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AMENDED IN BOARD
FILE NO. 151257 2123/2016 - ORDINANCE NO.

[Planning Code - Increasing Transp'ortation Sustaihability Fee for Nonresidential Projects]

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to increase the Transportation qutainability
Fee for Non-residential projects larger than 99,999 gross square feet, and to require
Non-residential or Productioh, Distribution and Repéir (PDR) projects that filed
development or environmental applications on or before July 21, 2015, but that have
not yet received approvals, to pay the Transportation Sustainability Fee with a partial
refund; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings, including general findings, findings of
public necessity, convenience and welfare, and findings of consistency with the

General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Pianning Code, Section 101.1.

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
. . Additions to Codes are in Szngle-underlzne italics Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font.
Board amendment deletions are in strkethrough-Arial-font.
Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables.

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:

Section 1. Findiﬁgs. The Board of Supervisors of the City and County of San
Francisco hereby finds and determines that: '

(@)  The Planhing Department has determined that the actions.contemp'lated in this
ordinahce comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public- Resources
Code Section 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors in File No. 151257 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms

this determination.

Supervisors Avalos, Campos, Mar .
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(b) On September 10, 2015, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19454,
adopted findings that the actions contemplated .in this ordinance are consistent, on balance,
with the City’'s General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 1.01.1. The .
Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of
the Board of Supervisors in File No. 151257, and is incorporated herein by reference.

(c) On September 10, 2015, the Plannlng Commission, in Resolution No. 19454,
approved this legislation, recommended it for adoption by the Board of Superwsors and
adopted findings that it will serve the public necessity, convenience and welfare. Pursuant to
Planning Code Section 302, the Board adopts thése findings as its own. A copy of said
Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 151257, and is

incorporated by reference herein.

Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by revising Sections 411A.3 and
411A.5, to read as follows: '
SEC. 411A.3. APPLICATION OF TSF.

XXX ]

(d) Application of the TSF to Projects in the Approval Process at the Effective Date
of Section 411A. The TSF shall apply to Development Projects that are in the approval
process at-the-effective-date-of-Section4t1A-on December 26, 2015, except as modified
below:

(1) Projects that have a Development Application approved before the
effective-date-of-this-Section December 26,2015 shall not be subject to the TSF, but shall be

subject to the TIDF at the rate applicable per Planning Code Sections 41 1.'3(e) and 409, as

well as any other applicable fees.

Supervisors Avalos, Campos, Mar o
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2 Proiects that receive approval of their first approved Development

D

Application after December 26, 2015, but before the effective date of OrdinanceNo—th

Ordinance in Board File N~o. 151257, adding Section 411A.3(d)(3)(B), shall be subject to the
TSF as follows:

{H(A) The Residential Uses subject to the TSF shall pay 50% of the
applicable residential TSF rate, as well as any other applicable fees.

{2)(B) The Non-residential or PDR portion shall be subject to the TSF but
pay the applicable TIDF rate per Planning Code Sections 411.3(e) and 409, as well as any
other applicable fees. '

(2;) Projects that have filed a Development Application or environmental

review application on or before July 21, 2015, and have not received approval of any such
application before the effective date of : effectlve date of Ordinance Ne——the Ordinance in Board File No.

51257! adding Section 411A.3(d)(3)(B), shall be subject to the TSF as follows:
(A) Residential Uses subject to the TSF shall pay 50% of the

applicable residential TSF rate, as well as any other applicable fees.
(B) The Non-residential or PDR portion shall be subject to the TSF,
as well as any other applicable fees, but shall receive a reduction in the TSF rate equivalent to
50% of the difference between the applicable TSF rate and the pay-the applicable TIDF rate
per Planning Code Sections 411.3(e) énd 409-as-well-as-any-otherapplicable fees.

~ (34) Projects that have not filed a Developmént Application or environmental

review application before July 22, 2015, and file the first such application on or after July 22,

2015, and have not received approval of any such application, shall be subject to the TSF as

fdllows: | |
(A) Residential Uses subject to the TSF shall pay 100% of the

applicable residential TSF rate, as well as any other applicable fees.

Supervisors Avalos, Campos, Mar
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(B) The Non-residential or PDR portion of any project shall pay 100%

of the applicable Non-residential or-PDR TSF rate, as well as any other app'licable fees.

TSFE Applicability o Projects in the Approval Process

Approved Before
12/25/15
(TSFE Effective
Date)

Re3|dent|al No fee

Non-Residential:
TIDE

PDR: TIDF

ReSIdentlal No' fee

Non-Residential:
TIDFE

PDR: TIDF

Approved Between
12/25/15 and the

Effective Date of
Ordinance in File

Residential: 50% of

the applicable TSE
rate

Residential: TSF

Effective Date of
QOrdinance in File
No.

the applicable TSF
rate

Non-Residential:

TSE, with a reduction

of 50% of the
difference between
TIDF/TSF

PDR: TIDE

No. - Non-Residential: Non-Residential:
TIDE TSE
PDR: TIDE PDR: TSF
Approved After the | Residential: 50% of | Residential: TSF

Non-Residential;
TSF

PDR: TSE

1 Supervisors Avalos, Campos, Mar
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

The different applicability scenarios established above are summarized in this Table:

Page 4




O 0 ~N o U AW N

N N N N N N 4 A ea =y 28 e oA e N
o oS w N — o < oo N D ()] SN w N - o

* k Kk ok

SEC. 411A.5. TSF SCHEDULE.

~ Development Projects subject to the TSF shall pay the following fees, as adjusted

annually in accordance with Planning Code Section 409(b).

Land Use Categories

Table 411A.5. TSF Schedule

TSF

Residential, 21-99 units

Residential, all units abpve 99 units

$ 7.74 for all gsf of Residential use in the
first 99 dwelling units (see Section |

411A:4(c) above).

$ 8.74 for all gsf of Residential use in all
dwelling units at and above the 100% unit

(see Section 411A.4(c) above).

Non-Residveri'tial, except Hospitals and

Health Services, 800-99,999 gsf

Non-Residential, except Hospitals and

Health Services, all gsf above 99,999 gsf

Hospitals

Health Services, all gsf above 12,000 gsf

$ 18.04 for all gsf of Non-Residential uses
less than 100,000 gsf.

$ 21.0449-04 for all gsf of Non-Residential
use greater than 99,999 gsf.

$18.74 per calculation method set forth in
Section 411A.4(d).

Production, Distribution and Repair

$11.00 for all gsf above 12,000 gsf
$7.61 |

Supervisors Avalos, Campos, Mar
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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Section 3. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after
enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the
ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board

of Supervisors overrides the Mayor’s veto of the ordinance.

Section 4. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors
intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, segtions, articles,
numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal
Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment
additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the “Note” that appears under

the official title of the ordinance.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA, @ity Attorney

ANDREA Rl SQUIDE
Deputy ( Mﬁ'ﬁm

n:\legana\as2015\1500870\01083035.doex

By:
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FILE NO. 151257

REVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGEST
" (2/23/2016, Amended in Board)

[Planning Code - Increasing Transportation Sustainability Fee for Nonresidential Projects]

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to increase the Transportation Sustainability
Fee for Non-residential projects larger than 99,999 gross square feet, and to require
Non-residential or Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR) projects that filed
development or environmental applications on or before July 21, 2015, but that have
not yet received approvals, to pay the Transportation Sustainability Fee with a partial
refund; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings, including general findings, findings of
~ public necessity, convenience and welfare, and findings of consistency with the
General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1.

Existing Law

On November 17, 2015, the Board of Supervisors passed Ordinance No. 200-15, creating the
new Transportation Sustainability Fee, or TSF. The ordinance was signed by Mayor Lee on
November 25, and became effective on December 26, 2015.

The TSF requires Residential, Non-Residential and Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR)
Development Projects in the City to pay a fee, to contribute to the City’s provision of transit
service necessary to accommodate the population growth related to such Development
Projects.

Amendments to Current Law

This Ordinance amends the TSF to increase the fee rate for a particular subgroup of Non-
residential projects, those larger than 99,999 gross square feet (gsf). The Ordinance
increases the fee for these projects by $2.00 per square feet, from $19.04 to $21.04.

The Ordinance also changes the TSF’s grandfathering provisions, increasing the fee amount
that Non-Residential and PDR projects that were in the development pipeline as of the
effective date of the Ordinance. While under the TSF, as originally adopted, those projects
have to pay the TIDF rate, under this Ordinance they will have to pay the TSF, with a discount
equivalent to 50% of the difference between the TSF and the TIDF rates.

n:\legana\as2015\1500870\01070871.doc
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EDWIN M. LEE
MAYOR )
Bos-ul) (o ) LeqgDep
Dep Oty va-H)/, Cp4ge

el

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

March 11, 2016

President London Breed
Members, Board of Supervisors
San Francisco City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl
San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear President Breed & Members of the Board of Supervisors:

This letter is to communicate my veto of File No. 151257, an ordinance amending the Planning
Code to increase the Transportation Sustainability Fee for non-residential projects.

The Transportation Sustainability Fee was developed over many years through an extensive
public process, earning broad stakeholder support and creating $1.27 billion in revenue for San
Francisco transportation infrastructure over the next 30 years. This process included a

multitude of commissions and numerous hearings before the Board of Supervisors. | was proud -
to have signed the unanimously approved package just four months ago that levied
transportation sustainability fees on residential development for the first time ever and
increased the fees on commercial development as well.

To re-open this issue would undermine the trust of impacted stakeholders and hinder our
ability to create consensus in the future. We must preserve our constituents’ faith in us as
elected officials, in the processes we set out, and the negotiations that we undertake. This trust
is valuable; it must be earned and protected.

Sincerely,

Edwin M.
Mayor, City.& County of San Francisco

11



Somera, Alisa (BOS)

From: : Avalos, John (BOS)

Sent: Monday, March 14, 2016 2:19 PM

To: Gosiengfiao, Rachel (BOS)

Cc: , Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Givner, Jon (CAT)

Subject: . Re: Memo on Mayoral Veto - File #151257 - Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) for Non-

Residential Projects

Please schedule the file for a veto override vote at the earliest convenience.
Thank you

Supervisor John Avalos

Sent from an electronic mobile communication device

On Mar 11, 2016, at 4:13 PM, Gosie'ng_ﬁao, Rachel (BOS) <rachel.gosiengfiac@sfgov.org> wrote:

Dear Supervisors:

Please find the attached communication from Mayor Edwin Lee vetoing File 151257 - Transportation
Sustainability Fee (TSF) for Non-Residential Projects.

Regards,

Rachel Gosiengfiao

Executive Assistant

Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Phone: (415) 554-7703 | Fax: (415) 554-5163
rachel.gosiengfiao@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here.

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legisiation, and
archived matters since August 1998.

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to
disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information

- provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information

- when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that
members of the public submit to the Clerk’s Office regarding pending legisiation or hearings will be made available
to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from
these submissions. This means that personal information—including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar
information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and jts committees—may appear on the
Board of Supervisors’ website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.

<Mayoral Veto 3 11 16.pdf>
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September 11, 2015

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk
Honorable Supervisor Wiener
Board of Supervisors

City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA. 94102

Re: . Transmittal of Planning Departrhent Case Number 2015-009096PCA:
- Establishing a New Citywide Transportation Sustamabmty Fee
Board File No. 150790
Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval with Modifications

Dear Ms. Calvillo and Supervisor Wiener:

On September 10; 2015, the San Francisco, Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public
heanng at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposal introduced by Supervisors Scott
Wiener, Breed, and Christensen to: create a new Planning Code Section 411A; amend Planning

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francises, .

CA94103-2478

Recepfion:
415.558.6378
Fax
415.558.6409
Planning
* information:
415.558.6377

Code Sections 411 (Transit Impact Development Fee), 401 (Definitions), and 406 (Waiver, :

Reduction, or Adjustment of Development Project Requirements); and to make other conforming
-amendments to the Area Plan Fees in Planning Code Articdle 4. At the hearing, the Planning
Comn:ussxon recommended approval with modifications.

The proposed amendments have been determined to be not a project under the California
Environmental Quality Act Guidelines Section 15378(b)(4) and is thus exempt from environmental

review. Pursuant to San Francisco’s Administrative Code Section 8.12.5 “Electronic Disi:ibunon of -

Multi-page Documents”, the Department is sending electronic documents and one hard copy.
Additional hard copies may be requested by contacting Lisa Chen at (415)575-9 124.

Supervisor, please advise the City Attomey at your earliest convenience if you wish to incorporate
the changes recommended by the Commissions.

Please find attached documents relating to the action of the Planning Commission, as well as a
resolution issued by the SPMTA Board of Directors and a list of Board and public comments heard

at their September 1% meeting. If you have any questlons or require further information please do
not he91tate to contact me.

Sincerely,

arort D.
Manager of Legislative Affairs

' www.sfplanpi‘,gng.org
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- -, .. Transmital Materials ’ CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA
’ » Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee

cc: .

Andres Power, Aide, Supervisor Wiener’s Office

Jon Givaer, Deputy City Attorney

Andrea Ruiz-Esquide, Deputy City Attomey

Nicole Elliot, Mayor’s Director of Legislative & Government Affairs

Attachments (two hard copies of the following):

Planning Commission Resolution :

SFMTA Board of Directors Resolution No 15-123 )

SFMTA. Board of Directors September 15 Meeting: Summary of Board Member & Public Comments
Planning Department Executive Summary .

SAN FRANCISCD 1 4 ' 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT - .



SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1650 Mission St

- - x » Suite 400
Planning Commission = ssfwm,
: . ! . CA 94103-2479
Resolution No. 19454 | I
- HEARING DATE SEPTEMBER 10,2015 . 415.558.6378
Fax
Project Name: . Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee , 415.558.6403
Case Number: 2015-009096PCA. [Board File No. 150790} ' Planning
. Initiated by: - Mayor Lee and Supervisor Wiener, Supervisor Breed, and Supervxsorm"g?];'és_"
' Christensen / Substituted September 8, 2015 .
Staff Contact: ‘ Lisa Chen, Planner, Citywide Division
. lisa.chen@sfgov.org, 415-575-9124
Reviewed by: - Adam Varat, Senior Planner, Citywide Division
) adam.varat@sfgov.org, 415- 558-6405
Recommendation: Recommend Approval

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT A PROPOSED
ORDINANCE AMENDING THE PLANNING CODE BY ESTABLISHING A NEW CITYWIDE
TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE AND SUSPENDING APPLICATION OF THE
EXISTING TRANSIT IMPACT DEVELOPMENT FEE, WITH SOME EXCEPTIONS, AS LONG
AS THE TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE REMAINS OPERATIVE; AMENDING
SECTION 401 TO ADD DEFINITIONS REFLECTING THESE CHANGES; AMENDING
'~ SECTION 406 TO CLARIFY AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND HOMELESS SHELTER
EXEMPTIONS FROM THE TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE; MAKING
CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO THE AREA PLAN FEES IN ARTICLE 4 OF THE
PLANNING CODE; AFFIRMING THE PLANNING DEPARTMENT’S DETERMINATION
UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, AND MAKING FINDINGS,
INCLUDING GENERAL FINDINGS, FINDINGS OF PUBLIC NECESSITY, CONVENIENCE
AND WELFARE, AND FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE GENERAL PLAN AND THE
EIGHT PRIORITY-POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE SECTION 101.1. :

WHEREAS, on September 8, 2015 Mayor Lee and Supervisors Wiener, Breed, and Christensen introduced
a proposed Ordinance under Board of Supervisors (hereinafter “Board”) File Number 150790, which
would amend the Planning Code to establish a new Transportation Sustainability Fee (hereinafter TSF)
and suspend application of the current Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF), with some exceptions,
for as long as the TSF is in effect; and : :

. WHEREAS, San Francisco is a popular place to work, live and visit, placing strain on the City’s emstmg
transportation network; and ‘

WHEREAS, Since 1981, the City has imposed a Transit Impact Development Fee (“TIDF”) on new

developmient in the City, first limited to office space in the downtown core, and expanded to most non-
residential uses citywide in 2004; and

www.sfplarirBng.org
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Resolution 19454 - CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA
September 10, 2015 Estabhshmg a New Transportatlon Sustainability Fee

WHEREAS, Starting in 2009, the City and the San Francisco County Traneportaﬁon Authority have
worked to develop a comprehensive citywide transportation fee and supporting nexus study (the “TSF
Nexus.Study”), published in 2015; and

WHEREAS, The TSF Nexus Study concluded that all new land uses.in San Francisco will generate an
increased demand for transportation infrastructure and services, and recommended that the TSF apply to
both residential and non-residential development project in the City; and .

WHEREAS, This fee would help pffset impaéts of both residential and non-residential development
projects on the City’s transportation network, including impacts on transportation infrastructure that -
support pedestrian and bicycle travel; and

WHEREAS, The TSF rates take into coneidefation the recommendations of a TSF Economic Feasibility
Study that analyzed the impact of the TSF on the feasibility of development projécts throughout the City;
and .

WHEREAS, The TSF Expenditure Plan will help enable the San Francisco Municipal Transportation ‘
Agency (“SFMTA") and other regional transportation agenicies serving San Francisco to meet the demand
generated by néw development and thus maintain their existing level of service; and

WHEREAS, The TSF will require sponsors of development projects in the City to pay a fee that is
reasonably related to the financial burden such projects impose on the City’s ttansportation network; and

' WHEREAS Every five years, or sooner if requested by the Mayor or the Board of Supervisors, the
SFMTA will update the TSF Economic Feasibility Study, analyzing the impact of the TSF on the feas1b111ty
of development, throughout the City; and

WHEREAS, The Planning Department determined that the proposed legislation is not a project under the
California Environmental Quality Act, as a “government funding mechanism or other governmet fiscal
activities which do not involve afiy commitment to any specific project which may result in a potentially -
significant physical impact on the environment.” (CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(b)(4)); and

WHEREAS, The Plannfng Commission (hereinafter ”Commissioﬁ") conducted a duly noticed public
hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed Ordinance on September 10,.2015; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has "heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the
public hearing and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of
Department staff and other interested parties; and

WHEREAS, all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Department, as the custodian of
records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance; now, therefore, be it

* SAN FRANCISCO . o
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 1 6 .



Resolution 19454 ' CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA
September 10, 2015 Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee

MOVED, that the Plamung Commission hereby recommends that the Board of Superwsors approval the
proposed ordinance with the following modifications:

1. Grandfather residential projects before July 1, 2014 with a 50% fee reducuon and residential
projects after July 1, 2014 with a 25% fee reduction;

2. Exempt non-profit secondary institutions that requlre a full Institutional Master Plan from paying

" thefee;

3. Apply the fee to non-profit hospitals that require a full Institutional Master Plan;

4. Request that the Board consider fee rates of up to 33% of nexus, subject to further analysis of
development feasibility;

5. Request that the Board consider graduated fee rates based on area/neighborhood of the city,
and/or consider removing the area plan fee reduction; and,

6. 'Require economic feaéibility analysis updates every three years rather than five, and include the
Planning Commission as an entity that may request analyses sooner.

FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

7.

10.

11.

-Substantial investments in infrastructure are needed to address the predicted demands on the

transportation system and street network generated by new growth.

The TSF is an efficient and equitable method of providing funds to address the transportation
demands imposed on the City by new development projects, and is projected to generate
approximately $1.2 billion in revenue over the next 30 years, of which approximately $420
million would be new revenue. .

The TSF rates were set to maximize revenues for transportation and complete streets without
making developments too costly to build, and were based on the findings of the TSF Nexus Study
and TSF Economic Feasibility Study.

General Plan Compliance. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code are not addressed
in the General Plan; the Commission finds that the proposed Ordinance is not inconsistent with
the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan.

Planning Code Section 101 Findings. The proposed amendments to the Planning Code are
consistent with the eight Priority Policies set forth in Section 101.1(b) of the Planning Code in
that: .

SAN FRANCISCO 3
PLANNING DEPARTIMENT . 1 7 : X :




Resolution 19454 . CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA
" September 10, 2015 Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee

SAN FRANCISCO

That. existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced;

"The proposed Ordinance would not have a négative impact on neighborhood serving retail uses and

will not impact opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of vieighborhood-serving
retail. :

That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods;

The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative éffect on housing or neighborhood character.

That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City’s supply of affordable housing.

That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking;

The proposed Ordinance would not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI transit service or
overburdening the streets or neighborhood parking, and would raise revenues to enhunce transit service
and improve streets to meet growing demand.

That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced; '

The proposed Ordinance would not cause displacement of the industrial or service sectors due to office
development, and future opportunities for resident employment or crwnersth in these sectors would -
not be impaired. -

That the City achieve the greatest poss1ble preparedness to protect against mJury and loss of life in an
earthquake;

The proposed Ordinance would not have an zmpact on City’s preparedness against injury and loss of
life in an earthquake.

That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved;

The proposed Ordinance would not have an impact on the City's Lundmarks and historic buildings.

That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development;

The proposed Ordinance would not have an zmpuct on the Czty s parks and open space and thezr access

- to sunlight and vistas.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT . 4

18



Resolution 19454 4 CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA
" September 10, 2015 Establishing a New Transportation Sustainability Fee

8. Planning Code Section 302 Findings. The Planning Commission finds from the facts presented
that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare require the proposed amendmients to
the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission hereby récommends that the Board ADOPT
the proposed Ordinance as described in this Resolution.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted' by the Commission at its meeting on
September 10, 2015.

JorzsP, Tonin
Commission Setretary

AYES: Fong, Wu, Antonini, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, Richards
- NOES:
ABSENT:

" ADOPTED:

SAN FRANCISCO . ‘ 5
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_ EXe'cutive Summary

Planning Code Text Change
HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 10, 2015

Priject Name: - Establishing a New Citjrwide Transporfation Sustainability Fee

Case Number: 2015-009096PCA [Board File No. 150790] :
Initiated by: Mayor Lee, Supervisor Wiener, Supervis'or Breed, and
, Supervisor Christensen / Substituted July 28, 2015
Staff Confact: Lisa Chen, Planner, Citywide Division
lisa.chen@sfgov.org, 415-575-9124
Reviewed by: Adam Varat, Senior Planner, Citywide Division

adam.varat@sfgov.org, 415-558-6405 :
Recommendation: Recommend Approval

'PLANNING CODE AMENDMENT

The proposed Ordinance would amend - the Planning Code by: establishing a new citywide
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) and suspending application of the existing Transit Impact
Development Fee (TIDF), with some exceptions, as long as the TSF remains operative; amending
Section 401 to add definitions reflecting these changes; amending Section 406 to clarify affordable
housing and homeless shelter exemptions from the Transportation Sustainability Fee; amending
conforming amendments to the Area Plan fees in Plarming Code, Articde 4; affirming the
Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and,
making findings, including general findings, findings of public necessity, convenience and
welfare, and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of
Planning Code Section 101.1.

Overview: The Transportation Sustainability Program (TSP)

San Frandisco is a popular place to work, live and visit, placing strains’on the City’s ex.lshng '

transportation network. The City is projected to grow substantially over the next 25 ‘years — by
2040, up to 100,000 new households and 190,000 new jobs are expected in San Francisco.! Without
enhancements to our transportation network, this growth will result in more than 600,000 cars on
our streets — or more than all the cars traveling each day on the Bay and Golden Gate bridges
combined. If we don't invest in transportation improvements citywide, we can expect
unprecedented gridlock on our streets, and crowding on our buses and trains.

The City is addressing the need to enhance and expand the systeﬁ in a comprehensive way,
including making multiple public investments in key projects such as:

1 Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG), Projections 2013.

www.sfpla#ing.org

1650 Mission St
Ste 400
CA 21082475

Reception:

415.558.6378

fax
413.958.6408
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Executive Summary ‘ - CASE NO. 2015-009096PCA

Hearing Date: September 10, 2015 ' Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF)
. Transit capital and operational investments (Central Subway, Muni Forward, Bus
, Rapid Transit Projects, etc.)
. Bicycle infrastructure (protected lanes, parking, etc.)
. Pedestrian safety (Vision Zero, Walk First, etc.) -

The Transportation Sustainabiiity Program (“TSP”) is an initiative aimed at improving and
expanding the transportation system fo help accommodate new growth, and creating a policy
framework for private development to contribute to minimizing its impact on the transportation
system, including helping to pay for the system’s enhancement and expansion. The TSP is a joint
effort by the Mayor’s Office, the San Francisco Planning Department, the San Francisco County
Transportation Authority and the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA),
comprised of the following three components: '

1. Invest Fund Transportation Improvements to Support Growth. The proposed
Transportation Sustainability Fee (“TSF”) would be assessed on new development,
including residential development, to help fund improvements to transit capacity and
reliability as well as bicycle and pedestrian improvements.

