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FILE NO. 150149 ORDINANCE NO. 

1 [Planning Code -Adopting Nexus Analysis for Certain Development Fees] 

2 

3 Ordinance amending the Planning Code to adopt the San Francisco Citywide Nexus 

4 Analysis supporting existing development fees, including fees in the Downtown and 

5 other Area Plans, to cover impacts of residential and commercial development in the 

6 areas of recreation and open space; pedestrian and streetscape improvements; 

7 childcare facilities; and bicycle infrastructure; making findings related to all of the fees 

8 in Article IV generally and certain development fees supported by the Nexus Analysis 

9 specifically; and making environmental findings, and findings of consistency with the 

1 O General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times }kw Romtfl'tfont. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough 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: 

· 18 Section 1. Findings. 

19 (a) The Planning Department has determi~ed that the actions contemplated in this 

20 ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources 

21 Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of.the Board of 

22 Supervisors in File No. 150149 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board of 

23 Supervisors hereby affirms this determination. 

-24 (b) On December 11, 2014, the. Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 19291, 

25 adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, 
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1 with the City's General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The 

2 Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of 

3 the Boa.rd of Supervisors in File No. 150149, and is incorporated herein by reference. 

4 (c) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Board finds that this Planning Code 

5 Amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth 

6 in Planning Commission Resolution No. 19291, and the Board incorporates such reasons 

7 herein by reference. 

8 

9 Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Section 401A and 

10 revising Sections 401, 404, 409,411.3, 412.1, 412.6, 413.6, 414.1, 414.8, 415.5, 416.3, 

.11 417.3; 418.1, 418.5, 419.3, 420.1, 420.3, 420.6, 421.1, 421.3, 421.5, 422.1, 422.3, 422.5, 

1 423.1, 423.3, 423.5, 424.1, 424.3, 424.5, 424.6.2, and 424.7.2 to read as follows: 

SEC. 401A. FINDINGS. 

13 

14 

15 (a) General Findings. The Board makes the following findings related to· the fees imposed 

16 under Article IV. 

17 (1) Application. The CalifOrnia Mitigation Fee Act, Government Code Section 

18 66000 et seq. may apply to some or all ofthe fees in this Article IV. While the Mitigation Fee Act may 

19 not apply to all fees. the Board has determined that general compliance with its provisions is good 

20 public policy in the adoption, imposition, collection~ and reporting of.fees collected under this Article 

21 IV. By making findings required under the Act. including the findings in this subsection and findings · 

22 supporting a reasonable relationship between new development and the fees imposed under this Article 

23 IV. the Board does not make any finding or determination as to whether the Mitigation Fee Act applies 

24 to all ofthe Article IV fees . 

. 5 
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1 (2) Timing of.fee collection. For any o(the fees in this Article IV collected prior to 

2 the issuance o(the certificate of occupancy. the Board of Supervisors makes the following findings set 

3 forth in California Government Code Section 66007(b): the Board of Supervisors finds, based on 

4 information from the Planning Department in Board File No. 150149. that it is appropriate to require 

5 the pqyment of the fees in Article IV at the time ofissuance of the first construction document because 

6 the fee will be collected for public improvements or facilities tor which an account has been established 

7 and 'funds appropriated and for which the City has adopted a proposed construction schedule or plan · 

. 8 prior to the final inspection or issuance o[the certificate of occupancy or because the fee is to 

9 reimburse the City for expenditures previously made (or such public improvements or facilities. 

10 (3) Administrative fee. The Board finds. based on information -from the Planning 

11 Department in Board File No. 150149. that the City agencies administering the fee will incur costs 

12 equaling 5% or more of the total amount offees collected in administering the funds established in 

13 Article IV. Thus, the 5% administrative fee included in the fees in this Article IV do not exceed the cost 

14 ofthe City to administer the funds. 

15 Specific Findings: The Board ofSupervisors has reviewed the San Francisco Citywide 

16 Nexus Analysis prepared byAECOM dated March 2014 ("Nexus Analysis"), andthe San Francisco 

17 Inftastructure Level of Service Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014. both on file with the 

18 Clerk ofthe Board in File No. 150149 and adopts the findings and conclusions ofthose studies. 

19 specifically the sections of those studies establishing levels of service (or and a nexus between new 

20 development and four inftastructure categories: Recreation and Open Space. Childcare. Streetscape 

21 and Pedestrian Inftastructure, and Bicycle Infrastructure. The Board ofSupervisors finds that, as 

22 required by California Government Code Section 66001. for each inftastructure category analyzed the 

23 Nexus-Analysis and Jnftastructure Level of Service Analvsis: identify the purpose of the fee; identify the 

24 use or uses to which the fees are to be put; determine how there is a reasonable relationship between 

25 the fee's use and the type of development project on which the fee is imposed; determine how there is a 
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1 reasonable relationship between the need for the public facility and the type of development project on 
. . 

2 which the tee is imposed; and determine how there is a resonable relationship between the amount of 

3 the tee and the cost of the public facility or portion of the facility attributable to the development.· 

4 Specifically, as discussed in more detail in and supported by the Nexus Analysis and In(rastructure 

5 Level of Service Analysis the Board adopts the following findings: 

6 

7 

0) Recreation and Open Space Findings: 

{A) Purpose. The fee will help maintain adequate park capacity required to 

8 serve new service population resulting tram new development. 

9 Use. The tee will be used to fund projects that directly increase park 

1 O cavacity in response to demand created by new development. Park and recreation capacity can be 

11 increased either through the acquisition of new park land. or through capacity enhancements to 

1 existingparks and open space. Examples of how development impact tees· would be used include: 

13 acquisition of new park and recreation land; lighting improvements to existing parks, which extend 

14 hours of operation on play fields and allow for greater capacity; recreation center construction, or 

15 adding capacity to existing facilities; and convertingpassive open space to active open space including 

16 but not limited to through the addition of trails, play fields, and playgrounds. 

