BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING JuLy 13, 2011

Item 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

e 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 expenditures; and (6) waive the
time limits 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 Repaving 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-thirds approval of San Francisco voters.

Fiscal Impacts

e 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.

e 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.
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

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

Background

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 (PCI) score® 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.
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Table 1: Pavement Condition Index (PCI) Scoring Descriptions

JuLy 13,2011

Percent of Average
SF Streets PCI Score Treatment Cost/Block
19% 85-100 | No improvement needed $0
“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”
23% 0-49 Reconstruction  reconstruct the street including concrete base and $436,400;
“poor” top layer of asphalt; or 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.
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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 improvement 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 reimburse 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.

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 | 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

JuLy 13,2011

Audit,
Project oversight,
Costs & issuance Total
Five Programs Scope (millions) | (millions) | (millions)
. Slurry sealing, repaving, re-construction
L. 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, Eedestrlan/blcyclehsafety gnd §treetscape
Pedestrian. and |mprovemen§s such as pe es_trlan_
; ' countdown signals and lighting, sidewalk 49.3 0.7 50.0
Bicycle Safety - . .
extension, bulb-outs, bicycle improvements,
Improvements ; X
tree planting and landscaping.
Rehabilitate and upgrade existing traffic
5. Transit Street signal infrastructure to reduce travel time
. ; . . 20 0.3 20.3
Signal Infrastructure along key Muni routes and improve transit
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 impact the City’s PCI 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
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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 I, 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 111, 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 I11,
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 available debt capacity of
$3,006,820,012.

Impact 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 1l 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
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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
Ms. 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: Impact of Proposed GO Bond on City Property Tax Rates
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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.

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 Obligation Bonds, approve the

proposed ordinance. /
—_— Z ;-\/ /2-’{/

/ Harvey M. Rose

ce: 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 Obligation Bond
Programs

The following is a summary of the program descriptions 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 2011
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

Nk -

1. Street Repaving and Reconstruction
Causes of Pavement Deterioration

The City’s roadway system is complex and streets deteriorate 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 traffic can deteriorate seven years sooner than a
street that carries lighter traffic.

2. Excavation — Underneath our streets exist a vast network of underground utility 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 (PC) 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 PCl range.
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% of SF PCl Score Treatment Average
Streets Cost/Block
19% 85 -100 No improvement needed S0
“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
“fair” 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 deteriorate. 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 triples to $872,800 and results in an “at-risk” average
PCl score of 57.
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Roadway resurfacing work under this bond may include, but will not be limited to:
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 basin
frames and gratings to grade related to paving and reconstruction projects

* & & & & & &

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
tocations throughout the City. (The total cost to build 22,959 ramps is $177 million. 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.

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:

e cracked/spalled concrete and exposed steel reinforcement

¢ structural movement, including tilting, settlement, and damaged construction joints
e deteriorated and damaged concrete and metal railings

e structure lighting improvements

s mechanical and electrical 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.

4. Streetscape, Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Improvements

Between 200 and 2005, San Francisco implemented few major streetscape 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 Street, 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 complete 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:

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

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

e Crosswalk treatment — Highlight pedestrian crossing areas for pedestrian safety

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

e 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 — provide traffic calming and ecological
benefits

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

¢ Bicycle improvements — 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

e 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 deteriorated or obsolete signal
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,