2. Align: Modernize Environmental Review. This component of the TSP will change how
the City analyzes impacts of new development on the transportation system under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). This reform has been prompted by
California State Bill 743, which requires that the existing Level of Service (LOS)
transportation review standard be replaced 'with a more meaningful metric such as
Vehicles Miles Traveled (VMT). The Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR)
and the Secretary of Natural Resources are currenily working to develop the new
transportation review guidelines, and are expected to release new CEQA guidelines in
2016.

3. Shift Encourage Sustainable Travel. This component of the TSP will help manage
demand on the transportation network: through a Transportation Demand Management
(TDM) Program, making sure new developments are designed to make it easier for new
residents, visitors, and workers to get around more easily without a car. The City will
create a consolidated menu of TDM options to help developers design projects that
encourage more environmentally-friendly travel modes such as transif, walking, and
biking. Public outreach on the TDM program is expected to begin in Fall or Winter 2015.

These three components are discrete policy initiatives that are programmatically linked through
the TSP. The focus of this Planning Code amendment is on the first component of the program,
the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF), which was introduced at the Board of Supervisors by
Mayor Lee and co-sponsoring Supervisors Wiener, Breed, and Christensen on July 21st, 2015
[BOS File No. 150790]. The changes to CEQA are being led at the state level, while the TDM
component will be considered separately at future hearings.

The TSF is a proposed citywide development impact fee intended to help offset the impact of
. new development on the City’s transportation system. In 2013, Mayor Edwin Lee convened a
Transportation Task Force to investigate what San Francisco needs to do to fix our transportation
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network and prepare it for the future, The Task Force found that in order to meet current need
and future demand, the City needs to invest $10 billion in fransportation infrastructure through
2030, including $6.3 billion in new revenue. In November 2014, San Francisco voters passed -
Proposition A, approving a $500 million one-time investment in transportation infrastructure.
They also passed Proposition B, which is projected to contribute about $300 million for
transportation over the next 15 years. These funds are dedicated to improving the City’s existing
transportation infrastructure and do not materially ‘address the need to expand the system’s
capacity, which will be required to accommodate new growth. -

The TSF would provide additional revenue to help fill the City’s transportation funding gap. The
TSF would replace the current Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF; Planning Code Section
411), which is a citywide impact fee on nonresidential development, and would expand
applicability to incude both larger market-rate residential and ‘nonresidential uses.
Developments would pay the proposed fee, contributing a portion of their fair share to help pay
for transportation system expansion and efficiency measures to serve the demand created by new
residents and workers.

On May 15, 2012 Mayor Lee, along with co-sponsoring Supervisors Wiener and Olague,
introduced a previous ordinance to establish a Transportation Sustainability Fee [BOS File no.
120524], which was proposed to replace the TIDF and expand applicability to residential and -
nonprofit uses. At that time, the fee was contemplated as both a mitigation fee under CEQA and -
a development impact fee, and a draft nexus study and economic feasibﬂfcy study were
developed. :

The TSF was reintroduced by Mayor Lee and co-sponsoring Supervisors Wiener, Breed, and
Christensen on July 21, 2015. As part of the new proposal, the City and the San Frandisco County
Transportation Authority have reconfigured the program and are now proposing the TSF as a
development impact fee only. This proposal includes an updated nexus study and economic "
feasibility study (Exhibits D and E, respectively), as well as an expenditure plan that would
allocate funds towards categories of projects intended to offset impacts of new development on
the City’s transportation network, including transit capital maintenance, transit expansion and
reliability, and pedestrian and bicycle projects.2 .

In the course of developmg the TSF proposal, staff conducted extensive outreach to affected
stakeholders to solicit feedback on the fee. Public outreach included but was not limited to the
following groups: Citizen Advisory Committees (SEMTA, SFCTA, Eastern Neighborhoods,
Market & Octavia); SFCTA Board; Housing Action Coalition; Chamber of Commerce; Residential
Builders Association; BART; Hospital Council; SEMTA Board Policy and Governance Committee
and Full Board, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition; WalkSF; residential and commercial real estate
" developers; participants in the Muni Equity Strategy Working Group — including Chinatown
Community Development Center, Transit Riders, Senior & Disability Action, Council of
Community Housing Organizations; SPUR; BOMA; San Francisco Labor Coundil; the Small
Business Commission, and others. A full schedule of outreach meetings and public hearings is

2The Complete Streets nexus was established by the Citywide Nexus Study available at:
hitp://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/plans-and-programs/plan-
implementation/20140403_SFCityWideNexusAnalysis_March2014.pdf

— 22
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attached (Exhibit F). Staff considered the feedback received during this process when draftxng the
proposed legislation.

The Way It Is Now:

The Transit Impact Development Fee, or TIDF (Section 411), is an impact fee levied on most non- -
residential development citywide and serves as the City’s prilmary mechanism to offset the
impacts of new development on the transportation system. Revenue generated by the fee is
directed to the SEMTA and used fo fund Muni transit capifal and preventive maintenance. First
enacted in the Downtown area by local ordinance in 1981, the fee has been amended in 2004,
2010, and 2012 to expand both the geographic scope and the types of development subject to the
fee, in recognition that a broad range of uses have impacts on the City’s transit system. The TIDF
rates are applied to seven non-residential economic activity categories as follows:

Table 1. Transit Impact Development Fee ('I'IDF)

(2015 Rates) ‘
Use Fee I$/ GSF]
Manggemen't,' Information, and Professional Services $13.87
Retail/Entértainment $14.59
Culturélﬂnsﬁtuﬁon/Educaﬁon . - $14.59
Medical ' : $14.59
Visi{or services ‘ $13.87
Museum - $12.12°
PDR : . $7.46 Y

The TIDF does not apply to residential uses, and currently there is no citywide transportation
impact fee on residential uses. However, in many plan areas, both residential and nonresidential '
projects pay an area plan impact fee that allocates a portion of revenues to transportation within
the specific Area Plans. Many of these area plans also.allocate a portion of funds to complete
streets projects (such as pedestrian safety and bicycle projects); however, there is currently no
citywide impact fee dedicated to complete streets projects.

The TIDF also exempts properties owned and operated by non-profits (through a Charitable
Exemption process per Section 411.8) and by the city, state, and federal governments. Projects
that fall within a redevelopment plan or an area covered by an existing development agreement
are also exempt, to the extent that application of the fee would violate the terms of that plan or
agreement.

SAN FRENCISCO 23 ' 4
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Required payment of the TIDF is triggered by an application for any of the following:
« New construction of 800 square feet or greater;
e Additions of greater than 800 square feet to an existing building; and,

e Changes of use greater than 800 square feet from an economic activity category with
a lower fee rate to a category with a higher fee rate.

A prior use credit is available for existing uses on the project site, as long as such uses were an
approved and active use within five years prior to the date of the development application.

Finally, the existing TIDF includes a Policy Credit program (Seéﬁon 411.3(d)(2)) that may reduce
or eliminate the fee burden for some projects if they reduce onsite parking supply or if they
qualify as a small business (defined as a business that is less than 5,000 square feet; formula retail
uses are ineligible). Credits are available first-come, first-served on an annual basis, until the
annual Hmit is reached (equal to 3% of the total anticipated TIDF revenue for the current fiscal
year). ‘

The Way It Would Be:

Proposed TSF Fee Rates

If adopted, the TSF would replace the current TIDF for as long as the TSF remains in effect. It
would apply to commercial developments, large market-rate residential developments, and large
nor-profit universities (those that are tequired to submit a full Institutional Master Plan per
Section 304.5). Under the TSF, there would be no change in the status quo for the vast majority of
nonprofits, who would continue to be eligible for a Charitable Exemption. The TSF would
‘consolidate land use categories into residential, non-residential, and PDR, consistent with other
Planning Code impact fees. Table 2 shows the proposed fee TSF rates and how they compare to
.the current TIDF rates. ' '

Table 2. TIDF vs. TSF Proposed Fee Schedule

Existing: ' Proposed:
Transit Impact Development | Transportation Sustainability Fee
) Fee (TIDF) . (TSF) .
Use . [$/GSF] - ' [$/GSF]
Residential n/a $7.74
Nonresidential $13.87 - $14.59 $18.04
PDR $7.46 $7.61

These proposed fee amounts were informed by two reports: the San Francisco Transportation
Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (“TSF Nexus Study”) and the San Francisco Transportation
Sustainability Fee Economic Feasibility Study (“TSF Economic Feasibility Study”). The TSF
Nexus Study . describes the total cost to the City of providing tramnsit service to the new
population, based on the increased transportation demand from new development. The TSF
Economic Feasibility Study evaluated the potential impact of a range of fee levels on new
development, to determine how high fees could be set without making projects too costly to
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build. See the following sections for further discussion of how the proposed fee amounts were
established.

The legislation would require the City to update the TSF Economic Feasibility Study every five
years, or sooner if requested by the Mayor or the Board of Supervisors. This update will analyze
. the impact of the TSF on the feasibility of development throughout the dity.

TSF Nexus Study

The proposed fee rates are based on two technical documents — the TSF Nexus Study and the TSF
Economic Feasibility Study. The TSF Nexus Study, developed by Urban Economics, is intended
to meet the requirements of the California Mitigation Fee Act. (California Government Code
Section 66000 et seq). This statute establishes requirements and principles for local jurisdictions to
impose certain fees as a condition of development approval. One of the requirements is that the
local jurisdiction establish a reasonable relationship or “nexus” between the impacts of new
development and the use of the proposed fee. :

The TSF Nexus Study identified a range of transportation projects that will be needed to serve
new growth and established that the total cost to the-City of providing these services through
2040 is as follows:

Table 3: Maximum Justified TSF per Building Square Foot (2015 dollars)

Use Transitz | Complete streets® Total
Residential $22.59 ~ $8.34 $30.93
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) $80.68 $6.74 $87.42
Production, Distribution, $22.59 $3.48 $26.07
Repair (PDR)

1. The TSF Nexus Study describes the maxirum amount of development impact fees that can be charged for transit
and complete streets projects, inclusive of citywide fees (e.g. TIDF, TSF) and any area plan impact fees that include a
transit or complete streets component .

2. Includes transit capital maintenance and transit capital facﬂltles

3. Nexus established in the San Frandisco Citywide Nexus Study (2014). Includes bicycle facilities plus pedestrian and
other streetscape infrastructure.

The nexus study methodology involved estimating the demand for new infrastructure, based on
a consistent set of development estimates for 2010 and land use projections for 2040. These
estimates are converted to trip generation estimates and used to evaluate the impact of
development on the transportation system, and subsequently, the cost of new infrastructure
needed to address this demand. Purther information on the land use and tip generation
assumptions used to establish the maximum justified TSF rates can be found in Appendix A of
the TSF Nexus Study.?

3 Residenttal trip generation caleulations are based on housing unit sizes from the Eastern Neighborhoods Nexus Study -
(2008). Nonresidential frip generation calculations are based on trip generation rates from the TIDF Nexus Study (2011).
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The nexus study determines the legally justified maximum rate that can be charged to new
development. In order to understand the implications of the fee on new development, the City .
also commissioned a TSF Economic Feasibility Study to help determine the ultimate fee rates.

TSF Economic Feasibility Study

. The concurrent TSF Economic Feasibility Study, conducted by Seifel Consulting, helped inform
what fee levels would maximize transportation revenues, without stifling development or
causing housing and commercial real estate costs to increase substantially. The study evaluated
the potential impact of the proposed TSF on new residential and non-residential developments
citywide, by modeling the financial feasibility of ten development prototy'_pes (seven residential,
three nonresidential) under several fee scenarios, representing fee rates ranging from 100% to

250% of levels initially proposed in the 2012 TSF proposed ordinance. This translates to a range of
$6.19 - $15.48/GSF for residential uses and $14.43 - $36.08/GSF for nonresidential uses.

The economic feasibility study found that the current market could support $7.74/GSF for
residential uses and $18.04/GSF for non-residential uses citywide, or roughly 125% of the levels
proposed in 2012 (accounting for cost inflation). These fees would amount to an increase of
roughly 1 to 2% of construction costs for residential developments, and less than 1% of
constructon costs for nonresidential projects, depending on project and construction type. The

. study found that this would not have a major impact on overall project feasibility or resulting
housing costs in neighborhoods where most new.development is occurring.

The study also found'that raising the TSF above these proposed amounts could inhibit
development feasibility in some areas of the city and for seme project types. New development in
certain neighborhoods in the City — such as the western neighborhoods and outer Mission — have
lower than average price levels and rents and may not be finandally feasible given the current
high cost of construction relative to potential revenues. While the TSF itself will not cause these
developments to be infeasible, it may further distance these areas from development feasibility.
As the City wants to ensure that new housing and other development can occur in these areas,
- the study recommended setting fees no higher than what was ultimately: proposed in the TSF
ordinance. As part of the TSF proposal, the City will renew the economic feasibility analysis
every five years — or sooner if requested by the Mayor or the Board of Supervisors — to ensure
that the fee levels are appropriate. 4

The following Table 4 illustrates the proposed TSF rates compared to the maximum justified
nexus amounts identified in the TSF Nexus Study, taking into consideration the contribution of
area plan fees which may include expenditures that fall under the transit and complete streets
nexus categories. . :

and employment density factors that are consistent with the Planning Department’s land use allocation tool, with the
exception of office development. Office trip generation calculations utilize the TIDF trip gemeration rate and an
employment density factor that blends the citywide factor with the récent figure identified in the Central SoMa draft EIR
analysis, which found that the area has higher employment densxhs than the city average (see Table A-3 of the TSF |
Nexus Study for more information). .
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Table 4. Proposed Fees compated to Transit and Complete Streets Nexus

Transit: "Complete streets:
Proposed TSF | Total fees as a % of maximum | Total fees as a % of maximum

Use ($/GSF) justified nexus? justified rrexust
Residential $7.74 33% - 34% 3% -99%
, (in area plans: 33% - 34%) (in area plans: 30% - 99%)
Non- $18.04 21% - 32% 8% -89% -
residential (in area plans: 22% -32%) (in area plans: 18% — 89%)
PDR $7.61 . 32% - 33% 7%

' (in area plans: 32% - 33%) (in area plans: 7%)

1. “Total fees as a % of maximum justified nexus” includes portions of area plan impact fees that are dedicated to transit
and complete streets projects, with the exception of the Transit Center District Plan area. That area plan fee (the Transit
Center Transportation & Street Improvement Fee) has a separate nexus designated for specific projects meant to address
the substantial impacts on transit associated with areas developed to such a high level of density.

TSF Applicability and Exemptmns
The proposed TSF would apply to any development pro]ect that results in:
e More than 20 new dwelhng units

¢ New group facilities, or additions of 800 gross square feet or more to an existing

group housing facility X

e New construction or additions of non-residential or PDR uses greater than 800-gross
square feet

. . Changes/replacement of use from a category with a lower fee rate to a category with
ahigher fee rate -

The following table summarizes how these fee triggers compare to the current TIDF.

Table 5: Fee Triggers, TIDF vs. Proposed TSF

Development )
Type TIDEF Fee Trigger Proposed TSF Fee Trigger

Non-residential | New construction of 800 sf or greater | New construction of 800 sf or greater
and PDR ’

Additions of 800 sf or greater Additions of 800 sf or greater
Residential - | n/a Any development (new construction or
(not assessed on residential) additions) that results in more than 20 new
units

New group housing facilities or additions of

800 sf or more to an existing facility
Changes of use | All changes of use of 800 sf or greater | All changes of use,
except for small businesses
(see below)
SN FRaNCISco : 21 8
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Under the proposed TSF, the following types of development would be exempt from paying the
fee. Many of these exemptions are intended to ensyre that the TSF is aligned with other a’cyw1de
policy goals (e.g. increasing production of affordable housing).

o Affordable housing: income-restricted housing units up to 80% of AMI, consistent
with other Planning Code impact fees; income-restricted middle-income units up to
150% of AMI if they are located in a building where all of the units are income-
restri¢ted. Inclusionary housing units as required under Section 415 would still be
subject to the fee.

e HOPE SF projects, mdudmg market—rate and affordable units, and non-residential
- square footage.

. o Small busmesses (< 5,000 square feet) applying for a change of use from PDR to Non-
Residential, except formirla retail.

e Nop-profit institutions (same as existing TIDF), except for large non-profit
© universities that are required to submlt a full Institutional Master Plan (Section
304.5).

o Non-profit hospitals would. continue to be exempt. However, the ordinance
proposes that the Board of Supervisors may vote to-apply the TSF to
hospitals when California’s Seismic Safety Law requirements are exhausted
(currently estimated for 2030).

e  Projects that fall within a redevelopment plan or area covered by a development
" agreement, to-the extent that application of the fee would violate the terms of that
plan or agreement (same as existing TIDF).

o  City-, state-, and federally-owned projects (same as existing TIDF).

The proposed TSF would eliminate the current TIDF requirernent for prior uses to be active
within the last five years in order to receive a fee credit, which would increase the number of
projects that would be eligible to receive a credit for prior uses on site. This change would
streamline administration of the fee and is consistent with the way other area plan fees are
assessed in the Planning Code.

The proposal would also eliminate the policy credits program currently in the TIDF, which is a
first-come, first-served program to reduce or eliminate fees for small businesses and projects that
reduce onsite parking. The TSF proposes a small business exemption that would, in effect,
expand the existing policy credit system and apply it to all qualifying small businesses, obviating
the need for a credit. The TSF would not provide any reduction or credit for projects that reduce
onsite parking. The existing policy credit system does not serve as an adequate incentive for
developers to reduce their parking supply, as the available credits are very limited in scope and
are typically expended early in the year. However, parking reduction is being contemplated as
one of the tools that may be included in a future Transportation Demand Management program,
. which is another component of the TSP.
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Relationship to Area Plan Fees '

Developments in many plan areas — where much of the city’s growth is concentrated — currently
pay area plan impact fees that require a specific portion of revenues to be allocated to tramsit -
and/or complete streets projects. Under the TSF proposal, residential projects m some area plans
may be eligible for a reduction of their area plan fee, which can help offset some of the cost of the
TSF. Non-residential developments would not receive such a fee reduction, and would continue
to pay both the full citywide transportation fee (the proposed TSF) and the full area plan impact
fee, as they do under the existing TIDF.

The area plan fee reduction for residential uses Would be equal to the transit component of the -
area plan infrastructure fee, up to the full amount of the TSF. (For example, the Market & Octavia -
Community Improvements Fee on residential uses requires 22% of fee revenues to be allocated to
transit projects, so the fee reduction would be $10.92/GSF (2015 rates) multiplied by 22%, which

_ equals $2.40/GSF.) Residential projects (as well as non-residential projects) would continue to
pay the complete streets portion of the area plan in full, and would not receive any fee reduction
for this amount.

Taking into consideration the area plan fee reductlon, the net new residential fee under the
proposed TSF would be as follows:

Table 6 Residential Fee Increases in Area Plans Under Proposed TSF (2015 fee rates)

Net new residential fee
Area plan residential | - (Proposed TSF Rate,
N ‘ feereduction | Less area plan fee reduction)’
Plan area : ($/GSE) ($/GSF)
Outside of Area Plans $0.00 $7.74
Eastern Neighborhoods :
Tier1 $0.97 . $6.77
Tier 2 $1461 - $6.28
Tier 3 o i . $194 $5.80 |
Balboa Park | , $1.17 | $657
Market & Octavia C $2.40 , $5.34
Van Ness & Market SUD : 4 $4.00 $3.74
Visitacion Valley! - $0.00 $7.74
Rincon Hill* ] $0.00 ' $7.74
Transit Center District Plan (TCDP)? '
Tier 1 (FAR below 1:9) ’ $0.00 $7.74
Tier 2 (FAR 1:9 t0 1:18) $0.00 : $7.74
Tier 3 (FAR above 1:18) $0.00 ‘  $7.74
1. The area plan fees for Visitacion Valley and Rincon Hill do not include a component for transit, so there would be no areaplan fee
2. freri‘:xsciogentcr District Plan is not Bhglble for an area plan fee reduction. The Transit Center Transportation and Street Improvement
. Fee is designated to address the substantial jmpacts on trensit associated with development to such a high degree of density.
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Grandfathering of Projects in the Development Pip eline

The proposed legislation includes a grandfathering provision for projects that are currently under
review by the City, in recognition of the fact that such projects may not have anticipated the cost
of the TSF when making past financial decisions about their development projects. The
grandfathering proposal is as follows: .

e Projects that have received a planning entitlement: these projects would not be subject
to the TSF, but would be subject to the TIDF and pay the existing TIDF rates. .

» Projects that have submitted a development apphcahon, but have not recelved an
entitlement: .
o Residential projects would pay 50 percent of the new TSF rate.
o Non-residential and PDR projects would be subject to the 'IIDF and would pay the
full amount of the existing TIDF rate.

Projects would continue to be subject to any other existing applicable impact fees, such as Area
Plan impact fees.

TSF Expenditure Plan

The TSF is projected to generate a total of approximately $1.2 billion in over 30 years. If the fee is
not adopted, the TIDF would generate about $24 million a year on average for transit capital and
maintenance projects. The TSF is expected to generate an additional $14 million a year in revenue
— resulting in over $400 million in net new revenue over 30 years. It will expand eligible
expenditures to include transit service expansion and reliability improvements,
bicycle/pedestrian projects, and program administration, in addition to the transit capital
maintenance projects that are currently funded by the TIDF. Table 7 indicates how much revenue
the TSF is projected to raise annually and over 30 years, and what the predicted cost is of the
proposed fee exemptions and grandfathering, :

Table 7: Projected TSF Revenues (2015%)

Category Annual revenue 30-year revenue total

TSE ’ , $45,700,000 $1,370,000,000

Less: TIDF (existing) ($24,000,000) ($719,400,000)

Less: Exemptions & Grandfathering? ($7,700,000) ($230,000,000)
Net new revenue under proposed TSF $14,000,000 - $420,600,000

: Total TSF $38,000,000 $1,170,000,000

1. Includes projected revenue loss due to exemptions for affordable hotising, small residential (< 20 units), small

businesses, and non-profits, plus grandfathering for pro]ects in development pipeline. .

2. Figures are rounded fo nearest $1000.

Tables 8 and 9 show how the TSF expendmlre program would be allocated among project types.
TSF revenue would help fund projects that fall within these categories, such as (but not limited
to): the expansion of the Muni fleet, reliability and travel time improvements projects, upgrades
to Muni maintenance facilities, improvements to regional transit (such as retrofitting BART train
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-cars to provide more space for passengers and bikes), and improvements to bike and pedestrian
infrastructure.

Table 8. TSF Expenditure Program (Proposed Table 411A.6A)
(except Rincon Hill and Visitacion Valley)

Project type i % expenditure |
Transit Capital Maintenance (Replaces current TIDF expenditures) 61%
Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements - SF 32%
Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements - Regional 2%
Complete Streets (Bicycle and Pedesfrian Improvements) 3%
Program Administration 2%

Table 9. TSF Expenditure Program (Proposed Table 411A.6B)
(in Rincon Hill and Visitacion Valley?)

Project type % expenditure
Transit Capital Maintenance (Replaces current TIDF expenditures) 61%
| Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements-SE - 35%
Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improverments - Regional 2%
Complete Streets (Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements) 0%
_Program Administration 2%
1. The TSF expenditure plan in Rincon Hill and Visitacion Valley area plans does not allocate funds to
complete streets, as these area plan fees do not include any transit expenditures and already allocate a
high proportion of funds to complete streets improvements.

Fee revermes would be collected by the Planning Department and then routed to the SFMTA to

be allocated through an interagency process that will be outlined in a Memorandum of
Understandmg, currently being developed.. The SFMTA and the Mayor’ s Office, as part of the

regular budgeting process, will develop a five-year spending plan and a two-year expenditure.

budget for each category. As part of this process, SFMTA and the Mayor’s office will confer with
the County Tramsportation Authority. Every two years the Controller's Office will produce a
report identifying the fees collected and actual expenditures by project in each category, which
will be reviewed at the City’s Capital Planning Committee.

In order to respond to community feedback that projects should prioritize areas where significant
growth is anticipated to occur, language was added in the substitute ordinance (infroduced July
28, 2015) specifying that the expenditure plan shall give priority to transportation projects
identified in area plans.
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Other amendments fo the Planning Code

The fee proposal also includes technical clean up language to clarify definitions, ensure accurate
application of the fee, and provide cross-references where necessary. These changes include
modifications to impact fee definitions (Section 401) and fee waivers and exemptions applicable
to affordable housing (Section 406(b)), as well as conforming language in the area plan impact
fees (Sections 418, 420, 421, 422, 423, 424, and 424.7).

ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS

TSF Public Outreach and Comment

City staff conducted outreach on the TSF to key stakeholders who would be impacted by the fee,
_ including: Citizen Advisory Committees (SFMTA, SFCTA, Eastern Neighborhoods, Market &
Octavia); SFCTA Board; Housing Action Coalition, Chamber of Commerce, Residential Builders
Association, BART, Hospital Council, SFMTA Board Policy and Governance Committee and Full
Board, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition, Walk SF, residemtial and commercial real estate
developers, participants in the Muni Equity Strategy Working Group — including Chinatown
Community Development Center, Transit Riders, Senior & Disability Action, Council of
Community Housing Organizations; SPUR; BOMA; San Francisco Labor Coundl; the Small
Business Commission, and others. The proposed legislation incorporates the feedback staff
received as part of the stakeholder engagement process. A full schedule of outreach meetings and
public hearings is attached (Exhibit F).

The SFMTA Board of Directors unanimously resolved to support adoption of the TSF without
modifications at their September 1t meeting, as did the Small Business Commission at their
. ‘August 24% meeting. Most stakeholders, including residential developers, expressed support for
the legislation and acknowledged that new development needs to comiribute to fund
_transportation improvements. Stakeholders raised several issues during the public outreach, as
follows:

Small Businesses

The Small Business Commission had questions about the applicability of the fee, particularly as it
relates to the 5,000 square foot threshold. Similarly, the Chamber of Commerce had questions
about the applicability of the fee to changes of use as well as to formula retail. Staff met with
representatives from the Chamber of Commerce and presented at two Small Business
Commission meetings at the end of August to address these concerns. At the August 24% hearing,
the Small Business Commission voted unanimously to issue a resolution in support of the
Transportation Sustainability Fee, without modifications.

Area Plan CACs

Members of the Market/Octavia and Eastern Neighborhoods Community Advisory Comunittees
(CACs) expressed general support of the overall fee concept. They also indicated a desire to
"ensure that funding would be allocated to projects within the respective area plans. To address

SAN FHENCISCD:
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this concern, the proposed legislation states that when allocating revenues, priority should be
given to specific projects identified in the different area plans. The Chair and Vice Chair of the
Market and Octavia CAC submitted a letter of support for the proposed legislation (attached).

Development Community

Staff from residential and commerdal development firms acknowledged that new development
may further strain our iransportation system, and they were generally supportive of the
proposed TSF amounts. However, some developers noted that the grandfathering rates for
residential uses were set too high (initially proposed at 75% of the TSF rate, versus 50% in the
current proposal) which could make some projects currently in the development pipeline
infeasible. Further, some residential builders noted that the fee might disproportionately burden
smaller residential projects, which led to the development of the fee exemption for projects 20
units and smaller. :

Transportation & Other Advocates

-Finally, some advocates have expressed concerns with respect to the fee not being high enough,

the grandfathering provisions being too expansive, and the middle-income exemption being too
lenient (targeting households that earn up to 150% of AMI). They also requested that the fee be
assessed on space dedicated to accessory parking, which is not currently considered as part of
gross square footage for the purpose of calculating Planning Code impact fees. As described
above, the fee amounts were set based on the findings of the TSF Economic Feasibility Study,
with the goal of maximizing transportation revenues while maintaining economic feasibility in a
range of neighborhoods around the city. See the “Basis for Recommendation” section below for
further discussion of these findings.

Potential Modifications to the Ordinance

As part of the continued public outreach process that occurred in August (coinciding with the
recess at the Board of Supervisors), technmical code issues were- identified that require
modifications to the ordinance as substituted on July 28, 2015. These issues are minor and non-

substantive in nature, and they are expected to be addressed in an additional substitute version -

of the ordinance. Any such changes will be identified in a subsequent memo to the Planning
Commission. '

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

The proposed Ordinance is before the Commission so that it may recommend adoption, rejection,
or adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors. . ’
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RECOMMENDATION

The Department recommends that the Commission recommend approval of the proposed
Ordinance and adopt the attached Draft Resolution to that effect.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION »

The proposed TSF is projected to generate approximately $1.2 billion in revenue for
transportation and complete streets projects to accommodate the City’s expected growth, which
represents over $400 million net new revenue above current TIDF and Area Plan impact fees.
This revenue would help address funding needs identified by the TSF Nexus Study and the
Mayor’s Transportation Task Force, and would support the City’s Transit First Policy by funding
. more transit vehidles, faster and more reliable transit, and safer streets for all users. During the

development of the TSF, outreach was conducted with key stakeholders to inform them about the -

fee and solicit feedback, much of which has been incorporated in the proposed ordinance.

Combined with the other two components of the Transportation Sustainability Program, the TSF
would ensure that new developments are doing their part to contribute to improve the
transportation system; as well as minimize their impacts by encouraging more sustainable modes
of travel. If adopted, the TSF would-be the first citywide fransportation fee on residential uses,
ensuring that market-rate residential developers throughout the city are paying to improve the
transportation. system to serve new growth. The fee would also represent the first citywide fee to

fund complete streets improvements, which will be allocated to projects that improve safety and
" comfort for pedesirians and bicyclists, The proposal would also increase the amount that
nonresidential developments are expected to pay, generating additional revenue for
transportation. The economic feasibility study found that these fees would not have a significant
impact on development feasibility or housing costs across the city.

Fee amounts were set with the goal of maximizing transportation revenues, without inhibiting
development feasibility. The study found that fee amounts above those proposed in the TSF
ordinance could negatively impact development feasibility for-some project types and in some
areas of the city. Further, the study noted that if the real estate market were to experience a
downturn such that future revenue growth is insufficient to cover construction and other
development costs, new development will be more sensitive to higher impact fees. For these
reasons, the study recommended that the TSF be established at no more than 125% of the mmal
fee levels, which is consistent with the fee amounts proposed in the TSF ordinance.

Similarly, the TSF grandfathering proposal for residential projects was developed to ensure that
the fee does not cause projects currently in the pipeline to become infeasible. Membexs of the

development community acknowledged the need for additional transportation funding, but *

indicated that payment of 75% of the fee (the amount initially proposed during the outreach
process) would be difficult for projects already in the development pipeline that haven’t
budgeted for this cost in their pro formas. However, they indicated that most residential projects
could likely support a 50% fee amount.

- 34
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Althongh stakeholders have voiced feedback that the income criteria for the proposed middle-
income exemption is too high, staff from the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community
Development (MOHCD) have confirmed that the 150% AMI fhreshold is appropriate and
consistent with the agency’s eligibility criteria for the Middle Income Rental Housing Program

Finally, in response to stakeholder comments, staff have investigated whether impact fees could
be assessed on space devoted 1o accessory parking. They found that charging such uses canmot
be justified by the TSF Nexus Study, as the study did not include an analysis of whether the
amount of accessory parking has a corresponding impact on increased demand for transportation
services, However, as mentioned above, parking reduction may be one of the tools considered as
part of the Transportation Demand Management program currently under development by the

City.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The proposal to create a new Planning Code Section 411A; amend Planning Code Sections 411

(Transit Impact Development Fee), 401 (Definitions), and 406 (Waiver, Reduction, or Adjustment

of Development Project Requirements); and o make other conforming amendments to the Area
. Plan Fees in Planning Code Artide 4 is exempt from environmental review under Section
15378(b)(4) of the CEQA Guidelines.

RECOMMENDATION: Recommendation of Approval
" Attachments:

Exhibit A: Draft Planning Commission Resolution

ExhibitB: ~ Board of Supervisors File No. 150790

Exhibit C: CEQA Findings

Exhibit D: San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) Nexus Study

Exhibit E: * San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Economic Feasibility Study
Exhibit F: - TSF Stakeholder Outreach List

Exhibit G: Public Comments

¢ More information on the Middle Income Renml Housing Program is ava:lable at hitp://sf-
moh.org/index.aspx?page=1411.
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"~ SANFRANCISCO
MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY
BOARD OF DIRECTORS

RESOLUTION No. 15-123

WHEREAS, San Francisco is a popular place to work, live and visit, placing strain on the
City’s existing transportation network, and,

WHEREAS, Since 1981, the City has 1mposed a Transit Impact Development Fee (“TIDF”)
on new development in the City, first limited to office space in the downtown core, and expanded to
most non-residential uses citywide in 2004; and .

WHEREAS, Starting in 2009, the City and the San Francisco County Transportation
Authority have worked to develop a comprehensive citywide transportation fee and supporting nexus
study (the “TSF Nexus Study™); and

WHEREAS, The TSF Nexus Study concluded that all new land uses in San Francisco will
generate an increased demand for transportation infrastructure and services, and recommended that
- the TSF apply to both residential and non-residential development project in the City; and

WHEREAS, This fee. would help offset impacts of both residential and non-residential
development projects on the City’s transportation network, including impacts on transportation
infrastructure that support pedestrian and bicycle travel; and,

WHEREAS, As part of implementation of the TSP, the Board of Supervisors has pending
. before it legislation that would amend the City’s Planning Code by establishing a new Section 411A,
imposing a citywide transportation fee, the Transportation Sustainability Fee, which will help enable
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (“SFMTA™) and other regional transportation
agencies serving San Francisco to meet the demand generated by new development and thus maintain
their existing level of service, and

WHEREAS, Section 411A will require sponsors of development projects in the City to pey a
fee that is reasonably related to the financial burden such projects impose on the City’s transportation
network; and )

. WHEREAS The TSF is an efficient and equitable method of prov1d1ng funds to address the
transportation demands imposed on the City by new development projects; and

WHEREAS, Every five years, or sooner if requested by the Mayor or the Board of

Supervisors, the SFMTA will update the TSF Economic Feasibility Study, analyzing the unpaot of
the TSF on.the feasibility of development, throughout the City and -

WHEREAS, The TSF would replace the TIDF, suspending the TIDF as long as the TSF
remains in effect; and
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WHEREAS, Subject to economic conditions, the TSF is projected to generate approximately
$1.2 billion in revenue over the next 30 years, of which approximately $430 million would be new
revenue; and

WHEREAS, The Planning Department determined that the proposed legislation is not a
project under the California Environmental Quality Act, as a “government funding mechanism or
other government fiscal activities which do not involve any commitment to any specific project
which may result in a potentially significant physical impact on the environment.” (CEQA.
Guidelines Section 15378(b)(4)); now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, That the SFMTA. Board of Directors recommends that the San Francisco Board
of Supervisors approve the legislation establishing the Transportation Sustainability Fee.

I certify that the foregoing resolution was adopted by the San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency Board of Duectors at its meeting of September 1, 2015.

C Brores_

Secretary to the Board of Directors
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
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SFMTA Board Hearing: September 1, 2015
Item 12: Recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve legislation estabhshmg the
Transportation Sustainability Fee.

Summary of Board Member & Public Comments.

anrd Member comments:

Cheryl Brinkman:
s Explain the accessory parkmg issue and why itis not con51dered part of Gross Floor Area
when assessed impact fees.
e How often does TSF get updated?
. Supporu've; Fee could be higher.

Cristina Rubke: :
e Are we legally/technically unable to charge accessory parking?

Gwyneth Borden
LOS reform is exciting.

5 Hospitals which have completed thelr seismic requirements should pay the fee once
completed.

Can developers do in-kind contributions with TSF?
Consider charging more TSF for projects that build above certain parking thresholds.

e Consider reducing/waiving the fee for universities not expanding their total student
population - universities building student housing is good for the transportation system.

Joel Ramos:
e Recognize that this program is part of a broader set of solutions.
e Consider establishing transit benefit assessment districts.
- o Wantto encourage affordable housing.

Public Comm_ent:

Members of the public expressmg support: Cathy DeLuca, Howard Strassner, Tyler Frisbee, Tim
Colen.

Members of the public expressing opposition: Herbert-Weiner

Members of the public expressing neither support nor opposition: Edward Mason

Edward Mason: .
e There should be no exemptions from the fee, including single-family home.
Why is this program so late?
Will VMT take into account TNCs?
Should have mitigations at the point of origin.
Need regional bus service.
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SFMTA Board Hearing: September 1, 2015
Item 12: Recommending that the Board of Supemsors approve leglslatmn establishing the
Transportation Sustainability Fee. :

Kathy DeLuca (Walk SF):
s -Strong support.
s Fees are not high enough.
s 150 AMI threshold for Middle-Income Housing exemption is.too high.
"e  Grandfathering applies to too many projects and rates are too low.
e Should charge for accessory parking.

-Howard Strassner:
e Fee should be higher.
e Should charge for accessory parking.

_Tyler Frisbee (San Francisco Bicycle Coalition):
e Strong support. -
» Fee should be higher.
¢ Should charge for accessory parking.

Tim Colen (SF Housing Action Coalition):
s Supportive.
s . Fees cannot go higher.
o _Fees should be spent to provide improvements local to development projects.

39



& City Hall
>\ Dr. Carlton B. Goodleit Place; Rooin 244
g San Franicisco 94102-4689
Tel. No..554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS.

Decémber 28, 2015

File No. 151257-2

Sarah Jones

Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department

1650. Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Jones:

On December 8, 2015 the following proposed legislationi was duplicated, from File No.
151121, further amended and re-referred back to the Land Use and Transpertation
Committee:

File No. 151257-2

Ordinance amending the Planhing Code to increase the Transportation
Sustainability Fee for Non-residential projects larger than 99,999 gross square
feet, and o require Non-residential or Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR)
projects that filed development or environmental -applications on or before July
21, 2015, but that have not yet recéived approvals, to pay the Transportation
Sustainability Fee with & partial refund; affirming the Planning Department's
determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making
findings; including general findings, findings of public necessity, convenience and
welfare, and findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight. pricrity
policies of Planmng Code, Section 101.1. ,

This legislation is being transmitted 1o you for environmental review.

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

AiaOmed)

By: Alisa Somera, Assistant Clerk
Land Use and Transportation. Committes

Attachment Not defined as a project under CEQA Guidelines
' Sections 15378 and 15060(c) (2) because it does
¢ Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning not result in a physical change in the
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning  environment. , :
: Dy voped by oy Navarese
40 Joy Navarrete s>

“emalizjoynavametegslgov.om, c=US
. Date20160105 153817 0800




City Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

July 29, 2015

File No. 150790

I

Sarah Jones )
Environmental Review Officer
Planning Department -
1650 Mission Street, 4" Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Jones: 4
On July 28, 2015, Mayor Lee introduced the folldwing legislation:
File No. 150790

Ordinance amending the Planning Code by establishing a new citywide
Transportation Sustainability Fee and suspending application of the
existing Transit Impact Development Fee, with some exceptions, as long as
the Transportation Sustainability Fee remains operative; amending Section
401 to add definitions reflecting these changes; amending Section 406 to
clarify affordable housing and homeless shelter exemptions from the
Transportation Sustainability Fee; making conforming amendments to the
Area Plan fees in Planning Code, Article 4; affirming the Planning
Department’s determination under-the California Environmental Quality
Act; and making findings, including general findings, findings of public
necessity, convenience and welfare, and findings of consistency with the
General Plan, and the _eight priority policies of Planmng Code, Section
101.1.

This legislation is being transmitted to you for environmental review.

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

A

' By: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant Clerk
Land Use & Transportation Committee

Attachment . . .Statutory Exemption under CEQA Section 15273 Rates,
‘ Tolls, Fares, and Charges - the establishment,

c:  Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning  pogification, structuring, restructuring, or

Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning a@*oval of rates, tolls, fares and other charges..

1. Dighally gned by loy Nevarrese
IAvs Nlavra rrad A oiamey Nevaree, oxpianing, somgnoomenat



City Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel, No, 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
July 28, 2015
File No. 150790
Sarah Jones

Environmental Review Officer

Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, 4% Fioor
_San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Jones:
On July 28, 2015, Mayor Lee introduced the following legislation:
File No. 150790 '

Ordinance amending the Planning Code by establishing a new citywide
Transportation Sustdinability Fee and suspending application of the
existing Transit Impact Development Fee, with some exceptions, as long as
the Transportation Sustainability Fee remains operative; amending Section
401 to add definitions reflecting these changes; amending Section 406 to
clarify affordable housing and homeless shelter exemptions from the
Transportation Sustainability Fee; making conforming amendments to the
Area Plan fees in Planning Code, Article 4; affirming the Planning
Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality
Act; and making findings, including general findings, findings of public
necessity, convenience and welfare, and findings of consistency with the
. General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section

101.1.
o et
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In the City and County of San Francisco (the City) the only current citywide
transportation impact fee is the Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF).
The fee is currently imposed on most nonresidential development in San
Francisco and not on residential development. The TIDF funds costs
associated with increased transit service provided by the San- Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) to accommodate development
impacts, including capital facilities, fleet expansion, and capital maintenance.

The only other curtent City transportation impact fees are separdte fees
imposed i specific plan ateas (e.g. Eastémn Neighborhoods infrastructure
impact fee). These fees apply to both residential and most non-tesidential
development within plan atreas. Nonresidential development projects
cutrently pay these atea plan fees in addition to the TIDF.

This report presents the technical analysis (“nexus study”) necessaty for the
City to update the TIDF and support adoption of the proposed
Transportation Sustainability Fee (I'SF) that would replace the TIDF. The
'TSF would replace and expand the TIDF’s applicability to include residential
development projects. The use of TSF revenues would expand to include
bicycle facilifes and pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure in
addition to existing uses of the TIDF for public transit.

By adopting and implementing the TSF the City would achieve the following
three objectives:

1. Replace the existing TIDF and expand its apphcauon to residential
development and certain major institutions.

2. Expand the use of this ditywide transportation impact fee to include
bicycle facilities and pedestrian and other streetscape mf.tastructure to
address transpottation impacts from new development.

3. Bstzblish 2 maximum justified transportation impact fee for all
development whether or not subject to an area plan transportation fee in
addition to the citywide TSF.

Growth P.foiections

Current ptojections indicate that over the next 30 years the number of
housing units in the City will inctease by 27 petcent and employment by 35
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percent.! Increased population and employment citywide from new
development will generate increased auto and transit trips as well as increased
bicycle and pedesttian activity.

The City’s transportation system is already highly congested under cutrent
conditions, as a result of both limited roadway capacity for vehicles and
limited transit vehicle capacity for tramsit passengers. Congestion occuts
particulatly duting moming and afternoon commute hours in the same
eastern ateas of the City that are -also expected to experience the most
development. Pedesttian activity will also increase in congested ateas:
Increased travel from new development will directly affect the performance
of the City’s transportation system.’

Table E.1 provides a summaty of the growth projections used in the nexus
study. “Non-TSF Development” pfimarily refers to major projects not
subject to the TSF because of separate development or other cohtractual
agreements or whose impacts are regulated by other agencies. “TSF
Development” is an estimate of development that would be subject to the
TSF.

Table EA: Growth Projections (2010-2040)

Non-TSF TSF
DeveloP Develop-~ )
ment ment Total
Residential . - Housing Units
Housing Units 47,000-| 54,400 | 101,400
Percent . 46% 54% |1  100%
Nonresidential ) Employment (Jobs)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 27,700 | 159,600 | 187,300
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) . (700). 10,300 |. 9,600
Total 27,000 | 169,900 | 196,900
Percent 14% 86% | . 100%

Note: Growth projections for 2010 and 2040 households (occupied housing
units) and total employment (jobs) are within one percent of citywide totals
estimated by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). See’
Tables A.1 and A.2 in Appendix A for details.

! Includes major projects not subject to the TSF because of separate
development or other contractual agreements or whose impacts are
regulated by other agencies, plus an estimate of constructed,.entitled, or
approved projects from 2010 through 2014 that would be too far along in
the development process to have a new fee applied to them.

Sources: Table 2.4.

1See Table 2.1 in Chap;cc:: 2.
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As a dense and built-out urban envitonment, the City does not have the
option' of physically expanding its roadways to accommodate mote
automobiles. Instead, the City’s Transit First policy directs investments to
transit, bike, and pedesttian modes of travel to improve transportation
services within the City and shift travel away from the use of single-occupant
autos. The policy thus benefits all travel modes: when commuters choose to
travel by transit, bicycle, or walking they benefit from itnprovements to these
facilities; when they choose to dfive, they benefit from the reduction in
automobile congestion that would exist without these improvements.

The TSF would address the impacts of development on the transportation
-system while supporting implementation of the Transit First policy. The TSE
would accomplish these objectives by funding incteased transit capacity to
relieve transit congestion and by expanding bicycle and ‘pedestrian facilities.
'The TSF would have three components: (1) transit capital maintenance, (2)
transit capital facilities (including fleet expansion), and (3) complete streets
(bicycle, pedestrian, and other streetscape infrastructure). These three
components ate described in the following sectlons

. SEMTA Transit Capital Maintenance Component

‘The transit capital maintenance component of the TSF is based on the same
methodology used to calculate the maximum justified rates for the cuttent
TIDE. If adopted the TSF would replace the TIDF with revenues continuing
to sopport SFMTA setvice expansion. The relauonship between
development and the transit capital maintenance component is summanzed
below:

¢+ Need for transit capital maintenance: The impact of development on
the need for additional transit capital maintenance is based on -
maintaining the existing transit level of service (transit LOS) as growth
occurs. The existing transit LOS is the current ratio of the supply of
“transit services (measured by transit revenue setvice hours) to the level of
transportation demand (measured by number of auto plus transit trips).
As' development generates new trps the SEMTA must increase the
supply of transit services, and in particular capital maintenance
expenditures, to maintain the existing transit LOS.

¢+ Use of TSF transit capital maintenance revenue: The benefit to |
development from the use of fee revenues is based on improving transit
vehicle maintenance to increases the availability of vehicles that provide
transit service. SFMTA’s transit vehicles include motor coaches (buses),
trolley coaches (electric buses), light rail vehicles, histotic streetcats, and
cable cars. Improved vehicle maintenance directly increases tevenue’
service houts by reducing the amount of time that a vehicle is out of

setvice.




Trarz.rzz‘ S xm‘amabzlzy Fee N exus S tm]y N ' - » .S' an Frarzamo Muﬂuzpal Traﬂ.gboﬂatzorz Agerzgr

.

Proportional cost: The TSF vaties in direct proportion to the amount of
trip generation of each development project.

Transit Capital Facilities Component

The transit capital faciliies component of the ISF is based on a list of

. currently planned capital projects and programs needed to accommodate
increased transit demand from new development. Examples include transit
fleet expansion, improvements to inctease SFMTA transit speed and
reliability, and improvements to regional transit opefators such as BART and
Caltrain. The relationship between development and the transit capital
facilities component of the TSF is summarized below:

*

Need for expanded transit cap1tal facilities: The impact of
development on the need for expanded transit facilities is caused by -
increased transit and auto trips. The fair share cost of planned transit
facilities is allocated to TSF development based on trip generation from
TSF development as a percent of total trip generation served by the
planned facility (including existing development and development not
stbject to the TSF).

For example, if a bus rapid transit project will improve service for both
existing and new development then the cost allocated to the fee is the
share of total trips in 2040 associated with TSF development. Alternately,
if a fleet expansion project only serves growth then the cost allocated is
the TSF development share of trips from growth only (TSF plus non-
'TSF development).

Use of TSF transit capital facilities component revenue: The benefit
to development from the useé of fee revenues is based on funding new or
expanded transit capital facilities to support increased transit services
including improved vehicle availability.

Proportional cost: The TSF varies in direct proportion to the amount of
trip generation of each development project. ‘
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Complete Streets Component

The complete streets component of the TSF would fund the enhancement
and expansion of bicycle facilities as well as pedesttian and other streetscape
infrastructute to accommodate growth. This component of the TSF is
equivalent to maintaining the existing amount of sidewalk space per
pedestrian in San Francisco. The relationship between development and the
complete streets component of the TSF is summanzad below:

¢+ Need for pedestrian infrastructure: The i Jmpact of development on the
need for enhanced and expanded pedesttian and other streetscape
infrastructure is based on achieving the pedestran level of setvice
(pedestrian LOS) recommended in the San Frandsco Citywide Nexus

© Anabsis completed in March 2014.% The pedestrian LOS is based on

sidewalk space per capita. As growth occuts mote investment is needed
in pedestrian and othet streetscape infrastructure to offset the congestion
caused by more pcdesﬁ:tan ttips. '

+ Use of TSF complete streets tevenue: The benefit to dcvelopment
from the use of fee revenues is based on enhancing and expanding
pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure. Revenues may zlso be
used for bicycle capital facilities.

. Proporﬁonal cost: The TSF vares in ditect proportion to the amount of
service populatxon of each development project.

TSF Sumxnarsr

‘Table E.2 provides a summary of the maximum justified TSF for each fee
component describe above. The two transit components are summed
because they apply to the same type of facility and to enable compatison with
area plan transportation fees. Atea plan fees have one fee component for
transit and a separate one for complete streets (bicycle facilities and

- pedesttian and other streetscape infrastructure) based on legislation currently
before the Board of Supetvisors. The transit fee levels in Table E.2 are the
maximum justified amounts that the City may charge new development for
impacts on transit facilities and setvices, and likewise for complete streets.
The City may choose to impose any amount up to the maximum justified
amount fof either or both of the two components.