17 (C) Reasonable relationship: As new development adds more employment 

18 and/or residents to San Francisco, it will increase the demand fr?r park facilities and park capacity. Fee 

19 revenue will be used to fund the acquisition and additional capacity of these park facilities. Each new 

20 development project will add to the incremental need for recreation and open space facilities described 

21 above. Improvements considered in the Nexus Study. are estimated to be necessary to maintain the 

22 City's effective service standard 

23 (D) Proportionality. The new facilities and costs allocated to new 

24 development are based on the existing ratio ofthe City's service population to a conservative estimate 

5 ofits current recreation and.open space capital expenditure to date. The scale of the .capital facilities · 
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1 and associated costs are proportional to the projected levels of new development and the existing 

2 relationship between service population and recreation and open space infrastructure. The cost ofthe 

3 deferred maintenance required to address any operational shortfall within the City's recreation a'.1-d 

4 open space provision will not be financed by development fees. 

(2) Childcare Findings: 5 

6 {A) Purpose. The fee will support the provision of childcare facility needs 

7 resulting from an increase in San Francisco's residential and employment population. 

8 Use. The childcare impact fee will be used to fund capital projects 

9 related to infant. toddler, and preschool-age childcare. Funds will pay for. the expansion of childcare 

10 slots for infant, toddler, and preschool children. 

11 (C) Reasonable Relationship. New residential and commercial development 

12 in San Francisco will increase the demand (or infant. toddler and preschool-age childcare. Fee 

13 revenue will be used to fund the capital investment needed for these childcare facilities. Residential 

14 developments will result in an increase in the residential population, which results in growth in the 

15 number of children requiring childcare. Commercial development results in an increase ofthe 

16 employee population, which similarly require childcare near their place of work. Improvements 

17 considered in this study are estimated to be.necessary to maintain the City's provision of childcare at . 

18 its effective service standard 

19 {D) Proportionality. The new facilities and costs allocated to new 

20 development are based on the existing service ratio ofthe total number ofinfants. toddler, and 

21 preschoolers needing care in San Francisco to the number ofspaces available to serve.them. The total 

22 numbers of children reflect both resident children and non-resident children of San Francisco 

23 employees needing care. The scale o[the capital facilities and associated costs are directly 

24 proportional to the expected levels of new development and the corresponding increase in childcare 

25 demands. 
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1 (3) Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure Findings: The instrastructure 

2 covered by Pedestrian and Bicycle Infrastructure and Bicycle Infrastructure may be referred to in 

3 certain Area Plans collectively as "Complete Streets Infrastructure." 

4 (A) Purpose. The primary purpose of the streetscape and pedestrian 

5 infrastructure development impact fee is to fund streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure to 

6 accommodate the growth in street activity. 

7 Use. The streetscape infrastructure fees will be used to enhance the 

8 pedestrian network in the areas.surrounding new development - whether through sidewalk 

9 improvements, construction of complete streets. -or pedestrian safety improvements. 

10 (C) Reasonable Relationship. New development in San Francisco will 

11 increase the burden on the City's pedestrian infrastructure. Fee revenue will be used to increase 

pedestrian infrastructure capacity and facilities. Residential and commercial development will add to 

13 the incremental need for streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. Improvements considered in this 

14 study are estimated to be necessary to maintain the City's effective service standard reflecting the 

15 City's investment to date. 

16 {D) Proportionality. The fees allocated to new development are based on the 

17 existing ratio of the City's service population to a conservative estimate ofits current s'treetscape and 

18 pedestrian infrastructure provision to date - in the form ofsquare feet of sidewalk per thousand service 

19 population units. The costs associated with this level ofimprovement are drawn from the cost per 

20 square foot associated with improving sidewalk under the Department of Public Works' standard 

- 21 repaving and bulbouts cost structure. The scale of the capital facilities and associated costs are directly 

22 proportional to the expected levels of new development and the existing relationship between service 

23 population and pedestrian infrastructure. The cost of the deferred maintenance required to address any 

24 operational shortfall is not allocated to be funded by new development. 

) 
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1 (4) Bicycle Infrastructure Findings: The instrastructure covered bv Pedestrian 

· 2 and Bicycle Infrastructure and Bicycle Infrastructure may be referred to in certain Area Plans 

3 collectively as "Complete Streets Infrastructure." 

4 {A) Purpose. The primary purpose of bicycle infrastructure development 

5 impact fee is to fund capital improvements to San Francisco's bicycle infrastructure. 

6 @) Use. The bicycle fee will be used to implement the SFMTA 's Bicycle 

7 Plan set forth in the 2013 Bicycle Strategy. The fee will support development of new premium bike 

8 lanes, upgraded intersections, additional bicycle parking, and new bicycle sharing program stations. 

9 (C) Reasonable Relationship. New residential and commercial development 

· 1 O in San Francisco will increase trips in San Francisco, of which a share will travel by bicycle. Fee 

11 revenue will be used to fund the capital investment needed tor these bicycle facilities. Both residential 

12 and commercial developments result in an increased need (or bicycle infrastructure, as residents and 

13 employees rely on bicycle infrastructure for transportation. and to alleviate strain on other 

14 transportation modes. 

15 {D) Proportionality. The facilities and costs allocated to new development 

16 are based on the proportional distribution o[the Bicycle Plan Plus investments between existing and 

17 new service population units. The scale of the capital facilities and associated costs are directly 

18 proportional to the expected levels of new development and the existing relationship between service 

19 population and bicycle facility demands. 

