37
of the San Francisco Administrative Code; finding that the estimated cost of such
proposed project is and will be too great to be paid out of the ordinary annual income
and revenue of the City and County and will require expendltures greater than the
amount allowed therefor by the annual tax levy; reciting the estimated cost of such
proposed project; fixing the date of election and the manner of holding such election
and the procedure for voting for or against the proposition; fixing the maximum rate of .
interest on such bonds and providing for the levy and collection of taxes to pay both
principal and interest; prescribing notice to be given of such election; finding that the
proposed bond is not a project under the California Environmental Quality Act,
("CEQA"); finding that the proposed bond is in conformity with the priority policies of
Planning Code Section 101.1(b) and with the General Plan consistency requirement of
Charter Section 4.105 and Administrative Code Section 2A.53; consolidating the
special election with the general election; establishing the election precincts, voting
places and officers for the election; waiving the word limitation on ballot propositions
imposed by San Francisco Municipal Elections Code Section 510; complying with the
restrictions on the use of bond proceeds specified in Section 53410 of the California
Government Code; incorporating the provisions of the San Francisco Administrative
Code, Sections 5.30 — 5.36; and waiving the time reqwrements specified in Section 2.34
of the San Francisco Administrative Code.

Existing Law

General Obligation‘ Bonds of the City and County of San Francisco may be issued only with
the assent of two-thirds of the voters voting on the proposition.

Ballot Proposition

" This ordinance authorizes the following ballot proposition to be placed on the November 8,
2011 ballot: .

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS | - Page 1
5/16/2011
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.FILE NO. 110654

SAN FRANCISCO ROAD REPAVING AND STREET SAFETY BOND, 2011. To fix
potholes and repave deteriorating streets in neighborhoods throughout San Francisco,
repair and strengthen deteriorating stairways, bridges and overpasses, improve safety
for pedestrians and bicyclists, improve disabled access to sidewalks, and construct and
renovate traffic infrastructure to improve Municipal Transportation Agency transit
reliability and traffic flow on local streets, shall the City and County of San Francisco
issue $248,000,000 in general obligation bonds subject to independent oversight and
regular audits? : ,

: The ordinance fixes the maximum rate of interest on the Bonds, and provides for a levy
and a collection of taxes to repay both the principal and interest on the Bonds. The ordinance

also describes the manner in which the Bond Special Election will be held; and the ordinance

provides for compliance with applicable state and local laws.

Background Information |

The Board of Su'per\/'isors found that the amount of specified for this project is and will be too
great to be paid out of the ordinary annual income and revenue of the City, and will require
expenditures greater than the amount allowed therefor by the annual tax levy.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - | Page 2
’ ‘ 5/16/2011
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BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEL MEETING ' . TuLy 13,2011

| ltem 9 Departments: Controller’s Office of Public Finance (OPF), Department of Public Works
File 11-0654 (DPW), Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) and the Department of Elections

Legislative Objective

-» The proposed ordinance would call and provide for a special election in San Francisco on
November 8, 2011 to submit to San Francisco voters a proposition to (1) incur City bonded debt
of $248,000,000 in General Obligation Bonds (GO Bonds) to finance (a) repaving and
reconstruction of roads, (b) rehabilitation and seismic improvement of street structures, (c)
replacement of sidewalks, (d) installation and renovation of curb ramps, (e) redesign of
streetscapes to include - pedestrian and bicycle safety improvements, and (f) construction,
rehabilitation and renovation of traffic infrastructure and the payment of related costs necessary
for such purposes; (2) authorize landlords to pass through 50 percent of the resulting Property
Tax increase to residential tenants in accordance with Chapter 37 of the City’s Administrative
Code; (3) find that the estimated cost of $248,000,000 for such improvements is too great to be
paid out of the ordinary annual income and revenue of the City and will require incurring bonded
indebtedness; (4) recite the estimated cost of such proposed project; (5) find ‘that the proposed
bond is not subject to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); (4) find the proposed
bond is in conformity with the priority policies of Planning Code Section 101. 1(b) and the
General Plan consistency requirement of Charter Section 4.105 and Administrative Code Section
2A.53; (5) declare the City’s official intent to reimburse prior expendltures and (6) waive the
time 11m1ts set forth in Administrative Code Section 2.34.

Key Points

‘e The Board of Supervisors previously approved a resolution on June 7, 2011 (File 11-0655) |
approving necessary findings regarding the proposed Road Repavmg and Street Safety GO Bond
to provide $248,000,000 for five street and sidewalk improvement programs.

e The subject ordinance, File 11-0654, would call and provide for a special election asking San
Francisco voters to approve the Safe Streets and Road Repair GO Bond. Approval of the GO
Bond requires two- thlrds approval of San Francisco voters..

Fiscal Impacts

* The cost of including the proposed ordinance on the November 8, 2011 Citywide ballot would be
approximately $231,718, or approximately 7.3 percent of the estimated $3,185,289 cost of
conducting the November City election.

o * The estimated total debt service requirement between July 1, 2011 and June 30 of 2035, a perrod
of 24 years, will be $437,249,617, or an average annual debt service of $18,218,734 per year.
Authorization of the proposed bond funds would result in increased Property Taxes, for a single
family residence assessed at $500,000 of $37.33 annually after deduction for the $7,000
homeowner’s exemption. However, the proposed GO Bond would be timed such that increases to |
Property Taxes would be offset by the retiring of existing GO Bonds.