= 30UBULA DIgRd JO SOMIO 5Aa[olu07 Aq paredaid
E
m
g
LI96VT LERS FAATIG WP [0,
po'LET$ W 19°05§ Lt 0018 W YZE0 a3y Aay [enuuyT Jsame ] LI 6ES T
60'909% uAEy 245094 WROCREN 8TLSS WUSKER  YOTI00 a1y Aaa] [Erany 152y OUFGC§  TumRupmRy
JLEIES aBesony s aBezany SELEY aBuaay Y%ILOOD Ay 4a3] [enuy aderaay optoes sy
PEL'BIZ'BIS $(T Perunry aFeassy AV H05S Te] AR ey
TRV A005E ¥oJ AT ey "AV 005§ Ted LAaF] [ehuey AV H(058 W AFTBIREY  §E pesodiag
LIFGHE' 68T 096'9pE"LL L06'8THTE 0SL'ELH0% IaIA] [ROL
000°000'8FT 000°061°86 CDOSEE'C 000'sio8  Edpund oL
LTO6YTLeHE 096'9ES°ELIE  L06'69L0ETE 0SLBRGOPIS  3TIMAIIGIQIQ [BOL
(e 5ch) HGELL'O I i) 908 HIOT00 Lt weore oLewe . orsles . . - T et 76000  TOLTIT TS TTET I L6% wWeF Tl
(59151 [ tiARi] 05081 Y9900 +L09 WET100 86T %OPOID  009TLZ'ST 000°6E2'6 009Z50° - £60F 38000 OSSTHSTE H69B6LPFG'6LE %06+ +E0Z
{egror) %GTZT0 S6°00Z %0EHGD il %6Z10°0 AL0Z %EHIB0  OF69ECE 00F81e's 00L 050" - QL 24548000 DOT'BESTE L5Z'CO6T85'E9% %%0St €90
(8z°805) %GTZT 0 B6THE CERI0 FOS6 %6810°0 €912 %HO00  006'99Z°ST 0OF'ITE'S 005°050°9 - WL %GHTO0  0SLF6E0C CHSTBL'9T6'LIE %05+  zehT
(80°20%) AGTLTD ST'ROE 2592900 <5TST YLLOE0D 1168 %G6I000  009'608°CE 005126 00E€50°Y 006'TFS'L LLTL YBEE00  TL6°6E56L OPO LI EFGTEE 2:06%  TL0T
(6162} %GTTL'0 [Equ IELO0 L9961 YHEOERD 6TCE %ZLO00  0OF'BOSTT 0E'61T6 00+'6+0°9 005°68SL 3¢191 %LZE00  YOETLTHOT LPLLIEI09ETE %0SF  0LDT
(56912) “%BTTT O 0TT6E 2596200 80122 %BFYHD §5°9¢ %GL000  D0G'908TT Q0L'LITS 00E'050'9 008°65SL 081 whLE00  LZEFISEIT FE9'6E9988°H0¢ %05t  GEI0T
{rz'681) %6ZZ10 56T Y% I580% 0Lorz %8RH0'D <6¥g %$LO00  CO0%TETT o061’ 0081509 008°2r5L S1Z0T %0THO0  LOL'PESGIT T96'0ES"LSLTI6T %05t 830C
(96°29%) %H6ZE10 1565 ©:Z680°C $9TET %E1E0°0 LTk %4800 00T'L08TT 0L 00S°6+0'9 0050FS L LETIE wIEHO0  SCTIHT0CT TESGOREGTG/T %OSF  L20Z
ZoerT) YL6ZETD 18765+ YHTEGDC bty A HIEL0'D 0T 2SR00°0 00504 ET 00F'STE 005609 008°6LE"L [irrsad SLTSHOD  SERVEFOZT 00F'GET TLILIE %0SE 70T
@Ltet) %6ZZ10 £9°Z05 %0THT0 08°36T 24390900 86EF %6R000 0056082 AOLIIZG 00T250% 0DLOFSL 18%5e %LIS00  CHS'SHI‘EET B9C‘EET'9IV'CET %DSY  CE0T
(eI %GZELD 09'9%6 %8801 £0FTE 2%LE90° 96'SH %E6000  D0S609TE 05912 0056509 008°64¢°L 1084 SH9S00  TEFHEG'LET 991°186°959°HE %OSt 0T
6208 %GZETD 759956 %BCIID 6T9FE WENLED 8% %6000  O0TTISTE VBLSICG 00T'¥50'9 00FErSL 9T°R6T 50900 96L'6£9'THT FHETTTIYET %05F  €T08
