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| [General Obligation Bond Election - Road Repa\(ing and Street Safety - $248,000,000]

Ordinance calling and prowdlng fora speC|al electlon to be held in the City and County

of San Francisco on Tuesday, November 8 2011, for the purpose of submlttmg to the

“ || voters a, p,roposltlon to incur the followmg bonded debt of the City and County

1 $248,000,000 to flnance the repavmg and reconstructlon o-f roads the rehabilitation and

seismic improvement of street structures, the replacement of srdewalks the :

‘ finstallatlon and renovatlon of curb ramps, the redes1gn of streetscapes to include

p'ec_lestrian and bicycle safety lmprovements and the constructlon rehabllltatlon and

renovation of traffic infrastructure and related costs necessary or convement for the

| foregomg purposes; authorlzmg landlords to pass-through 50% of the resultlng

property-tax increase to residential tenants in accordance wnth Chapter 37 of the San

Francrsco Admlnlstratlve Code, finding that the estlmated cost of such proposed

- pro_|ect is and W|ll be too great to be pald out of the ordlnary annual income and

|| revenue of the Clty and County and will require expendltures greater than the amount

allowed therefor by the annual tax levy; recltlng the estimated cost ofsuch proposed
pro;ect, fixing the date of electlon and the manner of holdlng such election and the

procedure\ for voting for or against the proposntlon flxmg the maximum rate of interest

ilon such bonds and provrdmg for the levy and collection of taxes to pay both prmclpal

and mterest prescribing notice to be glven of such election; flndmg that the proposed

bond is not a prOJect under the California Envrronmental Quality Act, (CEQA), fmdlng

that the proposed bond is in conformity with the prlorlty pohmes of Planmng Code
Sectjon 101.1(b) and with the General Plan con5|stency requrrement of Charter Sectlon
4. 105 and Admmlstratlve Code Sectlon 2A.53: consolidating the specral election with
the general election; establlshlng the electlon precmcts voting places, and ofﬁcers for |

Mayor Lee; Supervisors Chiu, Wiener, Avalos, Campos, Cohen, _Klm, Mar, erka_rlmi
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the electlon walvmg the word limitation on ballot"propOS-itions imposed by
San Francrsco Mumcrpal Electlons Code Section 510 complying with the restrictions
on the use of bond proceeds specrﬁed in Cahfornla Government Code Sectlon 53410;

mcorporatlng the provisions of the San Francrsco Admlnlstratlve Code, Sectlons 5.30 —

'5_.36_; and waiving the time requrrements specrfled in San Francisco Admlnlstratlve

' i‘Code Section.2.34.f

Note: . Additions are single-underline italics Timés New Roman,
' ~ deletions are %W@m&eﬂlewﬂ@% :
Board amendment additions are double underlined.
Board amendment deletlons are iké ' ‘

Be it ordained by the People of the City'and County._-of San Francisco:
~ Section 1. Flndmgs B -
AL The Road Repavmg and Street Safety Bond (the "Bond") will enhance the safety

_ of pedestrians, people with dlsablhtles bloycllsts tranSIt—nders and motorists by repavmg

streets,'_replaci‘ng a_nd/or reoonstructlng sldewalks stairways, bndges tunnels and related j\
street struotures installing curb ramps, and by oonstructlng, rehabilitating and renovating
traffic mfrastructure as well as by constructlng and installing safety improvements to redestgn‘ '.
and modernlze street corndors - |

B. This Board of Supervusors (thls “Board") reoopnizes-the need to enhance. safety ,
and acceSS|bll|ty for all users of the Clty s public nghts of—way and to prowde stable and |
rehable fundmg for road trafﬁc SIdewalk and street mfrastruoture

C. . The Bond is reoommended by the City's 10-year capltal plan (the "Plan") Wthh -

HE approved each year by the Mayor of the City and this Board : _ |

D. This Board now WIShes to desonbe the terms: of a ballot measure seeklng

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

| Mayor Lee: Supervisors Chiu, Wener Avalos, Campos Cohen Klm Mar, Mirkarirni ' . L B
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annual rOad traffic, si»dewalk and street structure construction, reconstruction and renovation

needs as described above.

Sectron 2. A special electlon is called ‘and ordered to be held in the City on TueSday,'

the'_8th day of Noyember 2011, for the purpose of submrttlng to the electors. of the Clty a

__ prOposit'lon to incur bonded rndebtedness of the Crty for the prorect desonbed in the amount

and for the purposes stated:

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

: mdebtedness to fix potholes and repave deterroratrng streets in neighborhoods thrOughout_

San Francrsco repaif and strengthen deterloratrng starrways bndges and overpasses,

imprOVe safety for pedestrlans and brcychsts rmprove drsabled access to sidewalks, and

construct and renovate traﬁ‘ ic rnfrastructure to rmprove Munrcrpal Transportatron Agency

- transit reliability and trafﬁo flow on Iocal streets, and to pay related costs necessary or

convenlent for the foregorng purposes subject to independent oversrgh't and'regul-ar audits; .
andauthorlzrng landlords to pass—through to residential tenants in units subject to Chapter 37

of the San Franorsoo Administrative Code (the “Resrdentlal Stabrllzatlon and Arbltratron

i Ordrnanoe ") 50% of the lnorease in the real property taxes attrrbutable to the oost of the -

repayment of the bonds

The speoral electron called and ordered shall be referred toin this ordinance as the

“Bond -Special Eleotlon

~ Section 3. PROPOSED PROGRAM To the’ extent permitted by law, the City ‘shall

“ensure that contracts funded with the proceeds of bonds are administered i in acoordance with

S.F. Admrnlstratrve Code 8. 22(G) the Crty s local hlrrng polrcy The proposed program can be

'summanzed as follows:

. Mayor Lee; Su_pervisors Chiu, Wiener, Avalos, Campos, Cohen; Kim, Mar; Mirkarimi
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A STREET REPAVING 'AND RECONSTRUCT[ON A portlon of the Bond shall be

