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addressed through a variety of strategies to insure congestion pricing does not impose 

economic hardship on low income residents. Options include some combination of 

subsidies, discounts, credits, and exemptions from the program for low-income travelers 

and/or for residents living within the area targeted by the program.23 For example, 

London’s current pricing program provides waivers for persons with disabilities and major 

fee reductions for those residing within the cordoned areas. Funding for such initiatives, 

if provided in the form of subsidy payments, could come for revenues generated through 

the congestion fee itself. 

Other Approaches  

Other initiatives that could be considered to address congestion include addressing 

Transportation Network Company impacts (discussed further in Section 4), coordinating 

with other transit and regional agencies in the Bay Area to enhance regional transit 

solutions, preparing and implementing deficiency plans for areas that are highly 

congested. The current multi-agency ConnectSF initiative and CTA’s work updating the 

San Francisco Transportation Plan is an important step toward this end that will, ideally, 

identify major improvements in the City and region’s transit systems to expand capacity, 

connections, and travel time as well as initiatives that will reduce Vehicle Miles Traveled. 

Conclusion 

Although SFMTA undertakes certain activities that improve vehicle traffic flow, 

congestion in San Francisco has gotten worse each year over the ten-year period 2009 to 

2019. The has made public transit less reliable as average vehicle speeds have slowed 

down during that period. During our audit, we found that neither SFMTA nor County 

Transportation Authority, the City’s Congestion Management Agency, see their mandate 

as reducing traffic congestion within San Francisco, which has contributed to the lack of 

a Citywide approach to developing and implementing a coherent congestion 

management strategy. Our analysis found a 1.0 mph reduction in congestion could 

increase SFMTA transit service by roughly 16% without materially increasing operating 

costs. To manage traffic congestion and help ensure effective public transit, the Board of 

Supervisors should request the changes to City and State policy outlined below, including 

allowing congestion pricing.  

Recommendations 

The Board of Supervisors should: 

3.1. Develop a congestion management policy for all City agencies to follow. The policy should contain 

specific congestion reduction targets such as people throughput and transit speed improvement 

goals to be met each year and should require annual reporting by SFMTA and CTA. 

3.2. In its role as the Board of Directors for the County Transportation Authority, request SFMTA to 

develop deficiency plans for highly congested areas of San Francisco, and for the CTA to monitor 

 
23 “Pricing Roads, Advancing Equity”, TransForm, January 2019 
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implementation of such deficiency plans, even if the areas are exempt from doing so under State 

law. The plans should prioritize enhancing the speed of public transit and people throughput. 

3.3. Request the members of the State Assembly and State Senate to pass legislation that would allow 

the City to pilot traffic congestion pricing. 

3.4. Request that members of the State Assembly and State Senate revise congestion management 

legislation to prioritize people throughput, vehicle miles traveled, and greenhouse gas emission 

reductions in addition to congestion. 

3.5. Monitor the results of upcoming CTA study on proposals for congestion pricing in San Francisco. 
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4. Transportation Network Companies  

There is a growing body of research indicating that ridesharing service providers such as Uber and Lyft are 

a major factor contributing to worsening congestion in U.S. cities, including San Francisco. An October 

2018 report released by the San Francisco County Transportation Authority found that between 2010 and 

2016, such ridesharing accounted for 51% of the increase in travel delay, 47% of the increase in vehicle 

miles traveled, and 55% of the decrease in average road speeds. In addition to increasing the number of 

cars on the road, ridesharing constitutes a disproportionate share of traffic violations that contribute to 

congestion and threaten public safety. In September 2017, the San Francisco Police Department reported 

that ridesharing vehicles made up 64.9% of downtown traffic violations between April 2017 and June 

2017. Although ridesharing has negative impacts on the City’s traffic congestion and public safety, the City 

does not regulate these services as the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) has asserted 

regulatory authority. 

In 2013, the CPUC designated ridesharing providers, such as Uber and Lyft, Transportation Network 

Companies (TNCs). At that time, TNCs were a new regulatory category, a subset of Charter Party Carriers 

which the California Public Utilities Commission already regulated. As result, since 2013, the SFMTA is 

unable to regulate ridesharing services in areas for which the CPUC has asserted regulatory authority.  The 

SFMTA does have regulatory authority with respect to enforcement of parking and traffic violations as 

authorized under state law. 