20 {5) Additional Findings. The Board finds that the Nexus Analysis establishes the 

21 fees are less than the cost of mitigation and do not include the costs ofremedying any existing 

22 deficiencies. The City may fund the cost ofremedying existing deficiencies through other public and 

23 private funds. The Board also finds that the Nexus Study establishes that the fees do not duplicate other 

24 City requirements or fees. Moreover. the Board finds that this fee is only one part o[the City's broader 

25 
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1 funding strategy to address these issues. Residential and non-residential impact fees are only one of 

2 many revenue sources necessary to address the City's infrastructure needs. 

SEC. 401. DEFINITIONS. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

In addition to the specific definitions set forth elsewhere in this Article, the following 

definitions shall govern interpretation of this Article: 

* * * * 

10 

11 

"Designated affordable housing zones." For the purposes of implementing the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Public Benefits Fund, shall mean the Mission NCT defined in Section 736 and 

the those Mixed Use Residential District defined in Section 841 that are located within the 

boundaries of either the East Soma or Western Soma Plan Areas. 

) * * * * 

13 

14 SEC. 404. PROJECT DEVELOPMENT FEE REPORT; RESOLUTION OF 

15 DEVELOPMENT FEE DISPUTE; APPEAL TO BOARD OF APPEALS; PUBLIC NOTICE,: 

16 FINDINGS SUPPORTING FEE COLLECTION. 

17 (a) Project Development Fee Report. Under Section 107A.13.7 of the San 

18 Francisco Building Code, prior to issuance of the building or site permit for a development 

19 project subject to any development fees or development impact requirements, the 

20 Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI shall prepare and provide to the project sponsor, or 

21 any' member of the public upon request, a Project Development Fee Report that: (i) identifies 

22 the de-velopmentproject, (ii) lists th.e specific de ... ·elopmentfees ,er develepment irnpact requirements 

23 that are applicable, (iii) lists the dollar ameunt o.fany de';e/epment,fees er: the scope o.fany 

24 deJJelopment impact requirement, (iiV states when the de';e/epmentfees are due andpayabk and the 

.5 
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1 status of payment, and (iv) pro-vides eny othe.r relevant information concerning the de'.Jelopment fees or 

2 de-velopment impact requirements. 

3 (b) Resolution of Development Fee or Development lmpactReq1:1irement 

4 Dispute; Appeal to. Board of Appeals. If a dispute or question arises concerning the 

5 accuracy of the final Project Development Fee Report, including the calculation of any 

6 development fee listed thereon, the dispute shall be resolved or appealed to the Board of 

7 Appeals in accordance with Section 107 A.13.9 of the San Francisco Building Code. The 

8 jurisdiction of the Board shall be strictly limited to determining the accuracy of the Report and 

g the mathematical calculation of the development fee or scope of the physical or "in-kind" 

1 o requirement. The Board has no jurisdiction to: UD review the scope or amount of the 

11 development fee or requirement established by the Code, (#2..) reduce, adjust, or waive a 

12 development fee. or requirement on the ground that there .is no reasonable relationship or 

13 nexus between the impact of development and either the amount of the fee charged or the 

14 physical requirement, (J_#i) reduce or waive the development fee or requirement based .on 

15 housing affordability, duplication of fees, or any other issue related to fairness or equity, or 

16 (1.iv) review the nexus studies that support the development fee or reqi.Jirement·and the City's 

17. legal authority to impose·it. 

18 (c) Public Notice of the Project Development Fee Report. Any public notice issued 

19 by the Department of an approval action on a development project that is subject to a 

20 development fee or a development requirement under this Article shall notify the public of a 

21 right to request a copy of the Project Development Fee Report from the Development Fee 

22 Collection Unit at DBI. In addition to this notice, DBI shall provide final notice of the availability 

23 of the Project Development Fee Report as part of its standard notice of the issuance of a 

24 building or site permit for any project and of the right to appeal the accuracy of the Project 

25 
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1 Development Fee Report to the Board of Appeals as part of the underlying building or site 

2 permit in accordance with Section 107A 13.9 of the San Francisco Building Code. 

3 

4 SEC. 409. CITYWIDE DEVELOPMENT FEE REPORTING REQUIREMENTS AND 

5 COST INFLATION FEE ADJUSTMENTS. 

6 · (a) Citywide Development Fee and Development Impact Requirements Report. 

7 In coordination with the Development Fee Co!lection Unit at DBI and the Planning Director, 

8 the Controller shall issue a report wit.hin 180 days after the end of each even numbered year 

9 fiscal year1 , that provides information on all development fees established in the San 

1 o Francisco Planning Code collected during the prior two fiscal years organized by development 

11 fee account and all cumulative monies collected over the life of each development fee 

, account, as well as all monies expended. The report shall include: (1) a description ofthe type of 

13 fee in each account or fund; (2) the beginning and ending balance ofthe accounts or funds including 

14 any bond funds held by an outside trustee; (3) the amount o[fees collected and interest earned; (4) an 

15 . identification of each public improvement on which fees or bond funds were expended and amount of 

16 each expenditure; {5) an identification ofthe approximate date by which the construction ofpublic 

17 improvements will commence; (6) a description of any inter-fu,nd transfer or loan and the public 

18 improvement on which the transferred funds will be expended; and (7) the amount of refimds made and 

19 any allocations of unexpended fees that are not refunded The report shall also provide information 

20 on the number of projects that elected to satisfy development impact requirements through 

21 the provision of "in-kind" physical improvements, including on-site and off-site BMR units, 

22 instead of paying development fees. The report shall also include any annual reporting 

23 information otherw"ise required pursuant to the California Mitigation Fee Act, Government· 

24 · Code 66001 et seq. The report shall be presented by the Planning Director to the Planning 

> Commission and to the Land Use & Economic Development Committee of the Board of 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Supervisors. The Report shall also contain information on the Controller's annual construction 

cost inflation adjustments to development fees described in subsection (b) below, as well as 

information on MO H's separate adjustment of the Jobs-Housing Linkage and lnclusionary 

Affordable Housing fees described in Sections 413.6(b) and 415.5(b)(3). 