‘allocated toward the repavrng, reparr reconstructlon and new constructlon of Crty streets and

toward the, preventlon of further deterloratlon Selectlon of the streets for constructlon work W|ll | |

be prlorltlzed accordlng to the pavement condrtlon score, clearances wrth utrllty compames

and other crty agencres type and frequency of street use by vehlcles blcycles and transit,

.' ?complamts and geographlc equrty

‘ B. STREET STRUCTURE REHABILITATION AND SEISMIC IMPROVEMENTS A

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

lncludlng the rehabllrtatlon and replacement of structures-that- may mclude bndges tunnels

starn/vays retammg walls and vraducts

C. SlDEWALK ACCESS[BILITY IMPROVEMENTS A portlon of the Bond shall be

allocated toward the constructlon reconstructlon and renovation of curb’ ramps and the

vreplacement of bucklmg sidewalks for the safety and accessrbrlrty of resrdents and people with |

dlsabrlltles as mandated by the Amerlcan with Dlsabllltles Act. Sldewalk replacement wrll .

- occur at locations that are the Cltys responsrbrlrty to malntaln lncludlng City, State and
, Federal propertles and facrlltles around Clty malntamed street trees; and around other areas

' __‘mamtalned by the Department of Public Works

D. STREETSCAPE PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE lMPROVEMENT AND
El\lHANCEMENT A portion of the Bond shall be allocated toward the redesrgn and
modernlzatlon of street corridors equ1tab|y drstnbuted throughout Clty nelghborhoods by
constructlng and lnstalllng safety rmprovements

- E. TRAFFIC SIGNAL lNFRASTRUCTURE A portlon of the Bond shall be

| jallocat‘ed toward the con_structron, reconstruction and ren_ovatlon of traffic srgnal rnfrastructure

Mayor Lee; Supervrsors Chiu, Wener Avalos Campos Cohen Klm Mar, Mirkarimi C _
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necéssary to reduoe travel time along key Mlun'i _transIt routes and improve transit servioe
eliabllty. o R | |
F.  CITIZENS OVERSIGHT COMMITTEE. A portion of fhe Bond shall be used to
perform audits of-the Bond as further described in Section 19. | | : |

The proposed uses described in thIs Section 3 are proposals only and with the

- exception of Sectlon 3F above are sub]ect without Iimitatlon, to review and revision by the

Mayor and the Board. -

_ Sectlon 4. BOND ACCOUNTABILITY MEASURES.
The Bond shall IncIude the following admlnlstrattve rules and pnnCIpIes

A. OVERSIGHT The proposed bond funds shall be subjected to approval

: processes and rules descnbed in the San Francrsco Charter Administrative Code. Pursuant t0'

S.F. Admrnlstratrve Code 5 31, the Citizen's GeneraI ObIIgatIon Bond Oversight Commrttee :

shall conduct an annual review of bond spendlng, and shall provxde an anriual report of the

_bond program to the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors.

B. TRANSPARENCY The Clty shall create and malntam a dedloated Web page _
outhnrng and descnblng the bond program, progress and actlvrty updates. The Clty shall aIso 1.

hoId an annual pubIIc hearing and reviews on the bond program and its lmpIementatlon before '

“the Capital Planning Committee and the Citizen's General ObI-IgatIon,Bond_Overstght ’

Committee. -
S‘eotion 5. The estlmated cost of the bond fnanced portion of the project described in

Se‘ction 2 above was fixed by the Board by the foIIowmg resolution and in the amount

Resolution No. 4'7’6’ [/ Road Repavmg and Street Safety GeneraI
ObIlgatIon Bonds $248,000, OOO

Mayor Lee; Superwsors Chiu, V\ﬁener, Avalos, Campos, Cohen, Kim, Mar, Mirkarimi
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Such resolutlon was passed by two-thlrds or more of the Board and approved by the

Mayor of the City (the “Mayor”). In‘such resolutlon it was recited and found by the Board that

~ the sum  of money specified is too great to be paid out of the ordinary annual income and .

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

' lev1ed for those purposes and will require expendltures greater than the amount allowed’ by

) the annual tax levy

| The method and manner of payment of the estlmated costs described in thls ordlnancey_ '
are by the lssuance of bonds of the Clty not exceeding the pnncrpal amount specified.
~ "7 8uch estrmate of costs as set forth in such resolutlon s adopted and determlned to be -
- the estlmated cost of such bond fi nanced |mprovements and t" nancrng, as desqgned to date
- Sectlon 6. The Bond Specral Election shall be held and conducted and the votes
recelved and canvassed and the returns made and the results ascerta[ned determined-and |

'declared as provrded in thls ordmance and in ail partlculars not recited i in ) this ordlnance such

'. 'electlon shall be held accordlng to the laws of the State of Callfornla (the "State") and the

Charter of the City (the “Charter”) ‘and any regulatlons adopted under State faw or the Charter

prowdlng for and governlng elections in the City, and the polls for such election shall be and

, remaln open dunng the time requxred by such laws and regulatlons

Sectlon 7 The Bond Special Election is consolidated with the Genefal Electlon

,' _scheduled to be held in the Clty on Tuesday, November 8, 201 1. The voting precmcts polllng

places and offi cers of electlon for the November 8, 2011 General Election are hereby

adopted establlshed deSIQnated and named respectrvely, as the voting precmcts polling

_ places and officers of electlon for the Bond Specxal Election called and reference is made to

the notice of electlon settlng forth the voting precmcts polling places and officers of electlon