Given TNCs’ impact on congestion and public safety, we recommend that the Board of Supervisors request 

that the City Attorney review the City’s ability to regulate TNCs in areas where there is no conflict with 

State law and advise the Board of Supervisors regarding their findings so that the City could regulate 

ridesharing services, as appropriate and consistent with state law. Such regulations could be similar to 

those imposed on commuter shuttle and tour buses and, to the extent that such regulations are 

permissible under state law or TNCs agree voluntarily to such regulations, could include limits on where 

TNCs load passengers, limits on which roads TNCs may use, limits on the number of TNC vehicles that can 

operate at any one time, requiring TNC operators to obtain locally issued operating permits, imposing 

operating fees, and requiring more thorough reporting by the TNCs to the City regarding their operations 

within the City . The Board of Supervisors should then determine specific actions to take in conjunction 

with or separate from the MTA Board of Directors to enable the City and County of San Francisco to 

establish regulation of TNCs that does not conflict with State regulatory authority in the interest of 

reducing congestion in San Francisco. 

Overview of transportation regulations 

In September 2013, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) issued a decision 

that classified application-based ride-sharing service providers such as Uber and Lyft as 

“Transportation Network Companies”. The CPUC classified TNCs as one of the types of 

Charter Party Carriers that the Commission regulates. Charter Party Carriers are defined 

in State law as transportation services for hire on a pre-arranged basis24 The CPUC 

determined that Uber and Lyft and other ride-sharing companies were operating a type 

 
24 California Public Utilities Code Section 5381 
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of commercial transportation service that, while having aspects similar to both taxis and 

limousines, had sufficient specificity to warrant the designation of a new regulatory 

category subject to CPUC’s regulatory authority.  

TNC regulations are detailed in Sections 5430 – 5450 of the California Public Utilities Code 

and include, among other things, insurance requirements, operating permits issued by 

the CPUC, rules regarding data privacy, oversight of accessibility programs, driver 

background checks, and trip fees payable to the CPUC.  

Limousines, airport shuttles, commuter shuttles, and tour buses are also classified by the 

CPUC to be Charter Party Carriers. The CPUC has regulations for these types of transit 

operators that include: insurance requirements, operating permits and certificates issued 

by the CPUC, vehicle safety, registration requirements, driver training, and other 

requirements. In addition to being regulated by the State, aspects of Charter Party Carrier 

operations are also regulated by the City, which is allowed under State law. The portion 

of the State’s Public Utilities Code pertaining to Charter Party Carriers states: 

"the governing body of any city, county, or city and county may impose a business 

license fee on, and may adopt and enforce any reasonable rules and regulations 

pertaining to operations within its boundaries for, any charter-party carrier 

domiciled or maintaining a business office within that city, county, or city and 

county." 25  

San Francisco regulates Charter Party Carrier operations with respect to parking and 

traffic enforcement as authorized by state law. For example, any vehicle for hire which is 

registered or required to be registered with the CPUC cannot be left unattended on 

certain residential streets in excess of four hours.26 Commuter shuttle buses (sometimes 

referred to as “Google buses”) are Charter Party Carriers and are regulated by the CPUC 

but, under a program to better manage parking and traffic, may also  participate in the 

Commuter Shuttle program adopted by the SFMTA. In January 2014, SFMTA created a 

pilot program, which was later made permanent in February 2017, regulating commuter 

shuttle bus activity. In creating the program, SFMTA cited the commuter shuttle buses’ 

impact on SFMTA transit operations and traffic congestion. SFMTA regulations for 

commuter shuttle buses include issuing operating permits and collecting associated fees, 

designating locations for passenger loading, regulating where such buses can travel within 

the City, driver training requirements, and vehicle emission standards.27 The program is 

voluntary for shuttle bus operators, however, SFMTA allows participating operators to 

use curb space that is otherwise designated for Muni passenger loading. In addition, 

SFMTA has designated additional curb space for shuttle passenger loading other than 

Muni bus zones. When the SFMTA Board of Directors made the program permanent in 

February 2017, SFMTA had designated 111 commuter shuttle loading zones in San 

Francisco. 