2 San Francisco Planning Department, San Franéism Gitywids Noscus Analysis, Mach 2014,
ep :
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Table E.2: Maxnmum Justified TSF per Bulldmg Square Foot

(2015 dollars)
Complete
Transit' | Streets® Total
Residential ~ $22.59 $8.34 $30.93.
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) $80.68 $6.74 $87.42
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) $22.59 $3.48 $26.07

! Includes transit capital maintenance and transit capital facilities.

2 Includes blcycle facilities plus pedestrian and other streetscape
infrastructure.

Source: Table 6.1.

TSF Implementation

‘The TSF is patt of alatger effort, the proposed ‘Transit Sustainability
Program (ISP). In addition to the TSF, the TSP includes (1) a transportation
demand management (TDM) program for new development projects, and (2)
revision to the City’s significance standard and threshold regarding evaluation
of transportation impacts under. the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA) consistent with the new requirements of State Senate Bill 743,

The TSF nexus study and the expenditute of TSF revenues ate designed to -
avoid any overlap with other TSP requitements or in any way double charge
development projects for the same impact. Based on the current proposal,
the TDM component of the TSP is focused on reducing vehicle miles
-travelled from new development whereas the TSF is focused . on
accommodating increased transit, bicycle, and pedestrian trips from new
development. The TDM component would include 2 wide range of measures
to encourage travel by transit, bicycle, and pedestdan modes and thus
increase the need for the expanded facilities and services funded by the TSF.

Transportation fees within plan ateas, eg. Eastern Neighborhoods, may
overlap with the TSF depending on the types of impacts addressed by the
particular plan area fee and the types of faclities 'and setvices funded. Unless
additional analysis is conducted to distinguish the TSF from a particular plan
area fee, the TSF nexus study provides the maximum justified amount that
may be imposed on development subject to both the TSF and a plan area fee
for thie same type of facility (transit or complete streets).

R e oy T T e e e e e A TN R E
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i. INTRODUCTION

This chaptet provides a background and overview, presents the purpose of
the report, and defines several key concepts and methods.?

Background

In the City and County of San Francisco (the City) the only cutrent citywide
transportation impact fee is the Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF).*
The City first adopted the TIDF in 1981 and imposed it only on downtown

office development only to fund increased transit setvices required to serve
that development. In 2004 the City substantially revised and expanded the
TIDF to apply to most nontesidential development citywide. The TIDF
funds costs associated with increased transit service (including capital
facilitfies, fleet expansion, and capital maintenance costs) incurred by the San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) to accommodate
development impacts. -

The only other transportation impact fees curtently being imposed by the
City ate separate fees imposed in specific plan areas (e.g. Eastern
Neighbothoods infrastructure impact fee) that apply generally to most
development. within plan ateas, including residential and nontesidential
development. For nonresidential development pro]ects these fees are
imposed in addition to the TIDF.

As further explained in Chapter 2, roughly one-quarter of the C1ty’s pro]ected
development over this 30-year planning hotizon will be exempt from -the
existing TIDF or the proposed TSF. In most cases, this development is
subject to an adopted development agreement that tequites implementation
of a substantial array of transportation mitigation measutes and other

" requirements identified during the environmental review and planning -
entitlement process for each project. For example, the City has enteted into
development agteements establishing transportation mitigation and
improvement requitements with the Candlestick Point — Hunters Point
Shipyatd PhaseII and the Treasure Island— Yerba Buena Island
development projects.

3 'This report has been prepared at the direction of the San Francisco City Attorney's Office and the San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) in close coordination with the San Frandsco County
Transportation Authority (SFCTA) and the San Frandsco Planmng Department.

4 San Francisco Planning Cnde Section 411.
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At this time, based on cuttent law, the remaining three-quartets of the City’s
projected development will be subject to either (1) the citywide TIDF on
nonresidential development outside plan areas, (2) one of several
transportation development impact fees within adopted plan ateas® plus the
TIDF, ot (3) no transportation impact fee in the case of residential
development outside plan ateas (because the TIDF is only imposed on
nonresidential development).

Purpose of Report ‘

This report presents the technical analysis (“nexus study”) needed to support
the City’s adoption of a citywide development impact fee for the following
transportation services and facilities:

¢ Transit capital maintenance
¢ Transit capital facilities

¢ Complete streets (bicycle facilities plus pedestrian and other streetscape
infrastructure).

The nexus study draws substantially from pror efforts. The nexus for the
transit capital maintenance component is based on the cutrent TIDF nexus
analysis last adopted in 2012.° The nexus for the complete streets component
is based on the Sgn Frandsco Citywide Nexcws Analysis prepared by the San
Francisco Planning Depattment in March 2014. The transit capital facilities
component is 2 new nexus analysis that relies substantially on recent capital
planning studies completed by SEMTA.

By adopting and implementing the Transpottation Sustamab:hty Fee (ISE)
the City would be able to achieve the following three objectives:

1. Replace the existing TIDF with an impact fee that extends to tesidential
development and ccrtam major institutions.

2. Expand the use of this citywide transportation impact fee to cover
bicycle facilities plus pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure, in
addition to impacts on transit service.

3. Establish a maximum justified transportation fee for all development
whether or not subject to an atrea plan transpottation fee in addition to
the citywide TSF.

5 Adopted Area Plans ate patt of the San Francisco General Plan. Several of these Area Plans resulted in the
creation of new development impact fees.

6§ Cambzridge Systematics (with Urban Economics), San Frandsco Transit Impact Developmmz‘ Fee Update, Pebruary
2011 (adopted in 2012).




.S’ an Fnzmm Mumqba! Trarz.pan‘atzofz Agengy o Trzzrmt .S' xm‘amabzlzy Fee Nwm.r .S' tuéy .

The TSF would be patt of a larger effort, the Transportation Sustainability
Program (ISP). In addition to the TSF, the TSP would include, if adopted,
(l) a transportation demand management (TDM) program for new
development projects, and (2) frevision to the City’s policies regarding
evaluation of transportation impacts under the California Environmmtal
Quality Act (CEQA).

This repott describes the nexus analysis and documents the findings required
by the Mitigation Fee Act (the Acf)’ for the City’s adoption of the TSF. The
purpose of the TSF would be to fund transportation system improvements
that accommodate citywide development impacts caused by increased
demand for auto, transit, bike, and pedestnan travel generated by new
development..

The key findings required by the Act and documented by this report include:

¢ Impact of development: Reasonable relationship between new
development and the need for expanded citywide transportation services.

- ¢ Use of fee revenue: Reasonable relationship between new development
and the benefits received from additional citywide transportation setvices
provided by expanded transit capital maintenance, fleet and facilities, plus
complete streets infrastructure to be funded with fee revenues.

¢+ Proportional cost: Reasonable relationship Between the impact of a
development project and the total cost (maximum justified fee) attributed
to the project.

Together these three key findings define the “nexus” between a development
project, the fee paid, and the benefits received. The nexus study also
documents the use of fee revenues as requited by the Act by describing the
types and estimated costs of expenditures to be funded by the fee.

Citywide Approach To Nexus

This section explams the cltywlde approach to the nexus for the TSF
including the responsibiliies of SFMTA and the San Francisco County
Transportation Authority (SFCTA) for managmg the citywide transportation
system, and the role of the proposed TSF in addressing the impact of
development on the system.

7 The Mitigation Fee Act is contined in Section 66000 and subséquent sections of the Californiz Govemnment
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Citywide Transportation System

San Francisco has a mature, built-out transportation network providing
rights-of-way (streets, sidewalks, bike paths, and separate light rail cortidors)
for all modes of travel. On a typical weekday, this network accommodates
about 3.2 million ttips to, from, ot within the City.® The current share by
mode is shown in Figure 1.1. Mode is the type of transportation used to
complete a mp such as private auto, transit, walking, ot bicycling,

Figure 1-1: SanFrancisco Travel Mode Share (2014)

= Private Auto
& Transit
s Walk
2 Bike
= Taxi
- HTNC*

1 Transportation network companies such as Lyft, Uber, etc.

Source: Corey, Canapary & Galanis, memorandum to SFMTA regarding
comparison between 2012, 2013, and 2014 SFMTA modeshare studies,
Dec. 12, 2014.

The SFMTA is responsible for all modes of surface transportation within the
City ‘including public transit, bicycling, pedestdan planning, accessibility,
patkmg and traffic management, and taxi regulauon. The transportation
system is the citywide network of public facilities® that support transportation
setvices for all modes of travel (auto, transit, bicycle, and pedestrian). The

® The data cited refers to “trips”, not “trip ends”, as explained in the Trip Generation section of Chapter 2.

? Private patking lots, shutdc's tide hailing companies, and garages and a few private streets are the only non-
] public components of the City’s transportation facilities. *
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SEMTA secks to provide mobility for its customers through whatever mode
they choose.

The Municipal Railway (Muni) is San Francisco’s extensive local transit
system and is the largest SFMTA operating division. San Francisco is the
nation’s second most densely populated major city, and Muni is one of the
most heavily fidden transit systems on 2 per capita basis. The system has over
700,000 boatdings on an average weekday. Muni focuses on serving
downtown employment centers- during the momning and afternoon peak
petiods and also provides cross-town and neighborhood setvice. With 73 bus
routes and rail lines neatly 4ll city residents are within two blocks of 2 Muni
stop. With nearly 1,000 vehicles the Muni fleet is unique and includes historic
streetcars, biodiesel and electric hybtid buses, electric trolley coaches, light
rail vehicles, paratransit cabs and vans, and cable cars.

The SFCTA setves as the county congestion managemeént agency for San |

- Prancisco, providing funding and coordinating planning effotts with State

and regional transportation agencies. The congestion management agency
tole includes strengthening local land use pohcies with fespect to
transportation impacts and mitigations.

The City is 2 major regional destination for employment, shopping, tourism,
and recreation. As a tesult, connections with other parts of the Bay Atea are
also crtical components of the City’s transportation system. Due to
constraints from water bodies and topography, regional gateways for road
vehicles are limited to the Golden Gate Bridge to the north, the Bay Bddge
to the east, and two highways (Interstate 280 and Hwy. 101) extending south.
Caltrans owns and operates the freeways and funds maintenance of the local
highway network within San Francisco, including Hwy. 101 (Van Ness
Avenue and Lombard Street), Hwy 280, Hwy. 1, and Route 35 (Skylmc :
Boulevard).

Thete is 2lso 2 transit ail funnel undcr the Bay operated by Bay Area Rap1d
Transit (BART) and terminals to accommodate ferty travel. The primary

- regional transit operatots that serve the City include:
. * Alameda-Contra Costa Transit Distdct (“AC Transit” setving Alameda

and Contra Costa counties)

. .Bay Area Rapid Transit Distrct (“BART™ setving Alameda, Contra
" Costa, and San Mateo counues)

* Golden Gate Bndge Highway and Transportaﬁon District (“Golden
Gate Bus” and “Golden Gate Ferty” serving Marin and Sonoma

counties)

* Peninsula Cortidor Joint Powers Board (“Caltrain™ serving San Mateo
and Santa Clara counties)

AL me ’7/71;
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* San Mateo County Transit District (“SamTrans”).

* San Francisco Bay Area Water Emergency Transpottation Authotity
(“WETA” ot “San Francisco Bay Ferty” setving Alameda, Marin, and
San Mateo counties)

Addressing Development Impacts on the Citywide
Transportation System

Curtent projections indicate that over the next 30 years, the number .of

‘housing units in the City will increase by 27 percent and employment will

increase by 35 petcent.® Increased population and employment citywide
from new development will generate increased auto and transit trips as well
increased bicycle and pedestrian travel, :

The City’s transpottaton system is 'é]rea}dy highly congested, including
significant transit crowding, under current conditions. Congestion occurs
particulatly duting' morming and afternoon commute hours in the same

‘eastern areas of the City that are also expected to experience the most

development. Pedestrian activity will also increase in congested ateas. This
increased travel activity will directly affect the performance of the City’s
transpottation  system and constrain the City’s ability to achieve its
transportation system goals." :

As 2 dense and buﬂt—out urban environment, the City does not have the
option of physically expanding its roadways to accommodate mote
automobiles. Instead, the City’s Transit First policy directs investments to
transit, bike, and pedesttian modes of travel to improve transportation
services within the City and shift travel away from the use of single—occupant
autos.” These investments include increased transit capacity to relieve
crowding on key lines as well as complete streets and bicycle facilities to
support increased walk and bike trips. Increased bicycling has the effect of
reducing both auto congestion and transit overcrowding. The policy thus
benefits all travel modes. Those choosing to ‘travel ‘by- transit; bicycle, or
walking benefit from improvements to the facilities associated with these
modes. Those choosing to drive benefit from the congestion teduction
caused by the increased use of- these modes associated with these
improvements.

10 See Table 2.1 in Chapter 2.’ .
11 San Francisco County Transportation Authotity, San Francisco Trarz.gbo#az’zon Plaﬂ 2040, December 2013, pp.

13-17.

12 City and County of San Frandisco, 1996 Charter (as amended throngh November 2013), Section 8A.115.
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'The City employs vatious land use regulatory tools to reduce development
impacts on its transportation system. These tools include (1) design standards
adopted by ordinance requiting on site and adjacent transportation
improvements, (2) the envitonmental review process resulting in mitigations .
for transportation impacts, (3) agteements with developers to implement
transpottation improvements or fotm transportation management
associations as a condition of project approval, and (4) development impact
fee programs that identify and fund plan area or dtywide transportation
improvements. As mentioned under the Parpose of Report section, the TSF
would update the City’s citywide transportation development impact fee
program by including residential development, expanding the use of funds to
include bicycle and pedesttian modes, and providing a maximum justified
amount for all development projects whether ot not subject to a sepatate
area plan fee.

Citywide Impacts and Use of Fee Revenues

The TSF is intended to address the citywide impact on the City’s
transportation system of development subject to the fee. Every development
project has citywide impacts because most trips extend across significant
portions of the City’s transportation network.” Furthermore, all new
development projects benefit from the expenditure of TSF revenues citywide
for the same freason that the SFMTA and SFCTA must plan for
transportation . improvements from 2 citywide perspective: the
interconnectedness of the transportation network. Finally, most transit tdps
link to pedesttian trips so the need for complete streets zmprovcments is
linked to transit activity.

For example, just as most ttips extend across the network, a major
transportation improvement such as an upgraded transit line ot separated
bicycle lane benefits a wide vatiety of travelers-due to transfers within the
Muni system and the myrad otigins and destinations. Furthetmore, these
improvements must address potential impacts to the system that extend
across the network, for example the effect of a transit line upgrade on setvice
to lines connecting to different parts of the City.

Report Orgam'zatién

The nexus study is organized as follows:

13 San Francisco County Transportation Authotity, San Fraﬂa.rco Transportation Plan 2040, Deccmbe: 2013, pp.

11-18.
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¢ Chapter 2 explains how transportation impacts from new development
ate measuted.

¢ Chapter 3 provides the nexus analysis for the transit capital maintenance
component of the TSF.

¢ Chapter 4 provides the nexus analysis for the transit capltal facilities
component of the TSF.

¢ Chapter 5 provides the nexus analysis for the complete streets
component of the TSF.

+ Chapter 6 summatizes the maximum justified TSF and explains its
relationship to area plan fees and the Transportation Sustainability

Program (ISP).

+ Appendices provide additional tables to support the quantitative
infofmation provided in individual chapters.

s
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2. GROWTH IN DEMAND FOR TRANSPORTATION SERVICES

This chapter describes existing conditions, development projections, and
other assumptions used to estimate demand on the City’s transportation
systemm. :

2010 Development Estimates and 2040 Proieéﬁons

The TSF nexus study is based on citywide development estimates for 2010
and a consistent set of development projections for 2040. These 30-year
projections are based on the most recent estimates available when the nexus
study was produced. Projections were prepared by the Association of Bay .
Area Governments (ABAG) for the nine-county San Francisco Bay region in
association with the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC). These

- ABAG/MIC development ptojections, known as the “Jobs Housing
Connections” scenatio, wete approved in 2013 and are used for the most
tecent regional land use and transportation plan (Plen Bay Ared).

The ABAG/MTIC development projections antidpate that the City will
continue to attract growth and investment as a primary employment center
for the region. The number of housing units is projected to grow by 27
percent while employment is projected to grow by 35 percent. Employment
growth will be supported by both increased commuting from outside the
City and the addition of over 100,000 housing units in the City. Both
employment and housing growth will depend on increased commuting into
and out of the City supported by increased transit setvices.

The San Frandisco Planning Department prepared estimates of existing and
projected development for use in the TSF nexus study based on the
ABAG/MTC projections for San Frandsco. The Planning Department
" routinely prepates land use forecasts to aid i policy delibetation ‘and
decision-making on the City’s land use future, as well as to form the basis for

testing transportation impacts of new policies, projects, and plans.

. The Planning Department maintains a land use allocation ‘tool to provide
_ land use inputs to SE-CHAMP. SF-CHAMP is the travel model operated hy
. the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) to generate
- detailed forecasts of travel demand for transportation planning and policy -
purposes, including developing countywide and neighborhood transportation
plans and providing input to micro-simulation modeling for cortidor and
project-level evaluations. The primary purpose of the land use tool is to
allocate ABAG’s citywide forecasts to housing and employment categodes
for each of the travel demand model’s structure of 981 traffic analysis zones
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(TAZs):** The Planning Department’s land use allocation tool constrains the
sum of its projections by TAZ within plus or minus one petcent of the
ABAG/MTC citywide totals for population, households, and employment.

The Planning Department land use allocation tool convetts the ABAG/MTC
employment by industry sector to the land use categotes used by the
Planning Depattment and SF-CHAMP. The P]z.n.nmg Depattment’s

economic activity categoties ate:
* Residential .
¢ Management, Information, and Ptofessional Setvices
¢+ Retail/Entertainment
. Producﬁén, Diéuibuﬁon, Repair
¢ Cultural/Institution/Education .
¢ Medical and Health Setvices
¢ Visitor Scrvices

Table 2.1 summatizes the 2010 to 2040 growth estimates for San Francisco
used as a basis for the nexus study. See Tables A.1 and A.2 in Appendix A
‘for a compatison of these projections to Plan Bzy Area estimates.

TSF and Non-TSF Development

Only a portion of the growtﬁ summatized in Table 2.1 would be subject to
the TSF. Components of non-TSF. development included in the growth
projections are described below:

¢+ Major private development projects that have alteady received primary
entitléments from the City and/or entered into development ot othet
contractual agreements with the City.” These entitlements -and
agreements _ contractually define developers' commitments to
transpottation infrastructute improvements to mitigate transportation
impacts. These projects would not be subject to the 'TSF but nonetheless
fund substantial improvements to the City’s transportation system to -
mitigate project impacts.

4 TAZs are small geogxaphic ateas (e.g., city blocks) used by SF-CHAMP to aggtegate trips within the
geographic area for analysis by the model. )

15 State and local laws provide the City with authority to enter into development agreements (ot disposition and
development agreements, in the case of 2 Redevelopmest Plan) with private parties, to establish the terms for
exactions including impact fees in connection with the development of the particular project. Unless authorized
by the terms of the development agreement, the City may not ordinarily i Jmpose additional fees on future
development with ateas covered by these agrecments.
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_ Table 2.1; San Francisco Growth 2010-2040

2010 — 2040
Growth
2010 2040 | Amount | Percent
Housing
Housing Units 376,200 | 477,400 | .101,200 27%
Households 345,900 | 447,000 | 101,100 29%
Vacancy Rate 8.1% 6.4%
Employment (Jobs) ‘
‘Management, Information and I .
Professional Services 295,100 | 414,800 | 119,700 41%
Retail/Entertainment 1 97,700 1 123,200 25,500 26%
Production, Distribution, Repair 58,900 69,500 9,600 16%
Cultural/institution/Education 59,800 | 80,400 20,600 34%
Medical and Health Services 36,500 52,200 15,700 43%
Visitor Services 21,000 26,800 5,800 28%
Total Employment ‘570,000 { 766,900 | 196,900 " 35%
Jobs per-Household 1.65 1.72
Sources: Tables A.1 and A.2.

¢ Local, state and federal public development projects that are regulated by
the tespective public agency and not subject to the TSF.

+ Pipeline development that includes both nontesidential and residential
projects constructed from 2010 through 2014 because the TSF would not
be adopted until 2015 and could not apply to prior development. Pipeline
‘development: also mdudes residential projects that have alteady received
their first construction document and thetefore would not be subject to a
new fee program adopted in 2015. At the time of adoption of the TSE
these projects would be too far along in the development process with
pemit conditions that would not ptrovide for imposition of the TSE.
Entitled or approved non-tesidential projects as of 2015 are excluded
from pipeline development (2nd included in TSF development) because
these projects would be subject to the TSP as an update to and
replacement of the TIDF.

Mzjor ptvate and public development projects included in non-TSF
development and not subject to the TSE are listed in Table 2.2 (the fitst two
of the three categories described above).

All other development would be subject to the TSF, including certain major
projects plus development within areas of the City that have an adopted area
plan. Major projects and atea plans included as patt of TSF development ate
shown in Table 2.3. The relationship between existing atea plan
transportation fees and the TSF is discussed in Chapter 6.
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Table 2.2: Major Private and Public Development Projects
Included in Non-TSF Development

Phases land i

Project Why TSF Is Not Applicable

California Pacific Medical | Development agreement provides for

Center (CPMC) transportation improvements and financial
contributions to address impacts and prevents
application of TSF to project.

Candlestick Point — Redevelopment plan provides for transportation

Hunters Point Shipyard improvements to address impacts and prevents

 application of TSF to-project.

Parkmerced and Treasure
Island — Yerba Buena
Island (residential only)

impact fees. Nonresidential development would

Disposition and development agreement requires
payment of TIDF but project not subject to new

pay TSF as update to the current TIDF.,
Residential development would not pay the TSF
because the current TIDF does not apply to
residential development.

Presidio

.Development regulated by a federal agency

(Presidio Trust).

San Francisco State
Umversxty

Developer is a state agency exempt from the
current TIDF and has a separate mitigation
agreement for transportation impacts.

Transbay Redevelopment
Project Area (Zone 1)

Exempt from the current TIDF based on S.F. -
Planning Code. .

University of California —
San Francjsco Master Plan

Developer is a state agency exempt from the
current TIDF,

Source: San Francisco Planning Department.
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Table 2.3: Major Projects and Plans Included in TSF

Development
Project Why TSF Is Applicable
Mission Bay Redevelopment plans included a 10-year

moratorium on-application of new impact fees and
exactions in the project area that expired in 2011

(so the TSF would apply). .
Parkmerced and Treasure Disposition and development agreement requires
Island — Yerba Buena payment of TIDF but project not subject to new
Istand (residential only) impact fees. Nonresidential development would

pay TSF as update to the current TIDF. Residential
development wouid not pay the TSF because the
current TIDF does not apply to residential
development.

Other major development | No development agreements have been approved
projects currently under | for these projects at the time of the nexus study.
review (e.g. Mission Rock, | Future updates o the TSF would address the
Warriors, Pier 70) impact of any approved agreements that exempt
these projects.

Development within area | Area plan {ransit and complete streets fees

plans, including: generally do not address citywide impacts of

« Balboa Park development that would be addressed by the TSF.
See Chapter 6 for more detail regardmg relation of
area plan fees to the TSF.

Note: Transbay Redevelopment Project Area

« Eastem Neighborhoods
« Market & Octavia

« RinconHill ~ (Zone 1) parcels within the TCDP would not be
o Transit Center subject to the TSF (see Table 2.2).
Development Plan .
(TCDP)

e Van Ness & Market
Downtown Residential
Special Use District

« Visitacion Valley'

' The Schlage Lock development project in Visitacion Valiey recently entered
into a development agreement with the City that commlts the project to pay
the TSF if adopted

Source: San Francisco Planning Department.

Development projections for 2010 to 2040 zllocated to TSF and non-TSF
development ate shown in Table 2.4.