Mayor Lee; Supervis.ors”Chlu, Wiener, Avalos, Campos, Cohen, Kim, Mar, Mirkarimi . o T
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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 requ1red under the laws of the State of Califdrnia |
- Sectlon 8. The ballots to be used at the Bond Specral Electlon shall be the ballots to

be used at the Novem-ber 8, 2011 General Election. The Word llmit for ballot proposmons

| .imposed by San Francisco Municipal Elections Code Section 510 is waived. Onthe ballots to
~ be used at the Bond Specral Election in addition to any other matter requrred by law to be

| printed thereon, shall appear the following as a separate proposmon

"SAN FRANC[SCO ROAD REPAVlNG AND STREET SAFETY BOND, 2011 To fix

:_potholes and repave deterioratmg streets in nelghborhoods throughout San FranCIsco repair

and strengthen detenoratlng stairways, brldges and overpasses improve safety for

'pedestrlans and blcycllsts improve dlsabled access to SIdewalks and construct and renovate

traffic infrastructure to improve Municipal Transportatron Agency transit rellability and traffic

.ﬂow on local streets, shall the Clty and County of San Francrsco lssue $248, 000,000 in

. general obllgation bonds subject to lndependent overstght and regular audits?"

v Each voter to vote in favor of the lssuance of the foregomg bond proposltlon shall mark'

the ballot in the location co'rr'espondlng toa “YES” vote for the. proposition, and to vote against

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

.proposition. -

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

Board Such bonds shall bear |nterest ata rate not exceeding applicable legal limrts.

Mayor Lee; Supervxsors Chiu, Wener Avalos Campos Cohen, Klm Mar erkanmr .
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The votes cast for and against the proposrtlon shall be counted separately and when

two-thlrds of the qualified electors votrng on the proposrtlon vote in favor the proposrtron

‘shall be deemed adopted

Section 10. For the purpose of paymg the prmcrpal and interest on the bonds the
Board shall at the time of t'xmg the general tax levy and in the manner for such general tax '
levy provrded levy and collect annually each year until such bonds are pald or until there isa
sum in the Treasury of sard City, or other account held on behalf of the Treasurer of said Crty

set apart for that purpose to meet all sums comrng due for the pl’lnClpal and lnterest on the

hi§ -bonds a tax sufficient to pay the ann-ual interest on such bonds a-s-the same becomes due

~and also such part of the prmCIpal thereof as shall become due before the proceeds of a tax

%

levied at the time for makmg the next general tax levy can be made avallable for the payment

- of such prrncrpal

Sectron 11. This ordlnance shall be published in accordance with any State law
requ1rements and such publlcatron shall constitute notrce of the Bond Special Election and no |
other notice of the Bond Special Election hereby called need be- grven

Sectlon 12. The Board ﬁnds and declares for the reasons set forth in the letter from the _-

- City Plannlng Department dated May 12 2011 a copy of Wthh is on file with the Clerk of

~ the Board in Flle No. 110654 and rncorporated by reference that the Bond proposal is -

' not a prOJect under the Calrfornla Environmental Qualrty Act ("CEQA") because as the’

establrshment of a government fi nancnng mechanismt that does not ldentlfy individual specifi c |

prolects to be constructed w1th the funds the Bond proposal is not a project as defined by

- CEQA and CEQA Gwdelmes The use of Bond proceeds to t‘nance any prOJect 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 Supervrsors Chiu, Wiener, Avalos Campos, Cohen Kim, Mar, Mrrkanm| S .
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Sectlon 13. The Board finds and declares that the proposed Bond is (i) in conformlty

with the priority policies of Sectlon 101.1(b) of the Clty Planning Code, (ii) in accordance with -

Sectlon 4.105 of the San Francrsco Charter and Section 2A 53(f) of the City Admlmstratlve

~ Code, and (m) consistent wrth the City's General Plan, and adopts the findings of the City

Plannmg Department as set forth in the General Plan Referral Report dated 5/20/11

2011 a copy of which is on file wrth the Clerk of the Board in File No. 110654 ,'and

;. lncorporates sald findings by reference.’

- Section 14. Under Section 53410 of the Callfornla Government"Cod.e the bonds shall
be for the specific purpose authonzed in this ordinance and the proceeds of such bonds will
be applied only for such specrfc purpose. The City will comply with the requrrements of .
Sectrons 53410(c) and 53410(d) of the Callfornra Government Code. |
7 Section 15. The Bonds are subject to, and incorporate by reference the applrcable l
prowsrons of San. Francisco Admlnlstratrve Code Sectrons 5 30— 5 36 (the “Citizens’ General
Obligation Bond Oversrght Commrttee”) Under Section 5.31 of the Citizens’ General
Obligation Bond Over5|ght Commrttee to the extent permitted by laW one-tenth of one
percent (0. ‘l%) of the gross proceeds of the Bonds shall be deposrted in a fund establrshed by
the Controller s Office and appropnated by the Board of Supervrsors at the drrectron of the
Crtrzens General Obligation Bond Oversrght Commrttee to cover the costs of such commlttee‘

 Section 16 The time requrrements specrfed in Section 2. 34 of the San Francisco
Admlnlstratrve Code are waived. _ |

Sectron 17. The approprlate officers, employees, representatlves and agents ofthe
Crty are hereby authonzed and drrected to do everythlng necessary or desirable to accomplrsh '
the calllng and holdlng of the Bond Specral Electlon and to otherwrse carry out the provrsrons

of this ordlnance.