 
25 California Public Utilities Code Section 5371.4 
26 San Francisco Transportation Code Section 7.2.80 
27 See SFMTA Board Resolution 170221-023, February 21, 2017 
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Limousines, which are also Charter Party Carriers, are subject to the San Francisco 

Airport’s (SFO) Rules and Regulations, which are adopted by the Airport Commission. 

These regulations include designated pick-up and drop-off zones, operating permits 

issued by the Airport, trip fees payable to the Airport which are used to defray road and 

garage maintenance costs, and other requirements. At least one other California city, 

Beverly Hills, also regulates limousine activities on its streets.28  SFO has adopted similar 

regulations for TNCs since it has regulatory authority over roads located on airport 

property.    

Taxis are not classified as Charter-Party Carriers as passengers can arrange for taxi 

services on a pre-arranged basis or on an impromptu basis such as hailing a cab on the 

street or at a taxi stand. State law delegates authority for regulation of taxis to cities or 

counties by ordinance or resolution.29 In San Francisco, taxis are regulated by Section 

1100 of the City’s Transportation Code. SFMTA regulates taxis by issuing operating 

permits for drivers and dispatchers, requiring driver background checks and driver 

training, insurance requirements, regulating prices, and regulating vehicle emissions.  

State and Local Powers   

Based on our review30 of public documents and State and local codes, cities cannot adopt 

ordinances that conflict with State law. A local ordinance conflicts with state law when it 

attempts to regulate an area that the state occupies. Determination of the actual scope 

of what constitutes an area which can be regulated by local law is a matter about which 

the City Attorney’s Office can provide legal advice to the Board of Supervisors pursuant 

to the City Charter.  

The Scope of the 2013 CPUC Decision and Subsequent Legislation 

In 2013, the CPUC enacted regulations that in many respects preclude local regulation of 

TNC operations. In particular, the 2013 decision establishes insurance requirements, 

establishment of driver background checks, driver safety, and driver training, the 

attributes of vehicles TNC operators may use, ensuring that all TNC trips are pre-arranged, 

requiring TNCs to seek approval from airports prior to operating within airport 

boundaries, and collecting fees for CPUC oversight. In addition, the CPUC has proposed 

rules to ensure wheelchair users have sufficient access to TNC services, including 

imposing a per-ride fee to fund improve such access, consistent with California Public 

Utilities Code Section 5440.5.  Local authorities do, however, maintain authority to 

enforce parking and traffic regulations as authorized by state law. 

TNCs Impact on Congestion and Public Safety 

As noted in Section 3: Congestion, there is a growing body of research indicating that TNCs 

are a major factor contributing to worsening congestion in US cities, including San 

 
28 For example, the City of Beverly Hills Traffic, Parking, & Transportation Code prohibits limousines from parking in 
residential areas and allows the City to designate where limousines can load passengers. 
29 California Public Utilities Code Section 5353(g) 
30 Our analysis is not a legal conclusion and was not conducted by the San Francisco City Attorney’s Office. 
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Francisco. An October 2018 report released by the San Francisco County Transportation 

Authority (CTA) concluded that TNCs are responsible for a significant share of the increase 

in vehicle miles travelled, congestion-related reductions in average travel speeds, and 

hours of vehicle delay.31 Specifically, the CTA study estimates that between 2010 and 

2016, TNCs accounted for 51% of the observed increase in travel delay, 47% of the 

increase in vehicle miles traveled, and 55% of the decrease in average road speeds. The 

balance of change in congestion was attributable to and roughly split between population 

and employment growth over the same period. The study indicates that TNCs are a major 

contributor to the recent increase in congestion, and are currently having greater impacts 

then either population or employment growth on all of the commonly used measures of 

congestion.   

In addition to increasing the number of cars on the road, TNCs make up a disproportionate 

share of traffic violations that contribute to congestion and threaten public safety. In 

September 2017, the San Francisco Police Department reported to the Board of 

Supervisors’ Land Use and Transportation Committee on its traffic enforcement efforts in 

the downtown area for the period of April 2017 – June 2017. The results are shown in 

Exhibit 4.1 below. 

