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Agenda

SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
Meeting Notice

DATE: Tuesday, November 14, 2023, 10:00 a.m.
LOCATION: Legislative Chamber, Room 250, City Hall
Watch SF Cable Channel 26 or 99
(depending on your provider)
Watch www.sfgovtv.org

PUBLIC COMMENT CALL-IN: 1-415-655-0001; Access Code: 2661 667 1438 # #

To make public comment on an item, when the item is called, dial *3' to be added to
the queue to speak. Do not press *3 again or you will be removed from the queue.
When the system says your line is unmuted, the live operator will advise that you will
be allowed 2 minutes to speak. When your 2 minutes are up, we will move on to the
next caller. Calls will be taken in the order in which they are received.

COMMISSIONERS: Mandelman (Chair), Melgar (Vice Chair), Chan, Dorsey,
Engardio, Peskin, Preston, Ronen, Safai, Stefani, and Walton

CLERK: Elijah Saunders

Remote Participation

Members of the public may attend the meeting to observe and provide public
comment at the physical meeting location listed above or may watch SF Cable
Channel 26 or 99 (depending on your provider) or may visit the SFGovTV website
(www.sfgovtv.org) to stream the live meeting or may watch them on demand.

Members of the public may comment on the meeting during public comment
periods in person or remotely. In-person public comment will be taken first; remote
public comment will be taken after.

Written public comment may be submitted prior to the meeting by emailing the
Clerk of the Transportation Authority at clerk@sfcta.org or sending written comments
to Clerk of the Transportation Authority, 1455 Market Street, 22nd Floor,

San Francisco, CA 94103. Written comments received by 5 p.m. on the day before
the meeting will be distributed to Board members before the meeting begins.

1. Roll Call
2. Approve the Minutes of the October 24, 2023 Meeting — ACTION* page 5
3. Community Advisory Committee Report - INFORMATION* page 13
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4. AdoptTwo 2023 Prop L 5-Year Prioritization Programs and Amend the Prop L
Strategic Plan Baseline — ACTION* page 23

Programs: 1) Traffic Signs and Signals Maintenance, 2) Safer and Complete Streets.

5. Allocate $36,545,335 in Prop L Funds, with Conditions, for Five Requests —
ACTION* page 51

Projects: BART: BART Core Capacity - Fleet of the Future 54 Expansion
Vehicles ($35,295,335). SFMTA: Western Addition Area Traffic Signal
Upgrades - Phase 2 ($200,000), Traffic Signal Visibility Upgrades FY 24
($400,000), Traffic Signal Hardware

Replacement FY 24 ($500,000), Vision Zero Education and Communications:
Speed Safety Cameras FY 24 ($150,000).

6. Program $2,601,000 in Senate Bill 1 Local Partnership Program Formula
Funds for Construction of the Yerba Buena Island Hillcrest Road Improvement
Project (Hillcrest Project) and Design of the Yerba Buena Island Multi-Use
Pathway (YBI MUP); Approve Two Fund Exchanges, with Conditions, to Fully
Fund the Hillcrest Project, Including Accommodations for a New Class | Multi-
Use Pathway; and Appropriate, with Conditions, $4,850,000 in Prop K Funds
for Design and Construction of the Hillcrest Project - ACTION* page 151

Projects: LPP: SFCTA: YBI Hillcrest Road Improvement Project ($2,600,000);
YBI Multi-Use Pathway ($1,000). SFCTA: Prop K (exchange funds): YBI
Hillcrest Road Improvement Project ($4,850,000).

Fund Exchanges: 1. Exchange $750,000 in County Share One Bay Area
Grant 3 (OBAG 3) funds from the Transportation Authority’s YBI Multi-Use
Pathway with an equivalent amount of Prop K funds from the SFMTA's Light
Rail Vehicle (LRV) Procurement Project. 2. Exchange $4,100,000 in Regional
OBAG 3 funds from the YBI MUP project for an equivalent amount of Prop K
funds allocated to the SFMTA's LRV project.

7. Authorize the Executive Director to Execute Master Agreements, Program
Supplemental Agreements, Cooperative Agreements, Fund Transfer
Agreements and Any Amendments Thereto with the California Department of
Transportation for Receipt of Federal and State Funds for Design of the Yerba
Buena Island (YBI) Multi-Use Pathway in an Amount up to $3,001,000; State
Funds for Construction of the YBI Hillcrest Road Improvement Project in the
Amount of $2,600,000; and State Funds for Planning, Programming, and
Monitoring in the Amount of $46,000 - ACTION* page 189

8. Increase the Amount of Professional Services Contract with MNS Engineers,
Inc. by $250,000 to a Total Amount Not to Exceed $5,050,000, for
Construction Management Services for the Yerba Buena Island Southgate
Road Realignment Improvement Project - ACTION* page 199

Other Items
9. Introduction of New ltems — INFORMATION
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During this segment of the meeting, Commissioners may make comments on
items not specifically listed above or introduce or request items for future
consideration.

10. Public Comment

11. Adjournment

*Additional Materials

ltems considered for final approval by the Board shall be noticed as such with [Final Approval] preceding the
item title.

The meeting proceedings can be viewed live or on demand after the meeting at www.sfgovtv.org. To know the
exact cablecast times for weekend viewing, please call SFGovTV at (415) 554-4188 on Friday when the cablecast
times have been determined.

The Legislative Chamber (Room 250) and the Committee Room (Room 263) in City Hall are wheelchair
accessible. Meetings are real-time captioned and are cablecast open-captioned on SFGovTV, the Government
Channel 26 or 99 (depending on your provider). Assistive listening devices for the Legislative Chamber and the
Committee Room are available upon request at the Clerk of the Board's Office, Room 244. To request sign
language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or other accommodations, please contact the Clerk of the
Transportation Authority at (415) 522-4800. Requests made at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting will help
to ensure availability. Attendees at all public meetings are reminded that other attendees may be sensitive to
various chemical-based products.

If any materials related to an item on this agenda have been distributed to the Board after distribution of the
meeting packet, those materials are available for public inspection at the Transportation Authority at 1455
Market Street, Floor 22, San Francisco, CA 94103, during normal office hours.

Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be
required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign & Governmental Conduct Code Sec. 2.100] to
register and report lobbying activity. For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San
Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; (415) 252-3100;
www.sfethics.org.
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DRAFT MINUTES

San Francisco County Transportation Authority
Tuesday, October 24, 2023

1.

Roll Call
Chair Mandelman called the meeting to order at 10:05 a.m.

Present at Roll Call: Commissioners Chan, Dorsey, Engardio, Mandelman, Melgar,
Preston, Peskin, Ronen, Stefani, and Walton (10)

Absent at Roll Call:  Commissioner Safai (entered during ltem 11) (1)
Chair’'s Report - INFORMATION

Chair Mandelman remembered Senator Dianne Feinstein whose memorial service
was held at City Hall earlier that month and he sent his condolences to her family. He
reported that she had a distinguished career of firsts at the local and national levels
and that they were grateful for her trailblazing leadership. He reported that recently
Senator Feinstein had advocated for infrastructure projects and the Bi-partisan
Infrastructure law, including working with Senator Padilla to obtain $200 million for
California High Speed rail and $30 million to help transition SFMTA's buses toward a
zero-emission fleet. Next, Chair Mandelman thanked San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency's former Director of Sustainable Streets Tom Maguire for his 10
years of service as he departs the SFMTA. Chair Mandelman reported that Mr.
Maguire led implementation of myriad Vision Zero initiatives, street innovations, and
major capital projects. Finally, Chair Mandelman welcomed folks attending the annual
conference of the Self-Help Counties Coalition to the city. Chair Mandelman reported
that he looked forward to learning from others about inclusive planning, innovative
funding and technology, and collaborative project delivery at the annual FOCUS on
the Future conference. Chair Mandelman added that the week after the city would be
welcoming visitors for the Asia-Pacific Economic Conference (APEC) and hoped that
everyone enjoyed the city.

There was no public comment.

Executive Director’s Report - INFORMATION

Tilly Chang, Executive Director, presented the Executive Director's Report.
There was no public comment.

Approve the Minutes of the October 17, 2023 Meeting - ACTION
There was no public comment.

Commissioner Peskin moved to approve the minutes, seconded by Commissioner
Dorsey.

The minutes were approved without objection by the following vote:
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Ayes: Commissioners Chan, Dorsey, Engardio, Mandelman, Melgar, Preston,
Peskin, Ronen, Stefani, and Walton (10)
Absent: Commissioner Safai (1)

Consent Agenda

5. [Final Approval] Appoint Austin Milford-Rosales as the District 6 Representative

to the Community Advisory Committee -ACTION

6. [Final Approval] Adopt Eight 2023 Prop L 5-Year Prioritization Programs and
Amend the Prop L Strategic Plan Baseline — ACTION*

7. [Final Approval] Allocate $13,724,000 and Appropriate $651,000 in Prop L
Funds, with Conditions for Five Requests — ACTION*

8. [Final Approval] Approve San Francisco’s Program of Projects for the 2024
Regional Transportation Improvement Program, with Conditions — ACTION*

9. [Final Approval] Adopt a Resolution Directing The San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency to Incorporate Safe Routes To All Schools in the San
Francisco Unified School District In the Active Communities Plan - ACTION*

There was no public comment.

Vice Chair Melgar moved to approve the Consent Agenda, seconded by
Commissioner Walton.

The Consent Agenda was approved without objection by the following vote:

Ayes: Commissioners Chan, Dorsey, Engardio, Mandelman, Melgar, Preston,
Peskin, Ronen, Stefani, and Walton (10)

Absent: Commissioner Safai (1)

End of Consent Agenda

10. San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Paratransit Fleet Electrification
Update Report - INFORMATION*

Bonnie Jean von Krough, SFMTA Building Progress Public Affairs Manager, presented
the item per the staff memorandum.

Vice Chair Melgar thanked the SFMTA for the thorough presentation and asked if any
of the facilities mentioned in the presentation were Assembly Bill (AB) 617
communities that would make them eligible for state funding for the transition.

Ms. Von Krough replied that the Woods facility was located in an AB 617 community.

Vice Chair Melgar asked if that made Woods a more attractive option for an electric
paratransit vehicle facility site.

Ms. Von Krough replied that Woods was one of the later facilities to be modernized in
the process, but it was an attractive option.

Jonathan Rewers, Chief Strategy Officer at SFMTA, thanked the Board for the request
to report on the status of the paratransit fleet electrification as it forced the SFMTA to
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11.

look at it comprehensively. He stated that the SFMTA was looking at various options
for the electric paratransit facility and would go through a process of elimination. He
noted that funding availability, feasibility of construction, and power load would be

the key components of their decision making.

During public comment, Barry Toronto asked about the status of electrifying the ramp
taxi fleet as part of the paratransit electrification program. They stated that ramp taxis
were expensive, used a lot of fuel, and required a lot of maintenance, therefore it
would be great to find incentives or subsidies to fund the transition to an electric fleet
of ramp taxis. They also asked if electric ramp taxis would be able to use chargers at
the Muni yards.

Autonomous Vehicle Update — INFORMATION

Chair Mandelman announced that Cruise’s operating permit had just been
suspended by the California Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV). He thanked staff
and presenters, including Commissioner Peskin for his diligent attention to the matter
over a long period of time and the Mayor's Office of Public Policy, particularly
Transportation Advisor Alex Sweet, for their collaboration and leadership with the
Transportation Authority. The Chair added that together city partners were working
with the autonomous vehicle (AV) companies, state and federal regulators, and the
broader San Francisco community on how to safely implement the new technology
while maintaining and advancing citywide goals.

Jean Paul Velez, Principal Planner, Julie Friedlander, SFMTA Senior Manager
Automated Driving Policy, Darius Luttropp, San Francisco Fire Department (SFFD)
Deputy Chief of Operations, and Phil Koopman, Carnegie Mellon University Associate
Professor of Electrical and Computer Engineering, presented the item per the staff
memorandum.

Commissioner Peskin thanked the Transportation Authority, SFMTA, and SFFD staff,
particularly Chief Jeanine Nicholson. He acknowledged fellow commissioners and
Mayor London Breed for unanimously approving the December 2022 Board of
Supervisors resolution (Resolution 529-22) and the Mayor for allowing City agency
staff to speak out for public safety on behalf of the City and County of San Francisco
and its constituents. Commissioner Peskin asked Director Chang if the AV operators
had been invited to the Board meeting.

Director Chang confirmed that all three operators were invited to the meeting and all
three declined to attend, with public comment letters sent by Waymo and Cruise. She
added that Zoox clarified that they were still currently testing with safety operators in
their vehicle.

Commissioner Peskin commented on the experience that San Francisco had with
being unable to convince the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) to
implement an incremental, performance-based approach; the CPUC instead rejected
the city’s requests and arguments by approving issuance of unlimited permits for
driverless vehicles in San Francisco. He noted the irony of how light rail vehicles were
held to a much higher, exacting standard than AVs, acknowledging the late action
from the DMV regarding the same comments made previously by city agency staff to
the CPUC in August. He asked staff what could be learned about AV regulation by the
CPUC and DMV.
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Ms. Friedlander answered that there was an expectation for transit drivers to be held
to high level professionalism and to be defensive and avoid collisions, even if they
were not at fault, so there was a need for higher standards. She added that transit
operators were required to evaluate every near-missed collision and discuss
remediation plans with their staff on a regular basis. Ms. Friedlander also suggested
that the CPUC look at the city's local regulation of micromobility vehicles as an
example of best practices. She continued that City agencies had been very
transparent about expectations and had established mechanisms to ensure
compliance, tools which would be good to see utilized by the CPUC and DMV. Ms.
Friedlander said the City looked forward to working with regulatory agencies on
developing a more mature regulatory system that responded to the performance of
the technology.

Commissioner Peskin asked Ms. Friedlander to elaborate on what a safe systems
approach meant.

Ms. Friedlander responded that for the last 20 years, the City had been working on re-
balancing the right-of-way on streets to reflect the City's transit-first policy, both about
efficiency of movement and user safety, to make it easier to drive safer and harder for
drivers to commit errors that led to traffic collisions. She cited the SFMTA’s Quick Build
projects, part of the city’s Vision Zero safety program, as an example of how the city’s
road environment was for users of all modes of transportation rather than just a single
mode.

Commissioner Peskin referenced the event where multiple Cruise vehicle stopped in
the street in the North Beach neighborhood and which Cruise blamed on an Outside
Lands event occurring on the other side of the city. He explained that the AV vehicles
needed to be troubleshooted by a remote assistant over a wireless mobile
connection, which would be disastrous in the event of a severe emergency such as an
earthquake and there would be no way to move the vehicles. He said that Cruise's
response was that they would build out their own cell phone network, which he didn't
see how it would be impervious to disaster emergencies. He asked Ms. Friedlander
for comments on that issue.

Ms. Friedlander responded that the concern about vehicle stoppage had been the
reason why for years the city had requested incremental performance-based
approval. She continued that the regulators did not have clear targets for the industry
to reach, so there was not a clear method for measuring that and the companies were
measuring for themselves. Ms. Friedlander said there needed to be enough staffing to
be responsive to the number of vehicles on the street, since the technology still
needed human intervention when the autonomous systems failed. She also discussed
the ability of the AVs to manage unexpected situations like power outages in traffic
lights or wireless outages, which humans would know how to respond to.

Commissioner Peskin stated that it was only the second time a discussion on this topic
had been had at the Transportation Authority Board. He commented about the state’s
failure to require AV companies to report on data that they clearly had, considering
the onboard cameras, sensors and other equipment in the vehicles; and further asked
if any of the non-required data, short of collisions, was reported.

Ms. Friedlander answered that all the requirements were established before there was
a single mile of driverless operation on San Francisco streets, and that the DMV
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anticipated that AVs would have mastered all the necessary skills to be safe drivers by
the time they were ready for commercial operation. She added that the DMV required
all vehicles to report collisions during the testing stage but not during the deployment
stage, which was concerning because the technology was still under development
and had not reached the level expected by the industry. Ms. Friedlander also
discussed a requirement for AV collisions to be reported to the federal government
but said it was a challenge for the public to access that information. She stated that
there was little to no reporting of non-collision related incidents.

Commissioner Peskin asked for clarification on what collisions, whether with a human
or driverless, were required to be reported.

Ms. Friedlander responded that collisions of vehicles both with and without a human
safety driver in commercial service were not required to be reported. She continued
that the DMV was now seeing the importance for more robust reporting and the city
was eager to work with the DMV to further develop their regulations for reporting.

Commissioner Peskin asked if there were instances of collisions involving driverless
vehicles in commercial service that were not reported.

Ms. Friedlander answered that there were discrepancies between the reports to state
and to federal governments, and difficulty in identifying the reason for those
discrepancies. She stated that filing collision reports to the state was voluntary and it
was possible that some companies made the decision to file reports at some times
and not at other times.

Commissioner Peskin asked if there were crashes reported to the federal government,
specifically the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, that were not reported
to the state.

Ms. Friedlander confirmed that yes, they had seen discrepancies in the reporting.

Commissioner Peskin asked if there was awareness that Waymo had reported crashes
to the federal government and not to the state.

Ms. Friedlander answered that she was not aware of that and added that their
investigation had not been up to date, nor had her agency drilled down to every
specific discrepancy. She said it had been noted that there were collisions by Cruise
vehicles seen by the city that had not been reported to the state but she was not
aware of collisions unreported by Waymo.

Commissioner Peskin asked for clarification if Cruise had been reporting some
collisions to the state.

Ms. Friedlander confirmed that her office noted Cruise continued to report some but
not all collisions to the state and that SFMTA was not aware of their reasoning.

Commissioner Peskin commented that it appeared that Cruise selectively reported
collisions that were perhaps more favorable to Cruise and did not report collisions
that were not favorable to the company. He asked if, relative to the higher standards
for reporting non-collision events the CPUC held rail operators to, there had been any
voluntary self-reporting by AV companies.

Ms. Friedlander answered that there was very limited reporting other than collisions.
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Commissioner Peskin asked Mr. Velez what other regulatory and data gaps existed.
Mr. Velez said he would begin with the California Vehicle Code violation issue not just
for the fairness of driverless vehicles getting ticketed, but it would also be a tool for
the city to track their behavior and understand their performance. He added that
another important gap was that companies self-certified their driving capabilities and
safety performance and were not required to pass or comply with any state test or
evaluation like human drivers, they simply had to report to the state and then could
continue to move forward. Mr. Velez also highlighted that cities need to be more
involved and have a seat at the table, considering cities were the ones most impacted
by these services. Finally, Mr. Velez stated that there was an issue of data, and invited
Joe Castiglione, Deputy Director for Technology, Data and Analysis to share his
thoughts.

Mr. Castiglione stated that the DMV does not require reporting by AVs once they
graduate from testing to deployment, so the public does not have a clear picture of
crashes and other metrics for both major companies in deployment in the city. Mr.
Castiglione also shared that certain data reports were only submitted once per year
and at the statewide level, and they were not broken down by jurisdiction. Further, he
stated that some data was collected, but not made public, such as Vehicle Miles
Traveled, a key metric for collision rate analysis, making it hard to calculate safety
statistics.

Commissioner Peskin stated that for this product to be successful, there needed to be
trust and there could be no public trust without transparent data reports.

Commissioner Dorsey thanked staff for their excellent presentation and
Commissioner Peskin for his excellent questions. He stated that he was worried about
the potential massive workplace displacement, citing various studies that showed the
high number of jobs that would be displaced by AVs. He asked how the
Transportation Authority could advocate for a just transition in regard to labor policy.

Director Chang stated that it was a part of a larger conversation and was one of the
ten initial principles adopted by the City's transportation agencies going back to start
of the ride-hailing wave. She referenced how Commission Walton had challenged the
Transportation Authority to engage with the labor community as they were launching
the Loop AV shuttle on Treasure Island in an effort to explore labor pathways in the AV
industry. She stated that labor transitions have occurred throughout history and that
the Transportation Authority intended to address it in not only the AV but also the EV
industry.

Chair Mandelman stated that Cruise described the reason for the DMV's repeal of its
permit as the result of a single incident. He stated that this did not align with his
perspective of the reason to have cause for concern and that seemed to be validated
by the presentations given earlier.

Professor Koopman stated that Cruise had had multiple incidents, such as the crash

with a firetruck, and in a mature safety culture after such instances there would be a

cease to all operations that might put people in danger until there was a full review

and some operational change. Professor Koopman said that we had not seen Cruise
do a safety standdown publicly.

Chair Mandelman referenced Commissioner Peskin's line of questioning around the
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discrepancies around reporting by Cruise versus Waymo and stated that the charts
show higher rates of bad behavior by Cruise versus Waymo. He asked if this was due
to Waymo having more cars on the road.

Ms. Friedlander added that all she could do was speculate because of missing data,
but confirmed that there were more complaints against Cruise.

Commissioner Peskin stated that the graph showed that 1/3 of incidents were by
Waymo and the other 2/3 were by Cruise and asked if it was safe to deduce that one
technology was better than the other.

Ms. Friedlander stated that it would be speculation and she could not answer that
question based on the available information.

During public comment, Emily Loper, Vice President of Public Policy Transportation
with the Bay Area Council, supported responsible operation of AVs in San Francisco.
They said autonomous vehicles could provide a safe, efficient, and equitable
transportation option and subject to extensive regulatory requirements, including
working closely and collaboratively with city officials and first responders to ensure
the vehicles were operating safely and efficiently within the city. They said that the AVs
could significantly improve how people travel around San Francisco but must actively
work together to integrate the services into the city's transportation network to realize
safety, mobility, and equity goals.

Jackson Nutt-Beers, Public Policy Program Manager with the San Francisco Chamber
of Commerce, supported responsible operation of AVs in San Francisco. They
commented that AVs brought benefits to large and small businesses, workers, local
communities, the local economy, and provided more accessibility options for its users.
They said they appreciated continued the collaboration between AV providers and
the City and County of San Francisco.

Other Items

12.

13.

14.

Introduction of New Items - INFORMATION
There were no new items introduced.
Public Comment

During public comment, Roland Lebrun stated that he appreciated the level of detail
of the AV presentation but noted that Tesla was not mentioned at all. He stated that
Tesla was using a different approach than other AV companies, including the use of
artificial intelligence. He stated that Tesla had done over 150 million miles of testing
and that he hoped the Transportation Authority Board would hear from them after
they crossed the 200 million mile threshold.

Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 12:11 a.m.



[ this page intentionally left blank ]

San Francisco
County Transportation
Authority



San Francisco
County Transportation
Authority

1455 Market Street, 22nD Floor, San Francisco, California 94103 415-522-4800  info@sfcta.org  www.sfcta.org

DRAFT MINUTES

Community Advisory Committee
Wednesday, October 25, 2023

Committee Meeting Call to Order
Vice Chair Siegal called the meeting to order at 6:03 p.m.

CAC members present at Roll: Rosa Chen, Najuawanda Daniels, Mariko Davidson,
Sean Kim, Jerry Levine, Rachael Ortega, and Kat Siegal (9)

CAC Members Absent at Roll: Sara Barz and Kevin Ortiz (2)
Chair’'s Report - INFORMATION

Vice Chair Siegal reported that the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)
had started early work on a potential 2026 regional transportation revenue measure.
Over the past year, MTC staff conducted public outreach and had launched another
poll. Vice Chair Siegal reported that MTC staff would be seeking Commission support
on guiding principles in December and that the Transportation Authority was
coordinating with San Francisco agencies to provide input to the process. Next, Vice
Chair Siegal welcomed Austin Milford-Rosales to the CAC as the new District 6
representative who then introduced himself to the CAC.

There was no public comment.

Consent Agenda

3.
4,

Approve the Minutes of the September 27, 2023 Meeting - ACTION

Adopt a Motion of Support to Increase the Amount of Professional Services
Contract with MNS Engineers, Inc. by $250,000 to a Total Amount Not to Exceed
$5,050,000, for Construction Management Services for the Yerba Buena Island
Southgate Road Realignment Improvement Project - ACTION

Adopt a Motion of Support to Authorize the Executive Director to Execute
Master Agreements, Program Supplemental Agreements, Cooperative
Agreements, Fund Transfer Agreements and Any Amendments Thereto with the
California Department of Transportation for Receipt of Federal Funds for the
Yerba Buena Island Multi-Use Pathway in an Amount up to $3,000,000; and
State Funds for Planning, Programming, and Monitoring in the Amount of
$46,000 - ACTION

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Vision Zero Quick-Build Update -
INFORMATION

Resolution Directing the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency to
Incorporate Safe Routes to All Schools in the San Francisco Unified School
District In the Active Communities Plan - INFORMATION

Page 1 of 10



San Francisco
County Transportation
Authority

Community Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes Page 2 of 10

There was no public comment on the Consent Agenda.
Member Levine moved to approve the Consent Agenda, seconded by Member Ford.
The Consent Agenda was approved by the following vote:

Ayes: CAC Members Barz, Chen, Daniels, Ho, Levine, Ortega, Ortiz, Rozell and
Siegal (9)

Absent: CAC Members Barz and Ortiz (2)

End of Consent Agenda

8.

State and Federal Legislation Update - INFORMATION
Amber Crabbe, Public Policy Manager, presented the item per the staff memorandum.

Member Levine asked whether there were plans to add autonomous vehicles (AV) to
next year's legislative program.

Ms. Crabbe responded in the affirmative and said that the Transportation Authority
would be looking at taking a more comprehensive approach including ensuring the
traffic code could be enforced on AVs, that AVs can interact safely with emergency
vehicles, and that there are set thresholds for AVs to be ‘licensed’. Ms. Crabbe added
that Transportation Authority staff were already taking meetings on this topic.

Mr. Levine asked if there was the possibility to add more local control over AVs
through either fines or legislation.

Ms. Crabbe responded that while local control would be great, the Transportation
Authority was also working with the Department of Motor Vehicles and the California
Public Utilities Commission to identify other options.

During public comment, Ed Mason commented that AVs were using the city as a
laboratory, but the city was not seeing any benefit from that research and
development. He added that city agencies are allocating resources to monitor AVs but
the technology companies were not paying any of that cost, rather the residents were
paying that cost. He closed by stating that any proposed legislation should include
reimbursement from the AV companies.

Adopt a Motion of Support to Adopt Two 2023 Prop L 5-Year Prioritization
Programs and Amend the Prop L Strategic Plan Baseline — ACTION

Mike Pickford, Principal Transportation Planner, presented the item per the staff
memorandum.

Member Ortega asked what the useful life of a traffic signal was.

Bryant Woo, SFMTA Senior Traffic Engineer, stated that traffic signals lasted about 40
years if east of the fog line and 35 years if west of the fog line.