* * * * 

SEC. 411.3. APPLICATION OF TIDF 

* * * * 

(b) Trming of Payment. Except for those Integrated PDR projects subject to Section 

328 of this .Code, the TIDF shall be paid prior to at the time of and in no event later than issuance 

of the first construction document, with an option for the project sponsor to defer payment until 

prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy upon agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge 

in accordance with Section 107 A.13 of the San Francisco Building Code. Under no 

circumstances may any City official or agency, including the Port of San Francisco, issue a 

certificate of final completion and occupancy for any new development subject to the TIDF 

until the TIDF has been paid. 

* * * * 

SEC. 412.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS SUPPORTING DOWNTOWN PARK FEE. 

(a) Purpose. Existing public park facilities located in the downtown office districts 

21 are at or approaching capacity utilization by the daytime population in those districts. The 

22 need for additional public park and recreation facilities in the downtown districts will increase 

23 . as the daytime- population increases as a result of continued office development in those 

24 areas. While the open space requirements imposed on individual office and retail 

25 developments address the need for plazas and other local outdoor sitting areas t<;> serve 
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1 employees and visitors in the districts, such open space cannot provide the same recreational 

2 opportunities as a public park. In order to provide the City and County of San Francisco with 

3 the financial resources to acquire and develop public park and recreation facilities which will 

4 be necessary to serve the burgeoning daytime population in these districts, a Downtown Park 

5 Fund shall be· established as set forth herein. The Boardo./Supervisors adopts thefindings o.fthe 

p Dovmtown Open Space ~\Texus Study in accordance with the California },litigation .F'ee Act, Government 

. 7 Code 6-6-001 (a) onfile with the Ckrk of the Board in Fik }lo. ___ _ 

8 {k) Findings. The Board o(Supervisors has reviewed the San Francisco Citywide Nexus 

9 Analvsisprepared by AECOM dated March 2014 ("Nexus Analysis"), andthe San Francisco 

10 In-{tastructure Level o(Service Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014, both on file with the 

11 Clerk of the Board in File No. 150149 and, under Section 401A, adopts the findings and conclusions of 

those studies and the general and specific findings in that Section. specifically including the Recreation 

13 and Open Space Findings, and incorporates those by reference herein to support the imposition of the 

14 fees under this Section. 

15 

16 SEC. 412.6. COLLECTION OF FEE. 

17 The Downtown Park Fee is due and payable to the Development Fee Collection Unit 

18 at DBI prior to at the time of and in no event later than issuance of the first construction 

19 document, with an option for the project sponsor to defer payment to prior to issuance of the 

20 first certificate of occupancy upon agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge that would be 

21 deposited into the Downtown Park Fund, in accordance with Section 107 A.13.15 of the San 

22 Francisco Building Code. 

23 

24 SEC. 413.6. COMPLIANCE WITH JOBS HOUSING LINKAGE PROGRAM BY 

..:5 PAYMENT OF IN-LIEU FEE 
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* * * * 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

(c) Any in-lieu fee required under this Section is due and payable to the Development 

Fee Collection Unit at DBI prior toat the time of and in no event later than issuance of the first 

construction document, with an option for the project sponsor to defer payment to prior to 

issuance of the first certificate of occupancy upon agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge that 

would be deposited into the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund in accordance with Section 

107 A.13.3 of the San Francisco Building Code. 

* * * * 

10 SEC. 414.1. PURPOSEAND FINDINGS SUPPORTING CHILDCARE 

11 REQUIREMENTS FOR OFFICE AND HOTEL DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS. 

12 (a) Purpose. Office, hotel. and other new commercial developments in the City are 

13 benefitted by the availability of childcare for persons employed in such developments close to ~heir 

14 place of employment. However. the supply of childcare in the City has riot kept pace with the demand 

15 for childcare created by new emplovees. Due to this shortage of childcare. employers will have 

16 difficulty in securing a labor force, and employees unable to find accessible and affordable quality 

17 . childcare will be forced either to work where such services are available outside ofSan Francisco or 

18 leave the work force entirely, in some cases seekingpublic assistance to support their children. In 

19 either case, there will be a detrimental effect on San Francisco's economy and its quality oflife. 

20 The San Francisco General Plan encourages "continued growthofprime downtown office 

21 activities so long as undesirable consequences of such growth can be avoided" and requires that there 

22 be the provision of "adequate amenities for those who live. work and use downtown." In light of these 

23 provisions. the City should impose requirements on developers of certain commercial projects designed 

24 to mitigate the adverse effects ofthe expanded employment facilitated by such projects. To that end, the 

25 Commission is authorized to promote affirmatively the policies of the General Plan through the 
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1 imposition of special childcare development or assessment requirements. It is desirable to impose the 

2 costs ofthe increased burden ofproviding childcare necessitated by such commercial development 

3 projects directly upon the sponsors of new development generating the need. This is to be done through 

4 a requirement that the sponsor construct childcare facilities or pay a fee into a fund used to foster the 

5 expansion of and to ease access to affordable childcare as a condition of the privilege ofdevelovme·nt. 