Exhibit 4.1: TNC Share of Downtown San Francisco Traffic Violations, April 2017 
– June 2017 

Violation 
Total 

Violations 
TNC 

Share 
% TNC 

Drive in Transit Only Lane 1,715 1,144 66.7% 

Drive in Bike Lane 18 15 83.3% 

Obstruct Bike Lane 10 7 70.0% 

Obstruct Bike or Traffic Lane 239 183 76.6% 

Failure to Yield to Pedestrian 50 26 52.0% 

Illegal U-Turn 57 42 73.7% 

Other 567 306 54.0% 

Total 2,656 1,723 64.9% 

Source: San Francisco Police Department September 25, 2017 Presentation to San Francisco Board 

of Supervisors Land Use & Transportation Committee 

As shown above in Exhibit 4.1, TNCs overall made up 64.9% of downtown traffic violations 

between April 2017 and June 2017. These traffic violations create additional risk for 

pedestrians, bicyclists, and other drivers. In addition, of particular note is that 

approximately two-thirds of all drivers illegally using transit-only lanes were TNC 

operators. This, combined with the increase in the number of cars using City streets, 

contributes to the slowdown in SFMTA transit speeds noted in Section 3: Congestion. 

While providing a service that has proven a popular alternative to using a personal 

vehicle, public transit, and other modes of travel, ridesharing has negative impacts on the 

 
31 TNCs and Congestion, October 2018, San Francisco County Transportation Authority 
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City’s traffic congestion and public safety and the City does have authority to enforce 

parking and traffic violations as authorized under state law.  

Conclusion 

Given the City’s limited regulatory authority over Charter Party Carriers, as well as the 

City’s ability to enforce TNCs’ compliance with parking and traffic regulations as 

authorized under state law, we recommend that the Board of Supervisors request that 

the City Attorney review and advise the Board of Supervisors about the City’s ability to 

regulate TNCs so that the SFMTA Board of Directors and Board of Supervisors can take 

action when appropriate. Such actions could be special parking and traffic enforcement 

units dedicated to controlling TNCs or programs similar to those imposed on commuter 

shuttle and tour buses, which are voluntary, including regulations regarding where TNCs 

load passengers, limits on which roads TNCs may use, limits on the number of TNC 

vehicles that can operate at any one time, requiring TNC operators to obtain locally issued 

operating permits, collecting fees, and requiring more thorough reporting by the TNCs to 

the City regarding their operations within the City. Given state preemption, these 

regulations would likely need to be voluntary, similar to the commuter shuttle bus 

program noted above, and/or the City could increase enforcement of existing parking and 

traffic regulations as authorized under state law.  

Recommendations 

The Board of Supervisors should: 

4.1. Request that the City Attorney complete a legal analysis of the City’s ability to regulate all aspects 
TNCs operations and advise the Board of Supervisors on their findings and conclusions.  

4.2. Determine specific actions to take in conjunction with or separate from the MTA Board of 
Directors to enable the City and County of San Francisco to establish regulation of TNCs that does 
not conflict with State regulatory authority in the interest of reducing congestion in San Francisco.  

4.3. Request that members of the State Assembly and State Senate to revise State law to grant greater 
local authority of transportation network carrier operations. 
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5.  Transit Improvement Projects 

SFMTA began implementing transit improvement projects in 2011 and was scheduled to have completed 

all such projects by 2020. However, the projects are only approximately 9.2 percent complete and the 

total estimated cost is $293.5 million more than the original budget of $91.1 million. Project costs have 

increased for a variety of reasons, including: changes to project scopes and design due to concerns of 

residents and businesses, particularly regarding loss of parking spaces; lack of coordination with other City 

departments delivering capital projects within or near the intended project area, lack of adequate project 

cost controls, higher than expected costs for contract construction services, and lack of available funding 

to initiate planned projects. In 2018, SFMTA had to correct $319.7 million in accounting errors in its capital 

budget, which negatively impacted 104 projects in the FY 2018-20 capital budget. 

The delay of full implementation of these transit improvement projects has contributed to SFMTA not 

meeting its transit performance goals, including customer satisfaction and on-time performance. This has 

also likely contributed to SFTMTA’s flat passenger growth in recent years, undermining the City’s Transit 

First and environmental policy goals. Delays in implementing the transit improvement projects raise the 

cost of implementation (as project delivery costs tend to escalate each year) and prolong the period during 

which they must complete with other capital needs during the capital budget process. 

SFMTA needs to improve its project cost estimation methodology, improve management of its capital 

revenues to ensure their availability for timely project delivery, and properly account for and endeavor to 

expedite community outreach efforts in its project and capital planning. The Agency should also consider 

requesting one-time approval from the SFMTA Board of Directors to complete the transit improvement 

projects, as detailed in the 2011 Implementation Strategy for the Transportation Effectiveness Project. 