ogre) %6ZT1 GOFLS %99110 9599¢ UIPLHQ 8105 “EOT00  00FFOSTE o0E'51E% 002'6+0'9 000°0S"L 8€91E ZPI0D  GOL'DLL'EFT SE9¥FIE6L0HTT E o 14
€9 %6210 £5709 GHITILC 1¢8¢ 2498100 14 %I O0T'608°2T 006°STE'G 004 640% 00S°¢hEL 9B HEE W60 ETHOZICHT E6PIELTGEHIT %Sy TE0T
(200} %G62E10 £0'909 %BZEL 0 GE 6L %96.0'0 SHZ% %0100 009°LZ81T 06268 00Z'150° 00S°EkSL FBGEE %6800 €68 1ZFEFT £SP°955'6S1°50T %05y 0Y0T
(ze0} SEEZT'O #£7609 %6ZT10 11588 %E880'0 35LS %OLT0C  00C'LIRZE 08H9TE 0EFS0°e 00%°0VSL ewLLE %IPLOD  GHEGSHOST POFHE6HTEDGL S%ISE  610T
(z0'0) HGEZTO 60°909 %36ZC10 [\l %T00T'0 8045 %OLIOT  00K'809°GE 00FET0%, 00'HE0’y 00LOPEL TT6EY %GB0 GHGTLELIT 9Z9'05L"0LE LBT 5,05 B10E
e UBEZTO 60909 5562210 rSYIS %btOT0 6695 %ROITOD  00$'e8L0T 00K 161°L 005°150% 00F6ES"L SELSE WITG00  65L1S89IT S09'TET08LGLT 20SF  L10D
oo YEEZL0 60'909 Y%G6ZET0 Lees %6L010 01’6t UO0LHG  O9FSETLT 096°620°8 00S°TE0% 00F¥SF'S Lrest %0850 FOITLLSIT OT€'EL8"BE0ZLT WOLT  910T
(tro %GETT 0 0509 2482210 047785 %IZITD 254 “4TL000 0962811 - LOZ'S8L'S Q0T R0’ 68°L19 %0S01'0  865°146°CLT CEHTEEEIE LN %%0LT  GI0T
ro 9462210 66509 2462210 £EPEE %OBLLD 8161 SL6E000  0OFHHE'9 - - J0T°9E"e R Y%lbI10  TEC6HDLRL 9B6°0T6TLIET %Ove  FibT
AV %L6TTL0 84509 9%62E10 $LT09 A6TTTO 6202 211000 DOFFEED - - Q0P PGS a1 %IBITO  LLTELTGRT REEGB6BT 65T %0L0  EI0Z
oz} %4G2TLD TP0Y %LTTTO0 98FO9 %IZZTD oL01 SLETOU0  DEYHFE ¢ - 8 - $ 059FPEEE IHss %SOZI0  COF'GEYQ6T SHCLLTRI9ST %00 ZI0T
AV 0% Pd TIEnEaoy POy vy TSy ey TGy fa g W itk oz F4074 oy STy TIERG I TOHERTEA, QUEDTy  YESK
ornsaeT) oy xe ), doig faap o1, Loy Asryeog, fazry favyeroy Aawry By qass HASS HHSS fsaperel Aaary vty PISEISTY 1IN AVY%  Jeosty
(nopg) pa03 SHTALDdD AV MO0§S 33 Xe T, A’V 0088 I YEL A’V IS R XEL, AV M005S 3] XL
spuog sodos,
09 pasodarg uwg penden + + ua..“n_..wu\ﬁ:qw. Sonsiy spried O pasodorg spuog 09 Fupmusing iy Seps

A’V 0088 394 ey XE 1) 4] Xv] Jo Armmng
spuof] wonednqQ [eRur) pasedasg
oospeLy Feg 1o Awnon) pue An0

9-15




v

debt calculations

ATTACHMENT III

City and County of San Francisco General Obligation Bonds

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

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

Total Qutstanding 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