6 Findings. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed the San Francisco Citywide Nexus 

7 Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014 ("Nexus Analvsis "), and the San Francisco 

8 Infrastructure Level ofService Analvsis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014. both on file with the 

9 Clerk ofthe Board in File No. 150149 and. under Section 401A, adopts the findings and conclusions of 

10 those studies and the general and specific findings in that Section, specifically including the Childcare 

11 Findings. and incorporates those by reference herein to support the imposition of the fees under this 

Section. 

13 The Board herebyfinds and declares as follorflS: 

14 A. Large scale office and hotel developments in the City have attracted and continue to 

15 attract additional employees to the City, and there is a causal connection benv.een such developments 

16 and the needfer additional child care facilities in the City, particularly child carejacilities affeNlable 

· 17 to households of low and moderate income. 

18 B. Office and hotel uses in the City are bencfitted by the availability o.fchild care f~rpersons 

19 . em.ployed in such offices and hotels close to their place ofemploynient. However, the supply of child 

20 care in the City has not keptpace with the demand for child care created by these new eniployees. Due 

21 to this s-hortage of child care, emplsyers will have difficulty in securing a labor force, and eniployees 

22 unable to find accessible and affordable quality child care will be forced either to ',york where such 

23 services are available outside ofSan Francisco, or leave the work force entirely, in some cases seeking 

24 public assistance to suppor1 their children. In either case, there H'ill be a detrimental effect on San 

...:5 Francisco's economy and its quality o.f life. 
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1 C. Projectionsfrom the E!Rfor the Downtown Plan indicate that between 1984 and2000 

2 there wili be a significant increase of nearly 100, 000 jobs in the C 3 District under the Downtown 

3 Plan. }.Jost of that emp7:oyment growth ·will occur in office and hotel. work, which consist o.fa 

4 predominantly fernale v,;ork~force. 

5 D. According to the survey conducted ofC 3 District workers in 1981, 65pereent ofthe 

6 ·work:force was betiveen the ages o/25 4 4. These are the prime childbearing years for ·women, and the 

7 prime fathering years for men. The S'bErvey also indicated that only 12 perce.nt o.fthe C 3 Districtjobs 

8 were part time, leaving up to 88percent ofthepositions occupied by full time workers. All ofthese 

9 factors point to the inevitable increase in the number o.f workingparents in the C 3 District and the 

1 O concomitant increase in needfor accessible, quality child care. 

11 E. Presently, there exists a scarcity of child care in the C 3 District and citywide for all 

12 income groups, but the scarcity is more acutely felt by households a.flow and moderate income. 

13 Hearings held onA.pril 25, 1985 before the Human Ser . ..'fces Committee of the San Francisco Board of' 

14 Supervisors documented the scarcity of child care available in the C 3 District, the inrpediments to 

15 child care prograrn startup and expansion, the increase in the numbers o.fchildren needing care, and 

16 the acute shorte:ge o.fsupply th.roughout the Bay Area. The Board 8.J.£Supervisors also takes legislative 

17 · notice of the existing andprojected shortage of child care services in the City as documented by the 

18 Child Care Information Kit prepared by the California Child Care Resources and Referral }letwork 

19 located in San Francisco. 

20 F The scarcity of child care in the City is due in greatpart to large office and hotel 

21 de1Jelopment, both within t,~e C 3 District and else1v·h.ere in the City, which has attracted and will 

22 continue to attract additional employees and residents to the City. Some of the employees attracted to 

23 large office and hotel developments are conrpeting with present residents for the few openings in child 

24 care programs available in the City. Cornpetition for child care generates the greatestpressure on 

25 households oflow and moderate income. At the same time that large office andhotel de-velopment is 
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1 generating an increased demanifjor ehi1d ewe, it is improbable thatfaetors inhibiting increased supply 

2 ofchi1d care will be mitigated by the marketplace; hence, the supply o.(ehild care ·will become 

3 increasin* scarce. 

4 G. The San Francisco General Plan encourages "continued growth o.fprime downtown 

5 office activities so long as undesirable consequences o.fsuch growth ·can be avoided" and requires that 

6 there be. the provision of" adequate tm'lenities for those who Uve, work and use downtown. "In iight of 

7 these provisions, the City should impose requirements on developers o.foffiee and hotel projects 

8 designed to mitigate the adverse effects of'the expanded employment facilitated by such proj_ects. To 

9 that end, the Commission is authorized to promote affirmattvely the policies efthe General P Ian 

1 0 through the imposition efspecial child care development or asseµmcnt requirements. It is desirable to · 

11 impose the costs o.f the increased burden of providing child care necessitated by such office and hotel 

development projects directly upon the sponsors o.fnew development generating the need This is to be 

13 done through a requirement that the sponsor construct child care facilities or pay tl fee inte a fund used 

14 to foster the expansion of and to case access to affordable· c·hi1d care as a condition of the privilege o.f 

15 de1>·clopment. 

16 

17 SEC. 414.8. COMPLIANCE BY PAYMENT OF AN IN-LIEU FEE. 

·1 a · (a) The sponsor of a development project subject to Section 414.1 et seq. may elect 

19 to pay a fee in lieu of providing a child-care facility. The fee shall be computed as fqllows: 

20 

. 21 

22 

Net add. gross sq. ft. office or hotel space x $1.00 =Total Fee 

23 (b) The in-lieu fee is due and payable to the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI 

24 prior to at the time of and in no event later than issuance of the first construction document with 

.:> an option for the project sponsor to defer payment to prior to issuance of the first certificate of 
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1 occupancy upon agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge that would be deposited into the Child 

2 Care Capital Fund in accordance with Section 107 A.13.3 of the San Francisco Building Code. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

T 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

SEC. 415.5. AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE. 