Not doing so will further imperil the timely delivery of its transit improvement projects, which were 

designed to improve the reliability of the City’s public transit system. 

The Transportation Effectiveness Project (TEP), finalized in 2008, is behind 
schedule and is over budget  

Between calendar years 2006 and 2007, the SFMTA and the Controller’s Office undertook 

a detailed analysis of the Muni transit system to identify how to improve services, attract 

passengers, and increase efficiency, the Transportation Effectiveness Project (TEP). The 

analysis was updated in 2008 and the conceptual framework for the project was endorsed 

by the SFMTA Board of Directors that year. However, progress on developing an 

implementation strategy was halted in 2009, when the SFMTA Board of Directors 

declared a fiscal emergency in light of the City’s decline in revenues resulting from the 

nationwide economic recession. In 2011, SFMTA completed an implementation guide 

detailing the cost, scope, and timeline to deliver the TEP and initiated an environmental 

review process required by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), which was 

certified by the Planning Commission and then by the SFMTA Board of Directors in March 

2014. The TEP was later renamed Muni Forward in 2015. 

Exhibit 5.1 compares the budget and timelines of the TEP projects from the 2011 

Implementation Strategy, as presented to the Board of Supervisors in April 2011, against 
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the budget and timelines of TEP projects completed or underway as of January 2019. As 

can be seen, total budgeted costs for the same projects increased by $293.5 million, or 

322%, between 2011 and 2019.32  

The budgets shown cover the same projects though the timeline for those projects has 

been extended by four years in the current version. Though the newer budget covers a 

longer time span, it represents an increase in total spending. Average expenditures per 

year increased from $13 million in 2011 to $32 million in 2019, a 146% increase.   

Exhibit 5.1: Original vs. Current TEP/Muni Forward Project Budgets and 
Timeline 

Budget 
  

Time 

Span 

Total 

Years Budget per Year 

Original TEP Budget $91,157,000 FY 2012 – FY 2019 7 $13,022,429 

Current TEP/Muni 

Forward Budget 
$384,657,242 FY 2012 – FY 2023 12 $32,054,770 

Change $293,500,242 + 4 Years   $19,032,342 

% Change 322% 71%   146% 

Source: 2011 TEP Implementation Strategy and SFMTA TEP project data from Ecosys 

Note: Current budget refers to the project budgets reviewed and approved by the SFMTA 

Transportation Capital Committee, not appropriated funds. Of the $384,657,242 estimated capital 

costs, only $69,331,469 had been appropriated in SFMTA’s capital budget as of January 2019. 

The project cost estimated in the 2011 Implementation Strategy included costs for all 

phases of the capital project, including: planning/environmental costs, conceptual 

engineering, detailed design, procurement/construction, start-up costs, and evaluation 

and refinement. We excluded eight projects currently in the Muni Forward project 

portfolio (the 7, 10, 27, 31, and 38 bus lines, the M rail line, and the Central Subway) but 

that were not in the original 2011 Implementation Strategy as well as 31 projects that 

were not specific to a transit line, all of which totaled $198,747,079 in estimated capital 

costs as of January 2019. 

Of the $384,657,242 in capital costs, only $35,205,266 (or 9.2% of the current estimated 

total) had been spent as of June 2017, or six years in to the 15 year project timeline.33 

Because more than 90% of the project remains incomplete, the current estimated cost 

and completion year of FY 2022-23 for the TEP/Muni Forward projects appears 

unrealistic. 

Project costs increase for a variety of reasons 

 
32 The TEP projects include transit improvement projects for the following routes: 1, 5, 8, 9, 14, 22, 28, 30, 33, L, 
and N.  
33 SFMTA has been unable to validate its actual spending on projects since the June 2017 Citywide transition to the 
F$P financial system. The Agency is currently in the process of validating its reporting on actual project spending. 