LA BT RS e S I A SRR T




Tramtj'u:tamabzlz Fee Nesous Study .S'arz Frarz::z.rco]\lwzz aI Trarz rfzdzaﬂ o
T Yy i ‘?P P 2

Table 2.4: TSF and Non-TSF Development (2010-2040)
Housing Units and Employment

Non-TSF Development
- Pipeline | . TSF
: Major Develozp " Develop-
Economlc Activity Category Total Prolects ment Subtotal ment
Formula a b c d=b+c | e=a-d
Residential ' Housing Units
Housing Units . 101,400 29,900 17,100 47,000 54,400
Percent ) 100% 29% 17% 46% 54%
Nonresidential Employment (Jobs)
Management, Information 116,700 14,200 14,200 105,500
& Professional Services ’
Retail/Entertainment 25,500. 2,100 1,000 3,100 f 22,400
Cultural/nstitution/ ' 20,600 | 2,600 1,400 4,000 16,600
Education )
Medical & Health Services 15,700 6,600 (100) 6,500 9,200
Visitor Services 5,800 300 {400) (100) 5,900
Nonresidential {ex. PDR) 187,300 25,800 1,900 27,700 | . 159,600
Production, Distribution, 9,600 | - 400 (1,100) (700) 10,300
Repair (PDR)
Total Nonresidential 196,900 26,200 © 800 27,000 169,900
Percent 100% 13% <1% 14% 86%

' Major projects represent development that would not be subject to the TSF because of
separate development or other contractual agreements to mitigate transportation impacts
or whose impacts are regulated by other agencies. See Table 2.2.

2 Pipeline development is in addition fo major projects and represents an estimate of all
projects constructed from 2010 through 2014, plus residential projects that have already
received their first construction document and therefore would not be subject fo a new fee
program adopted in 2015. Entitled or approved nonresidential projects are included in
TSF development because they would pay the TSF as an update to and replacement of

- the TIDF after 2014.

Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, Land Use Allocatlon Model Output
December 2013; Table 2.1.

Measuting Transportation System Impact

The TSF uses two measures of the impact of development on the
transportation system: trip generaton and setvice population. The
assumptions and methods for converting the growth projections discussed
above to each of these two measures of impact are explamed in the following
sections.
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Trip Generation

The transit capital maintenance and transit capital facilities components of
the TSF use ttip generation to measure development impact on the need for
transit service. Trips occur between origins and destinations such as from
home to wotk, ot from work to shopping, or from shopping back to home.
Ttip generation is related to travel demand, or the desire for mobility by
residents and workers to access homes, }obs shopping, recreation, and other
activities.!

The impact of development on the need for expanded transit setvices and
facilities is caused by incteases in both transit and auto trips. Increased transit
tdps resulting from new development require increased transit services and
facilities to reduce impacts on currently overcrowded: transit lines, ot prevent
lines from becoming overcrowded. Increased auto trips from development
requite increased transit setvices and facilities to offset increased roadway
congestion that increases travel times for transit service. In sum, increased
transit and auto trip generation directly increases crowding on transit
vehicles. '

Ttip generation estimates for the purposes of this nexus study do not include
pedestrian and bicycle trips. Any increase in these trips from development
benefits the transit system by reducing demand for transit services and
thereby reducing crowding.

To calculate total trp generation, housing and employment projections are

convetted to building space, and a ttip generation rate applied per 1,000

squate feet of building space. ‘T'rip generation rates refer to “tp ends” with

each tp having two ttip ends and the impact assigned equally to the land use -
at each end of the tdp. Assumptions used to convert housing and

employment projections to building space, and to. convert building space to

ttip generation, ate based on citywide averages developed by the Planning

Department and commonly apphed in studies of development impacts in-San

Francisco.

‘Table 2.5 converts the projections in Table 2.4 to building space for TSF
and non-TSF development, the basis on which the TSF will be applied to
development projects. As shown in Table 2.5 TSF development includes
about 54 percent of total residential growth and 87 percent of total
nontesidential growth in building space. '

16 For the putposes of the nexus study trip generation reptesents the movement by one person on a typical
weekday from one activity to anothes, and are measured as person trips, not vehicle trips (an auto or transit
vehicle may catry more than one person).




Table 2.5:

TSF and Non-TSF Development (2010-2040)

Building Square Feet
Non-TSF
Development . TSF Development Total
Sq. Ft. Housing | Building | Housing | Building | Housing | Building
Economic per Unit | Units or Space Units or Space Units or Space
Activity or per Employ- (1,000 Employ- | (1,000 Employ- {* (1,000
Category Employee ment sq. i) - ment sq. ft.) ment sg. ft.) .
Formula | a b c=a*b d e=a*d | f=b+d | g=c+e
Residential 1,156 47,000 54,300 544001 . 62900 101,400| 117,200
Percent 46% 54% 100% -
Nonresidential
Management, 260 14,200 3,700 | 105,500 27,400 | 119,700 31,100
Information &
Professional
Services .
Retail/ 368 3,100 1,100 22,400 8,200 | 25,500 9,300
Entertainment )
Cultural/lnstitu-. 350 4,000 1,400 16,600 5,800 20,600 7,200
tion/Education
Medical & 350 6,500 2,300 9,200 3,200 15,700 5,500
Health Services ) . '
Visitor Services 787 (100) (100) 5,900 4,600 5,800 4,500
Nonresiden- 308 27,700 8,400 | 159,600 49,200 | 187,300 57,600
tial (ex. PDR) .
Production, 597 (700) (400) 10,300 6,100 9,600 5,700
Distribution,
Repair (PDR)
Total Non- 27,000 8,000 | 169,800 55,300 | 196,900 63,300
residential ' .
" Percent . 13% 87% 100%
Total 62,300 118,200 180,500
Percent 35% 65% 100%

Sources: Tables 2.4 and A4.

For the nexus study, the employment density factor and ttip generation rate
for the management, information, and professional setvices economic
activity category is updated to represent a weighted average of assumptions
used for citywide development, and dssumptions recently developed for the
Central SoMa atea plan environmental review. The latter tepresents higher
emponment densities associated with the type of bccbnology—based

companies likely to locate in that area.

Table 2.6 converts the building space estimates in Table 2.5 to estimates of
total trip generation for TSF and non-TSF development. To be consistent
with existing atea plan impact fee nexus studies and the recently completed




San Fransisco Citywide Nexcus Analysis,”’ five of the six nonresidential economic
activity categoties are. merged into a single category “Nontesidential
(excluding PDR)”. The Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) category
is maintained as a separate categoty. A weighted average ttip generation rate
for the five merged categories is calculated based on the ttip generation rate
for each category and the 2010-2040 growth amount by category.

Table 2.6: TSF and Non-TSF Trip Generation (2010-2040)

Motorized Non-TSF TSF .. : )
Trip Development Development ~ Total
Generation .
Rate Building Building - . | Building
Economic {trips per Space Trip Space Trip Space Trip
Activity 1,000 sq. (1,000 Génera- (1,000 Genera- {1,000 Genera-
Category it.) sq. ft.) tion " sq.ft) tion sq. ft.) tion
Residential | 7 54,300 | 380,000 62,900 440,000 117,200 | - 820,000
Nonresideritial ] . . .
(ex. PDR) 3 25 8,400 | 210,000 49,200 | 1,230,000 57,600 | 1,440,000
Production, . .
Distribution,
Repair (PDR) 7 (400) |  (3,000) 6,100 43,000 5,700 | 40,000
Total Trip Generation 587,000 1,713,000 2,300,000
Sources: Tables 2.5, A4, and A.6. )

Mote detail on housing unit size, employment density factors, and tdp
generation rates is shown in Appendix A, Tables A.3 and A.4. See Tables
A.5 and A.6 in that appendix for more detail on the estimates of total trip
generation used in the nexus study.

Trip generaﬁon from new development will cause the need for higher lévels
of transit setvice and increased 'transit faclity capacity. Without the ‘transit
services and facilities to be fully ot pattially funded by the TSF, transit setvice
in San Francisco is projected to become increasingly overcrowded. Increased -
overcrowding will diminish pétformance of the City’s transportation system
and constrain the City’s ability to achieve its transportation system goals.”
SEMTA staff conducted an analysis of overcrowding using SE-CHAMP

. model output for existing and 2040 conditions. The 2040 projections include
transit capital projects to be completed without funding from the TSF such
as the Central Subway. As shown in Figure 2.1, the number of passengets on

17 San Francisco Planning Department, San Frandsco Cifywide Nexcus Analysis, March 2014.

18 San Francisco County Transportation Authority, San Francisco Transporiation Plan 2040, December 2013, pp.
1317.

Mm?015 o T . o



Tmmzt 5: udazﬂabzlzy Fez Nexw Sz‘uq’y - o .S‘ an Frarza.rm thzapal ratz.«pmzztzan Agmgl

overcrowded routes will increase from 2010 to 2040 by approximately 6,500
passengets duting the morning and aftetnoon peak perdods. When transit
reaches capacity, motorists that would have taken transit ate unable to shift
and opt to drive, exacetbating congestion.

Figure 2-1: Transit Passengers On Overcapacity Routes
Without TSF
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Note:  "Overcapacity" is greater than 85 percent occupancy with passengers
measured at maximum load point on each route.

. Source: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, personal
communication summarizing analysis of SF:=CHAMP model output,
MLP Loads & % Contribution.xls, August 29, 2015.

Service Pop‘ulation

The complete streets component of the TSF uses service population to
measute the impact of new development on the need for complete streets
(improved pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure). Setvice
population includes both residents and those who. wotk in the City
(“employees” measured by the number of jobs). Thus a resident who works
in the City is counted both as a resident and an employee to fully reflect the
level of demand for complete streets infrastructure. One employee (whether
or not a resident) is counted at 50 percent compared to one resident to
teflect the lower level of demand for complete streets infrasttucture
associated with the workday compared to the morning, evening, and
weekend demand of 2 resident. Tourists and visitors are reflected in the
growth in employment in the City’s business establishments that serve
tourists and visitors. This setrvice population approach to measuting the
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impact of development on the need for complete streets infrastructute is -
typical for impact fee nexus studies and is consistent with the San Frandisco
Citywide Nexcus Analysis.”

Assumptions used in the nexus study that convert Populaﬂon and
employment to building space are shown in Table A.4.

19 San Frandsco Planning Department, Sazn Frandsco Citywide Nexus Analysis, March 2014,
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3. TRANSIT CAPITAL MAINTENANCE

The SFMTA transit capital maintenance component of the TSF is based on
the same methodology used to calculate the maximum justified rates for the
current TIDF. If adopted, the 'TSF would replace the TIDF. The relationship
between development and the transit capital maintenance component of the
TSF is summatized below and explamed more fully in the sections that
follow:

¢+ Need for transit capital maintenance: The impact of development on’
the need for additional 'transit capital maintenance is based on
maintaining the existing transit level of setvice (transit LOS) as growth
occuts. The existing transit LOS is the curtent ratio of the supply of
transit services (measuted by transit revenue service hours) to the level of
transpottation demand (measuted by numbet of auto plus transit trips).”
As development generates new trips the SFMTA must increase the
supply of transit services, and in patticular capital maintenance
expenditutes, to maintain the existing transit LOS.

+ Use of TSF transit capital maintenance revenue: The benefit to
development from the use of fee revenues is based on improving
SFMTA transit vehicle maintenance to increase the availability of vehicles
that provide transit service. SEMTA’s transit vehicles include motor
coaches (buses), trolley coaches (electtic buses), light rail vehicles, historic
streetcats, and cable cars. Improved vehicle maintenance ditectly
‘increases revenue service houts by reducmg the amount of time that a
vehicle is out of setvice.

* Proportional cost: The TSF varies in direct proportion to the amount of
tdp generatlon of each development project.

Need For Transit Capital Maintenance |

- The TSF accommodates the impact of development by funding additional
SEMTA transit capital maintenance to maintain the existing SFMTA transit
LOS. Transit LOS is based on the existing number of revenue setvice hours
per tp. The latest available financial data from the National Transit
Database used to calculate the transit capital maintenance component is for

20 As discussed in Chapter 2 (Measuring Transporiation System Impact secﬁon), “trips™ include both transit and auto
trps because an increase in the former generates additional demand for transit, and an increase in the latter
generates additional transit delays due to increased auto congestion causing a need for additional transit service.
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2013 so the transit LOS calculation is based on 2013 estimates as well. As-
shown in Table 3.1, SFMTA delivers 1.31 revenue setvice hours for every
1,000 auto and transit trips.

Table 3.1: ~ SFMTA Transit Capital Maintenance Serwce

~ Standard
Formula Amount
Annual Revenue Service Hours a 3,458,0004
Days per Year . b 365
Average Daily Revenue Service Hours c=a/b 8,474
2013 Average Daily Trips (ADT)’ .d : 7,235,000
‘Revenue Setvice Hours per 1,000 ADT e=c*d/1,000 | 1.31

' Auto and transit trip ends only within San Francisco. Excludes bicycle and
pedestrian trip ends.

Sources: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration,
National Transif Database, RY 2013 Data Tables
(http://www._ntdprogram.gov/ntdprogram/pubs/dif2013/excel/DataTa
bles.htm); Table A.5. .

'The net cost pet-tevenue setvice hout is shown in Table 3.2. Non-vehicle
maintenance costs and general administrative costs are deducted because

" these costs are not directly related to providing expanded transit service. Fare
box revenue is also deducted because transit system users from development
projects would pay fafes to offset costs. Other SFMTA funding is not
deducted because it is not restticted to uses that increase service. Unlike the
TIDF nexus analysis, capital expenditures and funding ‘are not included in -
the transit capital maintenance component of the TSF. The transit capital
impacts of development are addressed separately in the transit capital
facilities component of the TSF (see next chapter).

Use of Fee Revenues

Based on the nexus approach, SFMTA may use fee revenues from the TSF
transit capital maintenance component for any operating cost that directly
support increased transit service. SFMTA anticipates using fee revenues
solely for ditect preventative capital maintenance costs that increase transit
setvice. Fee revenues may not fund capital facilities costs to avoid ovetlap
with the transit capital facilities component of the TSF, nor costs in the two
categoties excluded from the level of setvice calculation in Table 3.2 (non-
vehicle maintenance costs and general administration).
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Table 3.2: Net Annual Cost per Revenue Service Hour

: Formula Amount
Total Operating Costs a ) $ 668,000,000
Excluded Operating Costs .
Non-Vehicle Maintenance b $ (66,000,000)
General Administration c {111,000,000)
Farebox Revenue d (220,100,000)
Subtotal . le=b+tc+d (397,100,000)
Net Annual Costs e f=a+te ’ $ 270,900,000
Average Daily Revenue g A
Service Hours’ o 9,474
Net Annual Cost per Daily h=Ff/g ’ $28,594
Revenue Service Hour . -
Sources: U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Transit Administration,
National Transit Database, RY 2013 Data Tables .
. {http://www.ntdprogram. gov/ntdprogramlpubs/dtlzo13/excel/DataTabl
es.him); Table 3.1.

Maximum Justified Fee

The maximum justified fee for the transit capital maintenance component is
based on the net annual cost pet revenue service hout converted to a cost
pet ttip. The cost per trip takes into account that the fee is paid once when a
development project receives a building permit, but transit service must be
provided for years following to setve that development project. The net
annual cost per tp is multiplied by 2 net present value factor representing
the funding needed over a 45-year period to provide the additional transit
service. These calculations are shown in ‘Table 3.3, with supporting.
calculations shown in Tables B.1 and B.2 in Appendix B.




\ . Formula Amount
| Net Annual Cost per Revenue Service Hour a : $28,594
Revenue Service Hours per 1,000 Average b :
Daily Trips ' . . 1.3100
Net Annual Cost per Average Daily Trip’ c=a*b/1,000 $ 37.46
Net Present Value Factor ) d 58.78
Total Cost per Trip e=c*d $2,202

Table 3.3: Transit Capital Maintenance Cost Per Trip

! Auto and transit trips only. ' Excludes bicycle and peqestrian trips.

.2 Net present value factor represents the multiplier for $1.00 in annual costs to
be fully funded over a 45-year period, given interest earnings and inflation.

Sources: Tables 3.1, 3.2, and B.2.

The maximum justified transit capital maintenance component of the TSF is

‘based on the cost per trip shown in Table 3.3 multiplied by the trip

generation rates for each economic activity categoty. The maximum justified
fee is shown in Table 3.4. The vatiance in the fee by economic activity
categoty based on ttip generation, and the scaling of the fee based on the size
of the development project, suppozts a reasonable relationship between the
amount of the fee and the shate of transit capital maintenance atttibutable to
each development project.

Table 3.4: SFMTA Transit Capital Maintenance Component
Maximum Justified Fee (2015 dollars)

Maximum
Justified
Trip Transit
Generation Capital
Cost | Rate Maintenance
per {(per 1,000 . ‘Fee
'| Economic Activity Category Trip sg. ft.) (per sq. ft.)
Formula a b c=a*b/
' . ) 1,000
Residential $2,202 7 $15.41
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) $2,202 25 $55.05
Production, Distribution, Repair $2,202 N 4 $15.41
(PDR) "
Sources: Tables 3.3 and A4,

" May 2015
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4. TRANSIT CAPITAL FACILITIES

The transit capital faciliies component of the TSF is based on a list of
cutrently planned capital projects and programs needed to accommodate
increased transit demand from development® The relationship between
development and the transit capital faciliies component of the TSF is
summatized below and explained mote fully in the sections that follow:

¢+ Need for expanded transit capital facilities: The impact of
development on the need for expanded transit faclities is caused by -
increased transit and auto trips as discussed in Chapter 2 in the Trp
Generation section. The fait share cost of planned transit facilities allocated
to TSF development to accommiodate this demand is based on tdp
generation from TSF development as 2 percent of total tfip generation
served by the planned facility (including existing deve]opment a.nd non-
'TSF-development, depending on the speuﬁc facility).”

+ Use of TSF transit capital facilities component revenue: The benefit
to development from the use of fee revenues is based on funding new or
expanded transit capital facilities to support increased transit setrvices
including improved vehicle availability.

¢ Proportional cost: The TSF vaties in direct proportion to the amount of
trip generauon of each development project. :

Need For Transit Capital Facilities

The impact of increased ttip generation from development on the need for
expanded tfansit capital faclities is accommodated by a list of major
proposed projects and programs drawn from the SEMTA’s most recent long-
range plans. Only ptojects and programs that ate not fully funded with
programmed funding are included in the TSFE list of transit capital facilities.
The total cost of each project or program is allocated to TSF development
based on one of the following two fair share cost allocation methods:

Method 1: If the project or program includes replacement and expansion of
an existing transit facility then the total cost is allocated to ttips

21 Bicycle facilities are included in the transit capital facilities component nexus because bicycle infrastructute
improvements shift demand away from transit thereby relieving transit overcrowding. However, TSP spending
on bicycle infrastructure will occur solely from the complete streets component of the ‘TSF. See text later in
this chapter for more explanation.

22 See Chapter 2 for definitions of TSF and non-TSF development.
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generated by existing and new (2010-2040) development because
all development is associated with the need for the project or
program. Existing development is based on 2010 land use and
new development includes both non-TSF and TSF development.

Method 2: If the project ot progtam only provides expanded transit capacity
: needed to setve demand from new development then the total
cost is allocated only to trips generated by new development,
both non-TSF and TSF development, because only new
development is associated W1th the need for the project or

program.

As shown in Table 4.1, method 1 results in an allocation of 18 percent of th;a
total cost to TSF development. Method 2 results in an allocaton of 75

percent of total cost to TSF development.

Table 4.1: Trip Generation Shares
Trip Method 1 Method 2

Development Generation | 2040 Total | 2010-2040
2010 Development 7,222,000 75.8% NA
2010-2040 Development

Non-TSF Development 587,000 6.2% 25.5%

TSF Development 1,713,000 18.0% 74.5%

. Subtotal 2010-2040 2,300,000 24.2% 100.0%
2040 Development 9,522,000 100.0% NA
Sources: Tables 2.6 and A.6.

The planned projects and programs used to calculate the transit capital
faciliies component of the TSF are shown in Table 4.2, with notes and
sources provided in Table 4.3. All costs reflect 2015 dollats. The planned

projects and programs are shown in three major facility categories:

¢ ‘Transit service expansion and reliability improvements

* Improvern:nts suppomng regional transit operators

¢ Bicydle infrastructure improvements (see exp]anauon for inclusion of
bicycle improvements following the tables).

" May 2015
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Table 4.2: Transit Capital Facilities Fair Share Cost Allocation ($ 1,000)

Non-TSF Cost Share
Non-TSF
Existing Develop- Non-TSF Potential
Alloca~ | Develop- ment Cost TSF
Expenditure Category / Total tion ment - . (2010~ Share Cost
Project or Program Cost Method" (2010) 2040) Subtotal Share
] b=a*x c=a*y d=b+c d=a*z
. Formula a where X, v, z = fair share cost allocation (Table 4.1)
SFMTA Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Inprovements )
Transit Fleet Expansion $630,500 2 NA $160,800 $160,800 $469,700
Transit Facilitles 449,500 | 1 $340,700 27,900 368,600 80,900
Munli Forward Rapid 53,700 2 NA 13,700 13,700 40,000
Network -
Geary Bus Rapid Transit 323,500 245,200 20,100 265,300 58,200
M-Ocean View / 19th Ave, 520,000 1 394,200 32,200 426,400 93,600
Subtotal $1,977,200 $980,100 $254,700 | $1,234,800 $742,400
Improvements Supportihi@rggibnal Transit Operators )
BART Fieet Expansion 145,200 2 NA $37,000 $37,000 $108,200
BART Train Control 100,000 2 NA 25,500 25,500, 74,500
Caltrain Electrification 1,332,100 1 1,009,700 82,600 1,092,300 239,800
Transbay Transit Center 2,376,900 1 1,801,700 147,400 | 1,949,100 427,800
(Phase 2) ]
Subtotal $3,954,200 $2,811,400 $292,500 | $3,103,900 $850,300
Bicycle Infrastructure Improvements )
Bicycle Programs 548,500 2 NA $139,900 $139,900 $408,600
(expansion) -
Total $6,479,900 | $3,791,500 |  $687,100 | $4,478,600 | $2,001,300

T Method 1 allocates costs based on total trip generation in 2040 (existing and new development). Method 2
allocates costs based only on trip generation from new development (2010-2040).

May 2015

Sources: Tables C.2, C.3, C.4, C.5, C.6, 4.1, énd 4.3.
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Table 4.3: Transit Capital Facilities (Notes & Sources)
Project or :
Program Fair Share Cost Allocation & Funding Notes Sources

| SFMTA Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements

Transit All costs associated with additional capacity See Tables C.1 and C.2
Fleet needed to serve 2010-2040 growth as identified
Expansion |in recent (2014) fieet and facility planning
' studies’ Excludes cost of replacement vehicle
capacity, Central Subway vehicles (funded), and
Geary BRT vehicles (see Geary BRT project). : :
Transit Allocate costs to all 2040 development because | See Table C.3
Facllities the needs include rehabilitation and replacement
’ of existing facilities. A more detailed analysis by
facility would likely result in a higher allocation
share to 2010-2040 development.
Muni - All costs associated with additional capacity See Table C4
Forward needed to serve 2010-2040 growth. Total Rapid ‘
Rapid Network investment estimated at $231 mil. of
Network which about 77 percent ($178 mil.) is funded and
associated with near-term projects that address
existing deficiencies and provide additional
capacity. TSF funding limited to funding 23
percent of Rapid Network total cost ($53 mil. and
currently unfunded) as a conservative estimate of
costs associated with additional capacity needed
to serve growth.
Geary Bus | Allocate to all 2040 development because project | See Table C.5
Rapid would replace and increase capacity of existing :
Transit service, Includes vehicles. .
M-Ocean - | Allocate to all 2040 development because project | San Francisco County
View / 19" | would replace and increase capacity of existing Transportatcon Authority,
Ave. service. Total cost represents most likely cost for | 19" Avenue Transit Study,

“Longer Subway/Bridge” option.