Member Ortega expressed her interest in more details about planned traffic calming
measures due to her observation of aggressive driving behavior in the city,
particularly in SoMa around freeway ramps. Member Ortega observed a decrease in
aggressive drivers once measures are put into place. She expressed her concern with
how traffic would be affected by proposed SoMa Arterial Traffic Callming project and
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requested a future update.

Member Davis thanked staff for their presentation and asked what would happen to
the unallocated [no locations yet identified] safe streets funds for schools, bike lanes,
and speed safety cameras and asked how they could get those types of
improvements in the city and her district specifically.

Mike Pickford clarified that the To Be Determined (TBD) designation in the Attachment
2 District(s) column was for projects where the location or locations had not been
determined and that there were different factors that were used to identify locations
depending on the project.

Deputy Director Anna LaForte, stated that with respect to the speed safety cameras,
there was a limit on the number of cameras allowed by the state legislation. She said
that SFMTA staff would bring an update on the implementation plan to the
Transportation Authority Board and CAC (anticipated in January) that would include
more information on locations. She stated that for schools, SFMTA would be releasing
guidelines for what to expect from a school walk audit prior to the Board approving
allocation of funds. She said that prioritization of bike improvements would come out
of SFMTA's Active Communities Plan. She clarified that this action before the CAC was
more about setting aside the funds for these projects and that specific allocation
requests with a lot more details on scope, schedule, etc. would come before the CAC
for action in the future.

Mr. Woo stated that SFMTA was identifying ideal locations for speed safety camera
locations and noted that the 5-year pilot program limits SFMTA to 33 cameras which
must be on the high injury network and not on a state route. He said this limited the
number of possible streets, and that the SFMTA wanted to focus on areas around
schools, with a collision history, and where speeding occurred as an example. He also
stated that the Proactive School Traffic Calming Program was long standing and
successful and proactively installed traffic calming measures at all schools in the city.

Member Davidson asked if the CAC would have the opportunity to comment on
specific intersections.

Mr. Woo responded that he believed that would be a part of the outreach and noted
that most of the speeding happens mid-block so it might be best to put cameras mid-
block instead of at intersections. He added that no citation could be given unless a
vehicle is going more than 11 MPH above the speed limit and that was an important
consideration.

Member Kim asked about bicycle education classes. He stated that he saw a class in
his neighborhood but that not many people rode their bikes to school to. He asked if
schools had enough locks/parking spaces to accommodate all the bikes.

Mr. Pickford clarified that this specific project focused on adult education.

Matt Lasky, SFMTA, confirmed that this program focused on adult education and
learning to ride and ride safely. Mr. Lasky stated that the League of American Bicyclists
had a well-established program that SFMTA had contracted with for 10-20 years.

Member Kim asked about Safe Route to School Non-Infrastructure Projecct which
recommended kids K-5 walk or bike to school. Member Kim stated that for this to be
realistic there needed to be enough bike parking at schools. He added that the older
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kids also needed safe routes to school and facilities for their bikes.

Mr. Lasky responded that there were other programs that got at that problem more
directly and that SFMTA worked with SFUSD as well as the San Fracisco Recreation
and Parks Department to put bike parking where it currently didn’t exist.

Member Kim stated anecdotally that some highschoolers faced unsafe conditions on
Muni buses and stated that Safe Routes to School program should include buses not
just bike routes. He asked is SFMTA had any plans to improve safety on its buses and
trains and what to do when someone was faced with a situation.

Director LaForte stated that staff would follow up with the SFMTA Safe Routes to
School Program staff.

Member Ford stated that $3 million for signal upgrades on the Great Highway
seemed like a lot and asked if SFMTA had considered other options like roundabouts.
She asked for more context as it would cost $1 million more than the Safe Routes to
School Program.

Mr. Woo stated that many of the signals needed a lot of repair or had already fallen off
due to the salt air. Mr. Woo stated that the cost was actually relatively cheap since
there were only two vehicular directions and one crosswalk compared to the normal
four directions and four crosswalks. He explained that the scope of the project would
include not just the signal work, where nothing might be salvageable because of the
salt and sand, but also to provide curb ramps and update the lighting to current
standards. He added that his team had not considered roundabouts instead of signals
but clarified that it would cost more than $3 million to add that infrastructure.

Member Ford stated that she worried the sand would just blow back in.

Mr. Woo agreed and added that there was uncertainty about what the Great Highway
would look like in the future so his team had designed a plan that could be flexible
and would work with all of the various options under consideration.

Member Ford asked why the Valencia Street Bikeway Improvements was not
scheduled until Fiscal Year 2027 given the controversy around it.

Mr. Lasky stated that the pilot was scheduled to last through September 2024 as
directed by the SMTA Board, although that may change. Mr. Lasky stated that the
proposed funding request was for the longer term project which would be informed
by a number of studies they were currently conducting on the entire Valencia corridor.
He said it would take some time to plan and design the permanent project once that
was decided upon.

Member Ford commented that the Safe Routes to Schools and walk audits should
include bike routes to school as there was a difference between pedestrian and bike
routes.

Mr. Pickford stated that many of the traffic calming measures would slow cars and
benefit both pedestrians and bicyclists. He added that Vice Chair Melgar recently
passed a resolution at the Transportation Authority Board directing SFMTA to
prioritize safe bike routes to school for middle and high school students.

Director LaForte added that walk audits focused on a one to two mile radius around
schools. She added that Vice Chair Melgar's resolution for safe passage to school
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directed SFMTA to consider the location of schools when implementing the Active
Communities Plan and to ensure they were connected to the network.

Vice Chair Siegal asked about SFMTA's ability to deliver the traffic signal priority
projects on schedule, particularly due to her concern that stemmed from the CAC
hearing past reports of the SFMTA's sign shop having a backlog due to a lack of
capacity.

Mr. Woo responded that he makes it a point not to overpromise and under deliver. He
stated that issues arise during more complex projects, especially when SFMTA has to
integrate new systems into older infrastructure. He stated that their ability to deliver
on time really depended on specific scopes of work.

Vice Chair Siegal asked if there was a design for the 7th Avenue bike lane yet.

Mr. Lasky stated that there was not a design yet. He said that the street could easily
accommodate bike lanes but it would be a challenge to accommodate protected
lanes given the street width.

Vice Chair Siegal asked whether the Sloat and Skyline intersection currently had traffic
signals.

Mr. Woo described the intersection as partially stop sign controlled. He stated that his
team was working with Caltrans and the San Francisco Department of Public Works to
get a signal installed as quickly as possible. Mr. Woo stated that the signal design had
100% fully signalized controlled intersections at all crosswalks and that the design
would also remove the sharrow and replace it with a Class 2 bike lane.

Vice Chair Siegal stated that she was happy to hear about the bike lane as she has
avoided Sloat since the intersection was very difficult for bicyclists. Vice Chair Siegal
asked if there were plans to either remove the slip lane or add traffic calming
measures to slow drivers down.

Mr. Woo stated that when the Transportation Authority first approved this project, it
was planned as an interim design with a reconfigured intersection plan coming later.
He said that remained a long term goal and Caltrans had agreed in writing to provide
% of the funding based on who was responsible for which legs of the intersection. Mr.
Woo said this signal project would address the immediate concerns and handle the
reroute of traffic from the Great Highway south of Sloat.

During public comment, Ed Mason stated his opinion that the current design of
Valencia Street tried to accommodate too many interests in its limited space. He
stated that the bike route should be shifted to Folsom Street.

Member Ortega moved to approve the item, seconded by Member Kim.
The item was approved by the following vote:

Ayes: CAC Members Barz, Chen, Daniels, Ho, Levine, Ortega, Ortiz, Rozell and
Siegal (9)

Absent: CAC Members Barz and Ortiz (2)
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10. Adopt a Motion of Support to Allocate $36,545,335 in Prop L Funds, with

11.

Conditions, for Five Requests — ACTION

Lynda Viray, Transportation Planner, presented the item per the staff memorandum.
There was no public comment.

Member Ortega moved to approve the item, seconded by Member Kim.

The item was approved by the following vote:

Ayes: CAC Members Barz, Chen, Daniels, Ho, Levine, Ortega, Ortiz, Rozell and
Siegal (9)

Absent: CAC Members Barz and Ortiz (2)

Adopt a Motion of Support to Program $2,601,000 in Senate Bill 1 Local
Partnership Program Formula Funds for Construction of the Yerba Buena Island
Hillcrest Road Improvement Project (Hillcrest Project) and Design of the Yerba
Buena Island Multi-Use Pathway (YBI MUP); Approve Two Fund Exchanges, with
Conditions, to Fully Fund the Hillcrest Project, Including Accommodations for a
New Class 1 Multi-Use Pathway; and Appropriate, with Conditions, $4,850,000
in Prop K Funds for Design and Construction of the Hillcrest Project - ACTION

Camille Cauchois, Assistant Transportation Planner, presented the item per staff
memorandum.

Vice Chair Siegal asked if the proposed widening of the road to accommodate the
multi-use pathway involved digging further into the hill.

Mike Tan, Senior Engineer, replied in the affirmative.

Vice Chair Siegal asked if the multi-use path would be located on the water side of the
road.

Mr. Tan confirmed that the multi-use path would be located on the waterside along
the entire length on Hillcrest Road and Treasure Island Road.

Vice Chair Siegal stated that she was glad that the multi-use path was being
accommodated in the Hillcrest project and that it would be a great improvement over
the Class Il bike lane.

Member Ford asked if the project team looked into different alternatives for the
project, such as narrower roads.

Mr. Tan replied that the Treasure Island Environmental Impact Report laid out a Class |l
bike lane for the entire length on Yerba Buena Island (YBI). He stated that this section
had been studied extensively through the YBI Multi-Use Pathway Feasibility Study and
also by the Bay Area Toll Authority as part of the larger West Span Skyway Project. He
added that due to the nature of YBI and the limited roadways, there were limited
locations to put the multi-use path.

Member Kim moved to approve the item, seconded by Member Ortega.

The item was approved by the following vote:
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Ayes: CAC Members Barz, Chen, Daniels, Ho, Levine, Ortega, Ortiz, Rozell and
Siegal (9)
Absent: CAC Members Barz and Ortiz (2)
12. San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Building Progress Program and

Fleet Program Update — INFORMATION

Julie Kirschbaum, SFMTA Director of Transit, and Bonnie-Jean von Krogh, SFMTA
Building Progress Public Affairs Manager, presented the item.

Member Ortega asked how the leasing model would work for the joint development
project at Potrero Yard and noted that it would be a missed opportunity if the SFMTA
would not make revenue from it.

Ms. von Krogh responded that the Potrero Yard project would be on the SFMTA's land
and the housing built would be rental units. She stated that the SFMTA would get a
critical bus yard out of the project, but that the housing would be affordable housing
which would generate a different level of revenue than market rate housing. She
added that the SFMTA was focused on finding additional opportunities for joint
development, such as at Presidio Yard and parking facilities, that would generate
funding for the agency. She noted that the Potrero Yard project was a unique project
and that it started with talks with the community in 2018 in which the SFMTA heard an
intense need for affordable housing in that part of the city.

Chris Jauregui, a representative from the Potrero Neighborhood Collective,
responded that the 4.4 acre Potrero Yard site was the SFMTA's and that there was a
ground lease component. He added that the housing component, which would be
adjacent to and above the bus facility, would pay for its own costs and that the
developer would be responsible for the housing costs. He noted that there would be
shared elements, such as shared walls and basements, which would have shared costs
between the SFMTA and the developer. He reiterated that the SFMTA would not be
exposed to the financial risk of the housing units.

Member Ortega asked where the buses at Potrero Yard would be stored while the site
was under construction.

Ms. Kirschbaum responded that the SFMTA currently had a flatter service plan and
was delivering as many bus miles as they were prior to COVID but did not need as
many buses to do so. She continued that eventually the SFMTA would need more
buses as San Francisco continued to recover and grow. She stated that the SFMTA was
planning to store the buses at the Muni Metro East facility during construction and
that they were assessing the best way to protect the assets while in storage. She stated
that mid-life overhauls were scheduled for the buses and that they would be
postponed until just before the vehicles were ready to be put back in service.

Member Ortega asked about the reasons for the bus manufacturers going out of
business.

Ms. Kirschbaum replied that the whole industry and the Federal Transit Administration
were trying to understand the state of the bus manufacturing industry. She noted that
part of the reason it was struggling was because it was already an optimized
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production line, the supply chain issues from COVID were difficult, and that in some
cases there was almost 100% escalation in the cost of materials while the
manufacturer was already locked in a contract it had to deliver on. She continued that
the industry was looking at more risk sharing between private companies and the
public sector, which would be good because then risk would not get built into the
cost of proposals, and in things like an inflation index, which the SFMTA used for the
purchase of their light rail vehicles.

Member Milford-Rosales noted that many of the hurdles for Battery Electric Buses
were tied to bus manufacturers and issues with getting power from PG&E. He asked if
there was consideration for expanding the trolley bus fleet.

Ms. Kirschbaum replied that the SFMTA was committed to staying in the trolley
business but noted that there were barriers to expansion such as the risk that there
may be no manufacturer making trolley buses and that trolley facilities were facing
some of the most serious structural and earthquake issues. She added that the fleet
and facility program was adaptive, and this was a reason they were seeking to update
the SFMTA policy to be mode neutral, as long as it is zero emissions. She stated that
they were excited about in motion charging technology and were testing it on four
trolleys, which could go five to ten miles off wire and recharge in service within 45
minutes, which would open up new possibilities for upgrading the trolley fleet.

Member Kim asked if there was consideration for fare evasion prevention tools in the
new buses, noting that it could help restore fare revenue and address safety issues for
Muni riders, especially youth.

Ms. Kirschbaum responded that as SFMTA tackled questions about raising additional
revenue, they also needed to ensure they were collecting revenue from the sources
they controlled. She added that they were completing a fare evasion study, while also
increasing transit fare inspectors, and had an ongoing campaign around gender-
based harassment to send a strong signal there was no place for harassment of any
kind. She noted that the SFMTA was also learning from BART's “Not One More Girl
Campaign” which highlighted the voices of customers to improve safety for everyone.
She stated that the all-door boarding model was the best model for Muni as it allowed
for faster boarding and allowed for more seating for seniors and people with
disabilities at the front of the bus.

Vice Chair Siegal asked if SFMTA planned to maintain a certain number of hybrids
past 2040 and if they would re-evaluate closer to 2040 in case there was risk involved
in not having hybrids as an option in the fleet.

Ms. Kirschbaum responded that the hybrid fleet was very resilient, and they were
purchasing another round of hybrids which would give the industry another 10-15
years to help answer that question. She stated that the California Air Resources Board
(CARB) required 100% zero emission vehicles by 2040 and that the SFMTA thought
there may be other technologies, such as fuel cells, that could play a role in achieving
that goal. She added that it was very important to consider resiliency in planning for
bus procurements.

Vice Chair Siegal observed that it seemed restraining to lock public transit into a
certain vehicle type moving forward and to hold public transit vehicles to a higher
emissions standard than private vehicles, given that public transit contributed such a
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small amount to transportation emissions in the city and region. She asked if San
Francisco was involved in advocacy to protect the city from the risk of investment in
cutting edge transit technology, especially considering the volatility of the
manufacturing industry.

Ms. Kirschbaum replied that San Francisco's climate goals were focused on mode shift
and things like more transit lanes and more transit service as they believed this was
the best choice to reduce emissions. She added that they would still have to meet the
zero-emission mandate, which was flexible enough for exemptions, and that the
SFMTA would ask for a 2026-2029 exemption to buy the 60’ hybrid buses. She noted
that it would also be possible for CARB to extend the timeline and that San Francisco
advocated for things like mode shift goals in the policy but was not successful.

During public comment, Ed Mason stated that he appreciated the planning as the city
headed into unknown territory, such as electrical availability and the risk of not having
infrastructure in place to provide all the electricity that electrification would demand.
He asked if there would be a qualified work force given the aging population and if
training programs, such as the one at City College, would emphasize electrical
training. He added that there were additional unknown factors, such as worldwide
manufacturers of trolley buses, fuel cells to make the hydrogen, and the need for
green sources to make the hydrogen.

Roland Lebrun thanked SFMTA for the thorough presentation and stated that he was
happy that in-route charging for electric buses was being studied. He noted that Tesla
was going into the trucking industry and asked if it would be possible to incentivize
them to mass produce 40" and 60’ buses that could be transferred to the overhead
catenary system. He expressed strong support for the Potrero Yard project and
appreciated the intention of generating revenue for Muni and providing affordable
housing units. He asked if any of the affordable housing units would be prioritized for
Muni bus operators.

Vice Chair Seigal asked staff to respond to Mr. Lebrun’s last comment.

Ms. von Krogh replied that there were two types of housing proposed at Potrero Yard-
affordable housing and workforce housing. She continued that SFMTA was
completing a survey and exploring the idea of creating a housing preference for
SFMTA employees, as they had heard interest in this from operators and maintenance
staff. She noted that the creation of a new housing preference would go through the
SFMTA Board and Mayor's Office of Housing.

Other Items

13.

14.

Introduction of New Business - INFORMATION
There were no new items introduced.
Public Comment

During public comment, Ed Mason commented on micromobility stating that he
almost got run over by a bike that ran a red light. He stated that there has been a
proliferation in micromobility devices in the city and added that he is concerned
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about safety. Next, he stated that corporate community buses were still running mostly
empty which stumped him.

Roland Lebrun asked if anybody had considered that there was a future Caltrain
station planned to be adjacent to SFMTA's Potrero development. Next, Mr. Lebrun
thanked and appreciated Carl Holmes for attending the CAC meeting in person and
staying through the end to hear comments.

15. Adjournment

The meeting was adjourned at 8:48 p.m.
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AGENDA ITEM 4

DATE: October 26, 2023

TO: Transportation Authority Board

FROM: Anna LaForte - Deputy Director for Policy and Programming

SUBJECT: 11/14/2023 Board Meeting: Adopt Two 2023 Prop L 5-Year Prioritization
Programs and Amend the Prop L Strategic Plan Baseline

RECOMMENDATION Oinformation X Action [ Fund Allocation
Adopt two 2023 Prop L 5-Year Prioritization Programs (5YPPs): Fund Programming
e Traffic Signs and Signals Maintenance O Policy/Legislation

e Safer and Complete Streets 00 Plan/Study

Amend the Strategic Plan Baseline O Capital Project

SUMMARY Oversight/Delivery

The Prop L Expenditure Plan requires development of a 30-year 0 Budget/Finance

Strategic Plan and for each of the 28 Expenditure Plan programs O Contract/Agreement
(Attachment 1), a 5YPP to identify the specific projects that will be O] Other:

funded over the next five years. Board adoption of these
documents is a prerequisite for allocation of Prop L funds from the
relevant programs. To spread out the workload for staff and
project sponsors, we are bringing 5YPPs to the Board in groups.
The Board has adopted 12 5YPPs to date. This third round
consists of two related 5YPPs: Safer and Complete Streets and
Traffic Signs and Signals Maintenance. We are recommending
concurrent adoption of a Strategic Plan Baseline amendment to
incorporate the programming and cash flow for the five-year
project lists in the subject 5YPPs. We have also updated cash flow
for the BART Core Capacity project (the subject of a separate
agenda item), where BART agreed to delay cash flow one year for
about $8 million of a $35 million request since they are drawing
down a large state grant first. Also, we delayed outyear (i.e., post
first 5-years) cash flow (not programming) for the largest Prop L
program (Muni Maintenance) to help with some outyear pinch
points for debt service by freeing up cash in those years. In all,
these changes resultin a $16 million reduction in project finance
costs from $684.9 million to $668.9 million over the 30-year
Expenditure Plan period compared to the Baseline, as amended.

Page 1 of 5
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BACKGROUND

The 5YPPs result in multi-year project lists with associated sales tax programming
commitments that support a steady project pipeline, enabling project sponsors to
plan ahead, facilitating their ability to secure other funding sources to leverage Prop
L and fully fund projects and to line up staff resources to deliver projects. The 5-year
look ahead also enables coordination between projects. When a project is ready to
advance, the project sponsor can request allocation of funds from the Board based
on the programming commitment in the relevant 5YPP.

The 5YPPs also provide transparency about how Prop L projects are prioritized. We
work in close collaboration with project sponsors eligible for Prop L funds from a
particular program, as well as any other interested agencies, to develop each 5YPP.
Input from the Board, sponsors, and the public inform the 5YPP process.

In June 2023, the Board adopted the 2023 Prop L Strategic Plan Baseline. The
Baseline establishes the amount of sales tax revenues that will be available on an
annual basis to each of the 28 programs, by fiscal year, through 2053 based on their
proportional share of available revenues established in the Expenditure Plan. For 23
of the 28 programs, the Baseline set the pay-as-you-go annual funding levels for each
program which project sponsors will use to identify their proposed lists of projects to
fund in the next five years as part of 5YPP development. Through the 5YPP process,
project sponsors can make requests to advance sales tax funds for specific projects,
as needed to support project delivery. For five programs (BART Core Capacity,
Caltrain Downtown Rail Extension (The Portal), Muni Maintenance, Caltrain
Maintenance, and Paratransit) the Baseline advanced cash flow in advance of 5YPP
development. This approach provides a more realistic picture of financing costs for
two major transit projects, BART Core Capacity and The Portal, while ensuring we can
meet other programs’ requests for advancing funds.

Attachment 1 shows the 28 5YPPs, noting which have been adopted thus far and
those that are pending Board consideration.
DISCUSSION

Each 5YPP document includes the following sections, the content for which is
detailed in the staff memorandum to the Board for its July 11, 2023 meeting:

e Eligibility and Expected Fund Leveraging

e Public Engagement

e Performance Measures

e Project Delivery Snapshot

e Project Prioritization

e Project List (covering FY 2023/24 - FY 2027/28)


https://www.sfcta.org/sites/default/files/2023-07/SFCTA_Board_Prop%20L%205YPP%20Round%201%20MEMO_2023-07-25.pdf
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e Project Information Forms (e.g., scope, schedule, cost, funding)

Round 3 5YPPs. We are recommending adoption of the two enclosed 5YPPs.
Attachment 2 lists all the proposed projects sorted by Expenditure Plan program and
sub-program with information such as a brief project description, amount of Prop L
funds requested, proposed project phase, and fiscal year of programming.
Attachment 3 summarizes leveraging and advancement of funds (i.e., cash flow or the
rate at which sponsors can seek reimbursement of sales tax funds for eligible project
costs) by Expenditure Plan program. The enclosed 5YPPs contain more detail,
including the project information forms.

It is important to keep in mind that the pay-go funding levels in the first five years of
Prop L are about half that in year six on due to the carryforward of Prop K remaining
grant balances and debt. Thus, we anticipate that most Prop L programs will request
at least a modest level of advancement in this 5YPP period. For each project, we look
closely at project readiness, whether there is full funding for the requested phase or
phases, the amount of leveraging, timely use of funds requirements, and other
factors that inform our recommendation to program funds to the project and whether
to support advancement of funds beyond pay-go to support project delivery.

In developing these two 5YPPs, we worked closely with SFMTA staff, in particular,
seeking to ensure that they addressed community and Board priorities, particularly
with respect to Vision Zero initiatives and safety around schools. We will highlight
some of the projects where changes have been made to that end during the staff
presentation, such as combining proactive school traffic calming and school walk
audits into one project to enable better coordination and more transparency about
how the two programs interact.

Strategic Plan Baseline Amendment. Concurrent with Board adoption of the 5YPPs,
we make corresponding updates to the Strategic Plan Baseline to reflect the
recommended programming and cash flow schedules for the proposed projects.
The Strategic Plan model estimates financing costs for programs that advance funds.
Consistent with Strategic Plan policies, financing costs are distributed proportionally
across those programs that request acceleration of funds. If in future Strategic Plan
updates, actual financing costs are lower, the delta is returned to the respective
programs and is available for programing to projects.

As noted above, in this round of 5YPPs, we recommend advancing funds as
requested by sponsors in both 5YPPs. For example, for the Safer and Complete
Streets 5YPP, the recommended project list would advance $32.9 million in
programming and $28.5 million in cash flow (expenditures) into the current 5YPP
period, with the remaining cash flow extending beyond the first five years. As a result,
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the proposed cash flow in the first five years is $14.1 million or about 200% more
than the pay-go budget in the Baseline, as amended.

At the same time as incorporating recommendations from these two new 5YPPS, we
have updated cash flow for the BART Core Capacity request (the subject of a
separate agenda item) where BART agreed to delay about $8 million of $35 million
by one fiscal year since they are drawing down a large state TIRCP grant first. We
have also pushed out some outyear cash flow (i.e., beyond the current 5YPP period)
(not programming) for the Muni Maintenance program, the largest program in Prop L
by far, to reduce some projected outyear pinch points for debt service by freeing up
cash in those years.

In all, these changes result in a $16 million decrease in finance costs from $684.9
million to $668.9 million over the 30-year Expenditure Plan period compared to the
Baseline, as amended.

Attachment 4 summarizes the sources and uses for the proposed amended Baseline
and Attachment 5 shows the programming and cash flow by program by fiscal year
for the proposed Strategic Plan Baseline Amendment to incorporate the subject
5YPPs and updates to BART Core Capacity and outyear Muni Maintenance cash flow.

Next Steps. We are working with SFMTA on a plan to bring Muni Maintenance to the
Board for partial approval in December 2023 that would only program projects in FY
2023/24 with placeholders in the remaining four years to provide more time to refine
project priorities and funding plans. Except for the Muni Maintenance 5YPP, the
remaining 5YPPs will come to the Board in early 2024, followed by adoption of the
final 2023 Strategic Plan. SFMTA anticipates that it will be ready to seek a
comprehensive Muni Maintenance 5YPP in fall 2024 where the Board would be
asked to approve projects for FY 24/25 through FY 27/28.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

There is no impact on the FY 2023/24 agency budget. The Prop L Strategic Plan is an
important long-range financial planning tool for the Transportation Authority as it
forecasts sales tax revenues and establishes the maximum annual reimbursement for
each of the Expenditure Plan programs, and estimates debt needs to advance funds
to support project delivery. The 5YPPs program funds to specific projects over the
five fiscal years starting in FY 2023/24. However, allocation of funds and issuance of
any debt are subject to separate approval actions by the Board.
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CAC POSITION

The Community Advisory Committee considered this item at its October 25, 2023,
meeting, and unanimously adopted a motion of support for the staff
recommendation.

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS

e Attachment 1 - List of the 28 Programs in the Prop L Expenditure Plan

e Attachment 2 - Round 3 5YPPs List of Projects by Expenditure Plan Program

e Attachment 3 - Round 3 5YPPs Summary by Program: Fund Leveraging and
Advancement

e Attachment 4 -Prop L Strategic Plan Baseline Amendment Sources and Uses

e Attachment 5 - Strategic Plan Baseline Amendment - Programming & Cash Flow
by FY

e Attachment 6 - Resolution

e Enclosures - 2023 Prop L 5 Year Prioritization Programs (2)



Attachment 1.