Recommendation

. Based on the Board of Supervisors approval of resolution (File 11-0655), declaring the public
interest and necessity for the proposed issuance of General Obhgatron Bonds, approve the
proposed ordinance.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS‘ ‘ ‘ BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST



BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMIT1 ... MEETING ' o JuLy 13,2011

MANDATE STATEMENT & BACKGROUND

Mandate Statement

According to Article 16, Section 18(a) of the State of California Constitution, no county, city,
town, township, board of education, or school district, shall incur any indebtedness or liability
for any purpose exceeding in any year the income and revenue provided for such year, without .
the approval of two-thirds of the voters of the public entity voting at an election to be held for
that purpose. ' : .

According to San Francisco Charter Section 9.118, any agreement with a term of over ten years
or expenditures of over $10,000,000 is subject to approval by the Board of Supervisors. The
proposed issuance of $248,000,000 in General Obligation bond debt requires the City to enter
into an agreement which exceeds ten years and $10,000,000. ’ '

Béckgroimd

' Road resurfacing and reconstruction, street repairs, installation of curb ramps, pedestrian safety

~ features and the repair of the City’s sidewalks and street structures have historically been funded
with a combination of General Fund monies, State and local transportation revenues including
Gas Tax revenues, and Federal grants. However, according to Mr. Douglas Legg, Budget and
Finance Manager with DPW, the historical and current sources of funding for City street and

~ sidewalk improvements do not provide consistent or sufficient revenues to fund such
infrastructure projects. ~ |

According to Mr. Legg, over the past five years, the budget for street resurfacing has averaged
$42 million annually, which is $23.5 million less than the estimated $65.5 million which DPW, |
at this time, considers to be necessary to improve street pavement conditions. This shortfall has
produced backlog of streets in need of repair. As a result, San Francisco’s streets currently have a
Pavement Condition Index (PCT) score1 of 64, which is the bottom of the “good” rating range, as
shown in Table 1 below. Without increased funding in street repairs, DPW projects that San
Francisco’s PCI score would drop to 61, a “fair” rating, in only three years. As shown in Table 1
below, the lower the PCI score, the higher the average cost of repairing each street block.

! The PCI scoring system was developed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to evaluate roadway conditions.

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS : K ‘BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING , JULY 13,2011

Table 1: Pavement Condition Index (PCT) Scoring Descriptions

Percent of ‘ , ‘ Average
SF Streets PCI Score Treatment Cost/Block
19% 85—100 | No improvementneeded ' $o
“excellent” ‘ /
30% 64 -84 Pavement preservation — slurry sealing or crack sealing to extend life ~ $9,000
“good” of street ‘ :
28% © 50-63 Repave  grind off and replace the top two inches of asphalt - $97,800
“fair” /
T 23% 0-49 Reconstruction — reconstruct the street including concrete base and . | $436,400;
“poor” - | top layer of asphalt; or K ' _or
Resurface with base repair  grind off and replace the top two $140,000
inches of asphalt and complete localized repairs to the concrete base :

The City’s ten-year Capital Plan sets a goal of improving San Francisco’s streets PCI score from
64 to 70 in ten years, or by 2021. According to Mr. Legg, increasing the City’s average PCI
score to 70 in ten years, the City would need to appropriate $65.5 million annually, increasing
five percent per year. Anticipated funding from local Proposition K Sales Tax, state gas tax
(formerly Proposition 42), and Federal grant funds are projected to be insufficient to maintain the
current condition of the ‘City’s streets. Figure 1, below, illustrates the increased funding that
would be needed to achieve a PCI score of 70 in ten years. ‘

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF S_UPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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Figure 1: Street Resurfacing Funding: Historic and ‘Proposed
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DPW has estimated .that without additional revenue, the PCI score could fall to 54 in ten years,
~or by 2021. ' '

Two years ago, on April 28, 2009, the Board of Supervisors (File 09-0404) approved the.
issuance of $42,000,000 in Certificates of Participation (COPs) to finance the same categories of
street improverhent projects, and on October 26, 2010, the Board of Supervisors (File 10-1159)
approved the issuance of an additional $48,000,000 COPs issuance, with the main difference
being the specific streets and locations of those projects.

In addition to street paving needs, DPW has identified funding needs to improve sidewalk
accessibility and condition, street structures, and pedestrian and bikeways, and the Municipal
Transportation Agency (MTA) has identified funding needs to improve transit street signal
infrastructure. : ‘
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Previously Passed Resolution (File 11-0655)

On June 7, 2011, the Board of Supervisors approved File 11-0655, a resolution pertaining to
street and sidewalk improvements, which: '

(1) determined and declared that the public interest and necessity demand (a) the repaving
and reconstruction of roads, (b) the rehabilitation and seismic improvement of street
structures, (c) the replacement of sidewalks, (d) the installation and renovation of curb
ramps, (e) the redesign of streetscapes to include pedestrian and bicycle safety
improvements, and (f) the construction, rehabilitation and renovation of traffic
infrastructure and the payment of related costs necessary or convenient for the foregoing
purposes; :

(2) found that the estimated cost of $248,000,000 for such improvements is and will be too
great to be paid out of the ordinary annual income and revenue of the City and County
and will require incurring bonded indebtedness; =

(3) found that the proposed bond is not a project under the California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA); :

(4) found that the proposed bond is in conformity with the priority policies of Planning Code
Section 101.1(b) and with the General Plan consistency requirement of Charter Section
4.105 and Administrative Code Section 2A.53; '

(5) provided for the City to declare its official intent to réimburse prior expenditures; and
(6) waived the time limits set forth in City Administrative Code Section 2.34.