Mayor Lee; Supervrsors Chiu, Wlener Avalos, Campos Cohen, Kim, Mar, Mirkarimi

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS | . Pages
' 480 - . B/52011




—

_-co-oo.ﬂmm-hm-_w

10
11

12
13 -

14

15 . |
6
17
18

19
20
21

22
23

24

.25

Sectron 18 Documents referenced in thrs ordrnance are on frle with the Clerk of the
- - 110654
Board of Supervisors in File No. , which is hereby declared to be a part of thrs ordrnance as

| i set forth fully herein. -

APPROVED AS TO FORM: -

DENNIS J. HERRERA,
City Attomey

| By: | \wav\&;df\buvtd (brv,f\

Kenneth David Roux
Deputy City Attorney

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Campos, Chiu, Cohen, Mar, Avalos ) ‘ " S
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ) a : ' ‘ i ‘ Page 10
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~ FILENO. 110654

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST

'[Road Repaving and Street Safety General Obligation Bond Election ]

' Ordinance calling and providing for a special election to be held in the City 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

o 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 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 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 cénsistency 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; inc’orporating the provisions of the San Francisco Administrative
Code, Sections 5.30 — 5.36; and waivihg the time requirements specified in Section 2.34
- of the San Francisco Administrative Code. | - -

Existing Law

General Obligation’ Bondé of the Cify and County of San Francisco may be issued only with
- the assent of two-thirds of the voters voting on the ‘proposition. . '

Ballot Propbsiﬁon

" This ordinance authorizes the fobllowinyg ballot propositioh to be plaCed on fhe November 8,
2011-ballot: : L ' :

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - | . S | Pagel
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SAN FRANCISCO ROAD REPAVING AND STREET SAFETY BOND, 2011. To fixX -

. potholes and repave deteriorating streefs 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? - _ -

FILE NO. 110654

: The ordinance fixes the maximurmn 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. ' ‘

" Backaround lnformatidn |

_ The Boa'_rd of Su'péf\}isors féund that‘_{he amount of specified for this projebt is and Wi'll 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. A

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS c 0 S ' | © page2
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BUDGET AND FINANCE COMMITTe. MEETING - o o . JuLy 13,2011

. ltem9 Departmenté: Controller’s OfﬁCG of Public Finance (OPF), Depa.rinient of Public Works |
File 11-0654 (DPW), Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA), and the Department of Elections

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

, _ ~ 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. = o ,

' ' Key Points

‘e The Board of Supervisors previously approved a resolution on June 7,-2011 (F ile 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 _proﬁde for a special election'aéldng 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. ; o

Eis‘cal Impacts

e The cost.of includixig the propdéed ordinance on the November 8, 2011 Citywide ballot would be |
approximatély $231,718, or approximately 7.3 percent of the estimated $3,185,289 cost of |
~ conducting the November City election. : \ g

o * 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 $1 8',218,'734‘per year.
Authorization of the proposed borid funds would result in increased Property Taxes, for a'single

homeowner’s exemption. However, the proposed GO Bond would be timed such that increases 1o
Property Taxes would be offset by the retiring of existing GO Bonds. '

Recommendation

. Baséd. on the Board. of Supervisérs approval of resolution (F ile\' 11-0655), declaring the public.

interest and necessity for the proposed issuance of General Obligation Bonds, approve the
proposed ordinance. B S , : _
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8 MANDATE STATEMENT & BACKGROUND

Mandate Statement

Accordmg to. Afticle 16, Sectlon 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—ﬂnrds of the voters of the public entlty votlng at an election to be held for -
that purpose. v

* According to San Francrsco Charter Section 9.118, any agreement wrth a term of over ten years
or expendrtures of over $10,000,000 is subject to approval by the Board of Supervisors. The.
proposed issuance of $248, 000,000 in General Obhgatlon bond debt requires the Clty to enter
) mto an agreement whlch exceeds ten years and $10, OOO 000.

Background

o Road resurfacing and reoonstructron street repalrs installation of curb ramps, pedestrlan 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 mnot prov1de consistent or sufficient revenues to fund such
mfrastructure pI‘O_] jects. ~ :

Aocordmg to M. Legg, over the past five years, the budget for street resurfacmg 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 1mprove street pavement conditions. This shortfall has
produced backlog of streets in need of repeur As a result, San Francisco’s streets currently have a -
‘Pavement Condition Index (PCI) score’ of 64, which is the bottom of thé “good” rating range, as-
shown in Table 1 below. Without increased funding in street repalrs 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 hlgher the average cost of repamng each street block

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

SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SU‘PERVISORS o , o BUDGET AND LEGISLATIVE ANALYST
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~ Table 1:_Pa§7ement Conditibn Index (PCI) Scoring Déscfiptions \

JuLy 13,2011

Percent of o . Average
SF Streets PCI Score | Treatment: Cost/Block
S 19% 85—100 | No improvement needed ' $0
“excellent” |. . - . _ ’ :
30% 64 -84 Pavement preservation — slurry sealing or crack sealing to extend life ~ $5,000 |.
S “good” of street - : . ' ' : - .
28% " 50-63 | Repave - grind off and replace the top two inches of asphalt’ ' '$97,800
“fair” - | | '
T 23% 049 Reconstruction  reconstruct the street including concrete base and $436,400;.
‘ “poor” - | top layer of asphalt; or ‘ P . o oor
' Resurface with base repair  grind off anid replace the top two $140,000
inches of asphalt and complete localized repairs to the concrete base S '

- 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 PCIL
score to 70 in ten years, the City would need to appropriate $65.5 million annually, incréasing
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. i |
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Flgure 1: Street Resurfacing Fundmg Historic and Proposed

Stz‘eet Resur?amng ?unﬁ“ fng: i-iastaric and Propcsed
: FY 2012-2021 Capital Plan '
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DPW has estlmated that without add1t10nal revenue, the PCI score could fall to 54 in ten years, -
or by 2021. . ,

- Two years ago, on Apnl 28, 2009 the Board of Supemsors (File 09- 0404) approved the
issuance of $42,000,000 in Certjﬁcates of Participation (COPs) to finance the same categories of

" street 1mprovement projects, and on October 26, 2010, the Board of Supervisors (Flle 10-1159)
approved the issuance of an additional $48,000,000 COPs issuance, with the main d1ﬁerence
being the spec1ﬁc streets and locatlons of those proj ects.

In. addition to street pavin‘g 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 1den11ﬁed funding- needs to improve transit.street signal- -
mfrastructure
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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: ' S ,

(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.

purp_ose_s;,_' : : _ .