Section 5: Transit Improvement Projects 

Budget and Legislative Analyst 
56 

The audit team interviewed capital program managers to discuss common challenges to 

project delivery and adherence to project budgets and timelines. The interviewees noted 

the following problems were widespread among the TEP project portfolio: 

▪ Changes to project scopes and design due to concerns of residents and businesses, 
particularly regarding loss of parking spaces  

▪ Lack of coordination with other City departments delivering capital projects within or 
near the intended project area  

▪ Lack of adequate project cost controls  

▪ Lack of adequate and reasonable project cost estimates34 

▪ Lack of available funding  

Our review of the TEP project records revealed that all of these issues impacted project 

delivery in our two case studies, detailed further below. 

Review of Transportation Capital Committee actions 

In 2011, the SFMTA adopted Capital Plan and Program Policies “to guarantee projects 

remain within their approved scope, schedule and budget.” Section 4 of the Policies 

created the Transportation Capital Committee (TCC), an 11- member body that is 

composed of SFMTA division directors (or their representatives).  The TCC meets monthly 

and must approve inclusion and prioritization of capital projects in SFMTA’s capital plan 

and any changes to project budgets, scopes, and timelines.  

The audit team reviewed TCC meeting materials for CY 2018 and noted the following 

issues impairing on-time and on-budget project delivery for the projects reviewed by TCC 

that year: 

▪ 2 instances where bids for contracted work were 30% - 40% higher than anticipated 

▪ 85 projects that did not have defined scopes or needed scope clarification  

▪ 1 instance where previously unknown contaminants in the project area had to be 
mitigated (at an added cost of $4.2 million) 

▪ 3 instances of contract extensions beyond previously budgeted amounts (adding 
$50.6 million to original budgets of $92.8 million) 

▪ 1 instance of a project delay due to invalid financial data in the City’s financial system 
(FSP) 

▪ A $319.7 million shortfall in the current SFMTA capital budget due to double-counting 
capital revenues, loss of federal grants due to lack of spending on prior awards, and 
overly optimistic assumptions about receiving state grants. The impact for the current 
capital budget totaled $85.3 million in reductions for capital projects in FY 2018-19 
and $9.6 million in FY 2019-20, with the remaining $224.8 million in project 
reductions to be realized in subsequent fiscal years. For FY 2018-19 and FY 2019-20, 
the reduction negatively impacted 104 projects for which funded had previously been 
appropriated. 

 
34 In March 2018, SFMTA issued updated project cost policies and procedures, however they do not require project 
managers, who develop project cost estimates, to consult with project delivery staff. 
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Though the summary of causes of delay for projects reviewed by the TCC and presented 

below may appear low relative to 196 projects in SFMTA’s $1.049 billion FY 2019 – FY 

2020 Capital Budget, per SFMTA policy, the TCC only needs to approve project budget 

adjustments if they exceed 10% of the originally approved budget. The observations 

noted below therefore likely understate the frequency of their occurrence since not all 

project changes are brought to the TCC. 

Case studies  

The audit team reviewed two Muni Forward projects from project initiation through the 

end of CY 2018: the 14 Mission and 22 Fillmore bus lines. As detailed below, both projects 

are: not yet completed, behind schedule, over budget, and have not yet achieved their 

intended outcomes. These two projects were selected out of 72 active TEP projects 

because they represent different facets of SFMTA project delivery and are representative 

of how Transit Effectiveness Projects have been executed by SFMTA.  

Case Study: 14 Mission Project 

The 14 Mission bus route is one of the most frequently used bus lines in the City. The 14 

Mission TEP project was conceived to provide transit changes along the entire bus route, 

from the Ferry Building to the Daly City BART station in order to make the service faster 

and more reliable. However, as shown in Exhibit 5.2 below, only the Inner Mission portion 

of the project had been completed as of January 2019. 

Exhibit 5.2: Original vs. Implemented Project Area: 14 Mission Project 

 

Source: SFMTA project data 
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Exhibit 5.3 below summarizes the original and currently implemented scope of the 14 

Mission Project. 

Exhibit 5.3: Original and Implemented Scope of 14 Mission Project 

Intended Outcomes Actual Outcomes as of January 2019 

Transit and street changes on 7.5 miles 
of  Mission Street between Steuart 
Street near the Ferry Building and San 
Jose Avenue in Daly City  

Transit and street changes to 2.5 miles of 
Mission Street and Otis Streets between 
11th Street and Randall Street. 