The proposed Safe Streets and Road Repair General Obligation Bond (GO Bond) issuance would

provide $248,000,000 in GO Bond fund revenues to five street and sidewalk improvement

programs, shown in Table 2 below. Approval of the GO Bond requires approval by two-thirds of
San Francisco voters. Approval by the Board of Supervisors of File 11-0655 was the first of two

steps required to put the proposed GO Bond before the San Francisco voters in November 2011

The second piece of legislation is the subject ordinance, File 11-0654, which would call and
provide for a special election. o

The use of GO Bond proceeds to finance any project or portion of any project would be subject
to future appropriation approval of the Board of ‘Supervisors subsequent to completion of
planning and any further required environmental review under CEQA. for those individual
' projects. : ' , '

Ms. Nadia Sesay Director of the Office of Public Finance (OPF) anticipates issuing the not-to-
exceed $248,000,000 GO Bonds in three issuances between 2012 and 2016. As shown in Table
2, below, the estimated issuance of $248,000,000 in GO Bond would fund $244,500,000 in
project costs for five programs, and $3,500,000 in financing costs. Attachment I to this report
includes expanded descriptions of the five street and sidewalk improvement programs.
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Table 2: Uses of GO Bond Proceeds
Audit,
Project oversight,
Costs & issuance Total
Five Programs Scope (millions) | (millions) | (millions)
y Slurry sealing, repaving, re-construction '
1. Street Repaving -and new construction of approximately $146.3 $2.1 $148.4
and Reconstruction ) -
2,540 street segments
- 2. Sidewalk Design and construct approximately 1,900 ,
Accessibility curb ramps citywide and improve 125,000 21.7- 0.3 22.0
Improvements square feet of City responsibility sidewalks
Rehabilitate, repair and improve aging
3. Street Structures street infrastructure such as bridges, 79 01 73
Rehabilitation. -guardrails, tunnels, viaducts, retaining walls ' ' '
and stairs.
4. Streetscape, 'Pedestrlan/blcycle hsafety ;.nd s'treetscape B |
Pedestrian. and - improvements such as pe es.trlan ' ‘
. ’ countdown signals and lighting, sidewalk 493 0.7 50.0
Bicycle Safety
extension, bulb-outs, bicycle unprovements
Improvements
: tree planting and landscaping.
Rehabilitate and upgrade existing traffic
5. Transit Street signal infrastructure to reduce travel time 20' 03 203
Signal Infrastructure along key Muni routes and improve transit : B} .
reliability. ‘
Total $244.5 $3.5 $248.0

With regard to the Street Repaving and Reconstruction Program, as shown above in Table 2,
DPW anticipates that the GO Bond revenue of $146,300,000 would allow the DPW to increase .
the City’s Pavement Condition Index (PCI) score from 64 to 66 in three years. According to Mr.
Legg, with regard to the City’s goal of achieving a PCI score of 70 in ten years, the proposed GO
Bond would serve as a stopgap, providing the City three years to identify additional sources of
dedicated revenue for the ongoing Street Repaving and Reconstruction Program (Program 1 in
Table 2, above). Programs 2 through 5 would not 1mpact the Clty s PClI score.

DETAILS OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION

The proposed ordinance pertaining to street and sidewalk improvements would call and provide
for a special election to be held in the City of San Francisco on November 8, 2011 for the
purpose of submitting to San Francisco voters a proposition to (1) incur the following bonded
debt of the City: $248,000,000 to finance (a) repaving and reconstruction of roads, (b)
rehabilitation and seismic improvement of street structures, (c) replacement of sidewalks, (d)
installation and renovation of curb ramps, (e) redesign of streetscapes to include pedestrian and
bicycle safety improvements, and (f) construction, rehabilitation and renovation of traffic
infrastructure and the payment of related costs necessary or convenient for the foregoing
purposes; (2) authorize landlords to pass through 50 percent of the resulting Property Tax
increase to residential tenants in accordance with Chapter 37 of the San Francisco Administrative

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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Code; (3) find that the estimated cost of $248,000,000 for such improvements is too great to be
paid out of the ordinary annual income and revenue of the City and will require incurring bonded
indebtedness; (4) recite the estimated cost of such proposed project; (5) find that the proposed
- bond is not a project under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA); (4) find the
proposed bond is in conformity with the priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1(b) and
with the General Plan consistency requirement of Charter Section 4.105 and Administrative -
Code Section 2A.53; (5) provide for the City to declare its official intent to reimburse prior
- expenditures; and (6) waive the time limits set forth in Administrative Code Section 2.34.

As is noted above, the subject resolution is the second of two steps required to put the proposed‘
GO Bond before San Francisco voters in November 2011. -

FISCAL IMPACTS

Fiscal Impacts of the GO Bond

Attachment II, provided by the Office of Public Finance, shows the estimated debt service
requirements for the proposed $248,000,000 GO Bond issuance. As shown in Attachment II,
once all $248,000,000 of the GO Bond have been sold, the estimated total debt service
requirement between July 1, 2011 and June 30 of 2035, a period of 24 years, will be
$437,249,617, or an average annual debt service of $18,218,734 per year ($248,000,000 in -
principal plus $189,249,617 in interest at an assumed interest rate of 6 percent).

Charter Section 9.106 requires that outstanding General Obligation bonded indebtedness cannot
exceed three percent of the City’s assessed value of all taxable real and personal property located
within the City.