_ (2) found that thé estimated cost of $248,000,000 for such improvéments 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 isnota project under the California Environmental Quality
- Act(CEQA);, . . - “ . ,

(4) found that the proposed bond is in'éon_formity 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; '

) pfqvided for the City to declare its official intent to reimburse pﬁor 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. ' : S .

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. o . o ' :

‘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)
o Slurry sealing, repaving, re-consfruction " -
. 1. Street Repovr.ug | and new construction of approxmlately $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 2174 . 0.3 22.0
Improvements square feet of City responsibility sidewalks
. ' Rehabilita;té, repair and improve aging o
3. Street Structures | street infrastructure such as bridges, - 79| - 0.1 73
"Rehabilitation. - * - |:guardrails, tunnels, viaducts, retammg walls i ’ -
C and stairs. . .
14 Strestscape, Pedestna.rr/bxcyc_le hsafety gnd .sjreetscape : . '
Podestrian. and . .| improvements such as pedestrian . R )

. ) countdown signals and lighting, sidewalk 493 0.7 50.0
Bicycle Safety bulb bicvel L -
Tmiprovements extension, bulb-outs, bicycle mprovements, : :

= : tree pla.utmg and landscapmg
_ ' Rehabilitate and upgrade existing trafﬁ_c. ' _ _
5. Transit Street .| signal infrastructure to reduce travel time ' 20 ’ 03 10 3
. Signal Infrastructure along key Muni routes and i 1mprove transit - - T L
v rehablhty ' '
Total | $244 5 $3.5|  $248.0

With regard to the Street Repaving and Reconstruction Progra.m as shown above in Table 2,

- DPW anticipates that the GO. Bond revenue of $146,300,000 would allow the DPW to mcrease:

. 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 thIough 5 would not impact the C1ty S PCI score.

DETAILS OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION

The proposed ordinance pertammg to street and sidewalk. mprovements would caIl and provide
for a special election to be held in the City of San Fran01sco on November 8, 2011 for the .
purpose of submitting to San Francisco voters a proposition to (1) i 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 51dewa1ks @ -
installation and rénovation of curb ramps, (¢) redesign of stréetscapes 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 L " 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 uider 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 -Lsteps' réquired to put the proposed .
GO Bond before ‘San Francisco voters in November 2011. S

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).

Charfer 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. B B ' - : o

* 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 111,
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. ‘ o \ : o L

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 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 : BUDGET AND LEGISLATI‘VE ANALYST -
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o rent control would be permltted to pass through 5 0 percent of the Property Tax i mcrease to the: - -
tenants in bmldmgs constructed after 1979

Accordmg to Ms. Sesay, the trmmg 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 nnpact of the propesed GO Bond (shown in gray) on
‘the City’s projected Property Tax rates, assuming no additional. GO Bond debt is issued by the -
City. o o : - |

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

?m ;ecte{f Propertv Tax Rates for Voter Approved & ?ropo&ed Streets G.O. Sonds
: .?Y 2006-2021 - S

0.14% -

EY 2006 Tax Rate . i

0.12%

0.10%
6.08%

BO6%

Projected ‘Pa:apérty Fax Rates

0.64%
. 602%

0.00% -

2606 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2003 2014 2015 ‘2515 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

i Voter Apprc_v'ed' =y Etoad Repa‘viﬁg & Street Safety Bond ——FY 2006 Rate {Constraint} -

Source: DPW
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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, 9011 Citywide ballot would be -
“approximately $231,718, or ‘approximately 7.3 percenit of the estimated $3,185,289 cost of - -
conducting the November 8; 2011 City election. . o S

§ RECOMMENDATION

~ Based on the Board of Supervisors approval of resolution (Filé 11-0655), declaring the public
_interest and necessity for the proposed issuance of General Obligation Bonds, approve -the
proposed ordinance. P o '

cc: Supervisor Chu
Supervisor Mirkarimi
* Supetvisor Kim
Supervisor Wiener
President Chiu
Supervisor-Avalos
Supervisor Campos
~-Supervisor Cohen
Supervisor Elsbernd
Supervisor Farrell
~ Supervisor Mat™ .
Clerk of the Board
. Cheryl Adams
Controiler
Greg Wagner
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Summary of Safe Streets and Road Repalr General Obhgatlon Bond
: ‘ Programs

- 'The followmg is a summary of the program descnptlons for the ﬁve programs that would be pa1d
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 Repavmg and Reconsttuctton

Sidewalk Accessibility Improvements (Curb Ramps and Sldewalks)
Street Structures Rehabilitation . - _
Streetscape, Pedestrian, and Bicycle Safety Improvements

Transft Street Signal Inﬁ'astructure

9ewwe

: 1 Street Repavmg and Reconstructlon
Causes of Pavement Deterzoratzon '

-The Clty’s roadway system is complex and streets deterrorate over time. However, three major
factors can accelerate deterioration; : o

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 wrth heavy traff‘ ic can detenorate seven years soonerthana-
street that carries hghter traffi ic. :

"2, Excavatlon 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 cuta trench in the pavement, leaving a vulnerable spotiin the street. Over time.
these vulnerable spots in the street can reduce the hfe span of the street, :

3. Deferred work — Without adequate fundmg in place, work that is needed will be deferred Th|s ,
increases the oecurrence of street degradation, mcludmg potholes and greatly increases the cost of :
“repairing that street in the future. :

) Pavement Manaeement 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 Condrtlon Index (PCl} 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 Clty’ s streets
" byPClscore. : :

The table below summarizes the current condition of the Crty’s streets, requwed pavement
treatment and the cost for the asseciated PCI range. :