March 2014, Table 4.8. p.
66.
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Table 4.3: Transit Capital Facilities (Notes & Sources) (continued)
Project or ' ) _
Program Fair Share Cost Allocation & Funding Noies Sources

Improvements Supporting Regional Transit Operators

San Francisco Bay Area

BART Fleet | All costs associated with.additional capacity
Expansion | needed to serve 2010-2040 growth. Total cost of | Rapid Transit District
44 additional cars to accommodate additiorial (BART),. Building A Befter
peak hour trips, based on SF-CHAMP model run | BART: Investing In The
indicating 4,554 passengers that would exceed Future Of The Bay Area’s
current capacity, and 105 passengers per carat | Rapid Transit System (draft),
100 percent capacity. Assume $3.3 million cost | July 2014, p. 13; San
per car based on latest public report though Francisco Municipal
BART staff now anticipating cost of $5.5 million Transportation Agency
per car. (personal communication
regarding SF-CHAMP model .
output,
transitCrowding_Peak BAR
T_Transbay v2.xlsx, Nov.
. 21, 2014). :
BART Train | All costs associated with additional capacity BART, "Funding Priorities
Coritrol needed to serve 2010-2040 growth. The $100 and Financial Outlook”,
mil. cost is 50 percent of the $200 mil. capacity BART board workshop
expansion component of the Train Control .| presentation, Jan. 29-30,
Modemization Program (TCMP). The capacity . 2015, and “Capital Funding
expansion component is driven by growth in -| Priorities”, presentation to
transbay trips serving downtown San Francisco San Francisco Capital
so half of the cost is allocated to San Francisco Planning Committee, Feb. 9,
growth (the other half is associated with 2015.
development at the other end of each trip). The
total replacement and upgrade project cost of the
TCMP is $915 million.
Caltrain Allocate to all 2040 development because project { San Francisco County
Electrifica- | would replace and increase capacity of existing Transportation Authority,
tion service. Based on $1,456 mil. in year-of- . *2014 Prop. K Strategic Plan,
expenditure dollars, discounted 9.3% to 2015 Appendix D, Sep. 12, 2014;
based on scheduled project completion by FY
2019-20. Excludes Advanced Signal System /
. Positive Train Control (funded).
Transbay Allocate to all 2040 development because project | San Francisco County
Transit would replace and increase capacity of existing Transportation Authority,
Center service. Based on $2,598 mil. in year-of- 2014 Prop. K Strategic Plan,
(Phase 2) — | expenditure dollars, discounted 9.3% to 2015 Appendix D, Sep. 12, 2014,
Downtown | based on project completion by FY 2019-20
-| Extension | subject fo funding availability. .

Bicycle Infrastructure Improvements

Bicycle All costs associated with expanding service to See Table C.G
Programs | shift trips &nd increase transit capacity to serve :
{expansion) | 2010-2040 growth.

! The fair share cost allocation to TSF development is slightly conservative because flest
expansion costs are based on a 2015-2040 growth whereas the cost allocation is based on
2010-2040 growth.
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Bicycle improvements ate included because bicycle infrastructure
improvements shift demand away from autos and transit thereby relieving
auto congestion, improving transit travel times, and reducing transit
overcrowding.” However, TSF spending on bicycle ihfrastructure will occur
solely from the complete streets component of the TSF (see Chapter 5). This
approach is consistent with the bicycle, pedestran, and streetscape
infrastructute components of the atea plan fees based on current legislation
pending before the Board of Supetvisors.

Table 4.2 calculates the potential TSF cost share (shown in the last column of
the table) by deducting the shares allocated to existing development and non-
'ISF development. '

The potential TSF cost share shown in Table 4.2 must be adjusted to

calculate the maximum justified funding that could be provided by the TSF.

Maximum justified TSF funding is based on applying any currently’
programmed funding available after funding of the non-TSF cost shate.

Programmed funding is funding that has been programmed through pnor
legislative action and includes funding from:

+ DProposition K funding from the San Francisco County Transportation
Authority

+ ‘Transportation 2030 general obligation bond recently approved in San
Francisco .

¢ Metropolitan Transportation Commission transit core capacity challenge
grant program for SFMTA projects that targets federal, state, and
tegional funds to high-protity transit capital projects

¢ Caltrain funding for the Caltrain electrification project

+ Transbay Transit Center funding from vatious soutces

% 'The San Francisco County Transportation Authotity (SFCTA) modeled the impact of building out the

Class 1 bicycle fadlities to 100 miles and estimated that daily bike trips would increase by about 20,000, ot
about 20 percent including shifts from zuto and transit modes (personal communication, Sep. 26, 2014); Dill,
Jennifer and Theresa Carr (2003), “Bicycle Commuting and Facilities in Majoz U.S. Cities: If You Build Tem, -
Commutets Will Use Them — Another Look”, TRB 2003 Annual Meeting CD-ROM; Nelson, Arthur and
David Allen (1997), “If You Build Them, Commuters Will Use Them; Cross-Sectional Analysis of Commuters
and Bicycle Facilities”, Transportation Research Record 1578; San Francisco Department of Parking and
Traffic, “Polk Street Lane Removal/Bike Lane Tal Evaluation”, Repott to San Frandsco Boatd of
Supervisors, May 16, 2001. .
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+ Developer funding tbrough development or other contractual
agreements. ' :

Programmed funding is first allocated to the non-TSF - cost share, Any
funding remaining after allocation to the non-TSF cost share is then
deducted from the TSF cost shate. Table 4.4 shows the maximum justified
TSF funding for the transit capital faciliies component based on this
approach. All funding reflects 2015 dollars. Detail regardmg programmed
funding is shown in Appendix Table C.7.

The SFMTA has access to other tevenue soutces to address any funding gaps

for the ptojects and programs listed in Table 4.4, after deducting’
programmed funding and TSF revenue. These alternative soutces ensute that

the projects and programs listed in Table 4.4 are financially feasible. These

alternative funding soutces are listed in Table 4.5

Use of Fee Revenues

The SFMTA or SFCTA may use tevenue from the TSE transit capltal
facilities component for any capital project that expands transit setvice in or
to/from San Francisco, ot, ditectly suppotts the expansion of that service
such as vehicle maintenance faciliies. Eligible costs that may be funded
include capital expenses such as project management, design, engineeting,
environmental review, land acquisition, equipment, and construction.

As explained previously, the transit capital facilities component of the TSF
will not be used to support bicycle infrastructure improvements. Instead,
spending on bicycle -infrastructure will occur from the complete streets
component of the TSF. '

The TSF may fund projects or programs that replace and expand existing
transit facilities as long as method 1 is used to allocate expansion-telated
costs to the TSF (across existing and new development) (see Need for Transit
Capital Fasilities section, above). The TSF may also fund projects or programs
that solely support transit service expansion. In this case method 2 would be
used to allocate costs to the TSF development (new development only). |

M 2015
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Table 4.4: Transit Capital Facilities Maximum Justlf' ed TSF Funding
Share ($ 1,000)
Net Pro-
grammed
Funding Maximum
Total Pro- | Available Potential Justified
Expenditure Category / grammed Non-TSF For TSF TSF Cost TSF
Project or Program Funding | Cost Share | Cost Share Share Funding
Formula a b c=a-b' d e=d-c
SFMTA Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements
Transit Fleet Expansion $406,000 | ~ $160,800 $245,200 $469,700 $224,500
Transit Facilities 150,800 368,600 - -80,900- 80,900
Muni Forward Rapid 2,000 13,700 - 40,000 40,000
Network
Geary Bus Rapid Transit 46,100 265,300. - 58,200 58,200
M-Ocean View / 19th Ave. 71,800 426,400 - 93,600 93,600
Subtotal $676,700 | $1,234,800 $245,200 $742,400 $497,200
Improvements Supporting Regional Transit Operators
BART Fleet Expansion $- $37,000 $- $108,200. $108,200
BART Train Control 2,800 25,500 - 74,500 74,500
Caltrain Electrification 108,900 1,082,300 - 239,800 239,800
Transbay Transit Center 483,900 1,949,100 - 427,800 427,800
(Phase 2) . ,
Subtotal $575,600 ; $3,103,900 $- $850,300 $850,300
Bicycle Infrastructure Improvements
Bicycle Programs $13,000 $139,900 $-|  $408,600 .$408,600
Expansion
Total $1,265,300 | $4,478,600 $245,200 | $2,001,300 | $1,756,100

' Unless negative, then $0.

Sources: Tables 4.2 and C.7.
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Table 4.5: Transit Capital Facilities Funding Sources

Federal Grant Programs

Federal Transit Administration”

- Section 5307 — Urbanized Area Formula Program
- Section 5309(b)1 — New Starts, Small Starts and Very Small Starts
Programs

Federal Highway Administration
Highway Safety Improvement Program
Surface Transportation Program .,

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program
TIGER Discretionary Grants

State Funding Programs -

Active Transportation Program

Cap and Trade

Prop1B — Transportation Bond Pro'gram

Prop1A — High-Speed Rail Bond Program
Regional Transportation Improvement Program
State Transit Assistance for capital projects

State Highway Operation and Protection Program

Regional and Local Funding Programs

Climate Initiatives Program

Cost Sharing With Other Counties on Joint Projects
Lifeline Transportation Program

OneBayArea Grant Program

Prop AA (San Francisco vehicle reglstratlon fee)
Regional Measure 2 (bridge tolls)

Transit Performance Initiative Program
Transportation Fund for Clean Air (Bay Area Air Quality Management District)
SEMTA revenue bonds

General Obligation Bonds

General Fund Allocation for Capital Prolects

Maximum Justified Fee

The fee schedule for the TSF transit capital facilities component is based on
the maximum justified cost per ttip and is shown in Table 4.6 The cost pet
ttip is based on the maximum justified fxmdmg and the total number of trips
generated by TSF development.,




Table 4.6: Transit Capital Facilities Cost per Trip

Amount
Maximum Justified TSF Funding $1,756,100,000
Total Trip Generation 1,713,000
Cost per Trip $1,025
Source: Tables 4.4 and 2.6 '

The maximum justified fee for each economic activity category is based on
the cost pet trip shown in Table 4.6 multiplied by the ttip generation tates
for each categoty. ‘The maximum justified fee schedule is shown in Table
4.7. The vatiance in the fee by economic activity categoty based on ttip
generation, and the scaling of the fee based on the size of the development
project, supports a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee
and the shate of transit capital facilities atttibutable to each development

projccf_

Table 4.7: Transit Capital Facilities Component Maximum
Justified Fee (2015 dollars)

(PDR)

$1,025

7

Trip Maximum
Generation Justified
: Rate - | Transit Capital
Costper | (per 1,000 Facilities Fee
Economic Activity Category . Trip sq. ft.) - {per sq. ft.)
Formula a . c=a*b/1,000
Residential $1,025 7 $7.18
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) | $1,025: 25 $25.63
Production, Distribution, Repair $7.18

Sources: Seifel Consulting, lnc.-, San Francisco Eastern Neighborhood's
Nexus Study, prepared for the City of San Francisco Planning Department,

May 2008; Tables 2, 3, and Appendix D Table D.2; Tables 4.6 and A.4.
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5. COMPLETE STREETS

The complete streets component of the TSF would fund the enhancement

and expansion of pedestrian and other strectscape infrastructure to

accommodate growth. This component of the 'TSF is intended to maintain
the existing level of setvice cutrently provided for pedestrans in San
Francisco. The relationship’ between development and the complete streets

component of the TSF is summatized below and explained more fully in the

sections that follow:

¢ Need for pedestrian infrastructure: The impact of development on the
need for enhanced and expanded pedesttizn infrastructure is based on
achieving the pedestrian level of setvice (pedesttian LOS) recommended
in the San Frandisco Citywide Nexcus Analysis®* ‘The pedesman LOS is based
on sidewalk space pet capita.

¢+ Use of TSF.complete streets revenue: The benefit to development
from the use of fee revenues is based on’ enhancing and expanding
pedestrian and other streetscape infrastructure. Revenues may also be
used for bicycle capital facilities for reasons explained in the section Use
of Fee Revenyes.

. Proporttonal cost: 'The 'TSF varies in direct proportion to the amount of
. setvice populauon of each development project.

Need For Pedesttian Infrastructute

The need for pedestrian infrastructure-is directly related to the number of
pedesttians in the City. As discussed in detail in Chapter 2 in the Service
Population section, pedestdans include both residents and employees with
employees also reflecting demand from visitors who use the City’s business
estzblishments. The combined setvice population of tesidents and employees
for pedestrian infrastructure as calculated by the Cipywide Nexu.r Analysis is

" based on tesidents plus employees weighted at 50 percent.” Employees ate
weighted Jower than residents because of the lower demand for pedesttian-
infrastructure relative to residents (less time at “work as an employee
compated to time at home or doing other activities as a resident).

% San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Citywide Nescus Analysis, March 2014, pp. 25-30.
25 San Francisco Planning Department, San Frandsco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis, March 2014, p. 44.
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The Citywide Nexus Analysis calculated the pedestrian LOS based on the
amount of existing sidewalk space and the future setvice population. Thus
the study assumes a pedesttian LOS of 88 square feet per capita in the future
compared to 103 square feet per capita currently. To compensate for this
consetvative assumption, the pedestrian LOS assumes a cost pet square foot
that incorporates improvements to existing sidewalks with the addition of
elements such as curb ramps, bulb-outs, and pedesttian signals.”®

The unit cost of pedestrian infrastructure calculated by the Gipywide Nexus
Analysis and updated to 2015 dollars is $47.18 pet squate foot. This cost
reflects a conservative set of assumptions for pedestrian iﬂ_ﬁ:asﬁucmre and
teflects 2 range of improvement levels across the City.” This unit cost
specifically excludes elements of pedesttian infrastructute that may be
required under Section 138.1 of the San Francisco Planning Code related to
urban design standards. Under this section of the code the City may requite
cettain development projects to imptove pedesttian infrastructure ditectly
adjacent to the project. By excluding these cost elements there i§ no ovetlap
between the TSF complete streets component and compliance with Section
" 138.1 of the Planning Code.®

" Based on the inputs desctibed 2bove, the cost per capita by economic activity
category tepresenting the cost of pedesttian infrastructure to setve new
development is shown in Table 5.1.

26 Ibid, Table 18, p. 45.
%7 San Francisco Planning Department, San Frandsco Citywide Nexus Analysis, March 2014, Table 17, p. 29.

28 AECOM, memorandum to San Francisco Planmng Department rcgardm.g San Francisco Infrastructure
Nexus Analysis ~ Stteetscape Cost, March 20, 2014, pp. 16-11. ,
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Table 5.1: Pedestrian Infrastructure Level of Service

Level of
> Service Service
Economic Activity (sq. ft. per Cost per Population | Cost per
Category capita) Sq. Ft.! Weight? Capita
. Formula a b c d=a*b*c

Residential 88 $47.18 _100% $4,152
Nonresidential (ex. PDR) 88 $47.18 50% $2,076
Production, Distribution, i
Repair (PDR) ] 88 $47.18 |° 50% $2,076

' Cost based on $43.00 ($ 2013) from Citywide Nexus Analysis, increased by -
4.5% for 2014 and 5.0% for 2015 to reflect annual infrastructure construction
cost inflation estimates prepared by the City and applied fo all city
development impact fees.

Employment service population weighted at 50 percent of residential service |
population to reflect relative demand for pedestrian infrastructure.

Source; San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco CltyWIde Nexus
Analysis, March 2014, Table 17, p. 29.

Use of Fee Revenues

The primary putpose of the TSF complete streets components is to fund
capital imptovements to the City’'s pedestrian and other streetscape
infrastructute. As discussed in the Better Streets Plan (BSP),” the City aims
to improve the pedestrian environment for all of San Francisco’s residents
and employees. Acceptable uses of revenue from the TSF complete streets
component include (but are not limited to) sidewalk paving, lighting
installation, pedestran signalization of crosswalks ot intersections, street tree
planting, bulb-out construction, street furnishing, landscaping, traffic
calming, and othet stteetscape improvements cited in the BSP. Catrent
planned expenditures of TSF tevenue drawn from the SFMTA 20-Year
Capital Plan atre. shown in Table 5.2. The table also shows programmed
funding -for these programs with Proposition K be.mg the only current
source.

2 San Frandsco Public Works Code, Section 2.4.13.




Trafz.?oﬂatzon hY zm‘amabzlzyl Fes N ks .S' tw_z’y B o .S' an Franmco Mﬂfzmpal Tran.gbortzzz‘zoﬂ Agengy

Table 5.2: ' TSF Pedestrian Infrastructure Programs

Pedestrian Infrastructure Program Amount
Pedestrian Strategy Corridor Program $363,000,000
Striping and Signage Program , 8,800,000
Total $371,800,000
Programmed Funding: Proposition K (55,600,000)
Funding Need ) $316,200,000

! Prop. K funding based on (1) determining Prop. K expenditure
line items that would be eligible for funding TSF expenditure
plan projects (100% of Prop. K expenditure lines 38 and 40),
{2) discounting remaining programmed funds from FY 2016
through FY 2034 to 2014$ for those line items, (3) determining
the share available for SFMTA projects (vs. other departments
and agencies), and {4) allocatmg the dlscounted share to the
TSF project.

Sources: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency,
SFMTA 20-Year Capital Plan, Oct. 15, 2013, pp. B-20;
*8an Francisco County Transportation Authority, 2014
Prop. K Strategic Plan, Sep. 12, 2014; SFCTA staff
{for discount factors).

For all area plan fees except the Transit Center District fee, legislation
pending before the Board of Supetvisots would distinguish between a fee
component for transit and a fee component for bicycle, pedesttian and other
streetscape infrastructure. To provide consistency with the proposed area
plan fee programs, revenue from the 'ISF complete streets component may
also be used for bicycle facilities. The use of the TSF for bicycle facilities is
already justified under the transit capital facilities component (see ptior
chapter). Thus, as long as the maximum justified fees for each component
are not exceeded, bicycle facilities maybe funded by either component.

Maximum Justified Fee

The maximum justified fee for the complete streets component is based on
the cost and buﬂdmg square feet per capita by economic acuvity category.
The maximum justified fee is shown in Table 5.3. The vatiance in the fee by
economic activity category based on building space per capita, and the scaling
of the fee based on the size of the development project, supports a
" reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the share of
complete streets infrastructute atttibutable to each development project.
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Table 5.3: '~ Complete Streets Component Maximum Justified

Fee (2015 dollars)
Maximum
Sq. Ft. Justified
Cost per per Fee
Economic Activity Category Capita Capita | (persg. ft.)
Formula a b c=a/b
Residential $4,152 498 $8.34
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) $2,076 |. ;308 ~ $6.74
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) | $2,076 597 $3.48
Sources: Tables 5.1 and A4.
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6. ‘TRANSPORTATION SUSTAINABILITY FEE

The maximum justified transportation sustainability fee is the sum of the
thtee component fees presented in Chaptets 3, 4, and 5. The maximum
justified TSF is shown in "Table 6.1 per squate foot of building space. The
" two transit components ate subtotaled to show the total maximum justified
"TSF for transit faciliies and segvices. The total fee on a development project
for transit faciliies and: setvices should not exceed this amount without 2
nexus study justifying the higher amount. Likewise, the total fee on a
development project for pedestrian and other streetscape infrasttucture
should not exceed the complete streets component without 2 nexus study

ustifying the higher amount.
Table 6.1: Maximum Justified TSF (2015.dollars)

Maximum Justified TSF per Square Foot

Transit Components
Economic - Transit -| Transit Complete
Activity Capital Capital | - Streets Total
Category Maintenance | Facilities | Subtotal | Component || TSF
Residential $15.41 $7.18 $22.59 . $8.34 $30.93
Nonresidential .
(excluding PDR) $55.05 $25.63 $80.68 $6.74 $87.42
Production, .

.| Distribution, .

Repair (PDR) $15.41 $7.18 $22.59 $3.48 $26.07
Sources: Tables 3.4, 4.7, and 5.3.

Relationship Between TSF and Area Plan Fees

As listed in Chapter 2, Table 2.3, the City has atea plans that have their own
separate transportation development impact fees. Pending approval of
legislation cutrently befote the Board of Supervisors™, these fees would be
separated between transit and complete streets components. The complete
streets component would include bicycle, pedesttian, and other streetscape
infrastructure, The TSF is proposed to have a similar structure (sepatate
transit and complete streets components) to mirror the proposed atea plan
fee structure. This structure is also consistent with the Cigywide Nexcus Aﬂﬂ_]}lm
referenced in Chapters 2 and 5 of this report.

30 Pending legislation i is regarding adoption of the Citywide Nexus Aﬂaﬁm refetenced in Chapters 2 and 5 2nd
would amend Article 4 of the Planning Code.
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As explined in Chapter 1, the cutrent TIDF is a citywide fee on
nonresidential development only. Nonresidential development within a plan
atea currently pays the TIDF in addition to any area plan transit fee
component. If adopted, the TSF would replace the TIDF and be applied to
both residential and nonresidential development.

Area plan transportation fees were developed to fund improvements within
their respective plan ateas to address local impacts from new development.
By contrast the TSFE is designed to fund citywide projects and programs to
address citywide development impacts. Regardless of the separation or
ovetlap between atea plan fees and the TSF, the TSF should be adopted at a
level such that the combined area plan and TSF amounts are less than the
maximum justified TSF amounts shown in Table 6.1. This approach would

. ensute that new development is not overpaying for transportation impacts
and that new development fully benefits from the expenditure of fee
tevenues. Specifically, within each plan areas the TSF should be adopted at
less than the maximum justified amount such that:

+ The combined amount of the adol.:ted area plan and TSF transit fee
components remains less than the maximum justified TSE transit fee
component (transit capital maintenance plus transit capital facilities). -

¢ The combined amount of the adopted area plan and TSF complete
streets components remains less than the maximum justified TSE
complete streets component.

. See Appendix D, Tables D.1 and D.2 for 2 list of current transportation
fees within plan areas and a compatison with the maximum justified TSE
‘amount. ‘The maximum justified TSF is greater than the .cutrent fee
(including the TIDF) actoss 2ll economic activity categoties, atea plans, and

" for both the transit and complete streets fee components. In most cases the
maximum justified TSF is more than 50 percent greater than the current fee.

- 'Thus there is substantial flexibility for the City to determine the appropnate
'ISF amount to adopt and implement.

* Relationship Between TSF and TSP

The TSE will be part of a larger effort, the proposed Transit Sustainability
Progtam (TSP). In addition to the TSE, the TSP includes (1) 2 transportation
demand management (TDM) program for new development projects, and (2)
tevision to the City’s policies regarding evaluation of transportation impacts
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) consistent with
State Guidelines adopted pursuant to Senate Bill 743.

The TSF nexus study and the expenditure of TSE revenues are designed to

avoid any ovetlap with other TSP requitements or in any way double charge
development projects for the same impact. Based on the current proposal,
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the TDM component of the TSP includes a wide range of measures
including measures to encourage travel by transit, bicycle, and pedesman
modes. These measures do not overlap with the TSF because:

¢+ TDM measutes related to transit service ate focused on transit pass
subsidies for residents and employees of development projects to
encoutage transit use. The TSF is focused on offsetting the impact of
increased transit use on transit capital maintenance and transit capital
facilities costs. Furthermore, fatebox revenue supported by transit pass
subsidies only covers about one-third of total operating costs ($220 mil.
in annual revenue versus $668 mil. of annual costs) and these revenues
are excluded from calculation of the TSF transit capital maintenance
component (see Table 3.2). )

¢ TDM measures related to bicycle and pedestrian improvements are
focused on on-site imptovements such as bike patking and frontage
improvements for pedestrians. The TSF is focused on citywide capital
investments in bicycle facilities and pedestrian infrastructure,

TSF Updates

The TSF should be updated using the following two methods:

1. Annual updates: The calculations in this nexus study are based on 2015
dollars. The adopted TSF should be updated annually for cost inflation in
a similar manner as the City currently does for all other development
impact fees to ensute that fee revenue remains constant with inflation to
fund development impacts. - '

2. Five-year updates: The Mitigation Fee Act and the Planning Code
tequite evety five yeats that any local agency implementing 2
development impact fee make findings similar to those made at the time
of the initial fee adoptlon.31 For these five year updates the City should:

a Update the transit capital maintenance fee component based on the
latest available data from the National Transit Database and
. corresponding land use data fot the City. |

b. Update the transit capital facilities fee component based on the latest
available list of major transit capital projects that benefit new
. development, along with updates to project costs and programmed

fanding,

31 California Government Code Section 66001 (d).
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c. Update the complete streets component based on 2 teview of the
pedesttian level of setvice and current cost estimates for pedesttian
and other streetscape infrastructure. -

These periodic reviews and adjustments to the TSF will ensure that the
program continues to adequately address the impacts of development on the
City’s transportation system. .
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A. LAND USE PROJECTIONS & TRIP GENERATION
ESTIMATES

The Transit Sustainability Fee is based on a consistent set of development -
estimates for 2010 and land use projections for 2040. These estimates and
projections ate converted to trip generation estimates and used to evaluate
the impact of development on the transportation system. This appendix
describes these estimates and projections including key assumptions and
methodologies used to develop them.

Consistency With Regional Projections

In prepating the land use allocations for 2010 and 2040, the Planning
Départment controlled citywide totals to the most recent estimates available
from the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) for the nine-county
San Francisco Bay region developed in association with the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC). Citywide totals wete controlled to be
within plus or minus-two percent of the 2010 and 2040 ABAG totals for
population, housing, and employment. Compartisons of the Planning

* Department’s citywide totals with the ABAG totals are shown in Tables A.1
and A.2.