- As shown in ‘Attachment III, provided by Ms. Sesay, the City’s total General Obligation debt
capacity is currently $4,735,979,441 or three percent of the City’s estimated net assessed
property valuation of $157,865,981,382 for FY 2010-2011. As of May 22, 2011, the City had
$1,481,159,429 in outstanding General Obligation bonds or approximately 0.94 percent of the
net assessed property valuation. With the addition of the proposed $248,000,000 in General
Obligation Bonds, outstanding bonds would be $1,729,159,429. As shown on Attachment III,
based on this outstanding principal amount, without the consideration of other bond issuances,
the $1,729,159,429 in outstanding principal represents 1.10 percent of the net assessed valuation
of $157,865,981,382 ($1,729,159,429 +~ $157,865,981,382) with avallable debt capacity of

$3,006,820,012.

Impacz‘ on Property Taxes

The proposed $248,000,000 GO Bond principal and the estimated $189,249,617 of related
interest expense, would be repaid from increased Property Taxes on all property owners in the
- City. Attachment II illustrates the impact of the proposed GO bond debt service requirements on
- Property Taxes. Authorization of the proposed bond funds would result in increased Property
Taxes, for a single family residence assessed at $500,000 of $37.33 annually- after deduction for
the $7,000 homeowner’s exemption. Pursuant to Chapter 37 of the Administrative Code.
(Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance), residential landlords who are subject

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS _ ‘ v BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
' 9-7



BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING - JuLy 13,2011

to rent control would be permitted to pass through 50 percent of the Property Tax increase to the:
tenants in buildings constructed after 1979. '

According to Ms. Sesay, the timing of the issuance of the proposed GO Bonds would occur such
that increases in Property Taxes from the proposed GO Bonds would be offset by reductions in
Property Taxes as the City’s existing GO Bonds are being redeemed. Therefore, according to
" M. Sesay, the City’s projected Property Tax rates to be assessed to residential and commercial
property owners should remain at or below the FY 2005-06 Property Tax rates. Figure 2 below
provided by DPW, illustrates the expected impact of the proposed GO Bond (shown in gray) on
the City’s projected Property Tax rates, assuming no additional GO Bond debt is issued by the

City.
Figure 2: I_mpéct of Proposed GO Bond on City Property Tax Rates

Projected Property Tax Rates for Voter Approved & Proposed Streets G.0. Bonds
FY 2006-2021
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Source: DPW

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS v BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST



BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING - JuLy 13,2011

Impact on Elections Costs

According to Ms. Aura Mendieta, Deputy Director of the Department of Elections, the cost of
including the proposed ordinance on the November 8, 2011 Citywide ballot would be
approximately $231,718, or approximately 7.3 percent of the estimated $3,185 289 cost of
conducting the November 8, 2011 City election.

RECONMENDATION

l ?

Based on the Board of Supervisors approval of resolution (File 11-0655), declaring the public
_interest and necessity for the proposed issuance of General Obhgatlon Bonds approve the

pxoposed ordinance.
. i . __,-1 1 z 1,.-' Q

Harvey M. Rose

cc: Supervisor Chu

Supervisor Mirkarimi
Supervisor Kim
Supervisor Wiener
President Chiu
Supervisor-Avalos
Supervisor Campos
Supervisor Cohen
Supervisor Elsbernd
Supervisor Farrell
Supervisor Mar
Clerk of the Board

- Cheryl Adams
Controller
Greg Wagner
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Summary of Safe Streets and Road Repair General Obhgatlon Bond
Programs

The following is a summary of the program descnptlons for the ﬁve programs that would be paid
for under the proposed Safe Streets and Road Repair GO Bond. It is adapted from DPW’s 201 1
Road Repaving and Street Safety Bond Report. The five projects are:

Street Repaving and Reconstruction

Sidewalk Accessibility Improvements (Curb Ramps and Sidewalks)
Street Structures Rehabilitation

Streetscape, Pedestrian, and Bicycle Safety Improvements

Transit Street Signal Infrastructure

bl

1. Street Repaving and Reconstruction
Causes of Pavement Deterioration

The City’s roadway system is complex and streets deteraorate over time, However, three major
factors can accelerate deterioration: ‘

1. Heavy wear and tear — In San Francisco, streets and roads have an average useful life of 14 to 21
years. However, a street’s lifecycle depends on how heavily that street is used, particularly by heavy

buses and trucks. For example, a street with heavy traft" ic can deteriorate seven years sooner thana -
 street that carries lighter traffic.

2. Excavation — Underneath our streets exist a vast network of underground utlllty lines; pipes and
cables. Each time one of these utility lines or services needs repair or replacement; utility
companies must cut a trench in the pavement, leaving a vulnerable spot in the street. Over time
these vulnerable spots in the street can reduce the life span of the street,

3. Deferred work — Without adequate funding in place, work that is needed will be deferred. This
increases the occurrence of street degradation, including potholes, and greatly increases the cost of
repairing that street in the future.