9-10
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Page 2 of 5
% of SF * PCl Score ‘ - Treatment - Average g -
Streets’ N . . Cost/Block
19% 85— 100 - No improvement needed - %0
7 “excellent” - : S
30% 64 -84 "good”- | Pavement preservation — slurry sealing '$9,000
‘ S - | or crack sealing to extend life of street
28% | 50-63 egave ‘grind off and replace the top $97,800
R “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 repaxr 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 generaﬂy 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. preservatlon
" treatments can increase the fife-cycle and reduce the cost by 75-90 percent. :

" The figure below illustrates potential cost savmgs that can be realized through the proper
' -'appllcatlon 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 YIEId a “very good” average PCl
score of 84. I 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- nsk” average
PCl score of 57 : :

9-11
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Effects of Maintenance on a Pavement Life Cycle
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Roadwa'y resurfacing work under this bond may include, but will not be limited to:
e Pavément preservation treatments to extend the life of the street ° :
. o Mill and fill asphalt surface over concrete base; perform repalrs to the concrete base

¢ Reconstruct concrete streets '

. Replace concrete parkmg strip, and concrete medians
'« Replace concrete bus pads =~ . :
".'¢  Replace concrete curb edge
» Reconstruct concrete sidewalk
‘s Reconstruct concrete curb ramps with detectable surface tlles
. Traffic routing, adjusting City-owned manhole frames and covers, castmgs, and catch basin
frames and grai:mgs to grade related to pavmg and reconstruc__tlon projects ’

2. Sldewalk Accessxblhty Improvements : :
Curb ramps are an essential link in the public path of travel. For people with. dlsabllltles 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 1ndependentiy reduces socral 1so!ation and
dependence on expensnve services such as Paratransrt
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San Franclsco has been burldmg curb ramps for years; however many of the Clty' s corners still lack
curb ramps. Some of the existing ramps are too old, too steep, or too narrow, and othersare in
disrepair, The inventory indicates that we need to build 22,959 ramps at approximately at various
‘focations 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 fuil and navrgable path of
travel is acce55|ble to everyone who needs rt -

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

o Design engrneerrng of curb ramps’

 Construction of curbramps .

e Related work needed to bring the curb ramp to current standards, which may mclude
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
reconstructron of adjacent srdewalks i ) _ o i

3. Street Structure Rehablhtatlon & Seismic Strengthenmg

" . 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 Clty—mamtamed'
structures, approximately 100 have been identified for rehabilitation. These street structures are
used by the public every day Consequently, failure to correct these def ciencies increases the risk

- to public safety.

Funding from the bond may be used to repair or replace the followmg

. cracked/spalled concrete and exposed steel reinforcement

e Sstructural movement, including tilting, settlement, and damaged constructlon Jomts
"« - deteriorated and damaged concrete and metal ralllngs '

e structure lighting lmprovements :

» _mechanical and electrical equrpment repair- and stabilization of brldges and tunnels
. structural deflmenues on Crty mamtalned bridges and street structures .

Farlure to correct these condltlons will increase the C[ty’ exposure to liability and result in addrtlonal
costs when corrective actions are no longer discretionary, but immediately requured

_ 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, whlch often requlre matchlng local

funds,

4, Streetscape, Pedestnan and Blcycle Safety Improvements

Between 200 and 2005, San Francisco rmplemented few major streetscape rmprovement projects.
Recognizing a need and regional prioritization of comprehensrve 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, Va!encra 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 cornplete i'evitalizétipn of the street, site furnishings,
landscaping and Infrastructure. As such, project costs can range between $55,000 per block to
SZ,OD0,00_O per block. A streetscape improvement project may.include one or several of the .
following elements; | ' o |

- o Sidewalk extension ~ Increase the usable sidewalk space for pedestrians and greening
¢ Bulb-out - shorten the street erossing distance and provide visibility for pedestrian
~ safety | . | | !
*  Crosswalk treatment — Highlight pedestrian crossing areas for pedestrian safety
“* Pedestrian countdown signals/lighting — Install pedestrian countdown signals and
pedestrian upgrade lighting for energy efficiency and safety -
** Utility undergrounding—Remove visible utility overhead service wires and poles and

. install conduits underground to connhect servii;es_to homes .
* Street tree planting — Provide traffic calming and ecological benefits - :
e Roadway median expansion and/or planting — provide traffic calming and ecological

" benefits- T Tt et e R

» Sidewalk and roadway lighting— Improve and upgrade street lightihg for safety and
energy efficiency T L :

* Bicycle improvements — Separated bicycle lanes, bicycle racks or other amenities to
improve bicycle conditions e

. PuBlic art elements — Create a sense of place, interest, and neighborhood identity
Site furnishings — Provide resting areas, bicycle racks, trash réceptacles. ,

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

5. Traffic Signal Improvements R o .

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 ’boxeé, wiring and loop detectors. Additionally, a goal of
this program is to modify signal operations to improve safety and efficiency by 'i'nstaliing 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, ' | - '

9-14
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debt caleulations”

- ATTACHMENT III

City and County of San Francisco General Obligéti'on Bonds

Net Assessed value (August 1, 2010) v
Bond debt limit | , - o . 3%
‘ Bondmg Capacity E

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

Available Debt Capa(:lty

Outstanding indebtedness plus Proposed GO Bonds as % of Net AV

' Authonzed & Unissued bonds
Avaﬂ D/C less Auth & Umss Bonds

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

C094%
$248,000,000

- $1,729,159,429 .

$3,006,820,012
O L10%
$1,164,889,772 -
$1,841,930,240°



City and County of San Franc™co ... o "San Frz - 'sco Départment of Public Works
: ) : : : L R ’ ~ Dffice of the Beputy Director for Engineering -
T : Bureau of Engineering

L San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 558-4001 www.sfdpw.org

. EdwinMLesMapr - .- ... -
Edward D. Reiskin, Director - . . _ S ) . '. -
e ' L _ _ . | *. Patrick Rivera, PE, Bureau Manaégr

May 12,2011 = - A

- Steplien Shotland . - ' o 11' 0508 R

. San Francisco Planning Departmen o - L .