Reconfiguring roadway to add transit 
only lanes outbound and northbound 

Transit only lane southbound between 
11th Street and Randall Street 

Increasing bus stop spacing from one to 
two blocks for entire length of route 

Completed between 11th Street and 
Randall Street only 

Optimizing transit stop locations at six 
intersections 

SFMTA did not provide this information 

Adding transit bulbs at seven 
intersections 

Pedestrian bulbs at two intersections only 

Extending existing transit stops at two 
locations 

Not started 

Replacing all-way STOP-controlled 
intersections with traffic signals at two 
intersections 

Not started 

Turn Restrictions at 14 intersections 

Turn restrictions at 18 intersections (5 
right turn restrictions, 13 left turn 
restrictions),or four more than originally 
planned 

Reduce the travel time of the 14 
Mission by about 8-10 minutes in each 
direction  

 
Improving the average operating speed 
to 7-8 miles per hour and improving 
service reliability. 

Actual travel time change 2011 - 2018:  
6 minute increase vs. anticipated 8-10 
minute decrease; from 53 minutes to 59 
minutes total for the route. 
 
Actual speed per trip change 2011 - 2018:  
0.8 mph decrease; from 7.9 mph to 7.1 
mph vs. anticipated increase of up to 8 
miles per hour. 

Sources: 2014 TEP Implementation Guide, MTA Board of Directors Resolutions dated 12/1/2015 

and 8/16/2016; SFMTA performance data 
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As detailed in Exhibit 5.3 above, much of the originally scoped elements of the 14 Mission 

project remain incomplete as of January 2019. This is largely, though not entirely, because 

the downtown and southern portions of the project have not been implemented. Despite 

this, as shown in Exhibit 5.4 below, spending on the 14 Mission Project of $10,461,364 for 

only 2.5 miles is only $579,636 less than the original 2011 estimated budget for the total 

7.5-mile project. Projected spending per mile when the project is done will be $4.8 million 

compared to originally budgeted spending per mile of $1.5 million  

Exhibit 5.4: Comparison of Original and Current Budget and Timeline for 14 

Mission Project 

Total Original Budget $11,041,000   

Total Current Budget $46,309,932  Original Timeline FY 2012 - FY 2015 

Total Current Spending* $10,461,364  Current Timeline FY 2011 - FY 2022+ 

Est. Remaining Spending $35,848,568  Change in Timeline At least 7+ years 

Source: 2011 TEP Implementation Guide; SFMTA Ecosys project data 

* Note: Spending is current as of June 2017 

SFMTA staff stated to the audit team that the primary delay for initiating the 14 Mission 

Project was the longer than expected time it took to complete the Final Environmental 

Impact Report for the TEP (originally estimated to be completed by 2013, but not actually 

complete until March 2014). In addition to delays initiating the 14 Mission Project, the 

portion of the project that was completed between 11th Street and Randall Street was 

subject to concerns of businesses along that portion of Mission Street, particularly related 

to loss of parking and turn restrictions onto and from Mission Street. In response, 

numerous community meetings were held, further delaying project initiation. Although 

the original project scope included transit-only lanes for buses in both directions on 

Mission Street, the final project implementation only included one southbound transit 

only lane.  

After the project was implemented, project staff conducted additional community 

outreach and design analysis, which resulted in modifications35 after the project was 

implemented, some of which required SFMTA Board of Directors’ approval, causing 

additional delay. As a result of these scope modifications, extensive community outreach, 

and delays in completing the entire scope of the project, travel time on the 14 Mission 

has increased since 2011, rather than decreased as the project intended, as shown in 

Exhibit 5.3 above.  

The longer than expected environmental review process does not explain the delay in 

initiating the portion of the project south of Randall Street to the Daly City BART station. 

The southern portion of the 14 Mission Project was originally expected to occur between 

 
35 The modifications approved by the SFMTA Board of Directors were: rescinding two of the six originally approved 
right-turn only rules; establishing one additional no left-turn rule; moving a bus stop; and re-establishing a loading 
zone. 
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FYs 2012-13 and 2013-14 but is now expected to begin in FY 2021-22, or eight years later 

than originally anticipated, with no estimated end date. 