' Pavement Management Strategy and Treatment _ :
- To track the impact of wear, erosion, and age on each street segment, the City uses a Pavement
Management and Mapping System (PMMS). This system assesses street deterioration by
establishing a rating for each street segment based on a visual survey done by DPW engineers, Each
segment is evaluated based on ride quality, cracking, and raveling of the roadway. The ratings are
used to create a Pavement Condition Index (PCI) score for each street segment using a scale of 0 -
the worst score~ to 100 —a freshly paved street. Refer to Map 1 for an overview of the City’s streets
by PCl score. :

The table below summarizes the current condition of the City’s streets, required pavement
treatment and the cost for the associated PCI range.
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% of SF PCl Score - Treatment - Average '
Streets . Cost/Block
19% 85 —100 No improvement needed $0
“excellent”
30% 64 - 84 “good” - | Pavement_preservation_— slurry sealing $9,000
' - | or crack sealing to extend life of street
28% 50-63 Repave - grind off and replace the top $97,800
‘ “falr” - two inches of asphalt
23% 0-49 Reconstruction - reconstruct the street $436,400
“poor” including concrete base and top layer of $140,000
asphalt »
Resurface with base repair - grind off
and replace the top two inches of
asphalt and complete localized repairs
to the concrete base

The most cost-effective pavement management strategy is to preserve streets in good condition
instead of letting them deterlorate The lower the PCl score, the more expensive it is to fix. While
new pavements generally remain in good-to excellent condition for several years with little or no
upkeep, the rate of deterioration increases rapidly after 7-20 years, depending on the type and use
of the street. By reducing the frequency of asset replacement, research shows that preservation
treatments can increase the life-cycle and reduce the cost by 75-90 percent.

The figure below illustrates potential cost savings that can be realized through. the proper

- application cycle in order to preserve and extend the life of a street. If the appropriate treatment is
applied in a timely manner, a street with a PCl starting at 100 could be maintained over the course
of two life cycles for an average cost of $240,600 per block and yield a “very good” average PCl
score of 84. If this methodology is not followed and a street is allowed to reach a point where
reconstruction is required, the cost more than tnples to $872 800 and results in an “at-risk” average
PCl score of 57. :
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Effects of Maintenance on a Pavement Life Cycle
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Roadway resurfacing work under this bond may include, but will not be limited to:

e Pavement preservation treatments to extend the life of the street
Mill and fill asphalt surface over concrete base; perform repairs to the concrete base
Reconstruct concrete streets :
Replace concrete parking strip, and concrete medians
Replace concrete bus pads
Replace concrete curb edge
Reconstruct concrete sidewalk

~ Reconstruct concrete curb ramps with detectable surface tiles
Traffic routing, adjusting City-owned manhole frames and covers, castings, and catch basm
frames and gratings to grade related to paving and reconstruction projects

s & & & o o

2. Sidewalk Accessibility Improvements :

Curb ramps are an essential link in the public path of travel. For people with disabilities, many
seniors, parents with strollers, and others, curb ramps provide safe navigation over public street
intersections and sidewalks. Curb ramps are also key to the full social integration of people with
mobility disabilities and people who are blind or have low-vision. Accessible walkways allow people
with disabilities to be independent, and fully integrate both socially and professionally. For people
with disabilities, being able to move around the City independently reduces social isolation and
dependence on expensive services such as Paratransit.
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San Francisco has been building curb ramps for years; however many of the City’s corners still lack "
curb ramps. Some of the existing ramps are too old, too steep, or too narrow, and others are in
disrepair. The inventory indicates that we need to build 22,959 ramps at approximately at various
locations throughout the City. (The total cost to build 22,959 ramps is $177 miillion. Although many
of the ramps will be built through paving, sewer, or private development projects; some will need

to be constructed as standalone curb ramp projects. This ensures that a full and navigable path of
travel is accessible to everyone who needs it. 4 :

Design and construction of approximately 1,767 curb ramps will be completed at various locations
throughout the City. Work may include, but will not be limited to: :

* Design engineering of curb ramps

* Construction of curb ramps : :

* Related work needed to bring the curb ramp to current standards, which may include
reconstruction of concrete gutters, curbs and parking strips; relocation or adjustment of utility
poles, utility pull boxes, castings, relocation or construction of sewer catch basins and
reconstruction of adjacent sidewalks.

3. Street Structure Rehabilitation & Seismic Strengthening

- The City, under the jurisdiction of DPW, has an on-going program to identify repairs needed on the
307 City street structures maintained by DPW (Refer to Map 2). Out of the 307 City-maintained
structures, approximately 100 have been identified for rehabilitation. These street structures are
used by the public every day. Consequently, failure to correct these deficiencies increases the risk
to public safety. ' :

Funding from the bond may be used to repair or replace the following:
 cracked/spalled concrete and exposed steel reinforcement

® structural movement, including tilting, settlement, and damaged construction joints
¢ - deteriorated and damaged concrete and metal railings - ‘

¢ structure lighting improvements : :

» mechanical and efectrical equipment repair and stabilization of bridges and tunnels
® structural deficiencies on City maintained bridges and street structures

Failure to correct these conditions will increase the City’ exposure to liability and result in additional
costs when corrective actions are no longer discretionary, but immediately required.