San Brancisco Municipal Transportation Agency

Table A-1: San Francisco Development 2010

Difference,
Nexus
Study vs.
Nexus ABAG B
Study | ABAG | Amount | Percent
Housing .
Housing Units ‘ 376,000 | 376,900 (800) (0.2%)
Households 345,900 | 345,800 100 0.0%
Vacancy Rate 8.0% 8.3% NA NA
‘Employment {Jobs)
Management, Information and .
Professional Services , 295,100 NA - NA NA
Retail/Entertainment . 97,700 NA NA NA
Production, Distribution, Repair 59,900 NA NA NA
Cultural/Institution/Education 59,800 NA NA NA
Medical and Health Services 36,500 NA NA NA
Visitor Services ) 21,000 NA NA NA
Total Employment ' 570,000 | 568,700 1,300 0.2%
Jobs per Household 1.65 1.64

Note:  “NA” indicates that San Francisco Planning uses different 'employment
categories than ABAG so comparisons are not applicable.

Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, Land Use Allocation Model
Output, December 2013; Association of Bay Area Governments and the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Plan Bay Area, Final Forecast
of Jobs, Population and Housing, Table 14, p. 42, July 2013.
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cisco Municipal Transportation Agency

Table A-2: San Francisco Development 2040

. Difference,
S.F. Nexus
Planning | . Study vs.
Dept. ABAG ABAG ~
2040 2040 - Amount | Percent
Housing
Housing Units 477,400 | 469,400 8,000 1.7%
Households 447,000 | 447,400 {(400) (0.1%)
Vacancy Rate 6.4% 4.7% NA NA
Employment (Jobs) -
Management, Information and
Professional Services 414,800 NA NA NA
Retail/Entertainment 123,200 NA NA NA
Production, Distribution, Repair 69,500 NA NA NA
Cultural/institution/Education 80,400 NA NA NA
Medical and Health Services 52,200 NA NA NA
Visitor Services 26,800 . NA NA NA
Total Employment 766,900 | 758,500 7,400 1.0%
Jobs per Household 1.72 1.70
‘| Note: “NA" indicates that San Francisco Planning uses different employment
categories than ABAG so comparisons are not applicable.
Sources: San Francisco Planning Depariment, Land Use Allocation Model Output,
December 2013; Association of Bay Area Governments and the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Plan Bay Area, Final Forecast

of Jobs, Population and Housing, Table 14, p. 42, July 2013.

Housing Unit Size, Employment Density, and Ttip Generation Rates

Housing unit size (average squate feet pet housing unit) and employment
density factors (square fee per employee) are used to convert projections of
housing units and employment to projections of building space. Average
housing unit size is based on the Eastern Neighborhoods Nexus Study
completed in 2008.” Employment density factors are consistent with those
used in the Planning Department’s land use allocation tool with one
exception (see next paragraph). Trip generation rates are based on the most

recent update of the TIDF completed in 201 1.2

32 Seifel Consulting, Inc., San Frandsco Eastern Negghborhoods Nexus Study, prepared for the City of San Francisco
Planning Department, May 2008 . : '

33 Cambtidge Systematics with Urban Economics, Trans# Impact Development Fee Update, prepared for the San
Francdisco Municipal Transpottation Agency, February 2011,
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The employment density factor and trip generation rate fot the Management,
Information, and Professional Services (MIPS) economic activity category
wete adjusted to incorporate recent information from the Central SoMa
. envitonmental review as explained in Chapter 2. See Table A.3 for the MIPS
adjustment. '

 See Table A.4 for the factors and rates used for all economic activity
categories. See Tables A.5 and A.6 for ttip generation estimates used for the
nexus analysis for the TSE transit capital maintenance and TSF transit capital
facilities components, respectively.

" Table A-3: Management, Information & Préféssional Services
Employment Density and Trip Generation Rate

All
Other
Central City-
Formula | SoMa wide Total

Management, Information & a 45,000 74,700 | 118,700
Professional Services '
Employment
Sq. Ft. per Employee’ b - 200 276 . 247
Occupied Building Space c=a*b/ ‘
(1,000 sq. ft.) 1,000 9,000 | 20,600 | 29,600
Vacancy Rate d. 5.0% 5.0% 5.0%
Total Building Space e=c/
(1,000 sq. ft.) , (1-d) 9,500 | 21,700 | 31,200
Trip rate (per 1,000 sq. ft.)° f " 18 13 15
Trips g=e*f | 171,000 | 282,100 | 453,100
Trip Rate {per employee) ‘h=g/a 3.80 3.78 |, 3.79

is the weighted average.

! “Central SoMa” and “All Other Citywide” employment density (sq. ft. per
employee) provided by San Francisco Planning Department. “Total” density

2 «All Other Citywide” trip rate is from S.F. Planning Department. “Central
SoMa” trip rate is calculated based on the inverse of the ratio of All Other
Citywide to Central SoMa employment density. “Total™ irip rate is the
weighted average of the Central SoMa and All Other Citywide trip rates.

Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, Land Use Allocation Model
Output, December 2013; Cambridge Systematics with Urban
Economics, Transit Impact Development Fee Update, prepared for

the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, February 2011.




Table A-4: Service Population, Building Space, and Trip
Generation Rates

Service Population & Trip
Building Space Genera-
Residents Gross | tion per
Square per Unitor | Square | Housing
Feef per Vacancy Feetper | Unitor
Resident | Rate (for | Housing 1,000
or employ- | Unitor Square
Employee mentf) Employee Feet
Housing
Housing Units 498 . 2.32 1,156 7
Employment
Management, Information 247 5.0% 260 15
& Professional Services
Retail/Entertainment 350 5.0% " 368 - 65
'| Cultural/Institution/ 350 0.0% 350 23
Education
Medical and Health 350 0.0% 350 22
Services
Visitor Services 787 0.0% 787 13
Nonresidential 308 25
(ex. PDRY?
Production, Distribution, 567 5.0% 597 7
Repair (PDR)
' Average daily motorized (transit and auto) frips.
2 Weighted average based on 2010-2040 growth
Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, San Franczsco Citywide Nexus
Analysis, March 2014 (for housing density and size); San Francisco
Planning Department, Land Use Allocation Model Output, December
2013 (for employment densities and vacancy rates); Cambridge
Systematics with Urban Economics, Transit Impact Development
Fee Update, prepared for the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency, February 2011 (for trip generation rates);
Table A.3.
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Table A-5: Trip Generation 2013
2010 ' Trip
Develop- Genera-
ment 2010 2010-2013 2013 tion Rate | 2013 Trip
(housing Sq. Ft. Develop~ | Develop- | Develop- | (average | Genera-
" Economic units or per Unit ment ment ment daily trips tion
Activity employ- or Em~ (1,000 {1,000 sq. (1,000 per 1,000 | (average
Category ment) ployee sq. ft.) ft.) sg. ft.) sq. ft.) daily trips)
Formula a b c=a*h d e=c+d f g=e*f
Residential 376,000 1,156 | 434,700 2,700 | 437,400 7 | 3,062,000
Nonresidential .
{ex. PDR) 510,100 308 | 157,100 (200) | 156,900 25 | 3,923,000
Production, :
Distribution,
Repair (PDR) 59,900 597 35,800 {100 35,700 7| 250,000
T Total Trip Generatlon 7,235,000
Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, Land Use Allocation Model Output, December 2013;
Tables A.1 and A4.

Table A-6: Trip Generation 2010 and 2040 - -
Trip 2010 2010-2040 - 2040
Generation Development Development Development
) Rate Building Building Building.
Economic (irips per Space Trip Space. Trip Space Trip
Activity 1,000 sq. (1,000 Genera-~ (1,000 Genera- (1,000 Genera-
Category _ft) sq. ft.) tion sq. ft.) tion - sq. ft.) tion
Residential 7| 434,700 | 3,043,000 117,200 820,000 | 551,900 | 3,863,000
Nonresidential ,
(ex. PDR)’' 25| 157,100 | 3,928,000 57,600 | 1,440,000 | 214,700 | 5,368,000
Production, . '
Distribution, . : )
Repair (PDR) 7| 35800| 251,000 5,700 40,000 | 41,500 | 291,000
Total Trip Generation 7,222,000 2,300,000 9,522,000

Sources: Tables 2.5, A.4, and A.5.

 Trip generatlon rate based on weighted average of building square feet for 201 0-2040 development by
economlc activity category and rounded to whole number.
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B. 'TRANSIT CAPITAL MAINTENANCE

The following two tables provide support for the calculations presented in
" Chapter 3 for the transit capital maintenance component of the TSF.
Table B.1 provides the soutce for the inflation and interest rates that are
inputs to the model for the net present value factor shown in Table 3.3.
Table B.2 provides a truncated version of the model used to calculate the
. net present value factor. .

Table B-1: Inflation and lnterest Rates

Cost Inflation’ Interest Earned”
Fiscal
Calendar Annual Year : Annual
Year Index Rate Ending Index Rate
2014 252.0 2.86% 2014 105.7 0.73%
2013 245.0 2.21% 2013 105.0 0.95%
2012 239.7 270% |. 2012 104.0 1.32%
2011 2334 2.59% 2011 102.6 1.24%
2010 -2275 | . 1.38% 2010 101.4 1.38% -
2009 2244 2009 100.0
Five-Year Compounded Five-Year Compounded
Annual Average - 2.35% Annual Average 1.12%
! San Francisco Bay Area Consumer Price Index (index 1982-84 = 100).
2 Average annual interest eaming on City and County of San Francisco pooled
fund balances (index 2008 = 100).
Sources: Association of Bay Area Governments
{http://www.abag.ca.gov/planning/research/cpi.html); S.F.
Treasurer's Office (http://sfireasurer.org/reports-plans).
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Table B-2: Net Present Value Factor

Year 1 2 3 43 44 45
Beginning Fund a 58.78 58.44 '58.07 | ... 7.97 540 2.75
Balance' . .
Interest b=a*1.12% . 0.66 0.65 0.65 | ... 0.09 0.06 0.03
Earnings® ‘ .
Expenditures” c= cz(%gg/r w*| (1.00)| (1.02)| (1.05){..| _(265)| (272)| _(2.78)
Ending Fund d=at+b-c 58.44 58.07 57.67 | ... 5.40 2.75 0.00
Balafice
Net Present ’ 58.78
Value Factor!

Note: This table models the amount necessary to collect in Year 1 such that $1.00in
expenditures can be sustained for 45 years given inflation and interest earnings.
! Beginning fund balance in Year 1 is solved for to calculate the net present value factor. The Year 1
value is set such that the Year 45 ending fund balance equals $0.00. In all other years the -
‘beginning fund balance equals the ending fund balance from the prior year.

2 Assumes interest earned on beginning fuhd balance and all expenditures made at end of year.

3 Expenditures at beginning of Year 1 equal $1.00 and are inflated assuming all costs represent end
of year (inflated) values.

Source: Table B.1 (for interest and inflation rates).




.S' San Frzzrza.rm Mumqpal Trampaﬂaizon .Agerzg Tmz.?nmztzaﬂ A u.rtamabzby Fea Naxu.f .S' tt@/

3T 3 St LN g A0 T b A LA IR R ST S B e T I £

C. TRANSIT CAPITAL FACILITIES

This ap'pendix provides the supporting documentation fot the transit capital
projects and programs included in the transit capital facilities component of
the TSF presented in Chapter 4. All cost and funding data reflect 2015
dollars.

¢ Tables C.1 and C.2 provide supporting data from the transit fleet plan -
expansion project. Calculated costs reflect net fleet expansion costs to
serve new development (2015-2040).

¢ Table C.3 provides supporting data for the transit fleet maintenance
facilities projects. The facility plan (see table sources). represents a
significant re-positioning, upgrade, and expansion of SFMTA’s facilities
to setve both existing and new development.

¢+ Table C.4 provides suppotting data for the transit reliability
improvernents. The projects in the upper patt of the table are to be
implemented in the near term (e.g. by 2017) and are fully funded largely
through the City’s 2014 general obligation bond. These projects address
existing deficiencies and provide for some system capacity expansion to
setve new development. The projects in the lower patt of the table are
unfunded and solely associated with increasing capacity to setve new
development. These projects are allocated to TSF transit capital facilities

(Table 4.2):

¢+ Table C.5 provides supporting data for the Geaty Bus Rapid Transit
project. This project replaces and upgrades an existing transit line so it
setves existing development and provides for capaclty cxpanmon to serve
growth.

¢+ Table C.6 provides supporting data for the bicycle facilities program.
‘These projects represent a significant expansion of the bicycle program.
These projects only serve development by shifting ttips out of autos
(thereby relieving vehicle congestion and improving transit service) and
shifting trips out of transit (thereby relieving transit ovetcrowding).

+ Tables G.7 and C.8 provide supporting data for the progtammed
funding available for transit capital facilities shown in Tables 4.2 and 4.4.
Estimates reflect funding for 2015-2040 in 2015 dollats.
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Table C-1: Transit Fleet P'lan

Fleet
Existing Expansion/ Planned
(2015) - Contraction (2040)
Motor Coach (40" . 337 - (55) 282
Motor Coach (60"’ 159 157 316
Trolley Coach (40" 240 (50) 190
Trolley Coach (60") : 93 17 140
Light Rail Vehicle 147 113 .260
Total 976 |- 182 1,158 |.

coach vehicles instead of 324 vehicles).

Note:  "TFMP" éource was relied Upon for all data except where updated
by "Vision" source (only update was 2040 estimate of 316 60' motor

Note: 30" motor coach and 40’ contingency coach vehicles are excluded
because their fleet size is not projected to change.

Sources: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, 2014 SFMTA
Transit Fleet Management Plan (TFMP), March 2014, Appendix B;
Parson Brinkerhoff, Addendum fo.SFMTA’s Real Estafe and
Facilities Vision for the 21st Century / Vision Refinement for Coach

Facilities (Vision), Jun. 24, 2014, Table 1, p. 2.
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Table C-2: Transit Fleet Plan Expansion Costs

Fleet Cost per
Expansion Vehicle Total Cost

Motor Coach (40" (55) $880,000 | $(48,400,000)
Motor Coach (60") 157 | $1,350,000 { $212,000,000
Troliey Coach (40" : (50) | $1,580,000 | $(79,000,000)
Trolley Coach (60") 17 | $1,870,000 $33,500,000
Light Rail Vehicle 113 | $6,000,000 | $678,000,000
Net Fleet Expansion 182 | $796,100,000
Adjustments ’

Geary Bus Rapid Transit (18) | $1,350,000 | $(21,600,000)

Vehicles' '

Central Subway Light Rall (24) { $6,000,000 | $(144,000,000)

Vehicles®
Net Fleet Expansion Cost
After Adjustments 142 $630,500,000

Note:  30' motor coach and 40' contingency coach vehicles are excluded
because their fleet size is not projected to change.

v Geary BRT vehicles included in Geary BRT project in TSF capital facilities
list (Table 4.2).

2 Central Subway is not solely designed to accommodate growth and vehicles
are fully funded.

Sources: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (personal
communication regarding costs per vehicle, Vehicle Demand
Summary for Expenditure Plan.xlsx, Nov. 21, 2014); Tabie C.1.
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Table C-3; Transit F!eet Maintenance Facilities

Facility Name ' Amount
Motor and Trolley Coach Facilities )
Burke
Central Body Repair & Paint (Muni Metro East—MME)
Facility Expansion or New Facility (fo be identified)
::lynn : Detail By
slais Creek : o
Kirkland Facility Not
- Available
Marin
Poftrero
Presidio
Woods
Subfotal - . $433,000,000
Other Fleet Facilities’ ‘ :
Cameron Beach . ) 11,048,000
Green . 4,348,000
Green Annex . : 1,094,000
Total ' $449,490,000

! Other fleet facilities include facilities for light rail vehicles, historic rail fleet,
and cable cars. Excludes Scott facility because it is only used for non-
revenue generating vehicles.

Sources: Parsons Brinckerhoff, Real Estate and Facilities Vision for the 21
Century, prepared for the San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency, Feb. 5, 2013, Table 3, p. 51; Parsons Brinckerhoff, Vision
Refinement for Coach Facilities (draft), prepared for the San
Francisco Municipal Transportatlon Agency, Jun. 24, 2014, Table 5,
p: 14.
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Table C-4: Muni Forward Rapid Network lmbrovements

Project Name 1B Amount

Sample Near Term Projects To Address Existing Deficiencies & Provide Additional Capaclty (funded)”

5 Fulton: Outer Route Fast Track Transit Enhancements $2,800,000
71 Haight-Noriega: Haight Sireet Fast Track Transit & Streetscape Enhancements 1,500,000
9 San Bruno: Potrero Ave Fast Track Transit & Streetscape Enhancements 7,133,000
Columbus Street Fast Track Transit Enhancements 700,000
Irving Street Fact Track Transit Enhancements 2,000,000
Mission and Silver Fast Track Transit Enhancements 400,000
5 Fulton: McAllister Street Fast Track Transit Enhancements 800,000
10 Townsend: Sansome Contraflow Signals 1,000,000
28 19th Avenue: 18th Ave Transit and Pedestrian Enhancements 16,500,000
30 Stockton: Eastern Segment Transit Enhancements 3,400,000
5 Fulton: Mid-Route Transit Enhancements ~ 22,700,000
71 Haight-Noriega: Haight Street Transit and Streetscape Enhancements 6,600,000
8X Bayshore Express: Geneva Ave Transit Enhancements 8,250,000
9 San Bruno: 11th St and Bayshore Blvd Transit and Pedestrian Enhancements 4,400,000
N Judah: Transit Enhancements 14,600,000
8X Bayshore Express: Mid-Roite Transit Enhancements 3,750,000
14 Mission: Downtown Mission Transit and Streetscape Enhancements 19,600,000
14 Mission: Inner Mission Transit and Streetscape Enhancements 1,500,000
14 Mission: Oufer Mission Transit and Streetscape Enhancements 3,850,000
22 Fillmore: 16th Street Transit and Streetscape Enhancements - Phase 1 34,745,000
J Church: Transit Enhancements : 10,800,000
L. Taraval: Transit and Streetscape Enhancements 10,500,000

Total $177,528,000
Share T7% |-
Sample Longer Term Projects To Provide Additional Capactty (unfunded)
1 California Travel Time Reduction Project $8,920,000
22 Fillmore Segment 2 {on Filimore) Trave! Time Reduction Project 6,620,000
28 19th Avenue Segment 2 (in Marina) Travel Time Reduction Project 1,900,000
30 Stockton Segment 1 (west of Van Ness) Travel Time Reduction Project - 23,120,000
5 Fulton TEP Travel Time Reduction Project: Segment 2 from Arguello to 25th Ave. 1,260,000
K v TEP Travel Time Reduction Project - 4,720,000
M Ocean View Segment 1 (West Portal to 19th Av) Travel Time Reduction Project’ 500,000
M Ocean View Segment 1 (West Portal to 19th Av) Travel Time Reduction Project’ '3,000,000
M Ocean View Segment 2 (East of 19th Av) Travel Time Reduction Pro;ect2 3,620,000
Subtotal $53,660,000
Share 23%
Total $231,188,000

' These projects are fully funded with the largest source being the 2014 general obligation transportation bond.

% The TSF transit capita facilities list also includes an M-Ocean View/19th Ave. project {(see Table 4.2). There is
no overlap between the Rapid Network projects listed here and that project because the later excludes the

segments shown here.

Source: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, "Muni Forward Rapid Network Capital Projects -

Implementatlon Summary" (1-page summary), May 12, 2014,
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Table C-5: Geary Bus Rapid Transit

.Project Element Amount
Dedicated colorized bus lanes - $84,696,000
Station/stop bus operation improvements 53,818,000
Station/stop passenger amenitiess 60,283,000
Bus vehicle changes 22,655,000
Traffic signals . 40,124,000
Other street improvements . 34,779,000
Pedestrian improvements 22,296,000
Other changes at key areas : . s 4,854,000
Total $323,505,000
Source: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Affachment 3:
Geary Cost Estimate By Element and Phase (SFMTA Board
Presentation), Nov. 13, 2014.

Table C-6: Bicycle Facilities Program Expansion

Program Element : Amount
Bicycle Network Expansion  $64,825,000
Bicycle Network Long Term Improvements 370,400,000
Bicycle Plan Network Short Térm Projects : 23,000,000
Location-Specific Bicycle Hotspot Improvements . 13,500,000
Bicycle Sharing 54,000,000
Secure Bicycle Parking 10,800,000
Short Term Bicycle Parking : : 12,000,000
Total - ) $548,525,000
Source: San Francisco Municipal Transpnrtatlon Agency, SFMTA 20-Year
Capital Plan, Oct. 15, 2013, pp. B-3 to B-5.
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Table C-7: Transit Capital Projects & Programs — Programmed Funding ($ 1,000)

18

tion Sustainability Fee Nexus Study
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3ty

. Prop. K' . A
Expenditure Plan Category | Expen- MTC Caltrain TTC ) Total Pro-
I . difure GO Core ' | Project | Project | Developer| grammed
Project or Program Line Amount Bond Capacity | Funding | Funding | Funding Funding |
Transit Service Expansion and Reliability Improvements
Transit Fleet Expansion 15 - $- | $400,000 5- 5- $6,000 $406,000
Transit Facilities Vision 20M 13,800 70,000 67,000 150,800
Muni Forward Rapid Network 1 2,000 2,000
Geary Bus Rapid Transit 1 46,100 ‘ 46,100
M-Ocean View / 19th Ave. 1 S - 71,800 71,800

Subtotal . $61,900 | $70,000 | $467,000 | $- $- $77,800 $676,700
Improvements Supporting Regional Transit Operators
BART Car Expansion 17B .‘ - $- $- $- $- $- $-
BART Train Contro! 22B 2,800 2,800
Caltrain Electrification . B 3,900 $105,000 108,900
Transbay Transit Center 5 83,300 380,600 463,900
(Phase 2)

Subtotal $90,000 $- $- | $105,000 | $380,600 $575,600
Bicycle Infrastructure Improvements ]
Bicycle Programs Expansion 39 $13,000 $- $- $- $- $13,000
Total $164,900 | $70,000 | $467,000 | $105,000 | $380,600 $77,800 | $1,265,300

K Prop. K funding based on (1) determining Prop. K expenditure line items that would be eligible for funding TSF expenditure plan
projects, (2) discounting remaining programmed funds from FY 2016 through FY 2034 to 2015 dollars for those line items, (3)
determining the share available for SFMTA projects (vs. other departments and agencies), and (4) allocating the discounted

share to the TSF project.

Sources: Prop. K: San Francisco County Transportation Authority, 2074 Prop. K Strategic Plan, Appendices D (for Transbay
Transit Center funding) and Appendix F (for all other projects), Sep. 12, 2014; SFCTA staff, personal communication
(for-discount factors). GO Bond: San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, Transportation 2030: 2014
Transportation and Road Improvement General Obligation Bond Report, Jun. 18, 2014 (appendix). MTC Core
Capacity: Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Resolution No. 4123, Dec. 18, 2013. Caltrain and TTC Project
Funding: See Prop. K source, based on allocated plus programmed funding discounted 9.3 percent to 2015 dollars net

of Prop. K contribution (shown in separate column). Developer Funding: San Francisco Planning Department.
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Table C-8 Transit Capital PrOJects & Program Funding Notes

Expenditure Category /
Sample Project or
Program

Funding Notes

Transit Reliability Improvements

Transit Fleet Expansion

Prop. K: No funding for this line item after FY 2015. MTC Core
Capacity: $400 mil. from Cap and Trade based on proposed
legislation (AB 574 (Lowenthal) proposed in 2013). TTC Project
Funding: Excludes TCDP impact fee funding of $2 mil. for two 40’
coaches so that TSF maximum justified fee is inclusive of TCDP .
impact fee (see discussion of area plan fees in Chapter 6).
Developer Funding: Parkmerced providing $6 mil. for one light rail
vehicle through development agreement.

Transit Facilities

Prop. K: Allocate 100% of line item. GO Bond: Allocate 100% of
“Muni Facilities” category. MTC Core Capacity: $87 mil. from Cap
and Trade based on proposed Iegxsla’uon (AB 574 {Lowenthal)
proposed in 2013).

Muni Forward Rapid
Network

Prop. K: Allocate $2 mil. from line item. GO Bond: No funds
allocated because all funding for higher priority projects (see Table
c.4).

Geary Bus Rapid Transit

-Prop. K: Allocates 100% of line item except for Rapid Network
allocation.

M-Ocean View / 19"
Ave.

Prop. K: Allocate 0% of line item. GO Bond: Does not allocate any
available funding for Corridor Improvement Program ($28M) that is
limited to design and engineering studies. Developer Funding:
Parkmerced providing $70 mil. and San Francisco State University
providing $1.83 mil. through development agreements.

Improvements Supporting Regional Transit Operators

BART Fleet Expansjon

Prop. K: Allocate 0% of line item because line item is only for car
replacement. No funding assumed from MTC Core Capacity because
funding needed fo offset cost increases ($5.3 mil. per car versus MTC
Core Capacity estimate of $3.3 mil. per car).