-1650 Mission Street Sujte 400 o - .
San Francisco, ‘CA 94103
. Dear Mr. Shotland: .

- The Department of Public Works reque'sts. a General Piah'Referfal' and CEQA Exemption for a |
" /$248 million Road Repaving 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.
.. considération 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 Resolution of Public Interest atid
- . Necessity anticipated Wednesday, June 1. .~ : SRR : Co

" The proposed bond provides funding for five programmatic categories:

. $148.8 million for Street Repaying -and Reconstruction :
_"$ 7.3 million for Street. Structure Rehabilitation and Seismic Improvement .
$ 22.0 million for Sidewalk Accessibility Improvements T ST
. $50.0 million for Streetscape, Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Improvements

. $20.3 million for Transit Signal Infrastructirre Iinprovements

" Projects completed through the bond are anticipated to be within existing City rights of way and '
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 réquire. *
project-level General Plan referrals, Environmental Review and other approvals.

. Please COntéét me, (415) 558—4001 or Patrick.Rivera@sfdpw.org; or contact Fran'k-_FiIice at (415) o

558.4011 or Frank Filice@sfdpw.org with any questions about this request. Xy : .
| o i Biempt Cer CERA Gudelines.

: %rely,. . SR ', | Ri“’- y P l ;Hpﬁ\@ﬁwlsﬁq‘?g"
By~ R
~ Patrick Rivera . o - A vy - ;

Bureau Manager - L= o4/t - _ .

: .{“ *. o ceo San i:rancisc.o Department of Public Works o .
AR © . Making San Francisco'a beautiful, livable; vibrant, and sustainable city. -
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30 Van Ness, 5th Floor'.



SAN FRANCISCO ' |
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

ST Ge’ne'ral Plan Referral S i
S U o ' _ ) ) oL San Francisca,
o , . CA 54103-2479
" Date: . 'May 20, 2011 o
- - ‘ ) Reception:
o 416.550.6378
- CaseNo. . .Case No. 2011.0508R - . §
SR .. $248 Million Road Repavmg and Street Safety General .. - 415 558 5499
~ ObligationBond .
" November 2011 Ballot : IF;:fat?r:g%m '
o S ‘ 4155586317
Priject Sponsor: -, Patiick Rivera, Bureau Manager B
LT - City & County of San Francisco -
Department of Public Works o
' Office of the Deputy D1rector for Engmeermg
Bureau of Engineering - :
SDVanNess Avenue, 5% Floor :
© San Franasco, CA 94102
Refefrg&‘By: ' Patrick Rivera, Bureau Manager
. " City & County of San Francisco
Department of Public Works
. Office of the Deputy Dlrector for Engmeermg
- Bureau of Engineéring :
30 Van Ness Avenue, 5* Floor
San _Franc:lsc_o, CA 94102
. ' StafContack: . - JonSwae-(415)5759069 | | 4

T z'on' swae@sfgov org

. Recommendation: B Fmdmg the project, on balance, is m confonmty w1th .

S ‘the General Plan
By: - ' ]phn aml,Flrector.of Plannmg )

-.PROJECT DESCR[PTION

On May 12, 2011, the PIannmg Deparfment (herein “the Department") recelve& a request _
from the Department of Public Works for a General Plan Referral for the proposed $248

www'.sfplahnihg.org .
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General Plan Referral. o o - GASE NO.2011.0508R
" May 20,2011 $248 Million Road Repaving and Street Safety General Obligation 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 Supervisors and Mayor, the bond- would be placed before -

~ voters on the November 20011 ballot. ~ S - : S o

Recommended a‘s‘ part of the citywide ten-year Capital Plan to improve and invest in the
City's infrastructure, the proposed bond would improve streetscapes for pedestrian and

" bicyclist safety, improveé traffic flow on local streets and install sidewalk and curb ramps to

. meet the City's obligations under..ﬂje'Americéns'With,Disabﬂiﬁes Act. The bond would also
provide funding to repave streets and fix potholes in-neighborhoods throughout- San
Francisco and seisimically strengthen deteriorating bridges, overpasses and stairways. o

It approved by the voters; the proposed bond would make funding available in the following -
five programmatic categories: E : o - , K
- Street Repaving and Reconstruction ($148.8 million) L
Street Structure Rehabilitation and Seismiic Improvement ($7.3 million)
Sidewalk Accessibility. Improvéments ($22.0 million) } S
_ Streetscape, Pedestrian and Bicycle Safety Improvements ($50.0 million)
*'. Transit Signal Infrastructure Improvements (§20.3 milliony ..~ '

oW N

 This Réfer;a‘l provides review fc'Jr'ihe.bond proposal only .ancl. not "spéciﬁc_capi@l projects that
may be-funded by it. The proposal does not specify which projects will be completed using

.. bond funds. A copy-of the “Road Repair and Street Safety. Bond Summary Report” is - - -
‘included as Aftachment 1. - L o o .

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW:

The Department has determined that the proposed General Obligation Bond is éxe_mpt 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 COMPLIANCE AND BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION _

- The proposed Road Repaving and Street Safety General Obligation Bond is, on balance, in -
conformity with the intent of the General Plan to provide safe and well-maintained streets ~
_4nd 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 Environmental Review and other discretionary actions by
the Planning Department. R L E o

v

SAN FRANGISCO. © i .
. PLARNING DEPARTMENT
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General Plan Referral S ' Co ’ . . CASE NO 2011.0508R
May 20, 2011 . $248 Mllhon Road Repavmg and Street Safety General Obllgatlon Bond -

- When specrﬁc project(s) are des1gned, the Department of Pubhc Works (or sponsonng
Department) should submit a General Plan Referral application on the specific pro]ect(s) to .
‘the Plarning Deparbnent 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 PlanReferral,
Environmental Review, or other discretionary action by the Planning Department. "Any .
required General Plan Referral applications should be submitted early int the approval |

. process, provrdmg adequate time for Department rev1ew, conswtent with Section 2A. 53 of the
- Adnumstrahve Code. . -

" EIGHT PRIORITY POLlClES

: . The proposed project is found to be consmtent w1th the Elght Pnonty Pollc1es of Planmng
‘Code Sectron 101 1in that .