_ The proposed bond funds allocated to street structures may also provide a match to supplement
other financing, such as federal or state grants and private gifts, which often require matching local
funds, ' i ‘ '

4. Streetscape, Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Improvements - ,

Between 200 and 2005, San Francisco implemented few major streefscape improvement projects.
Recognizing a need and regional prioritization of comprehensive public realm improvements, the

- Great Streets Program was created in 2005. Since its inception, the program has implemented six

capital streetscape improvement projects throughout the City San Bruno Avenue, Valencia Street,
Leland Avenue, Polk Street, Divisadero Stréet, and Van Ness Avenue.
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To build upon the important work of the Great Streets Program, the proposed bond will fund the
next phase of streetscape improvement projects. Streetscape improvements can vary from simple

" plantings on. street medians to the corplete revitalization of the street, site furnishings,
landscaping and infrastructure. As such, project costs can range between $55,000 per block to
$2,000,000 per block. A streetscape improvement project may include one or several of the
following elements:

o Sidewalk extension — Increase the usable sidewalk space for pedestrians and greening

¢ Bulb-out — shorten the street crossing distance and provide visibility for pedestrian
safety

s Crosswalk treatment — Highlight pedestrian crossing areas for pedestrian safety

o Pedestrian countdown signals/lighting — Install pedestrian countdown signals and
pedestrian upgrade lighting for energy efficiency and safety

o - Utility undergrounding—Remove visible utility overhead service wires and poles and
install conduits underground to connect services to homes

e Street tree planting — Provide traffic calming and ecological benefits

* Roadway median expansion and/or planting — prowde trafflc calming and ecological
benefits-

 Sidewalk and roadway lighting— Improve and upgrade street lighting for safety and
energy efficiency

¢ Bicycle rmprovements Separated bicycle lanes, bicycle racks or other amenities to
improve bicycle conditions

» Public art elements — Create a sense of place, interest, and neighborhood identity

¢ Site furnishings — Provide resting areas, bicycle racks, trash receptacles

s Stormwater elements (Low Impact Design) — Improve drainage and reduce flooding

5. Traffic Signal Improvements

The City has an on-going program to replace and upgrade of the deterlorated or obsolete sngnal
hardware for over 1,100 signalized intersections, including controllers and foundations, vehicle and
pedestrian signal heads, poles, conduit, pull boxes, wiring and loop detectors. Additionally, a goal of
this program is to modify signal operations to improve safety and efficiency by installing signal mast
arms where necessary to improve visibility.

This program was originally identified in the City’s Transit First legislation of 1973. The SFMTA works
with other City departments repair and replaced aged traffic infrastructure to streets with a high.
volume of rail vehicles and/or buses, in order to reduce delays to transit services, increase reliability
and improve access. :
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debt calculations- »

ATTACHMENT 01

City and County of San Francisco General Obligati'on Bonds

Net Assessed value (August 1, 2010)
Bond debt limit o 3%

Bonding Capacity

Outstanding GO Bonds at 5/22/2011
Outstanding indebtness as % of Net AV
Principal Amount of Proposed GO Bonds
Total Outstanding Indebtedness plus GO Bonds

Available Debt Capacity

Outstanding indebtedness plus Proposed GO Bonds as % of Net AV

Authorized & Unissued bonds
Avail D/C less Auth & Uniss. Bonds

$157,865,981,382
$4,735,979,441
$1,481,159,429

0.94%
$248,000,000

$1,729,159,429

$3,006,820,012 -
' 1.10%
$1,164,889,772
$1,841,930,240



City and County of San Franr*~co _ . "San Frz - 'sco Department of Public Works
_ : - - o : ' ' Offu:e of the Beputy Director for Engineering -
Bureau of Engineering
30 Van Ness, 5th Floor”
: San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 558-4001" & www.sfdpw.org

. Edwin M. Lee',‘.Maybr" S L . I - Y
Edward D. Reiskin, Director S . i - ] . ‘ _
' . S o | ". Patrick Rivera, PE., Bureau Manager
May 12;2011 -

-'StephenShotland . e - : i 11 . 05 08 R
- San Francisco Plannmg Department - R . T

1650 Mission Street Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

. Dear Mr Shotland'
The Department of Pubhc Works requests a General Plan Referral and CEQA Exemptron for a
_ $248 million Road Repavmg and Street Safety General Obligation Bond proposed for the
: November 2011 ballot. We are making this request pursuant to Section 4.105 of the San -
Francisco Charter and Section 2A.52 of the Administrative Code, which requires the Planning
. Department to determine consistency with the General Plan prior to the Board of Supervisors.
consideration of, and action on any ordinance or resolution. The General Plan Referral and
- CEQA finding is needed prior to the Board’s first action on the' Resolutlon of Public Interest and
‘ Necessuy ant1c1pated Wednesday, June 1. : :

~ The proposed bond provides funding for frve programmatic categories:
. 1. ,$148.8 million for Street Repaving and Reconstruction
2. $7.3 million for Street Structure Rehabilitation and Seismic Improvement
3. $22.0 million for Sidewalk Accessibility Improvements
" 4. $50.0 million for Streetscape, Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Irnprovements
5. $20. 3 mllhon for Transxt Signal Infrastructure Improvements

Projects completed through the bond are ant1c1pated to be Wlthlﬂ exrstmg C1ty rights of wayand
on City owned property. The bond proposal does not specify which projects will be completed
through this bond, but it does list the scope of improvements and potential projects that may be
completed. If the bond is-approved by voters in November, individual projects will require
prO_]CCI -level General Plan referrals Envrronmental Revrew and other approvals.

" Please contact me, (415) 558—4001 or Patrick.Rivera@sfdpw.org; or contact Frank Frllce at (415) -
558.4011 or Frank. Flhce@sfdgw org with any questlons about thls request.