Except as provided in Section 415.5(g), all development projects subject to this 

Program shall be required to pay an Affordable Housing Fee subject to the following 

requirements: 

(a) Payment of a Fee. Payment ofafee to the Deve!:opment Collection Unit atDB!for 

deposit inte the Citywide Ajfordrihle Housing Fundfor the purposes o.fthat Fund The fee is due and 

payable to the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI (or deposit into the Citywide Affordable 

Housing Fund at the time of and in no event later than issuance of the first construction document, with 

an option (or the project sponsor to defer payment to prior to issuance of the first certificate of 

occupancy upon agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge that would be deposited into the Downtown Park 

Fund. in accordance with Section 107 A.13.15 of the San Francisco Building Code. 

* * * * 

SEC. 416.3. APPLICATION OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE REQUIREMENT 

* * * * 

(d) Timing of Payment. The Market and Octavia Plan Area and Upper Market NCO 

Affordable Housing Fee shall be paid /Jefere at the time of and in no event later than the City 

issues a first construction document, with an option for the project sponsor to defer payment 

to prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy upon agreeing to pay a deferral 

surcharge in accordance with Section 107 A.13.3 of the San Francisco Building Code. 

* * * * 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
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10 

11 

SEC. 417.3. APPLICATION OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE REQUIREMENT 

* * * * 

(d) Timing of Payment. The Eastern Neighborhoods Alternate Affordable Housing 

Fee project applicant shall be paid to the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI prior teat the 

time of and in no event7ater than issuance of the first construction document, with an option for 

the project sponsor to defer payment to prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy · 

upon agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge that would.be deposited into the Citywide 

Affordable Housing Fund in accordance with Section 107 A.13.3 of the San Francisco Building 

Code. 

* * * * 

SEC. 418.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS SUPPORTING RINCON HILL COMMUNITY 

13 IMPROVEMENTS FUND AND SOMA COMMUNITY STABILIZATION FUND. 

14 {a) Purpose. The Board takes legislative notice of the purpose of the Rincon Hill Area Plan 

15 as articulated in the Rincon Hil{Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. In general, the Rincon 

16 · Hill Area Plan aims to transtorm Rincon Hill into a mixed-use downtown neighborhood with a 

17 significant housing presence. while providing the full range of services and amenities that support 

18 urban living. In addition. the Board notes the findings made in the Rincon Hill Area Plan that support 

19 the establishment of the Rincon Hill Community Improvements Fund specifically that Rincon Hill is 

20 lacking in open space facilities. pedestrian and streetscape amenities and bicycle infrastructure. 

21 @) Findings. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed the San Francisco Citywide Nexus 

22 Analvsis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014 ("Nexus Analvsis"), and the San Francisco 

23 Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014. both on file with the 

24 Clerk o[the Board in File No. 150149 and. under Section 401A, adopts the findings and conclusions of 

_5 those studies and the general and specific findings inthat Section, specifically including the Recreation 
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1 and Open Space Findings. Pedestrian and Sfreetscape Findings, and Bicycle Infrastructure Findings 

2 and incorporates those by reference herein to support the imposition of the fees under this Section. 

3 The Board takes legislative notice o[the findings supporting the fees in former Planning Code 

· 4 Section 418.1 (formerly Section 318.1) and the materials associated with Ordinance No. 217-05 in 

5 Board File No. 050865. To the extent that the Board previously adopted fees in this Area Plan that are 

6 not covered in the analysis of the 4 infrastructure areas analyzed in the Nexus Analysis. including but 

7 not limited to fees related to transit. the Board continues to rely on its prior analysis and the findings it 

8 made in support of those fees. 

9 A. The popukftion o.f C.alifomia has grown by more than 11 percent since 1990 and is expected 

1 O to continue increasing. The San Francisco Bay Arca is growing at a rate similar to the rest of the State. 

11 }kw residential construction in San Francisco is necessary to accommodate the additionalpopulation. 

12 At the same time, new residential construction should not diminish the· City1s epen space or increase 

13. depender:cc on the prh-·ate automebile for commuting. 

14 San Francisco already is experiencing a severe shortage of housing available to people at all 

15 income levels, resulting in a sharp increase in heme prices. The Asseciation o.fBay Area Go'.Jernments' 

16 Rcgienal Housing Needs Determination (RHND) forecasts that 20, 3 72 new residential units need to be 

17 built in San Francisce by 2006, and at feast 5, 639 o.fthcsc units should be available to moderate 

18 income households. 

19 The City should encourage new heusingproductien in a manner that enhances existing 

20 · ncighberhoeds and creates new residential and mixed ~c neighborheods. One solution to the heusing 

21 . crisis is to encourage the construction of higher density housing in areas ofthe City best able to 

22 · accommodate .such hoiising because of easy access to public transit and the availability of larger 

23 development sites. 

24 }Jany elements constrain housingptoduction in the City, maldng it a challenge to build 

25 housing that is affordable to those at mederate income levels. San Francisco is largely built out, and its 
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1 geogr-sphical location at the northern end ofa peninsula inherently prevents substantial ne',y 

2 dei>•elopment. There is no avai,Zabk adjacent land to be annexed; as the cities located on Stm 

3 . Francisco's southern border are also dense urban areas. Thus, new construction o.fhousing is limited 

4 to areas o.fthe City notpreviously designated as r-esidential arf!as, infill sites, or areas ·with incrf!.ased 

5 density. }fc;w market rate housing absorbs a significant amount o.fthe remaining supply of land and 

6 other resources availabk for development and thus limits the supply o.faffordabk housing. 