Prop L's 28
Programs

Each requires a Board-
adopted 5-Year
Prioritization Program

(5YPP) before funds can
be allocated.

Approved Round 1
Approved Round 2

Round TBD

San Francisco
County Transportation
Authority

© N o

9.

Muni Reliability and Efficiency
Improvements

Muni Rail Core Capacity
BART Core Capacity

Caltrain Downtown Rail Extension
and Pennsylvania Alignment

Muni Maintenance
BART Maintenance
Caltrain Maintenance

Ferry Maintenance

10. Transit Enhancements

11.
12.
13.

14.
15.

Bayview Caltrain Station
Mission Bay Ferry Landing

Next Generation Transit
Investments

Paratransit

Street Resurfacing, Rehabilitation
and Maintenance

16. Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities
Maintenance

19. Curb Ramps

20. Tree Planting

21.Vision Zero Ramps

22.Managed Lanes and Express Bus

23. Transformative Freeway and Major
Streets Projects

24. Transportation Demand
Management

25.Neighborhood Transportation
Program

26. Equity Priority Transportation
Program

27.Development Oriented
Transportation

28. Citywide/Modal Planning



Attachment 2

Round 3 5-Year Prioritization Programs - List of Projects by Expenditure Plan Program

SFMTA is the sponsor for all projects except where noted in the Project Name.

Program: Sub-
Program

Project Name

Brief Description

District(s)

Phase

Prop L
Amount

Fiscal Year of
Programming

Traffic Signs and
Signals
Maintenance

Bus Transit Signal Priority (TSP)

This project includes: 1) Implementation of new TSP technology to all Muni
buses and intersection already equipped with TSP and communication
devices, 2) optimize, repair and replace existing communication network,
and procure extended warranties where necessary, and 3) expansion,
repairs and replacement of CCTV cameras, and extended warranty services
for Variable Message Signs. Note: SFMTA also requested funds from Prop L
EP 1 Muni Reliability and Efficiency Improvements program, which would
support expansion of the Transit Signal Priority, CCTV, and VMS networks.
The EP 1 expansion funds are subject to Transportation Authority Board
approval in a future round of 5YPP adoption, anticipated in February 2024.
The EP 1 funds are not being recommended in this 5YPP, just the Traffic
Signs and Signals Maintenance funds shown to the right.

Citywide

Construction

Construction

$1,149,000

$1,099,000

FY25

FY26

Construction

Construction

$1,099,000

$1,099,000

Fy27

FY28

City Coordination Opportunities:

Traffic Signal Conduit Program

Great Highway Signal Upgrades

Tenderloin Signal Upgrade

This program funds new signal conduits, new pole foundations, and other
subsurface signal work in coordination with other projects, usually Public
Works paving, curb ramp, and streetscape projects. This program allows
SFMTA to complete signal-related excavation work prior to the 5-year
excavation moratorium following a re-paving project, preventing delays in
signal construction. The installation of conduits and other work as part of this
project will allow for future installation of scope such as pedestrian
countdown signals, accessible pedestrian signals, and new mast arms.

This project will replace traffic signal hardware at up to eight intersections
along the Great Highway between Lincoln Way and Vicente Street with new
equipment to improve signal visibility and pedestrian safety, and keep the
infrastructure in a state of good repair. These signals are prone to corrosion
and failure due to the proximity of the ocean and wind, water and sun
exposure. This project will replace all existing signal infrastructure including
poles, mastarms, signal heads, conduits and controllers. The scope includes
pedestrian countdown signals and accessible (audible) pedestrian-activated
signals. Upon completion of the project, the signal design is sufficiently
robust to accommodate five operating scenarios on Great Highway: Two
way traffic, SB on the west half, NB on the east half; SB only on the east half;
SB only on the west half; NB only on the east half; and NB and SB on the east
half

This project will install traffic signal upgrades and left-turn phasing for safer
intersections, including larger 12-inch signal heads and mast arms to
enhance signal visibility. Project includes pedestrian signal improvements
such as accessible (audible) pedestrian signals, upgraded curb ramps, and
streetlighting. This project would implement traffic safety enhancements to
improve pedestrian and bicyclist safety, connectivity, and accessibility,
enhance transit connections, and activate community space.
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Citywide

3,5

Construction

Construction

$400,000

$400,000

FY26

FY27

Construction

Construction

Construction

$400,000

$3,000,000

$2,032,000

FY28

FY24

FY25
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Project Name
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Fiscal Year of
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19

20

Traffic Signs and
Signals
Maintenance

Traffic Sign Replacement Program

This program will enhance traffic and pedestrian safety by replacing traffic
signs that are reaching the end of their useful life and need to be upgraded
to current retroreflective standards. Examples of signs expected to be
replaced include advanced street name, flourescent yellow-green school
crossing, flourescent yellow-green pedestrians crossing ahead, "No Turn on
Red", STOP, Speed Limit, “No Left/Right Turn," and "One Way."

Citywide

Construction

Construction

$405,000

$405,000

FY25

FY26

Construction

Construction

$405,000

$405,000

Fy27

Fy28

Traffic Signal Hardware
Replacement Program FY24

Traffic Signal Hardware
Replacement Program FY25-28

Traffic Signal Upgrade Contract 35

Traffic Signal Visibility Upgrades
Program FY24

This project will replace signal controller cabinets, vehicular sensor
detectors, and rectangular rapid flashing beacons that have exceeded or are
nearing the end of their useful life. Replacing traffic signal hardware will help
to maintain SFMTA's traffic safety assets in a state of good repair, which is
critical to ensuring a safe reliable transportation system. Candidate locations
for hardware replacement were identified by the SFMTA Signal Shop based
on known continuing maintenance issues and/or the presence of "legacy"
technology that is no longer supported by manufacturers.

This project will replace key signal hardware such as accessible (audible)
pedestrian signals, signal controller cabinets, and battery backup system
cabinets that are reaching the ends of their useful lives and/or needs to be
upgraded to current industry standards. Replacing traffic signal hardware
will help to maintain SFMTA's traffic safety assets in a state of good repair,
which is critical to ensuring a safe and reliable transportation system.

This project will implement traffic signal visibility and pedestrian safety
improvements at 22 locations across the city. Upgrades will include new
pedestrian countdown signals, accessible (audible) pedestrian signals,
higher-visibility traffic signals, and new curb ramps where currently missing.
A significant portion of the signal infrastructure at these intersections has
been found to be approaching the end of its useful life.

This project will improve traffic signal visibility at 8 intersections by replacing
8-inch signal heads with 12-inch heads at locations with a history of red-light
running collisions. Additionally, improve signal visibility at traffic signals at 20
intersections by installing signal backplates with yellow retroreflective
borders at locations with prevailing speeds near or above 40 MPH or at
locations where a major freeway segment terminates. These upgrades will
focus on Vision Zero High Injury Network corridors and improve safety at
signalized intersections throughout the city.

20of8

1,2,3,4,7,
9,10, 11

TBD

Citywide

Construction

Construction

Construction

Construction

Construction

Construction

Construction

$500,000

$500,000
$500,000
$500,000

$500,000

$7,104,000

$400,000

Fy24

FY25

FY26

Fy27

Fy28

FY24

Fy24
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21

22

23

24

25

26

Traffic Signs and
Signals
Maintenance

Traffic Signal Visibility Upgrades
Program FY25-28

This program funds upgrades to traffic signals by replacing 8-inch signal
heads with 12-inch LED signal heads on arterials with 30 MPH or higher
speed limits and multiple lanes, where signal visibility can be improved using
existing signal poles and/or where there is a history of right angle collisions.
These upgrades will improve safety at signalized intersections throughout
the city.l

Citywide

Construction

Construction

$400,000

$400,000

FY25

FY26

Construction

Construction

$400,000

$400,000

Fy27

Fy28

Western Addition Area Traffic
Signal Upgrades Phase 2

This project will enhance pedestrian and bicyclist safety, transit connections
and community space, and advance the City’s Vision Zero goals through
upgraded signals and speed reduction strategies as recommended in the
Western Addition Community Based Transportation Plan. This Prop L
request is for the local match to a federal Safe Streets for All grant to
upgrade existing signals at 12 locations with pedestrian countdown signals,
accessible pedestrian signals, and/or signal visibility improvements such as
larger signal heads and mast arms. The scope also includes pedestrian
activated flashing beacons at 3 intersections, and a radar speed sign
approaching one intersection with existing pedestrian activated flashing
beacons. Speed reduction strategies such as 20 MPH speed limits on eligible
corridors, radar speed signs, quick-build projects, and a community
education outreach campaign, will be funded by Prop B General Funds and
the federal grant.

2,5

Design

Construction

$200,000

$3,389,000

Fy24

FY25

27

28

29

Safer and
Complete Streets:
Capital Projects

5th Street Corridor Improvements

7th Ave Bikeway

This project will improve safety on 5th Street, a street on San Francisco's
High Injury Network, while addressing future transportation demands in the
South of Market (SoMa) neighborhood. The project will enhance the quick-
build improvements by constructing capital-intensive streetscape changes
including bulb-outs and traffic signal upgrades at Mission, Harrison, and
Bryant streets, raised crosswalks at alleyways, and concrete buffers at
protected bikeways. The elements of this project to be funded from the Safer
and Complete Streets program include recommendations from the
Transportation Authority's Freeway Ramp Intersection Safety Study Phase |
(2018).

This is a near term project to design and build a bike lane along 7th Ave
from Judah St to Lincoln Way. This project would close a gap in the bike lane
and provide a continuous bike faclity leading to Golden Gate Park.
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Construction

Design

Construction

$1,000,000

$50,000

$100,000

FY25

FY25

FY26
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30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

Safer and
Complete Streets:
Capital Projects

Active Communities Plan
Implementation Placeholder

This is a placeholder for implementation of the capital project
recommendations to build out a citywide bike network from the SFMTA's
Active Communities Plan. The plan will direct SFMTA future investments in
the active transportation network, support facilities, programs and policies
for the next 10-15 years. Itincludes all devices that can legally use the active
transportation nework.

Future allocations are conditioned upon SFMTA presentation of the final
Active Communities Plan to the SFCTA Board (a condition of prior Prop K
allocations); SFMTA Board approval, including an implementation plan; and
a Safer and Complete Streeets 5YPP amendment to program the
placeholders to specific projects.

Citywide

TBD

TBD

$4,350,000

$3,750,000

FY25

FY26

TBD

TBD

$3,750,000

$3,750,000

FY27

FY28

Central Embarcadero Enhancement

(OBAG Match)

District 4 Street Improvements

This project expands on recent quick-build safety measures along The
Embarcadero, between Bryant Street and Broadway, on the Vision Zero High
Injury Network. It includes curb, utility, and other changes to extend and
improve the waterside protected bikeway; shorten and improve crosswalks;
and add real-time messaging/wayfinding for parking and special events.
Prop L funds will provide the last dollars needed to fully fund the project.

This project will design and construct improvements to two residential
streets, anticipated to be Kirkham Street from Lower Great Highway to 19th
Avenue, and 41st Avenue from Lincoln to Vicente, to improve comfort for
pedestrians and bicyclists of all ages and abilities. This project furthers the
work done by the Transportation Authority's District 4 Mobility Study (2022)
where the project team developed a network of potential corridors based on
access to commercial corridors, parks and open space, schools, and the
existing bike network. The project combines street design measures tailored
to each neighborhood, including speed humps, traffic circles, crosswalk
upgrades, and limited traffic diversion at specific, targeted locations (if
warranted).

3,6

Design

Construction

$200,000

$700,000

Fy24

Fy24

Golden Gate Greenway

(Tenderloin)

This project would reduce the 100 block of Golden Gate Avenue from two to
one lane of vehicle traffic, reconfigure the overhead catenary system wires,
install a new fire hydrant, and activate Shared Spaces on both sides of the
roadway. The project will include bikeway, traffic calming, and pedestrian
improvements similar to a Slow Street. Exact traffic calming, bike and
pedestrian treatments are pending further conversations with the SF Fire

Department. Prop L will fund only the transportation elements of the

Design

Construction

$100,000

$1,000,000

FY24

FY25
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Program Amount Programming
This project will implement safety improvements on Howard Street from 3rd
Safer and to 11th Streets, which is on the Vision Zero High Injury Network. The scope
Complete Streets: includes a two-way protected bikeway, upgraded bike and vehicle signals,
38 Capital Projects |, vard Streetscape bulb-outs and raised crosswalks, new midblock crosswalks, and improved 6 Construction $2,000,000 FY27
curb management. Also included are public realm improvements such as
landscaped medians, decorative pavement, cultural district signs and
plagques, and additional streetlights.
This project implements safety improvements to Brady Street from Market to
Otis Street, and on Colton Street from Gough to Brady Street. Project
includes two new corner bulb-outs with curb ramps to create shorter
39 SFPW: Market Octavia Living Alleys crossing distances for pedestrians and reduce vehicle speeds, four new 6 Construction $700,000 FY26
Phase 1B raised crossings and a new decorative raised intersection to create visual '
cues for drivers to slow down, and new pedestrian planters, street trees and
pedestrian scale lighting to promote walkability.
The Page Slow Street project will design and construct traffic safety and
40 streetscape features on the Page Street corridor to improve and upgrade the Design $407,000 FY25
existing Page Slow Street. The project builds off several prior projects
Page Slow Street including the emergency-approved Slow Streets Program, Page Bikeway >
41 Pilot, and Page Street Neighborway Phase 1. Project will include evaluation Construction $593,000 FY26
and public outreach.
The SFMTA is working towards achieving Vision Zero, an initiative to
rioritize street safety and eliminate traffic deaths in San Francisco. To meet .
42 fhis goal, the city trast progress and measure project performance through Planning $450,000 FY25
Safe Streets Evaluation Program the Safe Streets Evaluation Program. Over the last five years, Safe Streets Citvwide
Project Evaluation Program has helped to inform needs for project Y
refinement, communicate performance to decision makers, support the use )
43 of innovative design treaments, and streamline future project designs. Planning $400,000 FY27
44 This program would provide Prop L funds on an annual basis for the School Design $220,000 FY24
Traffic Calming Program, which combines the School Walk Audits and
45 Proactive School Safety programs. Funding will be used for planning, Construction $1,780,000 Fy24
46 design, and implementation of improvements identified through school walk Design $220,000 FY25
audits at up to ten school sites each year, and proactive daylighting and
47 traffic calming at up to 50 intersections around schools each year. Construction $1,780,000 FY25
48 School Traffic Calming Program Prior to allocation of Prop L funds, SFMTA shall present draft walk audit Citywide Design $220,000 Fr26
49 program guidelines to the Transportation Authority Board before finalizing. Construction $1,780,000 FY26
The guidelines shall include how the public can request a walk audit, how )

50 SFMTA prioritizes among schools to receive walk audits, and what to expect Design $220,000 Fy27
51 during and after the audit (e.g. types of recommendations, process for Construction $1,780,000 FY27
finalizing the recommendations, and implementation timeline). At time of
52 allocation, SFMTA shall provide the list of schools that will receive traffic Design $220,000 Fy28
53 calming treatments. Construction $1,780,000 FY28
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54

55

56

57

58
59

60

61

62

Safer and
Complete Streets:
Capital Projects

SFPW: Sickles Avenue Streetscape

Slow Streets Implementation

This project will make safety improvements to Sickles Avenue, between
Cayuga and Mission Street. The project includes five new corner bulb-outs
with curb ramps to create shorter crossing distances for pedestrians and
reduce vehicle speeds, a new planted median island and street trees to
create visual cues for drivers to slow down, and installation of pedestrian
scale lighting to promote walkability.

This work includes design and construction of traffic calming and traffic
diversion elements on the Slow Streets network, a citywide network that
prioritizes roadway space for active transportation for all ages and abilities.
As of June 2023, there are 19 approved Slow Streets in the city. Each Slow
Street must meet Board-established targets for vehicle volumes (fewer than
1000 vehicles per day) and vehicle speeds (median speed at 15 MPH or
slower). This project will implement tools to meet those targets.

Citywide

Construction

Construction

$1,300,000

$200,000

FY25

Fy24

Construction

Construction

$200,000
$200,000

FY25

FY26

Construction

Construction

$200,000
$200,000

Fy27

Fy28

SoMa Arterial Traffic Calming

Avrterial Traffic Calming is an SFMTA effort to improve safety and slow traffic
speeds on multilane streets that are currently on the High Injury Network,
and that are ineligible for traditional traffic calming measures like speed
humps and raised crosswalks. The project will particularly focus on streets
where excesss roadway capacity and frequent freeway on-ramps may lead to
high traffic speeds during off-peak periods. The initial project will focus in
the South of Market (SoMa) neighborhood, given the combination of
multilane streets with high traffic speeds and concentrations of vulnerable
populations. Specific streets will be chosen based on locations without
recent safety projects, presence of freeway on-ramps, and a combination of
crash history and existing traffic speeds. Potential tools could include re-
striping, lane reductions (aka, road diets), turn calming, raised crosswalk at
minor intersections, and other interventions to narrow the roadway and
prevent speeding.

TBD

$1,000,000

FY25

Tenderloin Protected Intersections

Valencia Street Bikeway
Improvements

This project would install protected corners at select intersections on
protected bikeways in the Tenderloin using concrete curbs and speed
humps to calm turning traffic and create a safer, separated crossing for
people on bikes. Locations would incluce Turk Street, Golden Gate Avenue,
and Polk Street.O

The Valencia Street Bikeway Improvements project will design and construct
long-term safety and streetscape improvements on the Valencia Street
corridor between Market and Mission streets. Long-term bikeway
alternatives for Valencia include curbside one-way protected bikeways,
curbside two-way protected bikeway, and pedestrianized Valencia Street
that may result in converting the corridor to a one-way street or restricting
through-traffic on the corridor, as well as the current center-running
configuration.
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6,89

Construction

Construction

$250,000

$1,000,000

FY26

FY27




Attachment 2

Round 3 5-Year Prioritization Programs - List of Projects by Expenditure Plan Program

SFMTA is the sponsor for all projects except where noted in the Project Name.

# LLCPICLHET s Project Name Brief Description District(s) Phase Prop L Lzl Yeal: e
Program Amount Programming
This program will implement left-turn traffic calming (e.g., paint, post, rubber
63 Safer and Vision Zero Left Turn Reduction speed bumps) at 28 new high priority locations on the High Injury Network Construction $100,000 Fy2a4
Complete Streets: by 2024. Left turn crashes are one of the top severe and fatal crash factors TBD
Capital Projects Program for people walking and biking. This program will improve visibility and :
64 A Construction $100,000 FY25
reduce conflicts for vulnerable road users.
This project will implement new state legislative authority to reduce speed
65 limits along business activity corridors. SFMTA is quickly implementing new Construction $100,000 Fy24
20 MPH corridors along eligible corridors with new signage paired with
66 Vision Zero Speed Limit Reduction  education efforts. In 2024 the new authority will expand to 'safety corridors' TBD Construction $100,000 FY26
and the SFMTA plans to expand this work along the High Injury Network.
San Francisco is leading the state in this work.
67 Construction $100,000 FY28
The Yerba Buena Island (YBI) Multi-Use Path connects the eastern
touchdown of the East Span multi-use path on YBI with the Treasure Island
ferry terminal located on Treasure Island. The YBI path will be located
adjacent (on the water side) of Hillcrest and Treasure Island Roads. The new
| path will divert active transportation users away from sharing Hillcrest and
68 SFCTA: Yerba Buena Island Multi- Treasure Island Roads with motorists. This separated multiuse bike/ped 6 Construction $1,000,000 FY26
Use Pathway pathway connection will allow East Span path-users to safely walk and bike
within the planned network of bikeways between Oakland and the Treasure
Island ferry terminal on Treasure Island. The project area is a planned
segment of the San Francisco Bay Trail.
69 To support the safe use of SF streets, this project will provide over 80Abicyc|e Construction $200,000 Fy24
Safer and safety classes a year as well as monthly bicycle safety outreach engaging
70 | Complete Streets: over 18,000 people a year across the city and reaching out to all of San Construction $200,000 FY25
Outreach and Francisco's neighborhoods in multiple languages and in a culturally
71 Education Bicycle Education and Outreach competent manner. Additionally, provide 18 scooter safety classes and Citywide | Construction $200,000 FY26
Programs 1,800 people reached via outreach.l .
72 Construction $200,000 FY27
73 Construction $200,000 FY28
74 Thg San Francisco Safe Routes to School Nonflnfrastructurg FSRTS? program Construction $230,000 Fy24
delivers educational, encouragement, and experiential activities aimed at
decreasing commuting in single-family vehicles to San Francisco’s schools, .
75 improving safety of walking and bicycling, reducing city congestion and air Construction $236,000 FY25
; pollution, and inspiring the next generations of walkers, bicyclists, and transit
76 ISne:czthrouu;eusr;oPSrz?eocil Non users. Activities include but are not limited to annual events, pedestrian Citywide Construction $243,000 FY26
safety and bicycling classes, and supervised walks and bicycle rides to
77 school sites. This funding leverages over $7 million in One Bay Area Grant Construction $251,000 Fy27
funds programmed by the Transportation Authority in 2022.
78 Construction $258,000 FY28
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79

80

81

82

83

84

Safer and
Complete Streets:
Qutreach and
Education
Programs

Safer and
Complete Streets:
New Traffic
Signals

Vision Zero Education and
Communications: Speed Safety
Cameras FY24

Vision Zero Education and
Communications FY25-28

Contract 66 New Traffic Signals

Contract 67 New Traffic Signals

In October 2023, the Governor signed AB 645 authorizing a six-city speed
safety camera pilot including the City and County of San Francisco.
Requested Prop L funds will support a public information campaign for this
pilot program, including public announcements in major media outlets and
press releases, multilingual direct outreach around camera locations, printed
and digital materials, and targeted multilingual advertising. These materials
may also be shared in collaboration with Bay Area pilot cities San Jose and
Oakland for a regional campaign that would broaden and deepen the speed
safety camera pilot.

This program supports Vision Zero education, communications and outreach
to increase awareness of street safety programs and to promote safe speeds.
Work may be focused on: speed safety camera pilot program; Safe Speeds
and other traffic safety campaigns; targeted engagement with community-
based organization working with underrepresented groups/vulnerable road
users.

This project will install new traffic signals at ten intersections and a
rectangular rapid flashing beacon at one intersection to improve traffic
operations and pedestrian and bicycle safety. Improvements at all new signal
locations will include pedestrian countdown signals, accessible (audible)
pedestrian signals, controllers, conduit, wiring, poles, and curb ramps.

New traffic signals and/or flashing signal systems at up to six locations. New
traffic signals provide the benefits of improved right-of-way assignment and
access across major streets. The new signals will improve pedestrian safety

with accessible (audible) pedestrian signals, pedestrian countdown signals,

controllers, conduit, wiring, poles, and curb ramps.

Citywide

Citywide

1,4,5,6,8,
9,11

TBD

Construction

Construction

$150,000

$200,000

Fy24

FY25

Construction

Construction

Design

$200,000

$3,300,000

$1,100,000

Fy27

FY24

FY25

Skyline and Sloat Intersection
Improvements

This project will construct a new traffic signal at Skyline Boulevard/Sloat
Boulevard/39th Avenue to improve traffic, pedestrian, bicycle safety, and
right of way allocations at the intersection. The scope of work includes new
traffic signals (mast arms, signal heads, controllers, conduit, wiring, and
poles), pedestrian countdown signals, accessible (audible) pedestrian
signals, and curb ramps. Requested funds are to cover a cost increase and
fully fund the construction phase.

Construction

$800,000

Fy24
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Attachment 3
Round 3 5-Year Prioritization Programs Summary by Program

Program

Programming
Amount
Requested in
5YPP

Amount of Prop L
Cash Fow
Advanced in 5YPP

Expected
Leveraging

Anticipated
Leveraging

Notes

Traffic Signs and
Signals
Maintenance

$27,491,000

$17,178,441

28.6%

53.4%

The need for advancing funds is driven by the near term funding needs to maintain and
upgrade existing signal infrastructure. Ongoing annual programs to maintain the
infrastructure in a state of good repair (e.g. Traffic Sign Replacement and Traffic Signal
Hardware Replacement) are funded entirely by Prop L as they are difficult to fund with
competitive grants. For other larger signal projects, Prop L will leverage significant
amounts of other funding. For example, the Western Addition project has secured a $17
million federal Safe Streets and Roads for All grant and a $3.6 million request from Prop L
will provide the required local match.

We are comfortable supporting this level of advancement of funds because Traffic Signs
and Signals Maintenance projects are key to supporting the City’s Vision Zero goal,
making it important to move these projects forward now so the public can benefit from
the safety improvements sooner rather than later. Further we do not expect this level of
advancement in the next five year period. If projects do not proceed as quickly as
proposed and / or seek sales tax reimbursement more slowly than anticipated, the
reduced finance costs will be made available for new projects in the next 5YPP.

Safer and
Complete Streets

$47,318,000

$14,134,167

82.8%

79.9%

Based on the Project Information Forms, the anticipated leveraging for the proposed
projects at 79.9% is close to meeting the expected leveraging target at 82.8%. Many of
the larger capital projects show significant leveraging, such as the Yerba Buena Island
Multi-use Path (99%), Howard Streetscape (95%), 5th Street Corridor Improvements
(91%), and Central Embarcadero (89%). New traffic signals, education and
communications projects, and several of the Vision Zero safety programs with multiple
locations are seeking a majority of funding from Prop L. We fully expect that leveraging
for the Safer and Complete Streets program will increase as the SFMTA identifies projects
in the Active Communities Plan, which we anticipate will be very competitive for
discretionary grants. Where we identified projects that we think can and/or should
leverage more, we added a note to that effect in the project information form and will re-
evaluate leveraging when an allocation request is submitted.