. ‘ Cm GVW Ihg
Smcerely, o . S“n‘hfb fTio ~ Section 15372

/MMA——\- , Ro:\e:—'TB ’3, Filu qrc&c#.u,&..e.(’

Patrick Rivera
Bureau Manager -

( A \\‘ . L San Francisco Depariment of Pubhc Works

o Maklng San Francisco a beautiful; livable, vibrant, and sustamable cnty



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

- General Plan Referral T
_ . ' - B 8an Francisco,
' : CA 94103-2479
- Date: . 'May 20, 2011 _

: : » Reception:
L 416.558.6378
- Case No. . .Case No. 2011 0508R e :

o . $248 Million Road Repavmg and Street Safety General .. 415558, 6400
~ Obligation Bond - : : _ :
" November 2011 Ballot . L _ T ::?::rllna%um
- : , ' .415.558.6377
Project Sponsor: - Pattick Rivera, Bureau Manager
o * City & County of San Francisco
Department of Public Works '
Office of the Deputy Director for Engmeermg
Bureau of Engineering
30 Van Ness Avenue, 5 Floor
" San Francisco, CA 94102
Referred By: Patrick Rivera, Bureau Manager
o ' City & County of San Franicisco
Department of Public Works .
Office of the Deputy Dn:ector for E.ngmeermg
Bureau of Engineering :
30 Van Ness Avenue, 5* Floor
San Francisco, CA 94102
Staff Contact:: . JonSwae-(415)575-9069 = E

) z’on'.swae@sfgov. org

Recommendation: - Fmdmg the project, on balance, is in confonmty w1th |

. thie General Plan
* Recommended - % %j -
By - hn , ctor of Pl S,
Y ) ]t /al‘{;nn irector of Planning .

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

On May 12, 2011, the Planning Department (herein "the Department”) recewed a request -
from the Department of Public Works for a General Plan Referral for the proposed $248

www.sfplanning.org



General Plan Referral. -~ = ' © - CASE NO.2011.0508R
" May 20, 2011 $248 Million Road Repaving and Street Safety General Obhgatlon Bond

Million Road Repaving and Street Safety General Obligation Bond. The General Plan Referral
is ‘required by Sections 2A.52 of the Administrative Codé. If approved by the Capital
- Planning Committee, Board of Supervrsors and Mayor, the bond would be placed before -
voters on the November 20011 ballot. :

Recommended a_s part of the citywide ten-yeer Capital Plan to improve and meest in the

City's infrastructure, the proposed bond would improve streetscapes for pedestrian and

bicyclist safety, improve traffic flow on local streets and install sidewalk and curb ramps to
meet the City's obligations under the Americans with Disabilities Act. The bond would also
provide funding to repave streets and fix potholes in- ne1ghborhoods throughout- San
Francisco and seismically strengthen deteriorating bridges, overpasses and stairways.

3 approved by the Voters; the proposed bond Would make fundmg available in the follow:ng
five programmatic categones .

- Street Repavmg and Reconstructxon ($148 8 million)
Street Structure Rehabilitation and Seismic Improvement ($7.3 rmlhon)
Sidewalk Accessibility Improvements ($22.0 million)
~ Streetscape, Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Improvements ($50 0 rmlhon)
. Transit Signal Infrastructure Improvements ($20.3 million)

snzed.ww'.e

This Referral prov1des review for the bond proposal only . and not specxﬂc cap1ta1 pro]ects that
may be funded by it. The proposal does not specify which projects will be completed usmg
. bond funds. A copy of the “Road Reparr and Street Safety Bond Summary Report” is

included as Attachment 1 o

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Department has determmed that the proposed General Obhgahon Bond is exempt under
CEQA Guidelines Statutory Exemption Section 15373(a)(4)-Rates, Tolls, Fares and Charges.
Individual projects, if funded, would require project-level CEQA environmental cleararice.

GENERAL PLAN COMPL!ANCE AND BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The proposed’ Road Repaving and Street Safety General Obhgatzon Bond is, on balance, in -
conformity with the intent of the General Plan to provide safe and well-maintained streets =
- and sidewalks. If the Bond is approved and funds for street and sidewalk improvements
become available, some projects will require ‘project-level General Plan referrals, as
required by Section 4.105 of the San Francisco Charter and § 2A.53 of the Administrative . -
Code. Projects may also require Envrronmental Review and other dlscretlonary actlons by
the Plannmg Department : .

SAN FRANCISCO ~ * . ‘ . . o . 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT - .



General Plan Referral - | 8 ‘ .. CASE NO.2011.0508R
May 20, 2011 _ $248 Million Road Repavmg and Street Safety General Obhgatlon Bond .

. When specrﬁc project(s) are designed, the Department of Public Works (or sponsoring

Department) should submit a General Plan Referral application on the specific project(s) to .
the Planning Department prior to consideration of and approval of individual projects. We
request that the sponsoring City Departments confer with the Planning Department to.,
determine whether individual projects funded by bond are- subject to a General Plan Referral,
Environmental Review, or other discretionary action by the Planning Department. Any
required General Plan Referral applications should be submitted early in the approval
process, providing adequate time for Deparnnent rev1ew, consrstent with Section 2A. 53 of the

: Adrmmstratlve Code.

 EIGHT PRIORITY POLICIES

. The proposed project is found to be consistent mth the Eight Pnonty Pohcres of Planning
-Code Section 101 1in that: .

1. That existing nerghborhood-servmg retaﬂ uses be preserved and enhanced and future '
opportunities for re51dent employment in and’ ownershlp of such businesses enhanced.

The Gerzeral Obhgatwn Bond would not adversely eﬁect nezghborhood ser'olng retail uses or-
' opportumtzes for employment in or ownership of such businesses. Potential construction impacts -
“associated with uny road or repaomg work should be minimized as much as possible.