7 Emerging downtown residential areas ofthe City contain many older commereial, institutional 

8 and industrial uses. Due to the underutilization o.fland in these areas and their proximity to downtown 

g employment and City and regional transpori'; they present an opportunity to build a quantity ofnew 

1 O housing at increased densities within easy walking distance of the downtown and City and regional 

11 transit centers in a way that can contribute to a vibrant downtor~'n community over the next seJJCral 

years. The Planning Department is currently rezoning these areas to a "Downtovm Residential" (DTR) 

13 zoning that ·will enable significant new high density residential development. These areas arc lacking, 

14 howe-;er, in even basic infrastructure and amenities necessary to serve a residentialpopulation, and 

15 the need:for these improvements will increase as the downtown's residentialpopulation, especially 

16 families and children, grow with the transfonnation o.fthese areas into dense mixed lise residential 

17 districts. While the open space requirements imposed on indi'.Jidual developments address minimum 

18 needs forpriw1te open space and access to light and air, such open space cannotpro..,,•ide the san'ie 

19 social and recreational opportunities as safe and attractive public sidewalks, parks and other 

20 community serdces, nor docs it contribute to the overall transformation o.fthe district into a safe and 

21 attradtii'e residential area. 

22 In order to enable the City and County &}San Francisco to create a coherent, attractive, and 

23 safe residential neighborhood in these emerging downtown residential areas, tmd to increase property 

24 values and irwestmcnt in the district, it is necessary to upgrade existing streets and streetscaping, and 

0 to acquire and develop neighborhoodparks, recreation facilities and other community services to serve 
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1 the new residentialpopukmon. To fund such community infrastructure and amenities, new residential 

2 development in the district shall be assessed development impact fees proportionate to the increased 

3 demand/or such infrastructure and amenities created by the ne-iY housing. The City will use the 

4 proceeds of the fee to build new infrastructure and enhance existing infrastructure in the district or 

5 ·within 250 feet o.fthe district thatprovides direct benefits to the ne·w housing. The net increase in 

6 individual property values in these areas due to the enhanced neighborhood emenitiesfinanced ·with 

7 the proc(!eds of the fee are expected to exceed the payments o,f fees by the sponsors o.fresidential 

8 development. A Community Imprm,.ements Impact .. flee shall be established/or DTR districts €lS set forth 

9 herein. 

1 Q B. To respond to this identified needfor housing, Rincon Hill and other dovmtown 

11 neighborhoods are proposed to be rezoned as part of comprehensive neighborhoodplans to encourage 

12 high density residential uses. These areas are currently occupiedprimarily by older commercial and 

13 industrial uses with minimal public infrastructure and amenities to support a significant residential 

14 population. Jn addition, very few residents currently reside in these arees. }kw residential de•·elopnient 

15 in these aretlS will impact the local infrastructure and generate a substantial need/or community 

16 improvements as the district'spopuletion graws as a result ofnew residential de'.1Cloprnent. Substantial 

17 new in1.lestments in cornn_iunity infrastructure, ineludingparks, pedestrian and streetscape 

18 ifnprmements, and other community facilities are necessary to mitigate the irnpects ofne·w 

19 development in these districts. 

20 The amendments to the General Plan, Planning Code and Zoning A1ap that con·espond to 

21 Section 418.J et seq. will permit an extreordinary amount o.fnew residential de"Veloprnent. }Jore than 

22 · 2, 220 new units representing approximately 5, 100 new residents would be anticipated in the 

23 neighborhood, and along with other appro••edprojects, will result in a 400% increase in the area's 

24 residentialpopulation. This ne<v development will have an extraordinary irnpact on the district's dated 

25 infrastructure. As described more fully in the Rincon Hill Plan Final Environmental Irnpact Report, 
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1 . San Francisco Planning Department, Case }[o. 2000.1081E, 2005 onfile with the CZerk of the Board in 

2 File ,,,\To. 050865, new development will also generate substantial new traffic in the area, which will 

3 · impact the area. The Rincon HillPlB-nproposes to mitigate these impacts byproviding extenSi".Je 

4 pedestrian, traffic calming and other street.scape impro'Vements that will make it attracti",Je to residents 

5 to make as many daily trips as possible on foot, by bicycle or on transit. A compr~hensi'Ve program of 

6 ne',y public infrastructure is necessary to mitigate the impacts of the propesed new devekJpment and to 

7 provide these basic con~nnmity impre".Jements to the area's growing residcntialpopulation. 

8 As a result o.fthis new development, property tax revenue is expected to increase by as much as 

9 $29 millien annuffl:ly in Rincon Hill. These revenues will fund impre'vements and expansions to general 

1 O City services, including Police, Fire, Emergency, and other services needed te parfiffl:ly meet increased 

11 demand asseciated with new de'Velopment. Lecal impacts. en the needfor cemmunity infrastructure will 

.., be extraordinary in Rincen Hill, compared to those typically funded by city government through 

1.3 property tax revenues. The relative cost ofcapitm impro'Vements, along with the reduced role a/State 

14 and Federal funding sources, increases the necessity for development .impact fees to caver these costs. 

15 Generalproperty tax re".Jenues will not be adequate to fully f11nd the costs ofthe community 

16 infrastr.ucture necessary to mitigate the il'nptlCts ofnew de1>•elopment in the Rincon Hill area. 

17 Development impact fees are a more cost effective, realistic way to iniplement mitigations to a 

18 local area associated with aparticular developmentproposal's impact. As iniportant, the proposed 

19 Rincon Hill Community Infrastructure Irnpact .F'ce would be dedicated to the Rincon Hill area, 

2 0 directing benefits o.fthe fund directly to those who pay into the fund. 