We anticipated significant acceleration of the funds in the Safer and Complete Streets
program, because Prop L funds for the first five years are significantly reduced (e.g. by
more than half) compared to year six on, due to Prop K carryforward of remaining
balances and outstanding debt. We are comfortable supporting this level of
advancement of funds because Safer and Complete Streets projects are key to supporting
the City's Vision Zero goal, making it important to move these projects forward now so the
public can benefit from the safety improvements sooner rather than later. Atthe same
time, based on current project delivery track records, we are not expecting all the projects
to proceed as quickly as proposed or to seek reimbursement as quickly as proposed,
which will ultimately result in less advancing and less financing costs. We will true up
actual allocations and expenditures in the next 5YPP update and any reductions in
financing costs would be available for programming to projects in the next 5-year period.
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Attachment 4. Prop L Strategic Plan Baseline Amendment Sources and Uses (10.21.23)

SOURCES

Sales Tax Revenue

Investment Income

Long Term Bond Proceeds

Loans - Yerba Buena Island
Capital Projects

TOTAL

(YOES$)

$4.674.6 M

$4.8 M

$772.0M

$126.8 M

$5,578.2 M

USES (YOES$)
Funds Available for Projects $3,038.1 M
Long Term Bond Principal $980.3 M
Financing Costs $668.9 M
Capital Reserve $466.1 M
Program Administration and $304.6 M

Operating Costs

Loans - Yerba Buena Island
Capital Projects $120.2 M

TOTAL $5,578.2 M



Attachment 5A:
Amended 2023 Strategic Plan Baseline Programming

Pending November 2023 Board Action

Percent of

NE: EP Line Item TOtaII::::islable SAvatilablFe. Fund.s Total Programming & Interest Costs FY2022/23 FY2023/24 FY2024/25 FY2025/26 FY2026/27 FY2027/28 FY2028/29 FY2029/30 FY2030/31 FY2031/32 FY2032/33 FY2033/34 FY2034/35 FY2035/36 FY2036/37 FY2037/38 FY2038/39
pent on Financing
A. MAJOR CAPITAL PROJECTS
l. Muni
. L . Programming| $ 151,869,315 | $ - $ 1,156,434 | $ 2,312,868 | $ 2,312,868 | $ 2,312,868 | $ 2,312,868 | $ 5,077,443 | $ 5,158,682 | $ 5,241,220 | $ 5,322,316 | $ 5,410,280 | $ 5,496,844 | $ 5,584,793 | $ 5,674,149 | $ 5,764,935 | $ 5,857,174 | $ 5,950,888
201 :\r’:‘“p“r'o"‘,::f‘:r"'t':y and Efficiency $ 152,133,731 0.00% Interest Costs| $ Rk - s - |s - |s Nk - |$ - |s - |s - |s - s - |s - |s - s - s L - |s - |s .
Total | $ 151,869,315 | $ - $ 1,156,434 | $ 2,312,868 | $ 2,312,868 | $ 2,312,868 | $ 2,312,868 | $ 5,077,443 | $ 5,158,682 | $ 5,241,220 | $ 5,322,316 | $ 5,410,280 | $ 5,496,844 | $ 5,584,793 | $ 5,674,149 | $ 5,764,935 | $ 5,857,174 | $ 5,950,888
Programming| $ 69,031,507 | $ - $ 525,652 | $ 1,051,304 | $ 1,051,304 | $ 1,051,304 | $ 1,051,304 | $ 2,307,929 | $ 2,344,855 | $ 2,382,373 | $ 2,419,234 | $ 2,459,218 | $ 2,498,565 | $ 2,538,542 | $ 2,579,159 | $ 2,620,425 | $ 2,662,352 | $ 2,704,949
202 (Muni Rail Core Capacity $ 69,151,696 0.00% Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 69,031,507 | $ - $ 525,652 | $ 1,051,304 | $ 1,051,304 | $ 1,051,304 | $ 1,051,304 | $ 2,307,929 | $ 2,344,855 | $ 2,382,373 | $ 2,419,234 | $ 2,459,218 | $ 2,498,565 | $ 2,538,542 | $ 2,579,159 | $ 2,620,425 | $ 2,662,352 | $ 2,704,949
Il. BART
Programming| $ 90,296,000 | $ - $ 35,296,000 | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 55,000,000 $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
203 [BART Core Capacity $ 138,303,392 28.17% Interest Costs| $ 38,961,534 | § - /s - s - |$ 498,872|$ 738771 |$ 1,051,070 |$ 946,501 |$ 2,574,390 | $ 2,565,805 |$ 3,133,992 |$ 2,968,630 |$ 2,775,207 |$ 3,146,075 |$ 2,792,533 |$ 2,552,277 |$ 2,308,135 |$ 2,075,091
Total | $ 129,257,534 | $ - $ 35,296,000 | $ - $ 498,872 | $ 738,771 | $ 1,051,070 | $ 946,501 | $ 57,574,390 | $ 2,565,805 | $ 3,133,992 | $ 2,968,630 | $ 2,775,207 | $ 3,146,075 | $ 2,792,533 | $ 2,552,277 | $ 2,308,135 | $ 2,075,091
lll. Caltrain
Caltrain Service Vision: Capital System Programming| $ - s : s - s - s - s - S : S - S - S - S - s - s - S - S - : : S - S :
204 Capacity Investments $ - #DIV/0! Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
. . . Programming| $ 300,000,000 | $ - $ - $ 10,000,000 | $ 15,000,000 | $ 25,000,000 | $ 40,000,000 | $ 40,000,000 | $ 40,000,000 | $ 40,000,000 |  $ 40,000,000 | $ 25,000,000 $ - $ - $ 25,000,000 | $ - $ - $ -
205 g::;z;:v'z:‘i’::;::;::tE"te“s'°“ and | ¢ 414,910,176 27.93% Interest Costs| $ 115,889,073 | $ N E Rk - |$ 145600|$% 672,132 |$ 2,394,487 |$ 3,700,769 |$ 4,104,816 |$ 5,285,878 |$ 8,059,522 |$ 8,640,092 |$ 8,058325|% 9,111,058 |$ 9,200,870 |$ 8,475,794 |$ 7,734,805 |$ 7,027,617
Total | $ 415,889,073 | $ - $ - $ 10,000,000 | $ 15,145,600 | $ 25,672,132 |$ 42,394,487 | $ 43,700,769 | $ 44,104,816 | $ 45,285,878 | $ 48,059,522 | $ 33,640,092 | $ 8,058,325 | $ 9,111,058 | $ 34,200,870 | $ 8,475,794 | $ 7,734,805 | $ 7,027,617
Programming | $ 611,196,821 | $ - $ 36,978,086 |$ 13,364,172 | $ 18,364,172 | $ 28,364,172 | $ 43,364,172 | $ 47,385,371 | $ 102,503,537 | $ 47,623,593 |$ 47,741,550 | $ 32,869,498 | $ 7,995,410 | $ 8,123,336 | $ 33,253,308 | $ 8,385,361 | $ 8,519,526 | $ 8,655,838
TOTAL MAJOR CAPITAL PROJECTS $ 774,498,996 19.99% Interest Costs | $ 154,850,607 | $ - $ - $ - $ 644,472 | $ 1,410,903 | $ 3,445,557 | $ 4,647,270 | $ 6,679,206 | $ 7,851,683 | $ 11,193,513 |$ 11,608,723 |$ 10,833,532 |$ 12,257,134 |$ 11,993,404 | $ 11,028,071 | $ 10,042,940 | $ 9,102,709
Total | $ 766,047,428 | $ - $ 36,978,086 | $ 13,364,172 | $ 19,008,643 | $ 29,775,075 | $ 46,809,729 | $ 52,032,642 | $ 109,182,743 | $ 55,475,276 | $ 58,935,063 | $ 44,478,221 |$ 18,828,942 | $ 20,380,469 | $ 45,246,712 | $ 19,413,431 | $ 18,562,466 | $ 17,758,546
B. TRANSIT MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENTS
I. Transit Maintenance, Rehabilitation, and Replacement
Programming| $ 788,000,000 | $ - $ 15,000,000 | $ 27,000,000 | $ 27,000,000 | $ 30,000,000 $ 30,000,000 $ 32,000,000 $ 35,000,000  $ 35,000,000 | $ 35,000,000 $ 32,000,000 $ 30,000,000|$ 30,000,000|% 20,000,000(9% 15,000,000(9%$ 20,000,000|9% 23,000,000
206 |Muni Maintenance $ 1,084,298,594 1.45% Interest Costs| $ 15,724,115 | $ - $ - $ 333,417 | $ 476,347 | $ 913,791 | $ 1,951,074 | $ 1,948,127 | $ 1,628,727 | $ 1,654,069 | $ 2,038,003 | $ 1,791,872 | $ 1,423,395 | $ 1,266,690 | $ 298,604 | $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 803,724,115 | $ - $ 15,000,000 | $ 27,333,417 |$ 27,476,347 | $ 30,913,791 | $ 31,951,074 | $ 33,948,127 | $ 36,628,727 |$ 36,654,069 |$ 37,038,003 | $ 33,791,872 | $ 31,423,395 |$ 31,266,690 | $ 20,298,604 |9% 15,000,000 | $ 20,000,000| % 23,000,000
Programming| $ 36,515,621 | $ - $ 12,525,000 | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 1,615,550 | $ 1,641,399 | $ 1,667,661 | $ 1,693,464 | $ 1,721,453 | $ 1,748,996 | $ 1,776,980 | $ 1,805,411 | $ 1,834,298 | $ 1,863,646 | $ 1,893,464
207 |BART Maintenance $ 48,406,187 22.44% Interest Costs| $ 10,863,769 | $ - |$  99636|$ 411,747 |$  259,465|$ 279,279 |$ 399,719 |$  433,818|$ 375,097 |$  398926|$ 521,508 |$ 530,162 |$ 533,581 |$% 653,610 |$ 629,134 |$ 626,306 |$ 620,201 |$ 614,467
Total | $ 47,379,390 | $ - $ 12,624,636 | $ 411,747 | $ 259,465 | $ 279,279 | $ 399,719 | $ 2,049,368 | $ 2,016,496 | $ 2,066,587 | $ 2,214,972 | $ 2,251,615 | $ 2,282,577 | $ 2,430,589 | $ 2,434,545 | $ 2,460,604 | $ 2,483,848 | $ 2,507,931
Programming| $ 115,002,000 | $ - $ 5,002,000 $ 5,000000|9%$ 5,000000| 9% 5,000000| $ 5,000000 $ 5,000000 $ 5,000000 $ 5,000000 $ 5,000000 $ 5,000000 $ 5,000000($ 5,000000($ 5,000000($ 5,000000($ 5,000000|$% 5,000,000
208 |Caltrain Maintenance $ 138,303,392 11.91% Interest Costs| $ 16,478,578 | $ - $ - $ 88,486 | $ 121,786 | $ 232,058 | $ 502,147 | $ 667,037 | $ 588,017 | $ 634,251 | $ 837,013 | $ 855,035 | $ 861,207 | $ 1,051,744 | $ 1,005,750 | $ 991,380 | $ 968,947 | $ 944,534
Total | $ 131,480,578 | $ - $ 5,002,000 | $ 5,088,486 | $ 5,121,786 | $ 5,232,058 | $ 5,502,147 | $ 5,667,037 | $ 5,588,017 | $ 5,634,251 | $ 5,837,013 | $ 5,855,035 | $ 5,861,207 | $ 6,051,744 | $ 6,005,750 | $ 5,991,380 ( $ 5,968,947 | $ 5,944,534
Programming| $ 6,903,064 | $ - $ - $ 473,000 | $ - $ - $ - $ 230,793 | $ 234,486 | $ 238,237 | $ 241,923 | $ 245,922 | $ 249,857 | $ 253,854 | $ 257,916 | $ 262,043 | $ 266,235 | $ 270,495
209 |Ferry Maintenance $ 6,915,170 0.00% Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 6,903,064 | $ - $ - $ 473,000 | $ - $ - $ - $ 230,793 | $ 234,486 | $ 238,237 | $ 241,923 | $ 245,922 | $ 249,857 | $ 253,854 | $ 257,916 | $ 262,043 | $ 266,235 | $ 270,495
Il. Transit Enhancements
Programming| $ 40,038,274 | $ - $ 304,878 | $ 609,756 | $ 609,756 | $ 609,756 | $ 609,756 | $ 1,338,599 | $ 1,360,016 | $ 1,381,776 | $ 1,403,156 | $ 1,426,347 | $ 1,449,168 | $ 1,472,355 | $ 1,495,912 | $ 1,519,847 | $ 1,544,164 | $ 1,568,871
210 |Transit Enhancements $ 40,107,984 0.00% Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 40,038,274 | $ - $ 304,878 | $ 609,756 | $ 609,756 | $ 609,756 | $ 609,756 | $ 1,338,599 | $ 1,360,016 | $ 1,381,776 | $ 1,403,156 | $ 1,426,347 | $ 1,449,168 | $ 1,472,355 | $ 1,495,912 | $ 1,519,847 | $ 1,544,164 | $ 1,568,871
Programming| $ 30,069,671 | $ - $ 2,086,000 | $ 4,644,000 | $ - $ 1,800,000 | $ - $ 1,246,281 | $ 1,266,222 | $ 1,286,481 | $ 1,306,387 | $ 1,327,978 | $ 1,349,225 | $ 1,370,813 | $ 1,392,746 | $ 1,415,030 | $ 1,437,670 | $ 1,460,673
211 |Bayview Caltrain Station $ 37,341,916 16.71% Interest Costs| $ 6,241,477 | $ - $ - $ 64,630 | $ 80,737 | $ 124,220 | $ 168,081 | $ 216,238 | $ 214,979 | $ 235,871 | $ 308,431 | $ 313,628 | $ 315,728 | $ 386,843 | $ 372,443 | $ 370,852 | $ 367,317 | $ 363,998
Total | $ 36,311,148 | $ - $ 2,086,000 | $ 4,708,630 | $ 80,737 | $ 1,924,220 | $ 168,081 | $ 1,462,519 | $ 1,481,200 | $ 1,522,353 | $ 1,614,818 | $ 1,641,606 | $ 1,664,954 | $ 1,757,656 | $ 1,765,189 | $ 1,785,882 | $ 1,804,987 | $ 1,824,671
Programming| $ 6,903,151 | $ - $ 52,565 | $ 105,130 | $ 105,130 | $ 105,130 | $ 105,130 | $ 230,793 | $ 234,486 | $ 238,237 | $ 241,923 | $ 245,922 | $ 249,857 | $ 253,854 | $ 257,916 | $ 262,043 | $ 266,235 | $ 270,495
212 |Mission Bay Ferry Landing $ 6,915,170 0.00% Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 6,903,151 | $ - $ 52,565 | $ 105,130 | $ 105,130 | $ 105,130 | $ 105,130 | $ 230,793 | $ 234,486 | $ 238,237 | $ 241,923 | $ 245,922 | $ 249,857 | $ 253,854 | $ 257,916 | $ 262,043 | $ 266,235 | $ 270,495
Programming| $ 30,373,863 | $ - $ 231,287 | $ 462,574 | $ 462,574 | $ 462,574 | $ 462,574 | $ 1,015,489 | $ 1,031,736 | $ 1,048,244 | $ 1,064,463 | $ 1,082,056 | $ 1,099,369 | $ 1,116,959 | $ 1,134,830 | $ 1,152,987 | $ 1,171,435 | $ 1,190,178
213 |Next Generation Transit Investments $ 30,426,746 0.00% Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - s . $ . $ - $ - $ - $ . $ - $ - s $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 30,373,863 | $ - $ 231,287 | $ 462,574 | $ 462,574 | $ 462,574 | $ 462,574 | $ 1,015,489 | $ 1,031,736 | $ 1,048,244 | $ 1,064,463 | $ 1,082,056 | $ 1,099,369 | $ 1,116,959 | $ 1,134,830 | $ 1,152,987 | $ 1,171,435 | $ 1,190,178
Programming | $ 1,053,805,644 | $ - $ 35,201,730 | $ 38,294,460 | $ 33,177,460 | $ 37,977,460 | $ 36,177,460 | $ 42,677,504 | $ 45,768,344 |$ 45,860,637 | $ 45,951,317 | $ 43,049,677 | $ 41,146,471 | $ 41,244,814 | $ 31,344,731 |$ 26,446,246 |$ 31,549,386 | $ 34,654,175
TOTAL TRANSIT MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENTS $ 1,392,715,158 3.54% Interest Costs | $ 49,307,939 | $ - $ 99,636 | $ 898,280 | $ 938,334 | $ 1,549,348 | $ 3,021,021 | $ 3,265,220 | $ 2,806,820 | $ 2,923,117 | $ 3,704,955 | $ 3,490,697 | $ 3,133,911 | $ 3,358,886 | $ 2,305,931 | $ 1,988,539 | $ 1,956,466 | $ 1,922,999
Total | $ 1,103,113,583 | $ - $ 35,301,366 |$ 39,192,740 | $ 34,115,794 |$ 39,526,808 | $ 39,198,481 | $ 45,942,725 |$ 48,575,163 | $ 48,783,754 | $ 49,656,272 | $ 46,540,374 | $ 44,280,383 | $ 44,603,701 | $ 33,650,662 | $ 28,434,785 | $ 33,505,851 | $ 36,577,174
C. PARATRANSIT
Programming| $ 234,048,020 | $ - $ 13,113,000 (| $ 13,506,000 | $ 13,911,000 | $ 14,329,000 | $ 14,758,000 | $ 15,201,241 | $ 15,657,278 | $ 16,126,997 | $ 16,610,806 | $ 17,109,131 |$ 17,622,405 | % 18,151,077 |$ 18,695,609 |$ 19,256,477 | $ 10,000,000 | $ -
214 |Paratransit $ 313,948,700 22.34% Interest Costs| $ 70,133,535 | $ - $ 199,644 | $ 513,052 | $ 561,788 | $ 902,671 | $ 1,787,043 | $ 2,134,447 | $ 2,016,976 | $ 2,331,598 | $ 3,297,150 | $ 3,607,487 | $ 3,890,799 | $ 5,088,205 | $ 5,208,848 | $ 5,497,273 | $ 5,451,994 | $ 5,018,531
Total | $ 304,181,555 ( $ - $ 13,312,644 | $ 14,019,052 | $ 14,472,788 | $ 15,231,671 |$ 16,545,043 | $ 17,335,688 | $ 17,674,254 | $ 18,458,595 | $ 19,907,957 | $ 20,716,618 | $ 21,513,203 | $ 23,239,281 |9$ 23,904,457 | $ 24,753,750 | $ 15,451,994 | $ 5,018,531
Programming | $ 234,048,020 | $ - $ 13,113,000 | $ 13,506,000 | $ 13,911,000 | $ 14,329,000 | $ 14,758,000 | $ 15,201,241 | $ 15,657,278 | $ 16,126,997 | $ 16,610,806 |$ 17,109,131 |$ 17,622,405 |$ 18,151,077 |$ 18,695,609 ($ 19,256,477 |$ 10,000,000 | $ -
TOTAL PARATRANSIT $ 313,948,700 22.34% Interest Costs | $ 70,133,535 | $ - $ 199,644 | $ 513,052 | $ 561,788 | $ 902,671 | $ 1,787,043 | $ 2,134,447 | $ 2,016,976 | $ 2,331,598 | $ 3,297,150 | $ 3,607,487 | $ 3,890,799 | $ 5,088,205 | $ 5,208,848 | $ 5,497,273 | $ 5,451,994 | $ 5,018,531
Total | $ 304,181,555 | $ - $ 13,312,644 | $ 14,019,052 | $ 14,472,788 | $ 15,231,671 |$ 16,545,043 |$ 17,335,688 | $ 17,674,254 | $ 18,458,595 |$ 19,907,957 | $ 20,716,618 | $ 21,513,203 | $ 23,239,281 |$ 23,904,457 |$ 24,753,750 ($ 15,451,994 | $ 5,018,531
D. STREETS AND FREEWAYS
I. Maintenance, Rehabilitation, and Replacement
Programming| $ 144,966,345 | $ - $ 1,980,000 | $ 2,235,000 | $ 1,800,000 | $ 2,100,000 | $ 1,820,000 | $ 4,846,650 | $ 4,924,196 | $ 5,002,983 | $ 5,080,392 | $ 5,164,358 | $ 5,246,988 | $ 5,330,939 | $ 5,416,234 | $ 5,502,893 | $ 5,590,939 | $ 5,680,393
Street Resurfacing, Rehabilitation and
215 |1 e nance $ 145,218,562 0.00% Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 144,966,345 | $ - $ 1,980,000 | $ 2,235,000 | $ 1,800,000 | $ 2,100,000 | $ 1,820,000 | $ 4,846,650 | $ 4,924,196 | $ 5,002,983 | $ 5,080,392 | $ 5,164,358 | $ 5,246,988 | $ 5,330,939 | $ 5,416,234 | $ 5,502,893 | $ 5,590,939 | $ 5,680,393
. . L Programming| $ 22,735,554 | $ - $ 977,000 | $ 551,000 | $ 1,045,000 | $ 1,227,000 | $ 806,000 | $ 877,013 | $ 891,045 | $ 905,302 | $ 919,309 | $ 934,503 | $ 949,455 | $ 964,646 | $ 980,080 | $ 995,762 | $ 1,011,694 | $ 1,027,881
216 :nea"i'::::::::e“d Bicycle Facilities $ 26,277,644 11.35% Interest Costs| $ 2,982,870 | $ N - |s 8,639 | $ 18,094 | $ 36,791 | $ 85152 |$ 116,291 |$ 100,641 |$ 107,130 |$ 140,173 |$ 142,619 |$ 143,657 |$ 176,113 |$ 169,649 |$ 169,013 |$ 167,487 |$ 166,056
Total | $ 25,718,424 | $ - $ 977,000 | $ 559,639 | $ 1,063,094 | $ 1,263,791 | $ 891,152 | $ 993,303 | $ 991,686 | $ 1,012,432 | $ 1,059,482 | $ 1,077,122 | $ 1,093,112 | $ 1,140,759 | $ 1,149,730 | $ 1,164,775 | $ 1,179,181 | $ 1,193,937




Attachment 5A:

Amended 2023 Strategic Plan Baseline Programming
Pending November 2023 Board Action