BART Train Control

Prop. K: Allocate 100% of line item. No funding assumed from MTC

Core Capacity because funding needed to offset cost increases (total
project now estimated at $315 mil. of which $200 mil. is associated
with increasing system capacity versus MTC Core Capacity estimate

of $700 mil.).

Cailtrain Electrification

Prop. K: Allocate 100% of line item. Caltrain Project Funding:
Includes all allocated and programmed funds discounted 9.3 percent
to 2015 dollars. Excludes ail planned funding.

Transbay Transit Center
(Phase 2)

Prop. K: Allocate 100% of line item. TTC Project Fundmg: Includes
all allocated and programmed funds discounted 9.3 percent to 2015
dollars. Excludes all planned funding.

Bicycle Infrastructure Improvements

Bicycle Program
Expansion

Prop. K: Allocate 75% of line item based on prior and near term
allocations (remainder for other departments and transit agencies and

| for non-capital projects).

Sourcesf See Table C.7.




San Francisco Manich

Skl A% A e e e T

D. . AREA PLAN FEES

Table D.1 provides a schedule of cutrent transportation fees. Each atea plan
fee is allocated to transit and complete’ streets components based on
Citywide Nezus Study legislation (see Article 4 of the San Francisco Planning
Code), currently pending adoption at the Boatd of Supetvisors as of
publication of this report. The cutrent TIDEF is added to the area plan transit
component because the TIDE is imposed citywide on all development
projects. The TIDF currently only applies to nontesidential projects and not
to tesidential projects. Based on the proposed legislation, the complete
streets component of the area plan fees funds bicycle facilities plus pedesttian
and other streetscape infrastructure. There is no current citywide fee for
pedesttian infrastructure and bicycle faclities.

Table D.2 compares the total cutrent fee with the maximum justified
transpottation fee documented in this TSE nexus study (see Table 6.1 in
Chapter 6). The table sepatately compates the transit and complete streets

" fee components. The existing TIDF is replaced by the TSF and the TSF is .
-applied to all residential and nontesidential development. As shown in the
table the maximum justified TSF is greater than the current fee across all
economic activity categoties, atea plans, and for both fee components. In
most cases the maximum justified TSF is more than 50 percent greater than
the current fee.
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Table D-1: Existing Transportation Fees (fee per sq. ft.)
Incre- ' Complete
mental | Total Transit Streets .

AreaPlan/ Fee Area Area | City- ’
Economic Activity (TCDP | Plan Transit | wide
Category Only) Fee' | Share Fee TIDF? | Total | Share | Total

Formula a b a*h d c+d f a*f
Balboa Park '
Residential 9.71 12% 1.17 - 1.17 38% | 3.69
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 1.82 12% 0.22 | 14.14 | 14.36 38% | 0.69
Production, Distribution, Repalr (PDR) - 0% . 7.48 7.46 0% -
Market & Octavia
Residential 10.92 22% 240 | . - 2.40 44% | 4.80
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 413 20% 0.83 | 14.14 | 1497 |  61% | 2.52
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% -1 7.46 7.48 0% -
Rincon Hill :
Residential 10.44 0% - - - 79% | 8.25
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) - 0% -| 14141 14.14 0% -
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR). - 0% -1 748 |  7.48 0% -
Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District
Residential 18.20 22% 4.00 - 4.00 44% | 8.01
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 18.20 45% 8.19 | 1414 | 22.33 30% | 546
Production, Distribution, Repair {(PDR) - 0% - 7486 7.46 0% -
Visitacion Valley
Residential 5.56 0% - - - 45% | 2.50
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) - 0% -1 14141 1414 45% -
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 748 7.48 0% -
‘Eastern Neighborhoods — General — Tier 1 ‘ )
Residential 9.71 10% 0.97 - 0.97 31% | 3.01
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 7.28 | 53% 3.86 | 14.14| 18.00 34% { 2.48
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) T 0% -] 746 7.46 0% -
Eastern Neighborhoods — General Tier 2 ’ '
Residential 14.56 10% 1.48 - 1.46 31% | 4.51
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 12.14 53% 6.43 | 1414 20.57 34% | 4.13
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% -{ 746 7.48 0% -
Eastern Neighborhoods — General — Tier 3
Residential 19.42 10% 1.94 - 1.94 31% | 6.02
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 16.99 53% 9.00 | 14.14 | 23.14 34% | 5.78
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 7.46 0% -
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Table D.1: Existing Transportation Fees (fee per sq. ft.) (continued)

Incre- ' Complete
mental | Total Transit Streets
Area Plan/ . Fee Area Area City- .
Economic Activity (TCDP | Plan Transit | wide .
Category , Only) Fee! | Share Fee | TIDF? | Total | Share | Total
c= = =
Formula .a B a*b d c+d f a*f
Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing Zones - Tier 1
Residential - 971 6% | -0.58 -{ 0.58 4% 0.39
Nonresidential (exciuding PDR) - 7.28 85% 6.19 | 14.15| 20.34 4% 1| 0.29
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% | . - 7.46 7.46 0% -
Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing Zones - Tier 2 _ ‘
Residential 14.56 6% 0.87 -1 0.87 4% | 0.58
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 12.14 85% 10.32 | 14.15| 24.47 4% | 0.49
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 7.46 746 | 0% -1
Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing Zones - Tier 3
Residential ) 19.42 6% 1.17 -1 1471 4% | 0.78.
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 16.89 85% | © 1444 | 1415)] 2859 ' 4%’} 0.68
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) - 0% - 746 7.46 0% -
Transit Center District Plan - FAR Up To 9:1 : '
Residential . 439 439 NA'| 439 -{ 439 NA°| NA
Office, Retail, Institutional 439 439] NA’| 1439| 1414] 1853 ] NA®| NA
Hotel . 439] 439 NA 439 | 1414 1853| NA®| NA®
Industrial 439| 439 NA 439 | 748 11.85] NA®| NA®
Transit Center District Plan - FAR 9:1 to 18:1
Residential 658] 7.68] NA® 768 | - -] 7.688] NA’| NA®
Office, Retail, Institutional 2140 | 1509 NA’| 1500 | 14.14| 29.23{ NA®[ NA®
Hotel 8.78| 8.78| NA’ 8.78 | 14.14] 22921 NA®] NA®
Industrial - 439 439] NA’] 439 746| 11.85] NA’| NA®
Transit Center District Plan - FAR Above 18:1
Residential ] 320 997|. NA’|" 997 -] 997 NA’] NA®
Office, Retail, Institutional 1097 | 2571 NA°| 2571 | 14.14| 39.85| NA®| NA®
Hotel - 329 | 1151 NA°| 1151 1414] 2565| NA’| NA®
Industrial 439( 439] NA’| 439] 7.46] 11.85] NA’| NA®
' For TCDP, average fee for projects with 9:1 fo 18:1 FAR based on' maximum possible amount (18:1
FAR), or 100% of base fee plus 50% of incremental fee. Average fee for projects with greater than
18:1 FAR based on 181 Fremont pm]ect or 70% of three iricremental fees summed. No mcremental
‘fee for production, distribution, repair (PDR) category. .
2 Current Transportation Impact Development Fee (applied citywide). The welghted average rate is
used for nonresidential (ex. PDR) and Office, Retail, Institutional (for the TCDP).
® TCDP does not allocated fee to transit versus complete streets components.
Sources: San Francisco Planning Department, San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee
Register (rates effective Jan. 1, 2015). -
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Table D-2: Existing Vs. Maximum Justified Transpbrtétion

‘ Fees (fee per sq. ft.)
Area Plan / ' ,
Economic Activity Category Transit Complete Streets
Max. | Differ- | Differ- Max. | Differ- | Differ-
Cur- | Jusfi- | ence ence | Cur-| Justi | ence ence
rent | fied | (amt) | (%) rent | ~fied | (amt.) (%) -
- Balboa Park . ' -
Residential 117 | 2259 | (2142) | (95%) | 3.69 | 8341 (465) | (56%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 14.37 | 80.68 | (66.31) | (82%) | 0.69 | 6.74 | (B.05) | (90%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) |  7.46 | 22.59 | (15.13) | (67%) -| 348 | (3.48) | (100%)
Market & Octavia ) . ’ ) .
Residential 240 | 22,591 (20.19) | (89%) | 480 | 834 | (3.54) | (42%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 14.98 | 80.68 | (65.70) | (81%) | 2.52| 6.74| (4.22) | (63%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) | 746 | 22.59 | (15.13) | (67%) -| 348 | (3.48) | (100%)
Rincon Hill : :
Residential 1 - | 2259 {(22.59) | (100%) | 8.25| 8.34 | (0.09) (1%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 14.15 | 80.68 | (66.53) | -(82%) -| 6.74 ] (6.74) | (100%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) |  7.46 | 22.59 | (15.13) | (67%) -1 3.48 | (3.48) | (100%) |-
Van Ness and Markef Downtfown Residential Special Use Disfrict .
Residential 4.00 | 22.59 | (18.59) | (82%) | 8.01| 8.34| (0.33) {(4%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 22.34 | 80.68 | (68.34) | (72%){ 546 6.74 | (1.28) ] {19%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) | 7.46 {2259 | (15.13) | (67%) -| 348 | (3.48) | (100%)
Visitacion Valley
Residential -] 2259 (22.59) | (100%) | 2.50 | 8.34| (5.84)| (70%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 14.15 | 80.68 | (66.53) | (82%)| -] 6.74| (6.74) | (100%)
. Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) | 7.46 | 22.59 | (15.13) | (67%) -| 348 | (3.48) | (100%)
Eastern Neighborhoods - General - Tier 1 .
Residential ' 0.97 ] 2259 1(2162) | (96%)['3.01] 834 | (5.33)| (64%)
Nonresidential (exc}udmg PDR) - 18.01 | B0.68 | (62.67) | (78%)|.248 | 6.74| (4.26)| (63%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) 746 | 2259 | (15.13) | (B7%) -] 3481 (348)] (100%)
Eastern Neighborhoods - General - Tier 2
Residential 146 | 22.59 | (21.13) | (94%) | 451 | 8.34| (3.83){ (46%) |
Nonresidential {exciuding PDR) 20.58 | 80.68 | 60.10) (74%) | 413 | 6.74 | (2.61) | (39%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) 746 | 2259 | (15.13) | (67%) -1 348 | (3.48) ] (100%)
Eastern Nelghborhoods General - Tier 3 ' :
Residential 1.94 | 2259 | (20.65) | (91%) ] 6.02 | 8.34{ (2.32) | (28%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 23.15 | 80.68 | (57.53) | (7T1%) | 5.78| 6.74 | (0.96) | (14%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) | 7.46 | 22.59 | (15.13) | (67%) -| 3.48| (3.48) | (100%)
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Table D.2: Existing Vs. Maximum Justified Transportation Fees
(fee per sq: ft.) (continued)

Transit Complete Streets

. Max. | Differ- | Differ- Max. | Differ- | Differ-
AreaPlan/ Cur- | Justi- | ence ence | Cur- | Justi- | ence | ence
Economic Activity Category rent | fied | {amt) (%) rent | fied | (amt) (%)
Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing Zones - Tier 1 ,
Residential 0.58 | 22.59 | (22.01) | (97%)| 039 | 8.34| (7.95)| (95%
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 20.34 | 80.68 | (60.34) | (75%)| 0.28 | 6.74 ] (6.45)| (96%) ! .
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) | 7.46 | 22.59 | (15.13) | (67%) -| 348 (3.48) | (100%)
Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing Zones - Tier 2 - ’
Residential 0.87 | 2259 |(21.72) | (96%) | 0.58 | 8.34 1 (7.76)| (93%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 2447 80.68 | (66.21) | (70%)| 049 | 6.74| (6.25)| (93%
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) | 7.46 | 22.59 | 15.13) | (67%) -| 3.48 | (3.48) ] (100%)
Eastern Neighborhoods - Affordable Housing@nes - Tier 3
Residential 147 | 2259 (2142) | (95%)]-0.78 | 8.34! (7.568)| (91%)
Nonresidential (excluding PDR) 28.59 | 80.68 | (52.09) (65%)| 0.68 | -6.74 | (6.06) ! (90%)
Production, Distribution, Repair (PDR) | 7.46 | 22,59 | (15.13) | (67%) -| 348 (3.48) | (100%)
Transit Center District Plan - FAR Up To 9:1
Residential 4.39 | 30.93 | (26.54) | (B6%)
Office : 18.54 | 87.42 | (68.88) | (79%)
Hotel . 1 18.54 | 87.42 | (68.88) | (79%)
Industrial 11.85 | 26.07 | (14.22) | (55%)
Transit Center District Plan - FAR 9:1 to 18:1 TCDP does not allocate fee fo,
Residential : 7.68 | 30.93 | (23.25) | (75%) transit and complete streets
Office ; 29.24 | 87.42 | (58.18) | {67%)| components so total TCDP fee
Hotel 22.93 | 87.42 | (64.49) | (74%) compared with total TSE
Industrial 11.85 | 26.07 | (14.22) | (55%) maximum justified under
Transit Center District Plan - FAR Above 18:1 : "Transit".
Residential 9.97 | 30.93 | (20.96) { (68%)
Office 39.86 ] 87.42 | (47.56) | (54%)
Hotel ‘ 25.66 | 87.42| (61.76) | (71%)
Industrial 11.85 | 26.07 | (14.22) | {55%) |.
Sources: Tables 6.1 and D.1. )
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San Francisco Tr'ansportatibn'Sustainability Fee: Economic Feasibility Study

|. Introduction

The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) estimates that the City of San Francisco will add
190,000 jobs and 100,000 households by 2040.* Much of this growth is already occurring — projects
aimed at creating housing for upwards of 60,000 new residents are currently under construction or are
being reviewed. More housing and more jobs means more travelers using the City’s roads and transit
Imes further straining the City’s already-congested and overtaxed transportation system. To offset the
impact of new development, San Francisco needs to invest in updated infrastructure, mcludmg
transportation system improvements. In 2013, Mayor Edwin M. Lee convened a Transportation Task
Force to investigate what San Francisco can do to update its transportation network and to prepare it
for future travelers. The Task Force found that'in order to meet current need and future demand, the
City would need to invest $1O billion in transportatlon infrastructure through 2030, which will require
$6.3 billion in new revenues.?

The Transportation Sustainability Program (TSP) is an initiative to'improve and ‘expand San Francisco’s
transportation system. This economic feasibility study presents findings of an ecoriomic evaluation of
the potential impact of the proposed TSP on new development in San Francisco. The Transportation
Sustainability Fee (TSF), the TSP component examined in this study, is a proposed citywide impact fee
that will help fund new fransit, bicycle and pedestrian improvement projects as well as capital
maintenance. The TSF would provide additional revenue to help fill the City’s transportation funding gap '
and ensure that new developments pay their fair share for impacts on the City’s transportation system.
Another TSP component examined in this study is the reform of the California Environmental Quality Act
{(CEQA) review process, which has the potential to enhance the City’s ability to deliver new development
in'a more reliable, timely and cost efficient manner.

San Francisco is currently experiencing a surge in residential and commercial real estate construction
and absorption, after a significant recessionary period that ended in 2012. Increased demand from both
business expansion and new residents, combihed with the relatively slow pace of development that has
occurred for more than a decade, has contributed to rapidly escalating sales prices and rental rates.
Recognizing the need for new development (particularly housing development) to meet the needs of a
growing population and to ensure that prices do not continue to escalate to unsustainable levels, the
goal of this study is to evaluate and inform the development of the TSP to ensure that the program will
not impair development feasibility overall.

This report presents the following information:

I. Introduction— describes the purpose of the study and its organization.
Il. Summary of Findings— summarizes the results of the economic feasibility analysis.

Il. Description of Proposed Transportation Sustainability Program— provides an overview of the
TSP and its three interrelated components: the Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF), which
will replace the current Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF), California Environmental Quality
Act {CEQA)/ Level of Service (LOS) reform, and Citywide Transportation Demand Management
(TDM).

! Association of Bay Area Governments, Projections 2013.
% For more information on the Mayor's 2030 Transportation Task Force, please visit:
http://transportation2030.sfplanning.org

—
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Study Goals and Methodology— presents the key goals for the study, along with a summary of
the analysis methodology, including the selectlon of ten prototypical developments (prototypes)
for evaluation.

Cost and Time Savings from CEQA / Level of Ser\nce Reform~— describes the potential cost and
time savings for envirorimental review that may occur with the TSP and analyzes what savings
may occur for the ten development prototypes with TSP.

Results From Analysis of Base Case TSF Levels— presents the financial results, assuming the' TSF
would be established at the fee rates listed in the 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance {after adjusting for
inflation, to 2015 dollars) and assuming the proposed consolidation of non-residential fee
categories, as described in the 2015 San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus
Study. (For purposes of this study, these fee rates are referred to as “Base Case TSF.”)
Sensitivity Analysis of Alternative TSF Levels— compares the financial results, assuming
alternative TSF levels at 125 percent (%), 150% and 250% of the Base Case TSF (2012 Draft TSF
Ordinance levels inflated to 2015 Dollars)

Conclusion

. Page 2



San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee: Economic Feasibility Study

- I Summary of Findings

This economnic feasibility study evaluates the potential impact of the proposed Transpartation
Sustainability Program (TSP) on ten prototypical development types (prototypes) commonly found in
San Francisco. This evaluation is dore by analyzing how the proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee
(TSF) would increase development costs and affect overall development feasibility, as measured by
changes in residual land value.? This study also examines the potential economic benefits from
streamlining the City’s environmental review process as a result of California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA)/ Level of Service (LOS) reform.

A. Impact of Base Case TSF on New Development

The Transportation Sustamablhty Fee (TSF) is a proposed citywide impact fee on both residential and
non-residential development that will replace the current Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF), whlch
currently applies to most non-residential development. This study first evaluates the economic impact of
imposing transportation impact fees at rates based on the 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance, also referred to as
the “Base Case TSF” scenario.* (See Section IILA for a more detailed description of the proposed TSF.) -

For non-residential development, the Base Case TSF rates are roughly equivalent to the current TIDF
rates. For residential development, the Base Case TSF would represent an additional cost burden of
$6.19 per gross square foot (/GSF), although this may be partially offset by fee credits and/or

_environmental review time and cost savings. (Residential developments within certain plan areas, such
as Eastern Neighborhoods or Market and Octavia, may be eligible for a fee reduction—referred to as a
fee credit in this report— equal to the transit portion of the applicable area plan impact fee.) While the
potential financial impact of the TSF on development projects varies according to factors such as use,
location and certain key costs, the study found that:

* - Non-residential development would experience the least financial impact from TSP, as the Bdse
Case TSF is about the same as the existing TIDF for most land uses.

* The residential cost burden due to the imposition of the Base Case TSF is equivalent to an
average increase in direct construction costs of about 1-2% depending on the type of
construction. In neighborhoods where the bulk of development is occurring, this level of
increase would not have’a major impact on overall project feasibility or resulting housing costs.

*  The impact of the additional fee on residential uses is partially mitigated in situations where a
project is eligible for a prior-use credit, area plan fee credit or predevelopment time and cost .
savings due to CEQA/LOS Reform (as described in the next section).

3 Residual land value is the difference between what a developer expects to receive in revenues, less all costs
associated with developing the buildings. Land residual models are useful when comparing the impact of different
policy options on land values because they can test and compare the economic 1mpact under a variety of site-
specxf‘ ic conditions and development assumptions. _

*The Base Case TSF levels are defined as the fee rates in the 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance (Board File No. 120524),
adjusted for inflation to 2015 dollars, with the proposed consolidation of non-residential fee categories as
described in the 2015 draft San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (2015 TSF Nexus Study)
The 2012 Draft TSF Ordinance can be found here:
http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/committees/| materials/lu120524tdr.pdf
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* In neighborhoods where current market rent and/or sales prices are not high enough to warrant
development investment, the TSF will further inhibit the ability of new development to become
financially feasible. However, the TSF itself will not cause these developments to be infeasible.

B. Impact of CEQA/LOS Reform on New Development

Another component of the TSP is reform of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review
process called for under Senate Bill (SB) 743, specifically the elimination of the transportation Level of
Service (LOS) analysis requirement in Transit Priority Areas (which encompass most of the developable
area of San Francisco). In analyzing this change, the study found that:

s [fa projectis cutrently requfr‘ed to undertake a transportation Level of Service {(LOS) analysis,
the TSP will provide-modest economic benefits if the level of environmental review remains the
same. In these cases, the elimination of LOS analysis could reduce consultant costs by $25,000
to $95,000 and resuit in a time savings of 5 months during the entitlement period, which would
potentially decrease predevelopment carrying costs. This scenario applies to four of the ten
prototypes evaluated in this study. For two of these prototypes, the combination of consultant
cost savings and predevelopment savings could fully offset the impact of the Base Case TSF.

* Projects that would be eligible for a lesser level of environmental review as the result of
CEQA/LOS reform would achieve the greatest economic benefit. For instance, one of the
prototypes studied might be eligible for a Community Plan Exemption (CPE) under the TSP,
as compared to a Focused Environmental Impact Report {FEIR) under current conditions.

This could potentially result in direct cost savings of about $560,000 in environmental
consultant/Planning Department fees and predevelopment time savings of 5 months, which
could fully offset the impact of the Base Case TSF. _

* The time and cost savings described above, combined with greater predevelopment
predictability, could help offset the financial impact of the TSF for a subset of new development.

*  For developments that do not currently need a transportation study (which is typically the case
for smaller developments), no direct predevelopment cost or time savings would likely occur as
a result of CEQA/LOS reform. However, these projects may experience indirect benefits, as
CEQA/LOS reform would minimize the time'spent on environmental review and reduce backlogs
for City staff, potentially shortening the predevelopment processfor all projects.

The study recognizes that predevelopment savings may or may not occur, due to environmental analysis
of other topics or issues that may arise during the entitlement process, and thus the study analyzes the
financial impact on RLY with and without predevelopment savings. -

C. Transportation Sustainability Fee Sensitivity Analysis

Given the study findings that the TSF (at Base Case TSF levels) would not have a major impact on overall
project feasibility and potential predevelopment savings from CEQA/LOS reform could help offset this
financial impact, this report examines the impact of higher TSF levels that could provide increased
funding for new transit, bicycle and pedestrian improvement projects. A sensitivity analysis was
performed to test the effect of higher TSF levels—125%, 150% and 250% of the Base Case TSF—which
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are all well within the maximum justiﬁed fee amounts identified in the 2015 draft San Francisco
Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (2015 TSF Nexus Study), as shown below:®

Alternative TSF Scenarios for Sensitivity Analysis (2015 Dollars)
Base Case 125% TSF 150% TSF 250% TSF Maximum
Use TSF ($/GSF) | ($/GSF) . ($/GSF) | ($/GSF) Justified Fee
: : (not modeled)®
Residential $6.19 $7.74 $9.29 $15.48 $30.95
Non-residential $14.43 $18.04 $21.65 $36.08 $87.52
PDR’ " $7.61 n/a n/a " nfa $26.09

The sensitivity analysis results indicate that:

The financial impact of fees at 125% of the Base Case TSF on new development is similar to the
results found at Base Case TSF. Overall development costs would increase by about $1.60/GSF

(to $7.74/GSF) for residential and by about $3.60/GSF (to $18.04/GSF) for non-residential

development, without consideration of fee credits or predevelopment savings. This level of
increase would not have a major impact on overall project feasibility or resulting housing costs
in neighborhoods where most of new development is occurring.

At 150% of the Base Case TSF, the fee does not impact overall project feasibility for the majority
of prototypes, but development costs would substantively increase for both residential and non-
residential uses. Potential predevelopment streamlining benefits only offset the fee increase
under one prototype scenario. In some areas of the city and for certain land use and
construction types, the TSF at this [evel could inhibit development feasibility.

" Fee increases to 250% of the Base Case TSF would more significantly increase the cost of

development for most of the prototypes, to a level that could not be offset by potential time
and cost savings under CEQA/LOS reform for any of the prototypes. In many areas of the city
and for a broad range of development types, the TSF at this level could significantly inhibit
development feasibility.

If the City’s real estate market were to experience a downturn and future revenue growth is not
sufficient to cover construction and other development costs, new development will be more
sensitive to higher impact fees.

For all of these reasons, and as further described in the final chepters of this report, the findings
from the economic analysis indicate that the TSF should be established at no more than 125% of the
initial fee level. '

® Al of these fee levels are within the maximum justified fee amounts identified in the 2015 San Francisco
Transportatlon Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (2015 TSF Nexus Study).
® Maximum Justified Fee is not modeled but is presented in the San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee
) Nexus Study (2015).
7’ New development of PDR uses was not analyzed in the feasibility study.
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