1 That existing nelghborhood—servmg retaﬂ uses be preserved and enhanced -and future '
. opportumtres for res1dent employment in and’ ownershlp of such businesses enhanced.

" The Gmeral Oblzgatwn Bond would not adversely effect nezghborhood serazng retail uses or: '
' opportunztzes for mployment it or bwnership of such businesses. Poteritial construction impacts -
: 'assoczated with any road or repamng work should be mmzmzzed as much as possible. .

2. 'I‘hat e)ustmg housmg and ne1ghbor_hood character be conserved and protected in order_
- . to preserve the ciltural and economic chversrty of our nerghborhood :

The. General Obllgaﬁon Bond would noi' hazze an adverse eﬁect on the Czty s housmg stock oron
nexghborhood charucter

3. That the Clty’ s supply of affordable housmg be preserved and enhanced

" The General Oblzgutwn Band would not adversely zmpact the Cztys supply of uﬁarduble a
. houising. S _

4. That commuter traffic not nnpede MUNI !ransrt serv1ce or overburden our streets or
_ nerghborhood parkmg :

The General Oblzgattan Bond would not result in commuter tra_ﬁic zmpedmg Munz s transit
. servicg, hawever, mdzmdual Muni lines. may be zmpacted temporarzly during street construction
- work. The bord programt would not overburden streets or nerghborhaod parking. The-bond .
" would provide funds for repavmg Czty streets, ADA and. sqfeiy zmprovements to- streetscapes, -
_ szdewalks and curb ramps ) : :

. ! : toe [ - " )
SAN FRANCISCD . ' o . ‘ -3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . : :
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T _Attachmen’cs

General Plan Referral - A . " CASE NO. 2011 0508R
May 20,2011 = - - $248 Mtlhon Road Repavmg and Street Safety General Obligatlon Bond

5. . 'Ihat a diversé econonuc base be maintained by protectmg our industrial and service _-
. sectors from d1sp1acement due. to’ commercial office development ‘and that future
opportumhes for resxdentLal employment and ownershrp in these sectors be- enham:ed

‘ The General Obllgzztlon Band zoould ot adversely aﬁect the mdustnal or servzce sectors or
future apportumttes for resident employment or ownersth in these sectors ' -

. 6. That the Clty achieve the grea’cest possrble preparedness to protect against m]ury and
 loss of 11fe inan earthquake. T

,'Ihe General Obligation Bond would not adversely uﬁect the Czty s emergency preparedness

Repaving roads and siTengthenmg strest structures will provide safe and clear paths for
. emergency access iri the event of a natural disster. The budget, if funded, would fund seismic
" improvements to public infrastructure, mcludmg public streets and roadways,. pedesi-nan rights-

’ of way and snnzlar faczlztles '

7. . 'Ihat 1andmarks and hlstonc buﬂdmgs be preserved
'Ihe Generzzl Oblzgatzon Bond-would not zmpact landmarks or hzstonc buzldmgs

8. .Thatour parks and open space and their access to sunhght and vistas be protected from
a development . . . .

The General Obligation Bond would h:we no adverse eﬁ'ect on parks and opernt spuce or their
v access to sunlight and vistas. .

RECOI\/IM_ENDATION: Fmdmg the General Obhgatwn Bond on balance, ih-
' HER o confomuty twith the General Plan : '

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

cC
B Edward D. Rerskm, Dzrector, DPW )
Patrick Rivera, Engineeririg Bureau Manager, ] DFW
“Frank Filice, Manager of Capltal Planning, DEW
 Simone Jacques, Transportation Fmance Analyst, DPW )
]on Swae, Planmng Dep arlment -'

SKN FRANCISCO T . ' - ) . 4

PLANNING DIPARTIIINT
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Amy L. Brown Actmg CIT.}’ Adrmmstrator Chair

May 16, 2011 {
To: - ;S.upervisor David Chiu, Board President
‘From: " Amy L. Brown, Acfj 1g City Administrator and Cap1ta1 Plannmg Commlttee )

| \ Chair 0“"”“3 . ]na—\w‘“'—\
Copy: Members of the Board of Supervisors
.. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Capital Planning Committee ..

Regarding: Recommendation on the FY 3011-12 Cap1ta1 Budget and the Road Repavmg >

and Street Safety General Obhga’uon Bond

In accordance with Section 3.21 of the Administrative Code, on May 16, 2011 the Cap1tal _\

. Planning Committee (CPC) reviewed the followmg act10n items. The CPC's
' recommenda‘ﬂons are set forth below

- 1. Board Flle Number [Varlous] Recommendatlon on the FY 2011-2012 capltal ,l
. , budget '

Recommendation: . - Recommend approval of the FY 2011 2012 capital
: g " 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 soutces, the proposed FY 2011- 12 .

| capital budget totals $83 282,490.
Comments:
of 8-0.

Commlttee members or representanves in favor ,
_include Amy L. Brown, Acting City Administrator;
Dawn Kamalanathan, Recreation and Parks .
Department; Ed Harrmgton, 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.

~ 505

. The CPC recommends approval of this item by a vote '



Capital Planning Committee Mcﬁ the Board of Supervisors,' May 16,2011

2. Board File Numbers TBD:

Recommendation:

Comments:

/(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 Obhgatlon

‘Bond (5248,000 000)

Support adoption of the Resolutlon of Public Interest

- and Necessity and Ordinance. -

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

~ Committee members or representatlves 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 Sésay, <

Controller’s Office; Judson True, Board President’s
Office; and Rick Wilson, Mayor’s Budget Office.

Page 2 of 2
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