EP

Total Available

Percent of

No EP Line Item Funds Available Funds Total Programming & Interest Costs FY2022/23 FY2023/24 FY2024/25 FY2025/26 FY2026/27 FY2027/28 FY2028/29 FY2029/30 FY2030/31 FY2031/32 FY2032/33 FY2033/34 FY2034/35 FY2035/36 FY2036/37 FY2037/38 FY2038/39
: Spent on Financing
Programming| $ 103,762,091 | $ - $ 11,204,000 | $ 7,875,000 | $ 2,804,000 | $ 2,804,000 | $ 2,804,000 | $ 4,154,271 | $ 4,220,739 | $ 4,288,271 | $ 4,354,622 | $ 4,426,593 | $ 4,497,418 | $ 4,569,376 | $ 4,642,486 |$ 4,716,765 | $ 4,792,233 | $ 4,868,909
217 |Traffic Signs & Signals Maintenance $ 124,473,053 16.14% Interest Costs| $ 20,089,358 | $ - $ - $ - $ 101,450 | $ 355,838 | $ 674,154 | $ 805,562 | $ 698,505 | $ 743,126 | $ 971,794 | $ 988,231 | $ 994,909 | $ 1,219,076 | $ 1,173,763 | $ 1,168,814 | $ 1,157,735 | $ 1,147,334
Total | $ 123,851,449 | $ - $ 11,204,000 | $ 7,875,000 | $ 2,905,450 | $ 3,159,838 | $ 3,478,154 | $ 4,959,833 | $ 4,919,245 | $ 5,031,397 | $ 5,326,416 | $ 5,414,824 | $ 5,492,327 | $ 5,788,452 | $ 5,816,249 | $ 5,885,579 | $ 5,949,968 | $ 6,016,243
Il. Safer and Complete Streets
Programming| $ 179,114,586 | $ - |$ 8080000 5 15593,000 $ 9,136,000 S 8,001,000 $ 6,508,000 S 6,975,253 |5 7,086,858 |$ 7,200,248 |3 7,311,169 |$ 7432501 |5 7,551,421 |$ 7.672,245|$% 7,795,002 |S 7.919.722|$ 8,046,439 (3 8,175,182
218 |Safer and Complete Streets $ 210,221,156 14.59% Interest Costs| $ 30,673,469 | $ - $ - $ - $ 39,299 | $ 177,580 | $ 515,144 | $ 809,995 | $ 900,402 | $ 1,102,967 | $ 1,531,010 | $ 1,599,035 | $ 1,608,049 | $ 1,968,229 | $ 1,893,084 | $ 1,883,184 | $ 1,863,488 | $ 1,844,965
$ 209,788,056 | $ - $ 8,080,000 | $ 15,593,000 | $ 9,175,299 | $ 8,178,580 | $ 7,023,144 | $ 7,785,248 | $ 7,987,260 | $ 8,303,215 | $ 8,842,179 | $ 9,031,536 | $ 9,159,470 | $ 9,640,474 | $ 9,688,086 | $ 9,802,906 | $ 9,909,926 | $ 10,020,147
Programming| $ 36,586,133 | $ - $ 575,000 | $ 1,100,000 | $ 1,155,000 | $ 1,212,000 | $ 1,275,000 | $ 1,338,599 | $ 1,360,016 | $ 1,381,776 | $ 1,403,156 | $ 1,426,347 | $ 1,449,168 | $ 1,472,355 | $ 1,495,912 | $ 1,519,847 | $ 1,544,164 | $ 1,568,871
219 |Curb Ramps $ 40,107,984 6.53% Interest Costs| $ 2,620,052 | $ - $ - $ - $ 4,690 | $ 21,465 | $ 57,334 | $ 99,333 | $ 86,087 | $ 91,765 | $ 120,232 | $ 122,490 | $ 123,537 | $ 151,634 | $ 146,241 | $ 145,859 | $ 144,703 | $ 143,621
Total | $ 39,206,185 | $ - $ 575,000 | $ 1,100,000 | $ 1,159,690 | $ 1,233,465 | $ 1,332,334 | $ 1,437,931 | $ 1,446,103 | $ 1,473,541 | $ 1,523,388 | $ 1,548,837 | $ 1,572,705 | $ 1,623,988 | $ 1,642,153 | $ 1,665,706 | $ 1,688,867 | $ 1,712,492
Programming| $ 23,403,301 | $ - $ 1,000,000 | $ 1,050,000 | $ 1,100,000 | $ 1,160,000 | $ 1,220,000 | $ 923,171 | $ 937,942 | $ 952,949 | $ 967,694 | $ 983,687 | $ 999,426 | $ 1,015,417 | $ 1,031,664 | $ 1,048,170 | $ 1,064,941 | $ 1,081,980
220 (Tree Planting $ 27,660,678 13.88% Interest Costs| $ 3,838,737 | $ - $ - $ 15,560 | $ 25,854 | $ 48,542 | $ 105,119 | $ 152,729 | $ 132,129 | $ 140,599 | $ 183,901 | $ 187,049 | $ 188,349 | $ 230,830 | $ 222,291 | $ 221,393 | $ 219,332 | $ 217,398
Total | $ 27,242,038 | $ - $ 1,000,000 | $ 1,065,560 | $ 1,125,854 | $ 1,208,542 | $ 1,325,119 | $ 1,075,900 | $ 1,070,071 | $ 1,093,548 | $ 1,151,595 | $ 1,170,736 | $ 1,187,775 | $ 1,246,247 | $ 1,253,954 | $ 1,269,563 | $ 1,284,273 | $ 1,299,377
lll. Freeway Safety and Operational Improvements
Programming| $ 8,644,347 | $ - $ 2,000,000 | $ - $ 90,000 | $ 350,000 | $ - $ 369,269 | $ 375,177 | $ 381,180 | $ 387,078 | $ 393,475 | $ 399,770 | $ 406,167 | $ 412,665 | $ 419,268 | $ 425,976 | $ 432,792
221 |Vision Zero Ramps $ 11,064,271 16.87% Interest Costs| $ 1,866,296 | $ - $ - $ 29,113 | $ 37,606 | $ 46,776 | $ 69,172 | $ 75,095 | $ 64,949 | $ 69,094 | $ 90,351 | $ 91,874 | $ 92,491 | $ 113,325 | $ 109,107 | $ 108,642 | $ 107,608 | $ 106,637
Total | $ 10,510,643 | $ - $ 2,000,000 | $ 29,113 | $ 127,606 | $ 396,776 | $ 69,172 | $ 444,364 | $ 440,126 | $ 450,274 | $ 477,428 | $ 485,349 | $ 492,261 | $ 519,491 | $ 521,773 | $ 527,910 | $ 533,584 | $ 539,429
Programming| $ 13,806,301 | $ - $ 105,130 | $ 210,261 | $ 210,261 | $ 210,261 | $ 210,261 | $ 461,586 | $ 468,971 | $ 476,475 | $ 483,847 | $ 491,844 | $ 499,713 | $ 507,708 | $ 515,832 | $ 524,085 | $ 532,470 | $ 540,990
222 |Managed Lanes and Express Bus $ 13,830,339 0.00% Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 13,806,301 | $ - $ 105,130 | $ 210,261 | $ 210,261 | $ 210,261 | $ 210,261 | $ 461,586 | $ 468,971 | $ 476,475 | $ 483,847 | $ 491,844 | $ 499,713 | $ 507,708 | $ 515,832 | $ 524,085 | $ 532,470 | $ 540,990
Programming| $ 27,612,603 | $ - $ 210,261 | $ 420,521 | $ 420,521 | $ 420,521 | $ 420,521 | $ 923,171 | $ 937,942 | $ 952,949 | $ 967,694 | $ 983,687 | $ 999,426 | $ 1,015,417 | $ 1,031,664 | $ 1,048,170 | $ 1,064,941 | $ 1,081,980
Transformative Freeway and Major o
223 (¢4 oot Projects $ 27,660,678 0.00% Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 27,612,603 | $ - $ 210,261 | $ 420,521 | $ 420,521 | $ 420,521 | $ 420,521 | $ 923,171 | $ 937,942 | $ 952,949 | $ 967,694 | $ 983,687 | $ 999,426 | $ 1,015,417 | $ 1,031,664 | $ 1,048,170 | $ 1,064,941 | $ 1,081,980
Programming | $ 560,631,262 | $ - $ 26,131,391 | $ 29,034,782 | $ 17,760,782 | $ 17,484,782 | $ 15,063,782 | $ 20,868,983 | $ 21,202,886 |$ 21,542,132 | $ 21,874,960 | $ 22,236,995 | $ 22,592,786 | $ 22,954,270 | $ 23,321,538 | $ 23,694,682 | $ 24,073,797 | $ 24,458,977
TOTAL STREETS AND FREEWAYS $ 626,514,366 9.91% Interest Costs | $ 62,070,782 | $ - $ - $ 53,312 | $ 226,993 | $ 686,992 | $ 1,506,075 | $ 2,059,005 | $ 1,982,714 | $ 2,254,682 | $ 3,037,460 | $ 3,131,298 | $ 3,150,992 | $ 3,859,207 | $ 3,714,136 | $ 3,696,905 | $ 3,660,353 | $ 3,626,011
Total | $ 622,702,043 | $ - $ 26,131,391 | $ 29,088,095 | $ 17,987,775 | $ 18,171,774 | $ 16,569,857 | $ 22,927,988 | $ 23,185,601 |$ 23,796,814 | $ 24,912,420 | $ 25,368,293 |$ 25,743,778 | $ 26,813,477 | $ 27,035,674 |$ 27,391,587 |$ 27,734,150 | $ 28,084,988
E. TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT AND MANAGEMENT
I. Transportation Demand Management
Programming| $ 24,851,342 | $ - $ 189,235 | $ 378,469 | $ 378,469 | $ 378,469 | $ 378,469 | $ 830,854 | $ 844,148 | $ 857,654 | $ 870,924 | $ 885,319 | $ 899,484 | $ 913,875 | $ 928,497 | $ 943,353 | $ 958,447 | $ 973,782
224 (Transportation Demand Management | $ 24,894,611 0.00% Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 24,851,342 | $ - $ 189,235 | $ 378,469 | $ 378,469 | $ 378,469 | $ 378,469 | $ 830,854 | $ 844,148 | $ 857,654 | $ 870,924 | $ 885,319 | $ 899,484 | $ 913,875 | $ 928,497 | $ 943,353 | $ 958,447 | $ 973,782
Il. Transportation, Land Use, and Community Coordination
Programming| $ 50,344,018 | $ - $ 4,050,000 | $ 2,200,000 | $ 2,050,000 | $ 200,000 | $ 200,000 | $ 1,892,501 | $ 1,922,781 | $ 1,953,546 | $ 1,983,772 | $ 2,016,559 | $ 2,048,824 | $ 2,081,605 | $ 2,114,910 | $ 2,148,749 | $ 2,183,129 | $ 2,218,058
225 |Neighborhood Transportation Program | $ 56,704,391 10.35% Interest Costs| $ 5,871,290 | $ - $ 19,441 | $ 130,888 | $ 118,346 | $ 143,532 | $ 193,965 | $ 210,784 | $ 182,481 | $ 194,312 | $ 254,328 | $ 258,849 | $ 260,813 | $ 319,833 | $ 308,183 | $ 307,113 | $ 304,423 | $ 301,901
Total | $ 56,215,307 | $ - $ 4,069,441 | $ 2,330,888 | $ 2,168,346 | $ 343,532 | $ 393,965 | $ 2,103,285 | $ 2,105,262 | $ 2,147,857 | $ 2,238,100 | $ 2,275,408 | $ 2,309,637 | $ 2,401,438 | $ 2,423,093 | $ 2,455,862 | $ 2,487,551 |$ 2,519,960
Programming| $ 57,986,466 | $ - $ 441,548 | $ 883,095 | $ 883,095 | $ 883,095 | $ 883,095 | $ 1,938,660 | $ 1,969,678 | $ 2,001,193 | $ 2,032,157 | $ 2,065,743 | $ 2,098,795 | $ 2,132,376 | $ 2,166,493 | $ 2,201,157 | $ 2,236,376 | $ 2,272,157
226 |Equity Priority Transportation Program | $ 58,087,425 0.00% Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 57,986,466 | $ - $ 441,548 | $ 883,095 | $ 883,095 | $ 883,095 | $ 883,095 | $ 1,938,660 | $ 1,969,678 | $ 2,001,193 | $ 2,032,157 | $ 2,065,743 | $ 2,098,795 | $ 2,132,376 | $ 2,166,493 | $ 2,201,157 | $ 2,236,376 | $ 2,272,157
Programming| $ 27,612,603 | $ - $ 210,261 | $ 420,521 | $ 420,521 | $ 420,521 | $ 420,521 | $ 923,171 | $ 937,942 | $ 952,949 | $ 967,694 | $ 983,687 | $ 999,426 | $ 1,015,417 | $ 1,031,664 | $ 1,048,170 | $ 1,064,941 | $ 1,081,980
227 |Development-Oriented Transportation | $ 27,660,678 0.00% Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 27,612,603 | $ - $ 210,261 | $ 420,521 | $ 420,521 | $ 420,521 | $ 420,521 | $ 923,171 | $ 937,942 | $ 952,949 | $ 967,694 | $ 983,687 | $ 999,426 | $ 1,015,417 | $ 1,031,664 | $ 1,048,170 | $ 1,064,941 | $ 1,081,980
Programming| $ 13,806,301 | $ - $ 105,130 | $ 210,261 | $ 210,261 | $ 210,261 | $ 210,261 | $ 461,586 | $ 468,971 | $ 476,475 | $ 483,847 | $ 491,844 | $ 499,713 | $ 507,708 | $ 515,832 | $ 524,085 | $ 532,470 | $ 540,990
228 |Citywide / Modal Planning $ 13,830,339 0.00% Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 13,806,301 | $ - $ 105,130 | $ 210,261 | $ 210,261 | $ 210,261 | $ 210,261 | $ 461,586 | $ 468,971 | $ 476,475 | $ 483,847 | $ 491,844 | $ 499,713 | $ 507,708 | $ 515,832 | $ 524,085 | $ 532,470 | $ 540,990
Programming | $ 174,600,730 | $ = $ 4,996,173 | $ 4,092,347 | $ 3,942,347 | $ 2,092,347 | $ 2,092,347 | $ 6,046,773 | $ 6,143,521 | $ 6,241,817 | $ 6,338,394 | $ 6,443,152 | $ 6,546,242 | $ 6,650,981 | $ 6,757,396 | $ 6,865,514 | $ 6,975,362 | $ 7,086,967
TOTAL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT AND o
MANAGEMENT $ 181,177,444 3.24% Interest Costs | $ 5,871,290 | $ - $ 19,441 | $ 130,888 | $ 118,346 | $ 143,532 | $ 193,965 | $ 210,784 | $ 182,481 | $ 194,312 | $ 254,328 | $ 258,849 | $ 260,813 | $ 319,833 | $ 308,183 | $ 307,113 | $ 304,423 | $ 301,901
Total | $ 180,472,020 | $ - $ 5,015,614 | $ 4,223,234 | $ 4,060,693 | $ 2,235,879 | $ 2,286,312 | $ 6,257,556 | $ 6,326,002 | $ 6,436,128 | $ 6,592,722 | $ 6,702,001 | $ 6,807,055 | $ 6,970,814 | $ 7,065,579 | $ 7,172,627 | $ 7,279,785 | $ 7,388,869
Programming | $ 2,634,282,477 | $ - $ 116,420,380 | $ 98,291,760 | $ 87,155,760 | $ 100,247,760 | $ 111,455,760 | $ 132,179,873 | $ 191,275,566 | $ 137,395,175 | $ 138,517,027 | $ 121,708,452 | $ 95,903,312 |$ 97,124,477 | $ 113,372,582 ($ 84,648,280 ($ 81,118,070 | $ 74,855,957
TOTAL PROP L STRATEGIC PLAN $ 3,288,854,664 10.41% Interest Costs | $ 342,234,152 | $ - $ 318,721 |$ 1,595,533 |$ 2,489,933 |$ 4,693,447 |$ 9,953,662 |$ 12,316,725 |$ 13,668,197 | $ 15,555,392 | $ 21,487,407 | $ 22,097,054 | $ 21,270,048 | $ 24,883,265|$% 23,530,503 ($ 22,517,900 ($ 21,416,176 |$ 19,972,151
Total | $ 2,976,516,629 | $ - $ 116,739,101 | $ 99,887,293 | $ 89,645,693 | $ 104,941,207 | $ 121,409,422 | $ 144,496,598 | $ 204,943,763 | $ 152,950,567 | $ 160,004,434 | $ 143,805,507 | $ 117,173,360 | $ 122,007,742 | $ 136,903,085 | $ 107,166,180 | $ 102,534,246 | $ 94,828,108
p K Related P ] Programming | $ 66,942,431 $ 67,104,722 [ $ (162,290)] $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
rop. m neated Frogramming $ 399,017,263 83.22% Interest Costs | $ 332,074,832 | $ 7,214,050 | $ 7,078,301 | $ 8,139,766 | $ 6,863,567 8,393,153 11,989,518 | $ 10,954,566 | $ 9,463,353 10,055,758 | $ 13,134,335 | $ 13,341,196 |$ 13,416,402 |$ 16,421,485 |$ 15,794,534 | $ 15,711,931 |$ 15,547,603 15,393,052
(since 7/1/22) Total | $ 399,017,263 | $ 74,318,772 | $ 6,916,011 | $ 8,139,766 | $ 6,863,567 | $ 8,393,153 | $ 11,989,518 | $ 10,954,566 | $ 9,463,353 |$ 10,055,758 | $§ 13,134,335|$ 13,341,196 |$ 13,416,402 S 16,421,485|[S$ 15,794534|$ 15,711,931 $ 15,547,603 | $ 15,393,052




Attachment 5A:
Amended 2023 Strategic Plan Baseline Programming

Pending November 2023 Board Action

hf: EP Line Item FY2039/40 FY2040/41 FY2041/42 FY2042/43 FY2043/44 FY2044/45 FY2045/46 FY2046/47 FY2047/48 FY2048/49 FY2049/50 FY2050/51 FY2051/52 FY2052/53
A. MAJOR CAPITAL PROJECTS
. Muni
Muni Reliabilitv and Effic $ 6,046102|% 6,142,839|$% 6,241,124|$ 6,340,980 |$ 6,443,785 |$ 6,549,600 | $ 6,657,420 |$ 6,767,276 |$ 6,879,205 |$ 7,402,169 |$ 7,655,058 |$ 7,797,124 | $ - s -
201 | ements, Y $ - |s - |s - |s - |s - |s - |s - |s - |s - |s - |s - |s - | - |s :
$ 6,046102|% 6,142,839 |% 6,241,124|$ 6,340,980 | $ 6,443,785|% 6,549,600 |$ 6,657,420 |$ 6,767,276 |$ 6,879,205 |$ 7,402,169 |$ 7,655,058 |$ 7,797,124 | $ - s ]
$ 2,748,228 % 2,792,200|$ 2,836,875|% 2,882,264|$ 2,928993|% 2,977,091|$ 3,026,700 |$ 3,076,035 |$ 3,126,911 |$% 3,364,622 |$ 3,479,572 |$ 3,544,147 | $ - s -
202 |Muni Rail Core Capacity $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 2,748,228 |$ 2,792,200 |$% 2,836,875|% 2,882,264 |$% 2,928993|% 2,977,091 |$ 3,026,100 |$ 3,076,035 |$ 3,126,911 |$ 3,364,622 |$ 3,479,572 |$ 3,544,147 | $ - |s -
Il. BART
s - /s - - s - s - |S - s - s - |3 - |3 g R g R g R - |3 :
203 |BART Core Capacity $ 1,841974|% 1,608,638|% 1,376,953 |% 1,148,754 | $ 929,972 | $ 727,297 | $ 540,736 | $ 369,125 | $ 213,928 | $ 76,806 | $ - s - | - s -
$ 1,841974|$ 1,608,638|% 1,376,953 |$ 1,148,754 | $ 929,972 | $ 727,297 | $ 540,736 | $ 369,125 | $ 213,928 | $ 76,806 | $ - s - s K -
l1l. Caltrain
Caltrain Service Visi Capital Svst $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
altrain Service Vision: Capital System
204 Capacity Investments $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ $ $
$ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Caltrain D . Rail Extensi g $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
205 P:n;?s;;:va:‘i':;\;::m:rl\t xtensionand ¢ 6,316,384|$ 5,599,523 |$ 4,882,004 |$ 4,168,346 |$ 3,477,739 |$ 2,833564|$ 2,235093|$ 1,675,115 |$ 1,152,162 | $ 668,809 | $ 265,265 | $ 3,304 | $ - s ]
$ 6,316,384|$ 5,599,523 |$% 4,882,004 |% 4,168,346|$ 3,477,739 |$ 2,833564|$ 2,235,093 |% 1,675115|$ 1,152,162 | $ 668,809 | $ 265,265 | $ 3,304 | $ - |s -
$ 8,794,331|% 8,935039|$ 9,077,999 |$ 9,223,244 |$ 9,372,778 |$ 9,526,691 |$ 9,683,519 |$ 9,843,311 |$ 10,006,116 | $ 10,766,792 | $ 11,134,630 | $ 11,341,272 | $ - s .
TOTAL MAJOR CAPITAL PROJECTS $ 8,158,358 |$ 7,208,161 |$ 6,258958 |$ 5,317,100 |$ 4,407,711 |$ 3,560,861 |$ 2,775,829 |$ 2,044,240 |$ 1,366,090 | $ 745,615 | $ 265,265 | $ 3,304 | $ - s -
$ 16,952,688 |$ 16,143,200 | $ 15,336,957 | $ 14,540,344 | $ 13,780,489 | $ 13,087,552 | $ 12,459,349 |$ 11,887,551 | $ 11,372,206 |$ 11,512,407 | $ 11,399,895 |$ 11,344,575 | $ - s ]
B. TRANSIT MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENTS
I. Transit Maintenance, Rehabilitation, an
$ 23,000,000 | $ 23,000,000 |$ 23,000,000 $ 23,000,000|$ 26,000,000|% 26,000000|$ 26000,000|$% 30,000000|$ 38000000|$% 38000000|$ 38,000000|$ 38000,000]$ - s ]
206 |Muni Maintenance $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 23,000,000 |$ 23,000,000|$ 23,000,000|$ 23,000,000($ 26,000,000|$ 26,000000|$ 26000,000|$% 30,000000|($ 38000000|$% 38000000|$ 38,000000|$% 38000,000|$ - s -
M§“H 1'*'923,'?60“$ B 11??415&9" *i$ - 85'*'0100"0 $,,, - H' B $ - - ': $ = § - - - B $-,, - H' i $ = $ - $; ) - - B $“' - 'M$ B = $ =
207 |BART Maintenance $ 605,784 | $ 593,265 | $ 539,172 | $ 457,087 | $ 377,903 | $ 304,212 | $ 235,960 | $ 172,456 | $ 113,766 | $ 60,288 | $ 17,219 | $ - s - s -
$ 2529544|% 2,547,805|% 1,389,172 | $ 457,087 | $ 377,903 | $ 304,212 | $ 235,960 | $ 172,456 | $ 113,766 | $ 60,288 | $ 17,219 | $ - s - s -
$ 5,000,000 $ 5,000,000($%$ 5,000,000/ $ 5,000,000|$ 5,000,000|$ 5,000000|$ 5,000,000 $ - s - | K - s - s K -
208 |Caltrain Maintenance $ 913,347 | $ 874,583 | $ 828,177 | $ 773,825 | $ 713,901 | $ 652,570 | $ 589,609 | $ 414,398 | $ 254,627 | $ 111,764 | $ 2,385 | $ - s - |$ -
$ 5,913,347|$ 5,874,583|$% 5,828,177|% 5,773,825|$% 5,713,901 |$ 5,652,570 |$ 5,589,609 | $ 414,398 | $ 254,627 | $ 111,764 | $ 2,385 | $ - | - s -
$ 274,823 | $ 279,220 | $ 283,687 | $ 288,226 | $ 292,899 | $ 297,709 | $ 302,610 | $ 307,603 | $ 312,691 | $ 336,462 | $ 347,957 | $ 354,415 | $ - | -
209 |Ferry Maintenance $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 274,823 | $ 279,220 | $ 283,687 | $ 288,226 | $ 292,899 | $ 297,709 | $ 302,610 | $ 307,603 | $ 312,691 | $ 336,462 | $ 347,957 | $ 354,415 | $ - |s ]
Il. Transit Enhancements
$ 1,593972|% 1,619,476|% 1,645387|% 1,671,713|$ 1,698,816|% 1,726,713|$ 1,755,138|% 1,784,100 |$ 1,813,609|$% 1,951,481 |$ 2,018,152|$% 2,055,606 | $ - |$ -
210 |Transit Enhancements $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 1,593972|$ 1,619,476 |$% 1,645387|% 1,671,713|$ 1,698,816 |% 1,726,713|$ 1,755,138|% 1,784,100 |$ 1,813,609 |$ 1,951,481 |$ 2,018,152|$ 2,055,606 | $ - s -
$ 1,484,043|$% 1,507,788|% 1,531,912 |$ 1,556,422 | $ 600,000 | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
211 |Bayview Caltrain Station $ 358,929 | $ 351,583 | $ 341,667 | $ 328,725 | $ 285,701 | $ 229,160 | $ 176,837 | $ 128,230 | $ 83,441 | $ 42,796 | $ 10,410 | $ - s - s -
$ 1,842972|% 1,859,371|$%$ 1,873,579|$ 1,885,147 | $ 885,701 | $ 229,160 | $ 176,837 | $ 128,230 | $ 83,441 | $ 42,796 | $ 10,410 | $ - s - s -
$ 274,823 | $ 279,220 | $ 283,687 | $ 288,226 | $ 292,899 | $ 297,709 | $ 302,610 | $ 307,603 | $ 312,691 | $ 336,462 | $ 347,957 | $ 354,415 | $ - |s ]
212 |Mission Bay Ferry Landing $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 274,823 | $ 279,220 | $ 283,687 | $ 288,226 | $ 292,899 | $ 297,709 | $ 302,610 | $ 307,603 | $ 312,691 | $ 336,462 | $ 347,957 | $ 354,415 | $ - |s .
$ 1,209,220 |$ 1,228,568 |$ 1,248,225 ($ 1,268,196 |$ 1,288,757 |$ 1,309,920 |$ 1,331,484 |$ 1,353,455 |$ 1,375,841 |$ 1,480,434 |$ 1,531,012 ($ 1,559,425 | $ - | ;
213 [Next Generation Transit Investments $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 1,209,220 |$ 1,228,568 |$% 1,248225|% 1,268,196 |$ 1,288,757 |$ 1,309,920|$ 1,331,484 |$ 1,353455|$ 1,375,841 |% 1,480,434|$ 1,531,012|$% 1,559,425 | $ - s ]
$ 34,760,642 | $ 34,868,811 |$ 33,842,900 | $ 33,072,784 | $ 35,173,372 | $ 34,632,051 | $ 34,691,842 |$ 33,752,762 | $ 41,814,832 |$ 42,104,839 | $ 42,245,078 | $ 42,323,860 | $ - s -
TOTAL TRANSIT MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENTS |$ 1,878,061 |$ 1,819,431 |$ 1,709,015 |$ 1,559,637 |$ 1,377,505 |$ 1,185,942 |$ 1,002,406 | $ 715,084 | $ 451,833 | $ 214,848 | $ 30,014 | $ - s - S -
$ 36,638,702 |$ 36,688,242 |$ 35,551,915 |$ 34,632,421 |$ 36,550,877 |$ 35,817,993 | $ 35,694,248 |$ 34,467,847 | $ 42,266,665 | $ 42,319,688 | $ 42,275,092 | $ 42,323,860 | $ - s ]
C. PARATRANSIT
$ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
214 |Paratransit $ 4,484,792|% 3,948,649|$% 3,414,099 |% 2,884,928|% 2,375,138|% 1,901,185|$ 1,462,799 |$%$ 1,055,908 | $ 681,585 | $ 342,678 | $ 74,270 | $ - s - |$ -
$ 4,484,792|% 3,948,649|% 3,414,099 |% 2,884,928|% 2,375,138|% 1,901,185|$ 1,462,799 |$ 1,055,908 | $ 681,585 | $ 342,678 | $ 74,270 | $ - | - s -
$ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
TOTAL PARATRANSIT $ 4,484,792|% 3,948,649 |$% 3,414,099 |% 2,884,928|$% 2,375,138|% 1,901,185|$ 1,462,799 |$ 1,055,908 | $ 681,585 | $ 342,678 | $ 74,270 | $ - s - |$ -
$ 4,484,792|% 3,948,649 |% 3,414,099 |% 2,884,928|$% 2,375,138|% 1,901,185|$ 1,462,799 |$ 1,055,908 | $ 681,585 | $ 342,678 | $ 74,270 | $ - | - | s -
D. STREETS AND FREEWAYS
I. Maintenance, Rehabilitation, and Repl:
< Recurfacing. Rehabilitat 4 $ 5,771,279|$ 5,863,619|% 5,957,437|$ 6,052,754 |$ 6,150,886 |$ 6,251,891 |% 6,354,810 |$ 6,459,673 | % 6,566,514|$ 7,065,707 |$ 7,307,101 |$ 7,442,710 | $ - |s -
t t , tat
215 oo oo acing, TERSbITHon ane s - |s - |s - |8 - |8 - |s - |s - |8 - |8 - |s - |s - |s - |s - |s -
$ 5,771,279|% 5,863,619|$% 5,957,437|% 6,052,754|$ 6,150,886 |$ 6,251,891 |$ 6,354,810 |$ 6,459,673 |$ 6,566,514 |$ 7,065,707 |$ 7,307,101 |$ 7,442,710 | $ - | -
bedestr 4 Bicvele Facilit $ 1,044,327|% 1,061,036|$% 1,078,012|$ 1,095260|$ 1,113,017|$ 1,131,295|$ 1,149,918 | $ - | - s K - s - |s - s -
216 Meai::e:::;“ icyclé Facifities $ 163,823 | $ 160,546 | $ 156,090 | $ 150,246 | $ 143,307 | $ 135,964 | $ 128,053 | $ 93,582 | $ 61,726 | $ 32,699 | $ 9,325 | $ - |s N -
$ 1,208,150 |$ 1,221,582 |% 1,234,103 |$ 1,245,506 |$ 1,256,324 |$ 1,267,259 |$ 1,277,971 | $ 93,582 | $ 61,726 | $ 32,699 | $ 9,325 | $ - |s - | -