2, That exxstmg housmg and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order
to preserve the cultural and economic d1vers1ty of our ne1ghborhood

The. General Obhgatwn Bond would not have an adverse eﬁect on the Czty s housmg stock orom
nelghborhood charactet.

3. That the C1ty s supply of af.fordable housmg be preserved and enhanced

" The General Oblzgatzon Bond would not adversely 1mpact the C’zty s supply of aﬁordable E
housmg :

-

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI tran51t service or overburden our streets or
nerghborhood parkmg

The General Oblzgatzon Bond would not result in commuter traffic impeding Muni's transit
 service, however, individual Muni lines may be impacted temporarily during street construction
- work. The bond program would not overburden streets or neighborhood parking. The bond -
" would provide funds for repaomg City streets, ADA and safety zmprooements to streetscapes,
sidewalks and curb ramps. ‘ :

. . Lo .
SAN FRANCISCO C . ) ) 3
PLANNINO DEPARTMENT ' ’



General Plan Referral
May 20, 2011

5.

CASE NO. 2011 0508R
$248 Mllhon Road Repavmg and Street Safety General Obligatxon Bondp

That a diversé economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial’ and service
sectors from d1splacement due to’ commercial office development and that future
oppor_tumues for res_ldentlal employment_and owne_rshrp in these sectors be- enhanced.

The General Oblzgatzon Bond would not adversely affect the mdustrzal or service sectors or

Sfuture Upportunztzes for resident employment or ownersth in these sectors

That the C1ty aclueve the greatest possrble preparedness to protect against m]ury and
loss of l1fe in an earthquake.

The Gencral' Obligation Bond would not adversely ufect .thc Cityﬂ’s emergency preparedness. I

Repaving roads and strengthening street structures will provide safe and clear paths for

- emergency access ini the event of a natural disaster. The budget, if funded, would fund seismic
. improvements to public infrastructure, mcludmg public streets and roadways,. pedestrlan rights-

' of way and similar faalztles

' That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

The General Oblzgattan Bond would not impact landmarks or historic buzldmgs

‘That our parks and open space and their access to sunhght and vistas be protected from

: development

The General. Oblzgatwn Bond would have no advcrse effect on parks ami open. space or their
access o sunlight and vistas. : ‘

RECOMMENDATION: Fmdmg the General 0b11gatron Bond on balance, in-

confomuty with the General Plan

Attachments

1. 2011 Road Repavmg and Street Safety Bond Program Su.mmary Report

CC:

Edward D. Reiskin, Dn‘ector, DPW _ -
Patrick Rivera, Engineering Bureau Manager, DPW
Frank Filice, Manager of Capital Planning, DPW

Simone Jacques, Transportation Finance Analyst, DPW '
]on Swae, Plarining Department ’

SAN FRANCISCO o . _ C . .4
PLANNING Dlpmm . . - , .




Amy L Brown Actmg Clty Admlmstrator Chalr

" ’Hdt

- MEMORANDUM
_ 5
May 16, 2011 =
To: -Supervisor David Chiu, Boafd President |
‘From: Amy L. Brown, A(;ZBHg City Administrator and Capital Planning Committéée
| Chair vaﬂ . T
Copy: Members of the Board of Supervisors
~Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Capital Planning Committee

Regarding: Recommendation on the FY 2011-12 Cap1tal Budget and the Road Repavmg
and Street Safety General Obligation Bond '

91 A¥H 1102

In accordance with Secﬁon 3.21 of the Administrative Code, on May 16, 2011, the Capital
Planning Committee (CPC) reviewed the following action items. The CPC's
recommendations are set forth below.

1. Board File Number [Varlous] Recommendatlon on the FY 2011- 2012 capital
budget

Recommendation: Recommend approval of the FY 201 1-2012 capital
' budget. General Fund sources make up 52 percent of
the total at $43,112,564. With $2,085,000 in
sustainability and energy efficiency grants from the
Public Utilities Commission and $38,084,926 in
additional non-GF sources, the proposed FY 2011-12
capital budget totals $83,282,490. a

Comments: - The CPC recommends approval of this item by a vote

| of 8-0.

Committee members or representatives in favor
include Amy L. Brown, Acting City Administrator;
Dawn Kamalanathan, Recreation and Parks
Department; Ed Harrington, SFPUC; Darton Ito,
SFMTA,; Cindy Nichol, San Francisco International
Airport; Nadia Sesay, Controller’s Office; Judson
True, Board President’s Office; and Rick Wilson,
Mayor’s Budget Office.



Capital Planning Committee Mer the Board of Supervisors, May 16, 2011

2. Board File Numbers TBD: (1) Resolution of Public Interest and Necessity
' establishing the need for and (2) Ordinance
submitting for voter consideration the Road
Repaving and Street Safety General Obligation

Bond ($248,000,000). _

Recommendation: Support adoption of the Resolution of Public Interest
and Necessity and Ordinance.

Comments: ' The CPC recommends approval of this item by a vote
of 10-0. :

Committee members or representatives in favor

" include Amy L. Brown, Acting City Administrator;
Brad Benson, Port of San Francisco; Dawn
Kamalanathan, Recreation and Parks Department; Ed
Harrington, SFPUC; Darton Ito, SFMTA; Cindy
Nichol, San Francisco International Airport; Ed
Reiskin, Department of Public Works; Nadia Sesay,
Controller’s Office; Judson True, Board President’s
Office; and Rick Wilson, Mayor’s Budget Office.

Page 2 of 2