In addition, SFMTA decided to delay the downtown portion of the 14 Mission Project, 

originally expected to be completed by FY 2014-15, to align with the SFMTA Better Market 

Street Project, which is currently still in its early design phase and not expected to be 

completed until FY 2020-21. According to the Five Year Capital Plan approved by the 

SFMTA Board of Directors in December 2018, the downtown portion of the 14 Mission 

Project is now expected to take five years, rather than three estimated in 2011, and is 

scheduled to occur between FYs 2018-19 – FY 2023-24, or a completion date nine years 

later than originally planned.  

The Better Market Street project was delayed due to the capital revenue accounting 

errors discussed above. In December 2018, the SFMTA Board of Directors reduced the 

Better Market Street project budget from $141,609,219 to $47,784,165 (or a reduction 

of $93,825,054 to that project budget) as part of a broader effort to re-balance SFMTA’s 

capital budget which required reductions totaling $122.7 million in FY 2018-19 and $18.7 

million in FY 2019-20. The downtown portion of the 14 Mission transit improvement 

project was also decreased by $3,144,504, from $11,525,250 to $8,380,746 in the FY 

2018-19 – FY 2019-20 capital budget. 

Case Study: 22 Fillmore  

According to the 2014 TEP Implementation Guide, the 22 Fillmore bus line requires street 

use modifications and re-routing so that it will travel through the beginning of 16th Street 

and connect to the recently upzoned Mission Bay neighborhood. Currently, the 22 

Fillmore finishes its route south of Mission Bay, at 20th Street and 3rd Streets. Exhibit 5.5 

below shows the original scope of the project, covering the entire 22 Fillmore bus line, 

and the current extent of the work on the project.  
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Exhibit 5.5: Original vs. Current Implementation of 22 Fillmore Project 

 

Source: SFMTA project data 

Exhibit 5.6 below details the original and currently implemented scope of the 22 Fillmore 

Project. 
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Exhibit 5.6: Original and Implemented Scope of 22 Fillmore Project 

Intended Outcomes Actual Outcomes 

Provide a direct transit connection 

between development at Mission Bay 

and the 16th Street BART Station, the 

Mission District, and Fillmore Street. 

This project would facilitate an 

important east-west transit connection 

for the rapidly developing Mission Bay 

neighborhood. Project to be executed 

in FY 2013 – FY 2017 

Project still in design phase 

Midday headway frequency change 

from 10 to 7.5 minutes 

Current headway is 8 minutes (AM) 

and 9 minutes (PM) 

Street use changes (transit-only lanes, 

turn restrictions, etc.) on Fillmore 

Street portion of the 22 bus line 

Project element abandoned; not in 

capital budget  

Line rerouted to continue along 16th 

Street to Third Street, creating new 

connections to Mission Bay from the 

Mission District 

Re-route to Mission Bay not started; 

Mission Bay currently served by 55 16th 

Street Bus (discussed below) 

Moving the route off of 17th and 18th 

streets and onto 16th Street between 

Kansas Street and 3rd Street to 

connect to the Mission Bay 

neighborhood and to provide 

continuous transit service along 16th 

Street 

Re-route to Mission Bay not started; 

Mission Bay currently served by 55 16th 

Street Bus (discussed below) 

Reduce the travel time of the 22 

Fillmore by about 5 minutes in each 

direction (10 minutes total) within the 

study area (25 percent reduction) 

Actual Travel time change 2011 – 

2018: 

6 minute increase in average travel 

time: from 45 minutes to 51 minutes 

Sources: 2014 TEP Implementation Plan; SFMTA Ecosys project data; SFMTA performance data 

As detailed above in Exhibits 5.5 and 5.6, the original project area and scope of the 22 

Fillmore/16th Street Improvement Project was originally intended to make transit 

improvements along the entire length of route but is now only focused on the 16th Street 

portion, which is still currently in its design phase. Delay in implementation has meant 

that the project’s intended outcome of reducing travel time by five minutes has not been 



















Appendix 5.1: Operating Costs per Trip 

 

Budget and Legislative Analyst 
71 

 

SFMTA Operating Costs per Trip, by Transit Mode 
 

  2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 Change 

Light rail $3.61 $4.06 $4.24 $4.05 $3.88 $4.20 $4.19 $0.58 

Motor bus $3.04 $2.76 $2.80 $2.98 $3.17 $3.12 $3.05 $0.02 

Trolley $2.34 $2.22 $2.28 $2.42 $2.85 $2.76 $3.10 $0.77 
Source: National Transit Data (adjusted for 2017 dollars) 

 