Attachment 5A:
Amended 2023 Strategic Plan Baseline Programming

Pending November 2023 Board Action

I\f: EP Line ltem FY2039/40 FY2040/41 FY2041/42 FY2042/43 FY2043/44 FY2044/45 FY2045/46 FY2046/47 FY2047/48 FY2048/49 FY2049/50 FY2050/51 FY2051/52 FY2052/53
$ 4,946,811 |$ 5,025960|$% 5,106,375|%$ 5,188,075 |$ 5,272,188 |$ 1,200,000 | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
217 |Traffic Signs & Signals Maintenance $ 1,131,414|%$ 1,108,313 |$ 1,077,107 |$ 1,036,357 | $ 988,084 | $ 828,931 | $ 650,648 | $ 484,119 | $ 329,094 | $ 186,423 | $ 68,575 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 6,078225|$ 6,134,273 |$ 6,183,481 |9$ 6,224,432 |$ 6,260,272 |$ 2,028,931 | $ 650,648 | $ 484,119 | $ 329,094 | $ 186,423 | $ 68,575 | $ - $ - $ -
Il. Safer and Complete Streets
218 |Safer and Complete Streets $ 1,817,648 |$ 1,778,891 |$ 1,727,237 |$ 1,660,412 |$ 1,581,646 |% 1,414,231 |$ 1,112,282 | $ 830,045 | $ 566,970 | $ 324,439 | $ 123,238 ( $ - $ - $ -
$ 10,123,584 ($ 10,217,713 |$ 10,301,080 |$ 10,371,436 |$ 10,432,566 |$ 7,164,231 ($ 1,112,282 | $ 830,045 | $ 566,970 | $ 324,439 | $ 123,238 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 1593972($ 1619476 |% 1,645387|% 1,671,713 |$ 1,698,816 |$ 1,726,713 |$ 1,755,138 |$ 1,784,100 |$ 1,813,609 | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
219 |Curb Ramps $ 141,839 | $ 139,144 | $ 135,418 | $ 130,477 | $ 124,575 | $ 118,317 | $ 111,552 | $ 103,586 | $ 93,339 | $ 49,159 | $ 13,653 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 1735811 |$ 1,758,620|% 1,780,806|% 1,802,190 |$ 1,823,391|$ 1,845,030|9% 1,866,690|$ 1,887,686 |% 1,906,948 | $ 49,159 | $ 13,653 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 1,099291|%$ 1,116,880|9% 1,134,750|%$ 1,152905|%$ 1,171,597 |$ 1,190,836 | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
220 |Tree Planting $ 214,416 | $ 210,072 | $ 204,189 | $ 196,494 | $ 187,370 | $ 177,722 | $ 138,489 | $ 101,932 | $ 68,053 | $ 37,065 | $ 11,863 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 1,313,707 ($ 1,326,952 |$ 1,338938|9% 1,349,399 |$ 1,358,968 |$% 1,368,558 | $ 138,489 | $ 101,932 | $ 68,053 | $ 37,065 | $ 11,863 | $ - $ - $ -
lll. Freeway Safety and Operational Impr
$ 439,717 | $ 446,752 | $ 453,900 | $ 461,162 | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
221 |Vision Zero Ramps $ 105,153 | $ 103,002 | $ 100,098 | $ 96,307 | $ 78,595 | $ 62,161 | $ 46,999 | $ 32,995 $ 20,229 | $ 8,820 | $ 97 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 544,869 | $ 549,754 | $ 553,997 | $ 557,469 | $ 78,595 | $ 62,161 | $ 46,999 | $ 32,995 $ 20,229 | $ 8,820 | $ 97 | $ - $ . $ -
$ 549,646 | $ 558,440 | $ 567,375 | $ 576,453 | $ 585,799 | $ 595,418 | $ 605,220 | $ 615,207 | $ 625,382 | $ 672,924 | $ 695,914 | $ 708,829 | $ - $ -
222 |Managed Lanes and Express Bus $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 549,646 | $ 558,440 | $ 567,375 | $ 576,453 | $ 585,799 | $ 595,418 | $ 605,220 | $ 615,207 | $ 625,382 | $ 672,924 | $ 695,914 | $ 708,829 | $ - $ -
T ‘ tive F d Mai $ 1,099.291|$ 1,116,880|% 1,134,750($ 1,152905|$ 1,171,597 |$ 1,190,836 |$ 1,210440|$ 1,230414|$ 1,250,765|% 1,345,849 |($ 1,391,829 |$ 1,417,659 | $ - $ -
ransformative Free
223 g o Projects |8 - |s - |$ - |s - |3 - |s - |$ - |s - |3 - |$ - |$ - |$ - |3 - |$ -
$ 1,099,291 |$ 1,116,880|$% 1,134,750|%$ 1,152905|$ 1,171,597 |$ 1,190,836|%$ 1,210,440|$ 1,230414($ 1,250,765|9% 1,345,849 |$ 1,391,829 |$ 1,417,659 | 9% - $ -
$ 24,850,270 | $ 25,247,865 | $ 25,651,829 |$ 26,062,252 | $ 26,014,820 | $ 19,036,989 |$ 11,075,525 |$ 10,089,394 | $ 10,256,269 |$ 9,084,480 | $ 9,394,844 | $ 9,569,198 | $ - $ -
TOTAL STREETS AND FREEWAYS $ 3,574,293 |$ 3,499,968 | $ 3,400,138 | $ 3,270,292 |$ 3,103,578 |$ 2,737,327 |$ 2,188,024 |$ 1,646,260 | $ 1,139,411 | $ 638,606 | $ 226,751 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 28,424,564 | $ 28,747,833 | $ 29,051,967 |$ 29,332,544 | $ 29,118,398 | $ 21,774,316 | $ 13,263,549 | $ 11,735,654 | $ 11,395,680 |$ 9,723,086 | $ 9,621,595 |$ 9,569,198 | $ - $ -
E. TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT AND MANA
I. Transportation Demand Management
$ 989,362 | $ 1,005,192 |$ 1,021,275|$ 1,037615|$ 1,054438 |$ 1,071,753 | $ 1,089,396 |$ 1,107,372 |$ 1,125,688 | $ 1,211,264 |$ 1,252,646 |$ 1,275,893 | $ - $ -
224 |Transportation Demand Management $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 989,362 |$ 1,005,192 |$ 1,021,275 |$ 1,037,615 |$ 1,054438|$ 1,071,753 | $ 1,089,396 |$ 1,107,372 |$ 1,125,688 |$ 1,211,264 |$ 1,252,646 |$ 1,275,893 | $ - $ -
Il. Transportation, Land Use, and Commu
$ 2,253,547 |$ 2,289,604 |$ 2,326,237 |$ 2,363,456 |$ 2,401,774 |$ 2,441,215 |$ 2,481,402 |$ 2,522,348 | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
225 [Neighborhood Transportation Program | $ 297,918 | $ 292,032 | $ 283,996 | $ 273,429 | $ 260,865 | $ 247,563 | $ 233,220 | $ 216,396 | $ 146,192 | $ 81,724 | $ 28,761 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 2,551,465 |$ 2,581,636 |$ 2,610,234 |$ 2,636,885 |$ 2,662,640 |$ 2,688,778 |$ 2,714,621 |$ 2,738,744 | $ 146,192 | $ 81,724 | $ 28,761 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 2308512 |$ 2,345,448 |$ 2,382975|$ 2,421,101 |$ 2,460,354 |$ 2,500,756 |$ 2,541,924 |$ 2,583,869 |$ 2,626,606 | $ 2,826,283 |$ 2,922,840 | $ 2,977,084 | $ - $ -
226 |Equity Priority Transportation Program | § - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ . $ - $ - $ - $ .
$ 2308512 |$ 2,345,448 | $ 2,382,975 |% 2,421,101 |$ 2,460,354 |$ 2,500,756 |$ 2,541,924 |$ 2,583,869 |$ 2,626,606 |$ 2,826,283 | $ 2,922,840 | $ 2,977,084 | $ - $ -
$ 1,099,291 |$ 1,116,880 | $ 1,134,750 |$ 1,152,905 |$ 1,171,597 | $ 1,190,836 |$ 1,210,440 |$ 1,230414 |$ 1,250,765 |$ 1,345,849 |$ 1,391,829 |$ 1,417,659 |$ - $ -
227 |Development-Oriented Transportation | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 1,099,291 |$ 1,116,880 |% 1,134,750 | $ 1,152905|$ 1,171,597 |$ 1,190,836 |$ 1,210,440 | $ 1,230414 |$ 1,250,765 |$% 1,345,849 | $ 1,391,829 |$ 1,417,659 | $ - $ -
$ 549,646 | $ 558,440 | $ 567,375 | $ 576,453 | $ 585,799 | $ 595,418 | $ 605,220 | $ 615,207 | $ 625,382 | $ 672,924 | $ 695,914 | $ 708,829 | $ - $ -
228 |Citywide / Modal Planning $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 549,646 | $ 558,440 | $ 567,375 | $ 576,453 | $ 585,799 | $ 595,418 | $ 605,220 | $ 615,207 | $ 625,382 | $ 672,924 | $ 695,914 | $ 708,829 | $ - $ -
T A G ST G T B ST LG S I AT $ 7,200,358|$% 7,315,563 |$ 7,432,612 |$ 7,551,531 |$ 7,673,962 |$ 7,799,978 |$ 7,928,381 |$ 8,059,211 ($ 5,628,441 |9% 6,056,320 |$% 6,263,230 |$ 6,379,465 | $ - $ -
MANAGEMENT $ 297,918 | $ 292,032 | $ 283,996 | $ 273,429 | $ 260,865 | $ 247,563 | $ 233,220 | $ 216,396 | $ 146,192 | $ 81,724 | $ 28,761 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 7,498,276 |$ 7,607,595|%$ 7,716,608 |$ 7,824,960 ($ 7,934,827 |$ 8,047,541 |9% 8,161,601 ($ 8,275,607 |$ 5,774,633 |$ 6,138,044 ($ 6,291,991 |$ 6,379,465 | $ - $ -
$ 75,605,600 |$% 76,367,279 |% 76,005,340 |$ 75,909,810 ($ 78,234,933 |$ 70,995,710 | $ 63,379,268 [ $ 61,744,678 |$ 67,705,658 | $ 68,012,432 |$ 69,037,782 |$ 69,613,795 | $ - $ -
TOTAL PROP L STRATEGIC PLAN $ 18,393,422 |$ 16,768,240 | $ 15,066,205 |$ 13,305,387 | $ 11,524,796 |$ 9,632,878 |9% 7,662,277 |$ 5,677,888 |% 3,785,110 |$ 2,023,470 | $ 625,061 | $ 3,304 | $ - $ -
$ 93,999,022 |$ 93,135,519 |$ 91,071,546 | $ 89,215,197 | $ 89,759,729 |$ 80,628,587 |$ 71,041,545 |$ 67,422,566 ($ 71,490,768 |$ 70,035,901 |$ 69,662,843 |$ 69,617,099 | $ - $ -
Prop. K Related Programmin 3 - 3 . 3 . 3 ; 3 - 3 . 3 ; 3 . 3 . 3 . 3 - 3 ; 3 - 3 .
OP- g 9 '$ 15,165,142 |$ 14,841,781 |$ 14,410,813 |$ 13,853,274 |$ 13,195,991 |$ 12,502,410 $ 11,758,260 10,892,150 [$ 9,791,678 |$ 8,410,568 |$ 6,508,977 |$ 1,831,215 ( $ - $ -
(since 7/1/22) '$ 15,165,142 [$ 14,841,781 |$ 14,410,813 [$§ 13,853,274 | $ 13,195,991 [$ 12,502,410 |$§ 11,758,260 [$ 10,892,150 | $§ 9,791,678 [$ 8,410,568 |$§ 6,508,977 [$ 1,831,215 $ - |$ -




Attachment 5B:

Amended 2023 Strategic Plan Baseline Cashflow’
Pending November 2023 Board Action

Percent of Available

I\IIEoP EP Line ltem T°ta:::l“’3;'ab'e Funds Spent on Total Programming & Interest Costs FY2022/23 FY2023/24 FY2024/25 FY2025/26 FY2026/27 FY2027/28 FY2028/29 FY2029/30 FY2030/31 FY2031/32 FY2032/33 FY2033/34 FY2034/35 FY2035/36 FY2036/37 FY2037/38 FY2038/39
. Financing
A. MAJOR CAPITAL PROJECTS
I. Muni
Muni Reliabili d Effici Programming| $ 151,869,315 | $ - $ 1,156,434 | $ 2,312,868 | $ 2,312,868 | $ 2,312,868 | $ 2,312,868 | $ 5,077,443 | $ 5,158,682 | $ 5,241,220 | $ 5,322,316 | $ 5,410,280 | $ 5,496,844 | $ 5,584,793 | $ 5,674,149 | $ 5,764,935 | $ 5,857,174 | $ 5,950,888
201 Im“p“r'ov‘::e;t':y and Efficiency $ 152,133,731 0.00% Interest Costs| $ K - s - |s - s - s - s - s Rk - s - s - s K - s - s - |s - s - s i
Total | $ 151,869,315 | $ - $ 1,156,434 | $ 2,312,868 | $ 2,312,868 | $ 2,312,868 | $ 2,312,868 | $ 5,077,443 | $ 5,158,682 | $ 5,241,220 | $ 5,322,316 | $ 5,410,280 | $ 5,496,844 | $ 5,584,793 | $ 5,674,149 | $ 5,764,935 | $ 5,857,174 | $ 5,950,888
Programming| $ 69,031,507 | $ - $ 525,652 | $ 1,051,304 | $ 1,051,304 | $ 1,051,304 | $ 1,051,304 | $ 2,307,929 | $ 2,344,855 | $ 2,382,373 | $ 2,419,234 | $ 2,459,218 | $ 2,498,565 | $ 2,538,542 | $ 2,579,159 | $ 2,620,425 | $ 2,662,352 | $ 2,704,949
202 |Muni Rail Core Capacity $ 69,151,696 0.00% Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 69,031,507 | $ - $ 525,652 | $ 1,051,304 | $ 1,051,304 | $ 1,051,304 | $ 1,051,304 | $ 2,307,929 | $ 2,344,855 | $ 2,382,373 | $ 2,419,234 | $ 2,459,218 | $ 2,498,565 | $ 2,538,542 ( $ 2,579,159 | $ 2,620,425 | $ 2,662,352 (| $ 2,704,949
Il. BART
Programming | $ 90,296,000 | $ - $ - $ - $ 27,128,000 |$ 8,168,000 | $ - $ - $ 55,000,000 | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
203 |BART Core Capacity $ 138,303,392 28.17% Interest Costs| $ 38,961,534 | $ - $ - $ - $ 498,872 | $ 738,771 | $ 1,051,070 | $ 946,501 | $ 2,574,390 | $ 2,565,805 | $ 3,133,992 | $ 2,968,630 | $ 2,775,207 | $ 3,146,075 | $ 2,792,533 | $ 2,552,277 | $ 2,308,135 ( $ 2,075,091
Total | $ 129,257,534 | $ - $ - $ - $ 27,626,872 | $ 8,906,771 | $ 1,051,070 | $ 946,501 | $ 57,574,390 | $ 2,565,805 | $ 3,133,992 | $ 2,968,630 | $ 2,775,207 | $ 3,146,075 | $ 2,792,533 | $ 2,552,277 | $ 2,308,135 | $ 2,075,091
lll. Caltrain
Programming| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Caltrain Service Vision: Capital System . 9 9
204 Capacity Investments $ - #DIV/0! Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Caltrain D ‘ Rail Extensi d Programming| $ 300,000,000 | $ - $ - $ 10,000,000 | $ 15,000,000 | $ 25,000,000 | $ 40,000,000 |$ 40,000,000 | $ 40,000,000 |$ 40,000,000 | $ 40,000000 | $ 25000000  $ - $ - $ 25,000,000 | $ - $ - $ -
205 P:n;:;:va:‘i';'kﬁg:m::‘t xiensionanc | ¢ 414,910,176 27.93% Interest Costs| $ 115,889,073 | $ K K - |$  145600|$ 672,132 |$ 2,394,487 |$ 3,700,769 |$ 4,104,816 |$ 5285878 |$ 8,059,522 |$ 8,640,092 |$ 8,058325|$ 9,111,058 |$ 9,200,870 |$ 8,475794|$ 7,734,805 |$ 7,027,617
Total | $ 415,889,073 | $ - $ - $ 10,000,000 | $ 15,145,600 | $ 25,672,132 | $ 42,394,487 | $ 43,700,769 | $ 44,104,816 | $ 45,285,878 | $ 48,059,522 | $ 33,640,092 | $ 8,058,325 | $ 9,111,058 | $ 34,200,870 | $ 8,475,794 | $ 7,734,805 | $ 7,027,617
Programming | $ 611,196,821 | $ - $ 1,682,086 | $ 13,364,172 | $ 45,492,172 | $ 36,532,172 | $ 43,364,172 |$ 47,385,371 | $ 102,503,537 | $ 47,623,593 |$ 47,741,550 | $ 32,869,498 | $ 7,995,410 | $ 8,123,336 | $ 33,253,308 | $ 8,385,361 | $ 8,519,526 | $ 8,655,838
TOTAL MAJOR CAPITAL PROJECTS $ 774,498,996 19.99% Interest Costs | $ 154,850,607 | $ - $ - $ - $ 644,472 | $ 1,410,903 | $ 3,445,557 | $ 4,647,270 | $ 6,679,206 | $ 7,851,683 | $ 11,193,513 |$ 11,608,723 ($ 10,833,532 ($ 12,257,134 |$ 11,993,404 |$ 11,028,071 |$ 10,042,940 | $ 9.102,709
Total | $ 766,047,428 | $ - $ 1,682,086 | $ 13,364,172 | $ 46,136,643 | $ 37,943,075 | $ 46,809,729 | $ 52,032,642 | $ 109,182,743 | $ 55,475,276 | $ 58,935,063 | $ 44,478,221 | $ 18,828,942 | $ 20,380,469 | $ 45,246,712 |$ 19,413,431 |$ 18,562,466 |$ 17,758,546
B. TRANSIT MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENTS
I. Transit Maintenance, Rehabilitation, and Replacement
Programming| $ 788,000,000 | $ - $ - $ 42,000,000 | $ 27,000,000 $ 30,000000|%$ 30000000 |% 32000000 | $ 35000000 $ 35000000 $ 35000000 $ 32000000 $ 30,000000($ 30,000000($ 20,000000(|$ 15,000000($ 20,000,000($ 23,000,000
206 |Muni Maintenance $ 1,084,298,594 1.45% Interest Costs| $ 15,724,115 | $ - $ - $ 333,417 | $ 476,347 | $ 913,791 | $ 1,951,074 | $ 1,948,127 | $ 1,628,727 | $ 1,654,069 | $ 2,038,003 | $ 1,791,872 | $ 1,423,395 | $ 1,266,690 | $ 298,604 | $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 803,724,115 | $ - $ - $ 42,333,417 |$ 27,476,347 | $ 30,913,791 | $ 31,951,074 | $ 33,948,127 | $ 36,628,727 | $ 36,654,069 |$ 37,038,003 | $ 33,791,872 | $ 31,423,395 |$ 31,266,690 |$ 20,298,604 |$ 15,000,000($ 20,000,000 $ 23,000,000
Programming| $ 36,515,621 | $ - |$ 3,262,238 |$ 9,262,762 | $ - s - | % - |$ 1615550|$ 1,641,399 |$ 1,667,661 |$ 1,693,464 |$% 1,721,453 |$ 1,748996 |$ 1,776,980 ($ 1,805411|$ 1,834,298 ($ 1,863,646 |$ 1,893,464
207 |BART Maintenance $ 48,406,187 22.44% Interest Costs| $ 10,863,769 | $ - $ 99,636 | $ 411,747 | $ 259,465 | $ 279,279 | $ 399,719 | $ 433,818 | $ 375,097 | $ 398,926 | $ 521,508 | $ 530,162 | $ 533,581 | $ 653,610 | $ 629,134 | $ 626,306 | $ 620,201 | $ 614,467
Total | $ 47,379,390 | $ - $ 3,361,874 | $ 9,674,509 | $ 259,465 | $ 279,279 | $ 399,719 | $ 2,049,368 | $ 2,016,496 | $ 2,066,587 | $ 2,214,972 | $ 2,251,615 | $ 2,282,577 | $ 2,430,589 | $ 2,434,545 | $ 2,460,604 | $ 2,483,848 | $ 2,507,931
Programming| $ 115,002,000 | $ - $ 1,776,000 | $ 4,826,000 | $ 4,700,000 | $ 5,500,000 | $ 5,700,000 | $ 7,500,000 | $ 5,000,000 | $ 5,000,000 | $ 5,000,000 | $ 5,000,000 | $ 5,000,000 | $ 5,000,000 | $ 5,000,000 | $ 5,000,000 | $ 5,000,000 | $ 5,000,000
208 |Caltrain Maintenance $ 138,303,392 11.91% Interest Costs| $ 16,478,578 | $ - $ - $ 88,486 | $ 121,786 | $ 232,058 | $ 502,147 | $ 667,037 | $ 588,017 | $ 634,251 | $ 837,013 | $ 855,035 | $ 861,207 | $ 1,051,744 | $ 1,005,750 | $ 991,380 | $ 968,947 | $ 944,534
Total | $ 131,480,578 | $ - $ 1,776,000 | $ 4,914,486 | $ 4,821,786 | $ 5,732,058 | $ 6,202,147 | $ 8,167,037 | $ 5,588,017 | $ 5,634,251 | $ 5,837,013 | $ 5,855,035 | $ 5,861,207 | $ 6,051,744 | $ 6,005,750 | $ 5,991,380 | $ 5,968,947 | $ 5,944,534
Programming| $ 6,903,064 | $ - $ - $ 157,000 | $ 105,000 | $ 105,000 | $ 106,000 | $ 230,793 | $ 234,486 | $ 238,237 | $ 241,923 | $ 245,922 | $ 249,857 | $ 253,854 | $ 257,916 | $ 262,043 | $ 266,235 | $ 270,495
209 |Ferry Maintenance $ 6,915,170 0.00% Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 6,903,064 | $ - $ - $ 157,000 | $ 105,000 | $ 105,000 | $ 106,000 | $ 230,793 | $ 234,486 | $ 238,237 | $ 241,923 | $ 245,922 | $ 249,857 | $ 253,854 | $ 257,916 | $ 262,043 | $ 266,235 | $ 270,495
Il. Transit Enhancements
Programming| $ 40,038,274 | $ - $ 304,878 | $ 609,756 | $ 609,756 | $ 609,756 | $ 609,756 | $ 1,338,599 | $ 1,360,016 | $ 1,381,776 | $ 1,403,156 | $ 1,426,347 | $ 1,449,168 | $ 1,472,355 | $ 1,495,912 | $ 1,519,847 | $ 1,544,164 | $ 1,568,871
210 |Transit Enhancements $ 40,107,984 0.00% Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 40,038,274 | $ - $ 304,878 | $ 609,756 | $ 609,756 | $ 609,756 | $ 609,756 | $ 1,338,599 | $ 1,360,016 | $ 1,381,776 | $ 1,403,156 | $ 1,426,347 | $ 1,449,168 | $ 1,472,355 | $ 1,495,912 | $ 1,519,847 | $ 1,544,164 | $ 1,568,871
Programming| $ 30,069,671 | $ - $ - $ 2,886,000 | $ 2,122,000 | $ 1,722,000 | $ - $ 2,046,281 | $ 2,066,222 | $ 1,486,481 | $ 1,306,387 | $ 1,327,978 | $ 1,349,225 | $ 1,370,813 | $ 1,392,746 | $ 1,415,030 | $ 1,437,670 | $ 1,460,673
211 |Bayview Caltrain Station $ 37,341,916 16.71% Interest Costs| $ 6,241,477 | $ - $ - $ 64,630 | $ 80,737 | $ 124,220 | $ 168,081 | $ 216,238 | $ 214,979 | $ 235,871 | $ 308,431 | $ 313,628 | $ 315,728 | $ 386,843 | $ 372,443 | $ 370,852 | $ 367,317 | $ 363,998
Total | $ 36,311,148 | $ - $ - $ 2,950,630 | $ 2,202,737 | $ 1,846,220 | $ 168,081 | $ 2,262,519 | $ 2,281,200 | $ 1,722,353 | $ 1,614,818 | $ 1,641,606 | $ 1,664,954 | $ 1,757,656 | $ 1,765,189 | $ 1,785,882 | $ 1,804,987 | $ 1,824,671
Programming| $ 6,903,151 | $ - $ 52,565 | $ 105,130 | $ 105,130 | $ 105,130 | $ 105,130 | $ 230,793 | $ 234,486 | $ 238,237 | $ 241,923 | $ 245,922 | $ 249,857 | $ 253,854 | $ 257,916 | $ 262,043 | $ 266,235 | $ 270,495
212 |Mission Bay Ferry Landing $ 6,915,170 0.00% Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 6,903,151 | $ - $ 52,565 | $ 105,130 | $ 105,130 | $ 105,130 | $ 105,130 | $ 230,793 | $ 234,486 | $ 238,237 | $ 241,923 | $ 245,922 | $ 249,857 | $ 253,854 | $ 257,916 | $ 262,043 | $ 266,235 | $ 270,495
Programming| $ 30,373,863 | $ - $ 231,287 | $ 462,574 | $ 462,574 | $ 462,574 | $ 462,574 | $ 1,015,489 | $ 1,031,736 | $ 1,048,244 | $ 1,064,463 | $ 1,082,056 | $ 1,099,369 | $ 1,116,959 | $ 1,134,830 | $ 1,152,987 | $ 1,171,435 | $ 1,190,178
213 |Next Generation Transit Investments $ 30,426,746 0.00% Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 30,373,863 | $ - $ 231,287 | $ 462,574 | $ 462,574 | $ 462,574 | $ 462,574 | $ 1,015,489 | $ 1,031,736 | $ 1,048,244 | $ 1,064,463 | $ 1,082,056 | $ 1,099,369 | $ 1,116,959 | $ 1,134,830 | $ 1,152,987 | $ 1,171,435 | $ 1,190,178
Programming | $ 1,053,805,644 | $ - $ 5,626,968 | $ 60,309,222 |$ 35,104,460 | $ 38,504,460 | $ 36,983,460 |$ 45,977,504 | $ 46,568,344 | $ 46,060,637 |$ 45,951,317 | $ 43,049,677 | $ 41,146,471 |$ 41,244,814 | $ 31,344,731 |$ 26,446,246 |$ 31,549,386 | $ 34,654,175
TOTAL TRANSIT MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENTS $ 1,392,715,158 3.54% Interest Costs | $ 49,307,939 | $ - $ 99,636 | $ 898,280 | $ 938,334 | $ 1,549,348 | $ 3,021,021 | $ 3,265,220 | $ 2,806,820 | $ 2,923,117 | $ 3,704,955 | $ 3,490,697 | $ 3,133,911 | $ 3,358,886 | $ 2,305,931 | $ 1,988,539 | $ 1,956,466 | $ 1,922,999
Total [ $ 1,103,113,583 | $ - $ 5,726,604 | $ 61,207,502 | $ 36,042,794 | $ 40,053,808 | $ 40,004,481 | $ 49,242,725 | $ 49,375,163 | $ 48,983,754 | $ 49,656,272 | $ 46,540,374 |$ 44,280,383 |$ 44,603,701 | $ 33,650,662 |$ 28,434,785|9% 33,505,851 |$ 36,577,174
C. PARATRANSIT
Programming| $ 234,048,020 | $ - $ 9,835,000 | $ 13,408,000 | $ 13,809,000 | $ 14,225,000 | $ 14,651,000 | $ 15,089,931 | $ 15,543,269 |$ 16,009,567 | $ 16,489,854 | $ 16,984,550 | $ 17,494,086 | % 18,018,909 ($ 18,559,476 | $ 19,116,260 | $ 12,314,119 | $ 2,500,000
214 |Paratransit $ 313,948,700 22.34% Interest Costs| $ 70,133,535 | $ - $ 199,644 | $ 513,052 | $ 561,788 | $ 902,671 | $ 1,787,043 | $ 2,134,447 | $ 2,016,976 | $ 2,331,598 | $ 3,297,150 | $ 3,607,487 | $ 3,890,799 | $ 5,088,205 | $ 5,208,848 | $ 5,497,273 | $ 5,451,994 | $ 5,018,531
Total | $ 304,181,555 | $ - $ 10,034,644 | $ 13,921,052 | $ 14,370,788 | $ 15,127,671 | $ 16,438,043 | $ 17,224,377 | $ 17,560,245 | $ 18,341,165 | $ 19,787,004 | $ 20,592,037 |$ 21,384,885 |$ 23,107,113 |$ 23,768,324 |$ 24,613,533 |$ 17,766,113 | $ 7,518,531
Programming | $ 234,048,020 | $ - $ 9,835,000 | $ 13,408,000 | $ 13,809,000 | $ 14,225,000 | $ 14,651,000 (| $ 15,089,931 | $ 15,543,269 | $ 16,009,567 | $ 16,489,854 | $ 16,984,550 |$ 17,494,086 | % 18,018,909 ($ 18,559,476 | $ 19,116,260 | $ 12,314,119 | $ 2,500,000
TOTAL PARATRANSIT $ 313,948,700 22.34% Interest Costs | $ 70,133,535 | $ - $ 199,644 | $ 513,052 | $ 561,788 | $ 902,671 | $ 1,787,043 | $ 2,134,447 | $ 2,016,976 | $ 2,331,598 | $ 3,297,150 | $ 3,607,487 | $ 3,890,799 | $ 5,088,205 | $ 5,208,848 | $ 5,497,273 | $ 5,451,994 | $ 5,018,531
Total | $ 304,181,555 | $ - $ 10,034,644 | $ 13,921,052 | $ 14,370,788 | $ 15,127,671 | $ 16,438,043 |$ 17,224,377 | $ 17,560,245 |$ 18,341,165 |$ 19,787,004 | $ 20,592,037 |$ 21,384,885 |$ 23,107,113 |$ 23,768,324 |$ 24,613,533 |$ 17,766,113 | $ 7,518,531
D. STREETS AND FREEWAYS
I. Maintenance, Rehabilitation, and Replacement
Strect Resurfaci Rehabilitati d Programming| $ 144,966,345 | $ - $ 400,000 | $ 2,440,000 | $ 1,575,000 | $ 2,000,000 | $ 1,700,000 | $ 5,966,650 | $ 5,624,196 | $ 5,002,983 | $ 5,080,392 | $ 5,164,358 | $ 5,246,988 ($ 5,330,939 | $ 5,416,234 | $ 5,502,893 | $ 5,590,939 ($ 5,680,393
ree es acing, kehapillitation an
215 Maintenanuce 9 $ 145,218,562 0.00% Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 144,966,345 | $ - $ 400,000 | $ 2,440,000 | $ 1,575,000 | $ 2,000,000 | $ 1,700,000 | $ 5,966,650 | $ 5,624,196 | $ 5,002,983 | $ 5,080,392 | $ 5,164,358 | $ 5,246,988 | $ 5,330,939 | $ 5,416,234 | $ 5,502,893 | $ 5,590,939 | $ 5,680,393
Pedestri d Bicvele Faciliti Programming| $ 22,735,554 | $ - $ 155,000 | $ 878,000 | $ 912,000 | $ 990,000 | $ 1,107,000 | $ 1,441,013 | $ 891,045 | $ 905,302 | $ 919,309 | $ 934,503 | $ 949,455 ( $ 964,646 | $ 980,080 | $ 995,762 | $ 1,011,694 | $ 1,027,881
216 Meai::e:::;“ Icycle Faciiities $ 26,277,644 11.35% Interest Costs| $ 2,982,870 | $ - s - s 8,639 | $ 18,094 | $ 36,791 | $ 85,152 | $ 116,291 | $ 100,641 | $ 107,130 | $ 140,173 | $ 142,619 | $ 143,657 | $ 176,113 | $ 169,649 | $ 169,013 | $ 167,487 | $ 166,056
Total | $ 25,718,424 | $ - s 155,000 | $ 886,639 | $ 930,094 | $ 1,026,791 |$ 1,192,152 |$ 1,557,303 | $ 991,686 |$ 1,012,432 |$ 1,059,482 |$ 1,077,122 |$ 1,093,112 |$ 1,140,759 ($ 1,149,730 |$ 1,164,775|$ 1,179,181 |$ 1,193,937




Attachment 5B:

Amended 2023 Strategic Plan Baseline Cashflow’
Pending November 2023 Board Action

EP Total Available Percent of Available
No EP Line Item Funds Funds Spent on Total Programming & Interest Costs FY2022/23 FY2023/24 FY2024/25 FY2025/26 FY2026/27 FY2027/28 FY2028/29 FY2029/30 FY2030/31 FY2031/32 FY2032/33 FY2033/34 FY2034/35 FY2035/36 FY2036/37 FY2037/38 FY2038/39
. Financing
Programming| $ 103,762,091 | $ - $ 550,000 | $ 2,150,000 | $ 7,211,000 | $ 10,747,000 | $ 5,036,000 | $ 5,901,271 | $ 4,270,739 |$ 4,288,271 |$ 4,354,622 | $ 4,426,593 |$ 4,497,418 |$ 4,569,376 |$ 4,642,486 |% 4,716,765 |% 4,792,233 ($ 4,868,909
217 |Traffic Signs & Signals Maintenance $ 124,473,053 16.14% Interest Costs| $ 20,089,358 | $ - $ - $ - $ 101,450 | $ 355,838 | $ 674,154 | $ 805,562 | $ 698,505 | $ 743,126 | $ 971,794 | $ 988,231 | $ 994,909 ($ 1,219,076 |$ 1,173,763 |$ 1,168,814 |$ 1,157,735 |$% 1,147,334
Total | $ 123,851,449 | $ - $ 550,000 | $ 2,150,000 | $ 7,312,450 | $ 11,102,838 |$ 5,710,154 |$ 6,706,833 | $ 4,969,245 |$ 5,031,397 |$ 5,326,416 |$ 5,414,824 |$ 5,492,327 ($ 5,788,452 |$% 5,816,249 |9$%$ 5,885579($ 5,949,968 |$ 6,016,243
Il. Safer and Complete Streets
Programming| $ 179,114,586 | $ - $ 150,000 | $ 4,273,000 | $ 6,805,000 | $ 8,099,000 | $ 9,189,000 | $ 12,947,253 |$ 12,836,858 | $ 11,280,248 |$ 9,311,169 |$ 8,432,501 |$ 7,551,421 |$ 7,672,245|%$ 7,795,002 |$ 7,919,722 |$ 8,046,439 ($ 8,175,182
218 |Safer and Complete Streets $ 210,221,156 14.59% Interest Costs| $ 30,673,469 | $ - $ - $ - $ 39,299 | $ 177,580 | $ 515,144 | $ 809,995 | $ 900,402 | $ 1,102,967 | $ 1,531,010 $ 1,599,035|$%$ 1,608,049 |$ 1,968,229 |$ 1,893,084|$%$ 1,883,184 |$ 1,863,488 |$ 1,844,965
Total | $ 209,788,056 | $ - $ 150,000 | $ 4,273,000 | $ 6,844,299 |$ 8,276,580 | $ 9,704,144 | $ 13,757,248 |$ 13,737,260 | $ 12,383,215 |$ 10,842,179 |$ 10,031,536 |$ 9,159470|$ 9,640,474 |$ 9,688,086|$% 9,802,906 |% 9,909,926 |$ 10,020,147
Programming| $ 36,586,133 | $ - $ - $ 925,000 | $ 1,100,000 | $ 1,205,000 | $ 1,212,000 | $ 2,213,599 | $ 1,360,016 | $ 1,381,776 | $ 1,403,156 | $ 1,426,347 | $ 1,449,168 | $ 1,472,355 | $ 1,495,912 | $ 1,519,847 | $ 1,544,164 | $ 1,568,871
219 |Curb Ramps $ 40,107,984 6.53% Interest Costs| $ 2,620,052 | $ - $ - $ - $ 4,690 | $ 21,465 | $ 57,334 | $ 99,333 | $ 86,087 | $ 91,765 | $ 120,232 | $ 122,490 | $ 123,537 | $ 151,634 | $ 146,241 | $ 145,859 | $ 144,703 | $ 143,621
Total | $ 39,206,185 | $ - $ - $ 925,000 | $ 1,104,690 | $ 1,226,465 | $ 1,269,334 | $ 2,312,931 | $ 1,446,103 | $ 1,473,541 | $ 1,523,388 | $ 1,548,837 | $ 1,572,705 | $ 1,623,988 | $ 1,642,153 | $ 1,665,706 | $ 1,688,867 | $ 1,712,492
Programming| $ 23,403,301 | $ - $ 250,000 | $ 1,012,500 |$ 1,062,500 | $ 1,115,000 | $ 1,175,000 | $ 1,838,171 | $ 937,942 | $ 952,949 | $ 967,694 | $ 983,687 | $ 999,426 ($ 1,015,417 |$ 1,031,664 |$ 1,048,170 |($ 1,064,941 |$ 1,081,980
220 |Tree Planting $ 27,660,678 13.88% Interest Costs| $ 3,838,737 | $ - $ - $ 15,560 | $ 25,854 | $ 48,542 | $ 105,119 | $ 152,729 | $ 132,129 | $ 140,599 | $ 183,901 | $ 187,049 | $ 188,349 | $ 230,830 | $ 222,291 | $ 221,393 | $ 219,332 | $ 217,398
Total | $ 27,242,038 | $ - $ 250,000 | $ 1,028,060 | $ 1,088,354 |$ 1,163,542 | $ 1,280,119 |$ 1,990,900 $ 1,070,071 |$ 1,093,548 |$ 1,151,595 |$ 1,170,736 |$ 1,187,775 ($ 1,246,247 |$ 1,253,954 |$ 1,269,563 ($ 1,284,273 |$ 1,299,377
lll. Freeway Safety and Operational Improvements
Programming| $ 8,644,347 | $ - $ 100,000 | $ 1,025,000 | $ 920,000 | $ 295,000 | $ 100,000 | $ 369,269 | $ 375,177 | $ 381,180 | $ 387,078 | $ 393,475 | $ 399,770 | $ 406,167 | $ 412,665 | $ 419,268 | $ 425,976 | $ 432,792
221 |Vision Zero Ramps $ 11,064,271 16.87% Interest Costs| $ 1,866,296 | $ - $ - $ 29,113 | $ 37,606 | $ 46,776 | $ 69,172 | $ 75,095 | $ 64,949 | $ 69,094 | $ 90,351 | $ 91,874 | $ 92,491 | $ 113,325 | $ 109,107 | $ 108,642 | $ 107,608 | $ 106,637
Total | $ 10,510,643 | $ - $ 100,000 | $ 1,054,113 | $ 957,606 | $ 341,776 | $ 169,172 | $ 444,364 | $ 440,126 | $ 450,274 | $ 477,428 | $ 485,349 | $ 492,261 | $ 519,491 | $ 521,773 | $ 527,910 | $ 533,584 | $ 539,429
Programming| $ 13,806,301 | $ - $ 105,130 | $ 210,261 | $ 210,261 | $ 210,261 | $ 210,261 | $ 461,586 | $ 468,971 | $ 476,475 | $ 483,847 | $ 491,844 | $ 499,713 | $ 507,708 | $ 515,832 | $ 524,085 $ 532,470 | $ 540,990
222 |Managed Lanes and Express Bus $ 13,830,339 0.00% Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 13,806,301 | $ - $ 105,130 | $ 210,261 | $ 210,261 | $ 210,261 | $ 210,261 | $ 461,586 | $ 468,971 | $ 476,475 | $ 483,847 | $ 491,844 | $ 499,713 | $ 507,708 | $ 515,832 | $ 524,085 | $ 532,470 | $ 540,990
T ‘ tive F d Mai Programming| $ 27,612,603 | $ - $ 210,261 | $ 420,521 | $ 420,521 | $ 420,521 | $ 420,521 | $ 923,171 | $ 937,942 | $ 952,949 | $ 967,694 | $ 983,687 | $ 999,426 | $ 1,015,417 | $ 1,031,664 | $ 1,048,170 | $ 1,064,941 | $ 1,081,980
223 S::‘:est ::Tjaegse reeway and ajor $ 27,660,678 0.00% Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 27,612,603 | $ - $ 210,261 | $ 420,521 | $ 420,521 | $ 420,521 | $ 420,521 | $ 923,171 | $ 937,942 | $ 952,949 | $ 967,694 | $ 983,687 | $ 999,426 |$ 1,015,417 |$ 1,031,664 |$ 1,048,170|$ 1,064,941 |$ 1,081,980
Programming | $ 560,631,262 | $ - $ 1,920,391 |$ 13,334,282 | $ 20,216,282 |$ 25,081,782 | $ 20,149,782 |$ 32,061,983 | $ 27,702,886 | $ 25,622,132 |$ 23,874,960 | $ 23,236,995 |$ 22,592,786 |$ 22,954,270 | $ 23,321,538 |$ 23,694,682 ($ 24,073,797 | $ 24,458,977
TOTAL STREETS AND FREEWAYS $ 626,514,366 9.91% Interest Costs | $ 62,070,782 | $ - $ - $ 53,312 | $ 226,993 | $ 686,992 | $ 1,506,075 |$ 2,059,005 |$ 1,982,714 |$ 2,254,682 |%$ 3,037,460 | $ 3,131,298 |$ 3,150,992|$ 3,859,207 |$ 3,714,136 |9$ 3,696,905($ 3,660,353 |$ 3,626,011
Total | $ 622,702,043 | $ - $ 1,920,391 | $ 13,387,595 | $ 20,443,275 |$ 25,768,774 | $ 21,655,857 |$ 34,120,988 | $ 29,685,601 | $ 27,876,814 | $ 26,912,420 | $ 26,368,293 |$ 25,743,778 ($ 26,813,477 |$ 27,035,674 |$ 27,391,587 | $ 27,734,150 | $ 28,084,988
E. TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT AND MANAGEMENT
I. Transportation Demand Management
Programming| $ 24,851,342 | $ - $ 189,235 | $ 378,469 | $ 378,469 | $ 378,469 | $ 378,469 | $ 830,854 | $ 844,148 | $ 857,654 | $ 870,924 | $ 885,319 | $ 899,484 | $ 913,875 | $ 928,497 | $ 943,353 | $ 958,447 | $ 973,782
224 |Transportation Demand Management | $ 24,894,611 0.00% Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 24,851,342 | $ - $ 189,235 | $ 378,469 | $ 378,469 | $ 378,469 | $ 378,469 | $ 830,854 | $ 844,148 | $ 857,654 | $ 870,924 | $ 885,319 | $ 899,484 | $ 913,875 | $ 928,497 | $ 943,353 | $ 958,447 | $ 973,782
Il. Transportation, Land Use, and Community Coordination
Programming| $ 50,344,018 | $ - $ 1355000($ 3,895000|% 2,125,000 | $ 1,125,000 | $ 200,000 | $ 1,892,501 |$ 1,922,781 |$ 1,953,546 |9% 1,983,772 |$ 2,016,559 |$ 2,048,824 |$ 2,081,605|($ 2,114910|$ 2,148,749 |$ 2,183,129 |$ 2,218,058
225 |Neighborhood Transportation Program | $ 56,704,391 10.35% Interest Costs| $ 5,871,290 | $ - $ 19,441 | $ 130,888 | $ 118,346 | $ 143,532 | $ 193,965 | $ 210,784 | $ 182,481 | $ 194,312 | $ 254,328 | $ 258,849 | $ 260,813 | $ 319,833 | $ 308,183 | $ 307,113 | $ 304,423 ( $ 301,901
Total | $ 56,215,307 | $ - $ 1374441 |$ 4,025,888 | $ 2,243,346 |$ 1,268,532 | $ 393,965 |$ 2,103,285 |$ 2,105,262 |$ 2,147,857 |$ 2,238,100 |$ 2,275,408 | $ 2,309,637 |$ 2,401,438 |9% 2,423,093 |$ 2,455862|% 2,487,551 |$ 2,519,960
Programming| $ 57,986,466 | $ - $ 441,548 | $ 883,095 | $ 883,095 | $ 883,095 | $ 883,095 | $ 1,938,660 | $ 1,969,678 |$ 2,001,193 | $ 2,032,157 |$ 2,065,743 |$ 2,098,795 |$ 2,132,376 |$ 2,166,493 |$ 2,201,157 |$ 2,236,376 |$ 2,272,157
226 |Equity Priority Transportation Program | $ 58,087,425 0.00% Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 57,986,466 | $ - $ 441,548 | $ 883,095 | $ 883,095 | $ 883,095 | $ 883,095 | $ 1,938,660 |$ 1,969,678 |$ 2,001,193 | $ 2,032,157 |$ 2,065,743 |$ 2,098,795 |$ 2,132,376 |$ 2,166,493 |$ 2,201,157 |$ 2,236,376 |$ 2,272,157
Programming| $ 27,612,603 | $ - $ 210,261 | $ 420,521 | $ 420,521 | $ 420,521 | $ 420,521 | $ 923,171 | $ 937,942 | $ 952,949 | $ 967,694 | $ 983,687 | $ 999,426 | $ 1,015,417 | $ 1,031,664 | $ 1,048,170 | $ 1,064,941 | $ 1,081,980
227 |Development-Oriented Transportation | $ 27,660,678 0.00% Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 27,612,603 | $ - $ 210,261 | $ 420,521 | $ 420,521 | $ 420,521 | $ 420,521 | $ 923,171 | $ 937,942 | $ 952,949 | $ 967,694 | $ 983,687 | $ 999,426 |$ 1,015,417 |$ 1,031,664 |$ 1,048,170 |$ 1,064,941 |$ 1,081,980
Programming| $ 13,806,301 | $ - $ 105,130 | $ 210,261 | $ 210,261 | $ 210,261 | $ 210,261 | $ 461,586 | $ 468,971 | $ 476,475 | $ 483,847 | $ 491,844 | $ 499,713 | $ 507,708 | $ 515,832 | $ 524,085 | $ 532,470 | $ 540,990
228 |Citywide / Modal Planning $ 13,830,339 0.00% Interest Costs| $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total | $ 13,806,301 | $ - $ 105,130 | $ 210,261 | $ 210,261 | $ 210,261 | $ 210,261 | $ 461,586 | $ 468,971 | $ 476,475 | $ 483,847 | $ 491,844 | $ 499,713 | $ 507,708 | $ 515,832 | $ 524,085 $ 532,470 | $ 540,990
L AN T TSN G o S T L T Programming | $ 174,600,730 | $ - $ 2301,173|$ 5,787,347 |$ 4,017,347 |$ 3,017,347 |$ 2,092,347 |$ 6,046,773 |$ 6,143,521 |$ 6,241,817 |$ 6,338,394 |$ 6,443,152 |$ 6,546,242 |% 6,650,981 |$ 6,757,396 |9% 6,865,514 |($ 6,975,362 |$% 7,086,967
MANAGEMENT $ 181,177,444 3.24% Interest Costs | $ 5,871,290 | $ . $ 19,441 | $ 130,888 | $ 118,346 | $ 143,532 | $ 193,965 | $ 210,784 | $ 182,481 | $ 194,312 | $ 254,328 | $ 258,849 | $ 260,813 | $ 319,833 | $ 308,183 | $ 307,113 | $ 304,423 | $ 301,901
Total | $ 180,472,020 | $ - $ 2320614 |$ 5,918,234 |$ 4,135,693 |$ 3,160,879 | $ 2,286,312 |$ 6,257,556 | $ 6,326,002 | $ 6,436,128 | $ 6,592,722 | $ 6,702,001 |$ 6,807,055|%$ 6,970,814 |$ 7,065,579 |$ 7,172,627 ($ 7,279,785 |% 7,388,869
Programming | $ 2,634,282,477 | $ - $ 21,365,618 | $ 106,203,022 | $ 118,639,260 | $ 117,360,760 | $ 117,240,760 | $ 146,561,562 | $ 198,461,557 | $ 141,557,745 | $ 140,396,074 | $ 122,583,871 | $ 95,774,994 (| $ 96,992,309 | $ 113,236,449 | $ 84,508,063 | $ 83,432,189 ($ 77,355,957
TOTAL PROP L STRATEGIC PLAN $ 3,288,854,664 10.41% Interest Costs | $ 342,234,152 | $ - $ 318,721 |$ 1,595,533 |$ 2,489,933 |$ 4,693,447 |$ 9,953,662 | $ 12,316,725 | $ 13,668,197 | $ 15,555,392 | $ 21,487,407 | $ 22,097,054 | $ 21,270,048 | $ 24,883,265|% 23,530,503 |$ 22,517,900 |$ 21,416,176 |$ 19,972,151
Total | $ 2,976,516,629 | $ - $ 21,684,339 | $ 107,798,555 | $ 121,129,193 | $ 122,054,207 | $ 127,194,422 | $ 158,878,288 | $ 212,129,754 | $ 157,113,137 | $ 161,883,481 | $ 144,680,926 | $ 117,045,042 ( $ 121,875,574 | $ 136,766,952 | $ 107,025,963 | $ 104,848,365 |$ 97,328,108
o B —— Cashflow [ $ 456,655,766 | $ 70,415,716 | $ 150,116,113 | $ 76,424,753 | $ 101,399,601 | $ 55,331,843 |$ 2,283,466 | $ 674,274 | $ 5,000 | $ 5,000 | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
op. K Related Cashflo
(sri nI:e 7/1/22) W $ 788,730,597 42.10% Interest Costs | $ 332,074,832 |$ 7,214,050 | $ 7,078,301 | $ 8,139,766 |$ 6,863,567 | $ 8,393,153 |$ 11,989,518 | $ 10,954,566 | $ 9,463,353 |$ 10,055,758 | $ 13,134,335 |$ 13,341,196 | $ 13,416,402 | $ 16,421,485 |$ 15,794,534 | $ 15,711,931 | $ 15,547,603 | $ 15,393,052
Total | $ 788,730,597 | $ 77,629,766 | $ 157,194,414 | $ 84,564,519 | $ 108,263,169 | $ 63,724,996 | $ 14,272,984 | $§ 11,628,840 | $ 9,468,353 |$ 10,060,758 |[$§ 13,134,335 |$ 13,341,196 |$ 13,416,402 $ 16,421,485 $ 15,794534 S 15,711,931 $ 15,547,603 [ $ 15,393,052

This table includes FY22/23 Quarters 1-3. Prop L took effect Quarter 4 (April 1, 2023). See Sources and Uses table for Prop L
summary.



Attachment 5B:

Amended 2023 Strategic Plan Baseline Cashflow’
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NEOP EP Line Item FY2039/40 FY2040/41 FY2041/42 FY2042/43 FY2043/44 FY2044/45 FY2045/46 FY2046/47 FY2047/48 FY2048/49 FY2049/50 FY2050/51 FY2051/52 FY2052/53
A. MAJOR CAPITAL PROJECTS
I. Muni
$ 6,046,102 |9$ 6,142,839 (|% 6,241,124($ 6,340,980 ($ 6,443,785 |$ 6,549,600 |$ 6,657,420 |$ 6,767,276 |$ 6,879,205 |% 7,402,169 ($ 7,655,058 |$ 7,797,124 | $ - $ -
Muni Reliability and Efficiency
201 Improvements $ N $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 6,046,102 (% 6,142,839 |$ 6,241,124 |$ 6,340,980 |$ 6,443,785 |$ 6,549,600 ($ 6,657,420 |$ 6,767,276 |$ 6,879,205 |$ 7,402,169 |$ 7,655,058 ($ 7,797,124 | $ - $ -
$ 2,748,228 ($ 2,792,200 |$ 2,836,875 |9% 2,882,264 |$ 2,928993|$% 2,977,091 |$ 3,026,100 |$ 3,076,035 |$ 3,126,911 |$ 3,364,622 |$ 3,479,572 |$ 3,544,147 | $ - $ -
202 [Muni Rail Core Capacity $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 2,748,228 ($ 2,792,200 (|$ 2,836,875 |% 2,882,264 |$% 2,928,993 |$ 2,977,091 |$ 3,026,100 ($ 3,076,035 ($ 3,126,911 |$ 3,364,622 |$ 3,479,572 |$ 3,544,147 | $ - $ -
Il. BART
$ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
203 |[BART Core Capacity $ 1,841,974 |$ 1,608638|% 1,376,953 |9% 1,148,754 | $ 929,972 | $ 727,297 | $ 540,736 | $ 369,125 | $ 213,928 | $ 76,806 | $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 1841974 |($ 1,608,638 |$% 1,376,953 ($ 1,148,754 | $ 929,972 | $ 727,297 | $ 540,736 | $ 369,125 | $ 213,928 | $ 76,806 | $ - $ - $ - $ -
lll. Caltrain
Caltrain Service Vision: Capital System S - S - $ - S - S . S - $ - S - S - S - $ - S - S - S -
204 Capacity Investments 3 - 3 - $ - $ - 3 - 3 - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ N $ ' $ -
$ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Caltrain Downtown Rail Extension and $ - $ - S - $ - $ - $ - $ : S - S - $ - S - $ - S - S -
205 Pennsylvania Alignment $ 6,316,384 (% 5,599,523 |$ 4,882,004 |$ 4,168,346 |% 3,477,739 |$ 2,833,564 ($ 2,235,093 |$%$ 1,675,115 |%$ 1,152,162 | $ 668,809 | $ 265,265 | $ 3,304 | $ - $ -
$ 6,316,384 |$% 5,599,523 |$ 4,882,004 |9$ 4,168,346 |% 3,477,739 |$ 2,833,564 |9% 2,235,093 |$ 1,675,115|$ 1,152,162 | $ 668,809 | $ 265,265 | $ 3,304 | $ - $ -
$ 8794331 ($ 8,935039|$ 9,077,999 |9$ 9,223,244 |$ 9,372,778 |$ 9,526,691 |$ 9,683,519 |$ 9,843,311 |$ 10,006,116 | $ 10,766,792 |$ 11,134,630 |$ 11,341,272 | $ - $ -
TOTAL MAJOR CAPITAL PROJECTS $ 8,158,358 |$% 7,208,161 ($ 6,258,958 |$%$ 5,317,100 |$ 4,407,711 |$ 3,560,861 |$ 2,775,829 |$ 2,044,240 |($ 1,366,090 | $ 745,615 | $ 265,265 | $ 3,304 | $ - $ -
$ 16,952,688 |$ 16,143,200 | $ 15,336,957 | $ 14,540,344 |$ 13,780,489 |$ 13,087,552 |$ 12,459,349 ($ 11,887,551 |$ 11,372,206 |$ 11,512,407 | $ 11,399,895 |$ 11,344,575 | $ - $ -
B. TRANSIT MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENTS
I. Transit Maintenance, Rehabilitation, an
$ 23,000,000 $ 23,000,000|$% 23,000000|$% 23,000000|$% 26,000000|$ 26,000000|$ 26,000000|$ 30,000000|$ 38000000|$ 38000000|$% 38000000|$% 38000000 % - $ -
206 |Muni Maintenance $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 23,000,000 $ 23,000,000 |$ 23,000000|$ 23,000000|$ 26,000000|$ 26,000000|$% 26,000000|$% 30,000000|$% 38,000000|% 38,000000|% 38,000000|% 38,000000]|$ - $ -
$ 1,923,760 |$ 1,954,540 | $ 850,000 | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
207 (BART Maintenance $ 605,784 | $ 593,265 $ 539,172 | $ 457,087 | $ 377,903 | $ 304,212 | $ 235,960 | $ 172,456 | $ 113,766 | $ 60,288 | $ 17,219 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 2,529,544 |$ 2,547,805|% 1,389,172 | $ 457,087 | $ 377,903 | $ 304,212 | $ 235,960 | $ 172,456 | $ 113,766 | $ 60,288 | $ 17,219 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 5,000,000($ 5,000000|% 5,000000|$%$ 5,000000($ 5,000000|% 5,000000|$%$ 5,000000|S$ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
208 |Caltrain Maintenance $ 913,347 | $ 874,583 | $ 828,177 | $ 773,825 | $ 713,901 | $ 652,570 | $ 589,609 | $ 414,398 | $ 254,627 | $ 111,764 | $ 2,385 | $ - $ - $ .
$ 5913347 |($ 5,874,583 |% 5,828,177 |%$ 5,773,825|$% 5,713,901 |$ 5,652,570 ($ 5,589,609 | $ 414,398 | $ 254,627 | $ 111,764 | $ 2,385 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 274,823 | $ 279,220 | $ 283,687 | $ 288,226 | $ 292,899 | $ 297,709 | $ 302,610 | $ 307,603 | $ 312,691 | $ 336,462 | $ 347,957 | $ 354,415 | $ - $ -
209 |Ferry Maintenance $ - s L - s - s - s - s - |3 3 E K 3k - |s - |s - |s .
$ 274,823 | $ 279,220 | $ 283,687 | $ 288,226 | $ 292,899 | $ 297,709 | $ 302,610 | $ 307,603 | $ 312,691 | $ 336,462 | $ 347,957 | $ 354,415 | $ - $ -
Il. Transit Enhancements
$ 1593972 |%$ 1,619,476 |$ 1,645387|%$ 1,671,713 |$ 1,698,816 |$% 1,726,713 |$ 1,755,138 ($ 1,784,100|$ 1,813,609 |$ 1,951,481 |$ 2,018,152 |3$ 2,055,606 | $ - $ -
210 [Transit Enhancements $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 1593972 |$%$ 1,619476 (% 1,645387 |$ 1,671,713 |$ 1,698816|$ 1,726,713 |$ 1,755,138|$ 1,784,100|$%$ 1,813,609 |($ 1,951,481 |$ 2,018,152 |$ 2,055,606 | $ - $ -
$ 1,484,043 (% 1,507,788 (% 1,531,912 |$ 1,556,422 | $ 600,000 | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
211 |Bayview Caltrain Station $ 358,929 | $ 351,583 | $ 341,667 | $ 328,725 | $ 285,701 | $ 229,160 | $ 176,837 | $ 128,230 | $ 83,441 | $ 42,796 | $ 10,410 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 1,842972|%$ 1,859371|%$ 1,873,579 ($ 1,885,147 ($ 885,701 | $ 229,160 | $ 176,837 | $ 128,230 | $ 83,441 | $ 42,796 | $ 10,410 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 274,823 | $ 279,220 | $ 283,687 | $ 288,226 | $ 292,899 | $ 297,709 | $ 302,610 | $ 307,603 | $ 312,691 | $ 336,462 | $ 347,957 | $ 354,415 | $ - $ -
212 |Mission Bay Ferry Landing $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 274,823 | $ 279,220 | $ 283,687 | $ 288,226 | $ 292,899 | $ 297,709 | $ 302,610 | $ 307,603 | $ 312,691 | $ 336,462 | $ 347,957 | $ 354,415 | $ - $ -
$ 1,209,220($ 1,228,568 | % 1,248,225|% 1,268,196 |$ 1,288,757 |$ 1,309920|%$ 1,331,484 ($ 1,353455|%$ 1,375,841 |$ 1480434 |$ 1,531,012|$ 1,559,425 | $ - $ -
213 [Next Generation Transit Investments $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 1,209,220 |$ 1,228,568 |$ 1,248,225 |$% 1,268,196 |$ 1,288,757 |$ 1,309920|$%$ 1,331,484 |$ 1,353455|%$ 1,375,841 |$%$ 1,480,434 |$ 1,531,012|$ 1,559,425 |$ - $ -
$ 34,760,642 | $ 34,868,811 |$ 33,842,900 |$ 33,072,784 |$ 35,173,372 |$ 34,632,051 ($ 34,691,842 |$ 33,752,762 |9% 41,814,832 |$ 42,104,839 | $ 42,245,078 (| $ 42,323,860 | $ - $ -
TOTAL TRANSIT MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENTS $ 1878,061|% 1,819,431 |$%$ 1,709015($ 1,559,637 |$ 1,377,505|$ 1,185942($ 1,002,406 | $ 715,084 | $ 451,833 | $ 214,848 | $ 30,014 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 36,638,702 |$ 36,688,242 |$ 35,551,915 |$ 34,632,421 |$ 36,550,877 |$ 35,817,993 |$ 35,694,248 |$ 34,467,847 |$ 42,266,665 |$ 42,319,688 | $ 42,275,092 |$ 42,323,860 | $ - $ -
C. PARATRANSIT
$ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
214 |Paratransit $ 4,484,792 |$ 3,948,649 |$% 3,414,099 |9% 2,884,928 ($ 2,375,138|$%$ 1,901,185 |$ 1,462,799 |$ 1,055,908 | $ 681,585 | $ 342,678 | $ 74,270 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 4,484,792 ($ 3,948,649 |$% 3,414,099 |$ 2,884,928 |$ 2,375,138|$%$ 1,901,185 (% 1,462,799 |$ 1,055,908 | $ 681,585 | $ 342,678 | $ 74,270 | $ - $ - $ -
$ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
TOTAL PARATRANSIT $ 4,484,792 ($ 3,948,649 |$% 3,414,099 |$ 2,884,928 |$ 2,375,138|$ 1,901,185 ($ 1,462,799 |$ 1,055,908 | $ 681,585 | $ 342,678 | $ 74,270 | $ - $ - $ §
$ 4,484,792 |$ 3,948,649 |$ 3,414,099 |$% 2,884,928 |$% 2,375,138|$ 1,901,185 |$ 1,462,799 |$ 1,055,908 | $ 681,585 | $ 342,678 | $ 74,270 | $ - $ - $ -
D. STREETS AND FREEWAYS
I. Maintenance, Rehabilitation, and Repl:
] cen e $ 5,771,279 |$ 5,863,619 % 5,957,437 |$ 6,052,754 |$% 6,150,886 |$ 6,251,891 |$% 6,354,810 ($ 6,459,673 |($ 6,566,514 |$ 7,065,707 |$ 7,307,101 |$ 7,442,710 | $ - $ -
Street Resurfacing, Rehabilitation and
215 Maintenance $ N $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 5,771,279 ($ 5,863,619 |$% 5,957,437 |%$ 6,052,754 |$ 6,150,886 |9% 6,251,891 ($ 6,354,810 |$ 6,459,673 |$ 6,566,514 |$ 7,065,707 |$ 7,307,101 ($ 7,442,710 | $ - $ -
$ 1,044,327 ($ 1,061,036|$% 1,078,012 |$ 1,095260|$% 1,113,017 |$ 1,131,295($ 1,149,918 | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities
216 Maintenance $ 163,823 | $ 160,546 | $ 156,090 | $ 150,246 | $ 143,307 | $ 135,964 | $ 128,053 | $ 93,582 | $ 61,726 | $ 32,699 | $ 9,325 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 1,208,150 |$ 1,221,582 ($ 1,234,103 |$ 1,245,506 |$ 1,256,324 ($ 1,267,259 |$ 1,277,971 | $ 93,582 | $ 61,726 | $ 32,699 ( $ 9,325 | $ - $ - $ -




Attachment 5B:

Amended 2023 Strategic Plan Baseline Cashflow’
Pending November 2023 Board Action

I\fop EP Line Item FY2039/40 FY2040/41 FY2041/42 FY2042/43 FY2043/44 FY2044/45 FY2045/46 FY2046/47 FY2047/48 FY2048/49 FY2049/50 FY2050/51 FY2051/52 FY2052/53
$ 4,946,811 |$ 5,025960|$% 5,106,375|%$ 5,188,075|($ 5,272,188 |$ 1,200,000 | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
217 |Traffic Signs & Signals Maintenance $ 1,131414|$ 1,108,313 |$ 1,077,107 |$ 1,036,357 | $ 988,084 | $ 828,931 | $ 650,648 | $ 484,119 | $ 329,094 | $ 186,423 | $ 68,575 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 6,078225|$ 6,134,273 |$ 6,183,481 |9$ 6,224,432 ($ 6,260,272 |$ 2,028,931 | $ 650,648 | $ 484,119 | $ 329,094 | $ 186,423 | $ 68,575 | $ - $ - $ -
Il. Safer and Complete Streets
$ 8305936(% 8,438822|$% 8,573,843 |% 8,711,025|$ 8,850,919 |$ 5,750,000 ( $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
218 |Safer and Complete Streets $ 1817648 (% 1,778,891 |$ 1,727,237 |$ 1,660,412 |$ 1,581,646 |$% 1,414,231 |$ 1,112,282 | $ 830,045 | $ 566,970 | $ 324,439 | $ 123,238 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 10,123,584 (% 10,217,713 |$ 10,301,080 |$ 10,371,436 |$ 10,432,566 |$ 7,164,231 ($ 1,112,282 | $ 830,045 | $ 566,970 | $ 324,439 | $ 123,238 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 1593972 ($ 1,619,476 |% 1,645387|% 1,671,713 |$ 1,698,816 |%$ 1,726,713 |9$ 1,755,138 |$ 1,784,100 $ 1,813,609 | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
219 |Curb Ramps $ 141,839 | $ 139,144 | $ 135,418 | $ 130,477 | $ 124,575 | $ 118,317 | $ 111,552 | $ 103,586 | $ 93,339 | $ 49,159 | $ 13,653 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 1735811 |$ 1,758,620|%$ 1,780,806 |% 1,802,190($ 1,823,391 |$ 1,845,030|9$% 1,866,690|$ 1,887,686|% 1,906,948 | $ 49,159 | $ 13,653 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 1,099,291 |$ 1,116,880 ($ 1,134,750 |$ 1,152905($ 1,171,597 |$ 1,190,836 | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
220 |Tree Planting $ 214,416 | $ 210,072 | $ 204,189 | $ 196,494 | $ 187,370 | $ 177,722 | $ 138,489 | $ 101,932 | $ 68,053 | $ 37,065 | $ 11,863 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 1,313,707 |$ 1,326,952 |$ 1,338,938 |% 1,349,399 |$ 1,358,968 |% 1,368,558 | $ 138,489 | $ 101,932 | $ 68,053 | $ 37,065 | $ 11,863 | $ - $ - $ -
lll. Freeway Safety and Operational Impr:
$ 439,717 | $ 446,752 | $ 453,900 | $ 461,162 | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
221 |Vision Zero Ramps $ 105,153 | $ 103,002 | $ 100,098 | $ 96,307 | $ 78,595 | $ 62,161 | $ 46,999 | $ 32,995 | $ 20,229 | $ 8,820 | $ 97 | $ - $ . $ -
$ 544,869 | $ 549,754 | $ 553,997 | $ 557,469 | $ 78,595 | $ 62,161 | $ 46,999 | $ 32,995 | $ 20,229 | $ 8,820 | $ 97 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 549,646 | $ 558,440 | $ 567,375 | $ 576,453 | $ 585,799 | $ 595,418 | $ 605,220 | $ 615,207 | $ 625,382 | $ 672,924 | $ 695,914 | $ 708,829 | $ - $ -
222 [Managed Lanes and Express Bus $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 549,646 | $ 558,440 | $ 567,375 | $ 576,453 | $ 585,799 | $ 595,418 | $ 605,220 | $ 615,207 | $ 625,382 | $ 672,924 | $ 695,914 | $ 708,829 | $ - $ -
. . $ 1,099,291 | $ 1,116,880 | $ 1,134,750 | $ 1,152,905 | $ 1,171,597 | $ 1,190,836 | $ 1,210,440 | $ 1,230,414 | $ 1,250,765 | $ 1,345,849 | $ 1,391,829 | $ 1,417,659 | $ - $ -
Transformative Freeway and Major
223 |gtreet Projects $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 1,099,291 | $ 1,116,880 | $ 1,134,750 | $ 1,152,905 | $ 1,171,597 | $ 1,190,836 | $ 1,210,440 | $ 1,230,414 | $ 1,250,765 | $ 1,345,849 | $ 1,391,829 | $ 1,417,659 | $ - $ -
$ 24,850,270 |$ 25,247,865 ($ 25,651,829 | $ 26,062,252 |$ 26,014,820 |$ 19,036,989 |$ 11,075,525 |$ 10,089,394 ($ 10,256,269 |$ 9,084,480 |$ 9,394,844 |$ 9,569,198 | $ - $ -
TOTAL STREETS AND FREEWAYS $ 3574293 |%$ 3,499,968 |9% 3,400,138 |$ 3,270,292 |$ 3,103,578 |$ 2,737,327 |$ 2,188,024 |$ 1,646,260|% 1,139,411 | $ 638,606 | $ 226,751 ( $ - $ - $ -
$ 28,424,564 |$ 28,747,833 | $ 29,051,967 |$ 29,332,544 |$ 29,118,398 |$ 21,774,316 | $ 13,263,549 ($ 11,735,654 |$ 11,395,680 |$ 9,723,086 |$ 9,621,595 |$% 9,569,198 | $ - $ -
E. TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM DEVELOPMENT AND MANA
I. Transportation Demand Management
$ 989,362 | $ 1,005,192 | $ 1,021,275 ( $ 1,037,615 | $ 1,054,438 | $ 1,071,753 | $ 1,089,396 | $ 1,107,372 | $ 1,125,688 | $ 1,211,264 | $ 1,252,646 | $ 1,275,893 | $ - $ -
224 |Transportation Demand Management $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 989,362 | $ 1,005,192 | $ 1,021,275 | $ 1,037,615 | $ 1,054,438 | $ 1,071,753 | $ 1,089,396 | $ 1,107,372 | $ 1,125,688 | $ 1,211,264 | $ 1,252,646 | $ 1,275,893 | $ - $ -
Il. Transportation, Land Use, and Commu
$ 2,253,547 | $ 2,289,604 | $ 2,326,237 | $ 2,363,456 | $ 2,401,774 | $ 2,441,215 | $ 2,481,402 | $ 2,522,348 | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
225 |Neighborhood Transportation Program | § 297,918 | $ 292,032 | $ 283,996 | $ 273,429 | $ 260,865 | $ 247,563 | $ 233,220 | $ 216,396 | $ 146,192 | $ 81,724 | $ 28,761 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 2551,465|% 2,581,636 |$% 2,610,234 |9$ 2,636,885($ 2,662,640 | 9% 2,688,778 |$ 2,714,621 |$ 2,738,744 | $ 146,192 | $ 81,724 | $ 28,761 | $ - $ - $ -
$ 2308512 |$ 2,345,448 |$ 2,382975|9% 2,421,101 |$ 2,460,354 |$ 2,500,756 |$ 2,541,924 |$ 2,583,869 |% 2,626,606|9% 2,826,283 |$ 2,922,840 (|$% 2,977,084 | $ - $ -
226 |Equity Priority Transportation Program | § - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 2308512 |$ 2,345,448 |$ 2,382,975 |% 2,421,101 |$ 2,460,354 |$ 2,500,756 |$ 2,541,924 |$ 2,583,869 % 2,626,606 |$ 2,826,283 ($ 2,922,840 |3$ 2,977,084 | $ - $ -
$ 1,099,291 | $ 1,116,880 | $ 1,134,750 | $ 1,152,905 | $ 1,171,597 | $ 1,190,836 | $ 1,210,440 | $ 1,230,414 | $ 1,250,765 | $ 1,345,849 | $ 1,391,829 | $ 1,417,659 | $ - $ -
227 |Development-Oriented Transportation | $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 1,099,291 | $ 1,116,880 | $ 1,134,750 | $ 1,152,905 | $ 1,171,597 | $ 1,190,836 | $ 1,210,440 | $ 1,230,414 | $ 1,250,765 | $ 1,345,849 | $ 1,391,829 | $ 1,417,659 | $ - $ -
$ 549,646 | $ 558,440 | $ 567,375 | $ 576,453 | $ 585,799 | $ 595,418 | $ 605,220 | $ 615,207 | $ 625,382 | $ 672,924 | $ 695,914 | $ 708,829 | $ - $ -
228 |Citywide / Modal Planning $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
$ 549,646 | $ 558,440 | $ 567,375 | $ 576,453 | $ 585,799 | $ 595,418 | $ 605,220 | $ 615,207 | $ 625,382 | $ 672,924 ( $ 695,914 | $ 708,829 | $ - $ -
A G ST G T RS TGS I AT $ 7,200358|%$ 7,315,563 |$ 7,432,612 |$ 7,551,531 |$ 7,673,962 |%$ 7,799,978 |$ 7,928,381 |$% 8,059,211 |$ 5,628,441 |9% 6,056,320 |$ 6,263,230 |% 6,379,465 | $ - $ -
MANAGEMENT $ 297,918 | $ 292,032 | $ 283,996 | $ 273,429 | $ 260,865 | $ 247,563 | $ 233,220 | $ 216,396 | $ 146,192 | $ 81,724 | $ 28,761 | $ - $ i $ §
$ 7,498,276 | $ 7,607,595 | $ 7,716,608 | $ 7,824,960 | $ 7,934,827 | $ 8,047,541 | $ 8,161,601 | $ 8,275,607 | $ 5,774,633 | $ 6,138,044 | $ 6,291,991 | $ 6,379,465 | $ - $ -
$ 75,605,600 |$% 76,367,279 | 9% 76,005,340 |$ 75,909,810 |$ 78,234,933 |$ 70,995,710 | $ 63,379,268 [ $ 61,744,678 |$ 67,705,658 | $ 68,012,432 |$ 69,037,782 |$ 69,613,795 | $ - $ -
TOTAL PROP L STRATEGIC PLAN $ 18,393,422 ($ 16,768,240 | $ 15,066,205 |$ 13,305,387 | $ 11,524,796 |$ 9,632,878 |$ 7,662,277 |$ 5,677,888|% 3,785,110 $ 2,023,470 | $ 625,061 | $ 3,304 | $ - $ -
$ 93,999,022 |$ 93,135,519 |$ 91,071,546 | $ 89,215,197 |$ 89,759,729 |$ 80,628,587 |$ 71,041,545 |$ 67,422,566 |$ 71,490,768 |$ 70,035,901 | $ 69,662,843 |$ 69,617,099 | $ - $ -
3 E; R R R E; N R R E; E E R R :
Prop. K Related Cashflow
(since 7/1/22) $ 15,165,142 | $ 14,841,781 |$ 14,410,813 |$ 13,853,274 | $ 13,195,991 | $ 12,502,410 |$ 11,758,260 | $ 10,892,150 | $ 9,791,678 |$ 8,410,568 | $ 6,508,977 |$ 1,831,215 | $ - $ -
$ 15,165,142 |$ 14,841,781 |$ 14,410,813 |$ 13,853,274 $ 13,195,991 [$ 12,502,410 $ 11,758,260 $ 10,892,150 [ $ 9.791,678 [ $ 8,410,568 [ $ 6,508,977 [ $ 1,831,215 [ $ - $ -

"This table includes FY22/23 Quarters 1-3. Prop L took effect Quarter 4 (April 1, 2023). See Sources and Uses table for Prop L

summary.
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San Francisco
County Transportation
Authority

BD111423 RESOLUTION NO. 24-XX

RESOLUTION ADOPTING TWO 2023 PROP L 5-YEAR PRIORITIZATION PROGRAMS
AND AMENDING THE PROP L STRATEGIC PLAN BASELINE

WHEREAS, The Prop L Expenditure Plan requires development of a 30-year
Strategic Plan and for each of the 28 Expenditure Plan programs (Attachment 1), a 5-
Year Prioritization Program (5YPP) to identify the specific projects that will be funded
over the next five years; and

WHEREAS, Transportation Authority Board adoption of these documents is a
prerequisite for allocation of Prop L funds from the relevant program; and

WHEREAS, The 5YPPs provide transparency about how Prop L projects are
prioritized and the resulting 5-year project lists and associated sales tax
programming commitments support a steady project development pipeline,
enabling project sponsors to plan ahead, facilitating their ability to secure other
funding sources to leverage Prop L and fully fund projects, to line up staff resources,
and to coordinate with other planned projects; and

WHEREAS, In accordance with Expenditure Plan requirements, each 5YPP
includes: a prioritization methodology to rank projects; a 5-year program or list of
projects; information on scope, schedule, cost and funding (including leveraging of
other fund sources); and performance measures to inform future 5YPP updates; and

WHEREAS, Through approval of Resolution 23-57, the Transportation
Authority adopted the guidance to project sponsors and staff for developing the
2023 Prop L 5YPPs which cover Fiscal Years 2023/24 through 2027/28; and

WHEREAS, Through approval of Resolution 23-56, the Transportation
Authority adopted the 2023 Prop L Strategic Plan Baseline which sets the amount of
pay-go funding available for 23 of the 28 programs, by fiscal year, through the end of
the Expenditure Plan (2053), and for the 5 remaining programs, including BART Core
Capacity and Caltrain Maintenance, Rehabilitation, and Replacement, approves an

accelerated cash flow schedule to support project delivery; and
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BD111423 RESOLUTION NO. 24-XX

WHEREAS, The Transportation Authority previously adopted four Prop L
5YPPs through approval of Resolution 24-02 and eight Prop L 5YPPs through
approval of Resolution 42-13; and

WHEREAS, Working in collaboration with project sponsors and taking into
consideration input from public engagement supporting the 5YPP development
process as well as prior engagement related to the Expenditure Plan and the San
Francisco Transportation Plan, Transportation Authority staff has recommended
approval of the two enclosed 2023 Prop L 5YPPs for the following programs: Traffic
Signs and Signals Maintenance, and Safer and Complete Streets; and

WHEREAS, The Traffic Signs and Signals Maintenance and Safer and
Complete Streets 5YPPs require advancement of funds beyond the pay-as-you-go
annual funding levels to provide sufficient funding to support project delivery in the
first five years of Prop L as described in the enclosed draft 5YPPs; and

WHEREAS, Staff has prepared a proposed amendment to the Strategic Plan
Baseline to reflect recommended programming and cash flow schedules for the
proposed projects in the two 5YPPs recommended for approval (Attachment 2); and

WHEREAS, The proposed amendment to the Strategic Plan also includes
delaying $8 million in cash flow for the BART Core Capacity project by one fiscal year,
since BART is able to draw down a state grant before Prop L funding, and delaying
outyear cash flow for the Muni Maintenance program to reduce projected outyear
pinch points for debt service by freeing up cash in those years; and

WHEREAS, The proposed Strategic Plan Baseline amendment would result in
a decrease in financing costs of 2.3% ($16 million) versus the current Baseline, as
amended, for a total of $668.9 million in finance costs estimated over the 30-year
Expenditure Plan period, as shown in Attachment 3; and

WHEREAS, At its October 25, 2023, meeting, the Community Advisory

Committee was briefed on the proposed 5YPPs and Strategic Plan Baseline
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amendment and unanimously adopted a motion of support for the staff
recommendation; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, That the Transportation Authority hereby adopts the amended
Prop L Strategic Plan Baseline; and be it further

RESOLVED, That the Transportation Authority hereby adopts the two
enclosed 2023 Prop L 5YPPs.

Attachments:
1. List of the 28 Programs in the Prop L Expenditures Plan

2. Strategic Plan Baseline Amendment - Programming & Cash Flow by FY
3. Amended Prop L Strategic Plan Sources and Uses

Enclosures: 2023 Prop L 5-Year Prioritization Programs (2)
1. Traffic Signs and Signals Maintenance
2. Safer and Complete Streets

Page 3 of4



[ this page intentionally left blank ]

San Francisco
County Transportation
Authority



San Francisco
County Transportation
Authority

1455 Market Street, 22nD Floor, San Francisco, California 94103 415-522-4800

Memorandum

AGENDA ITEM 5
DATE: October 26, 2023

TO: Transportation Authority Board

info@sfcta.org www.sfcta.org

FROM: Anna LaForte - Deputy Director for Policy and Programming

SUBJECT: 11/14/2023 Board Meeting: Allocate $36,545,335 in Prop L Funds, with

Conditions, for Five Requests

RECOMMENDATION OliInformation [X Action

Allocate $35,295,335 in Prop L funds, with conditions, to the
San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) for:

1. BART Core Capacity - Fleet of the Future 54 Expansion
Vehicles ($35,295,335)

Allocate $1,250,000 in Prop L funds, with conditions, to San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) for:

2. Western Addition Area Traffic Signal Upgrades - Phase 2
($200,000)

Traffic Signal Visibility Upgrades FY 24 ($400,000)
Traffic Signal Hardware Replacement FY 24 ($500,000)

Vision Zero Education and Communications: Speed Safety
Cameras FY 24 ($150,000)

SUMMARY

Of the five requests for Prop L funds that we are
recommending to the Board, all but the BART Core Capacity
project are conditioned upon Board adoption of the Prop L 5-
Year Prioritization Program (5YPP) for the relevant programs
(i.e., Traffic Signs and Signals Maintenance, and Safer and
Complete Streets) and a corresponding amendment of the
Strategic Plan Baseline to incorporate the programming and
cash flow for the recommended 5-year project lists. These
actions are part of a separate item on this agenda. Attachment
1 lists the requests, including phase(s) of work and
supervisorial district(s). Attachment 2 provides brief
descriptions of the projects. Attachment 3 contains the staff

Fund Allocation
Fund Programming
O Policy/Legislation
O Plan/Study

O Capital Project
Oversight/Delivery

O 