21 While this fee will increase the overml burden on new development in the area, the burden is 

22 typically reflected in a reduced sale price for developable land; or passed on to the buyers/renters of 

23 housing in the area B-nd thus is born primarily by those who have cause.d the inipact and who will 

24 ultimately enjoy the benefits o.fthe community iniprovements itpays fer. 

J 
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1 G. The purpose of the proposed Rincon Hill Community Infrastructure Impact Fee is to 

2 provide specific irnprovements, including community open spaces, pedestrian and streetscape 

3 improvements and other facilities and senices. These iniprovements are described in detail in the 

4 Rincon Hill Plan and Section 418.1 et seq., and are necessary to meet established City standards for 

5 the provision ofsuch facilities. The Rincon Hill Community Iniprovements Fund and Community 

6 Infrastructure Impact Fee will create the necessaryfinancial mechanism to fund these iniprm,.ements in 

7 proportion to the need generated by new development. 

8 The capital iniprm»ements, which thefee wouldfund, are ckarly described in Section 418.1 et 

9 seq., and in Table I belo·w. The fee would be used solely to fund the acquisition, design, and 

1 O construction, and maintenance o.f public facilities in DTR Districts, and specifically in the Rincon Hill 

11 area. The proposedfees only cor•er impacts caused by new development and are not intended to remedy 

12 already existing deficiencies; those costs ·will be paidfor by other sources. 

13 The proposed improvements described in Table 1 are necessary to serve the new population at 

14 the anticipated densities and meet established standards for local access to parks and community 

15 facilities described in the General Plan. 

16 The exact amount of the fee. has been calculated by the Department based on accepted 

17 professional methods for the calculation o.fsuch fees described in more detail in the Department's .ease 

18 report for Section 418. I et seq., onfile with the Clerk ofthe Board in File }lo. 050865. Cost estimates 

19 are based on a detailed assessment o.fthe potential cost to the city o.f providing the specific 

20 imprmements described in the Rincon Hill Plan. 

21 D. The.proposed Rincon Hill Community Infrastructure Im.pact P'ee wouldfund mitigations 

22 o,fthe impacts o.lnew development on: 

23 · Open Space: Acquisition and development o.fneighborhoodpark:s,; 

24 

25 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 770 Page 23 



1 · Streets: Extensive streetscape improvements throughout the district, including sidewalk 

2 widenings on Spear, .Alain, Beale and Essex Streets that would result in useable neighborhood open 

3 space; 

4 • Community .Facilities: ADA, seismic and tenant improviements to the Sailor's Union ofthe 

5 Pacific building at 450 Harrison Street that would make the building available for public uses, 

6 including community arts, recreation and education facilities; and 

7 · Library Services: Funding to provide library services to the area's new residential 

8 population to established C#y standards, whetherprovided in the area or in existing San Francisco 

9 Public Libraryfacilities. 

1 O Specific capital iniprovements to mitigate the impact ofnew residential de'Velopment in 

11 Rincon Hill are proposed and detailed cost estimates have been developed. These are described in 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

.5 

Table I. 

Table I 

Cost Summary o.fthe Proposed Rincon Hill 

Community Infrastructure J11iprov•ements 

Total f:!nit Potential Under ti't.te Proposed 

n -
·"-"""'·"" ..... ....... b 

. A'.>erage Unit Size (net SF;) 

Total Qccupiable Residential S:._'12 (net SF} 

1~.!itigation 

:bi'.'ing Street (}pen Space lfl'tprowments 

Pedestrian Safety andStreetscape 

IT -
..&.l<l>'J:" l.IJ'VI ,..., ·~ 
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2 

3 
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5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

'Pr-effic Ge[ming te Residential 24Ueys 1,381, ()()() 

Rincon Hill Pt11'k 12,86-6,()£ 

Es-s~ Hill-side p t11'k 47-2,()5() 

Sailer's Unien ofthe Pacific Community 
2; 5()(), ()()() 

Ir< 1,., ,..., .... , ·-
bibrary Senices 6()1,718 

Gross Cost o.f Community .PaciUty 
.$ 2 7, 629, 179 

T -- ---
··•T v - ·-

bess Current Requirements for Street 
(1, 7()1' 679) 

T -- ---
LIT v - ·-

}kt Gest of Cemmunity FaciUty 
$25,927, 499.81 

y -- --- ·--1-
·'"''"./:' v - ··- ·-

Average Costper Oecupiable Residential 
$12.63 

iSF 

£.12 Planning Department, Apr-if 2()()5 

The costs in Table ! are realistic estimates made by the Department o.fthe actual costs for-

improvements related t~ mitigating the frnpacts o.fnew development. Detailed cost estimates are on file 

at the Deparrment in Case File No. 2()()().1 ()8 and on file with the Clerk o.fthe Board in File }lo. · 

()50865. The proposedfee ·would co-;rer 85% of the estimated costs of the community impro"VCments 

necessary to mitigate these fmpacts, as described in Table 2. By charging developers less than the 

maximum amount o,fthejustified irnpact fee, the City avoids any need to refund money to developer-s if 

the fees collected ~ceed costs. 

E. Section 418.1 et.seq. imposes thefollewingfee structur-e. 
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3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

.....:5 

~ 

'@-

n 
...... , yv,1 .. 

}le. o:l· [/:nits 

Total Gee. Res. 

:..T2ee R£Ite/9cc. Res. 

Projected Fee 

-·-

Table 2 

Proposed Rincon Hill Community 

lnfr£1structure Impact Fee, Rates 

and Projected Fee Revenues 

All .Projects 

~ 

2,109,000 

$11.00 

$ 23,199,000 

:i; ?J:Assitmes an (pp•erage e-/-~J. net £12.pe'!'- unit 

£12..Planning Department, 24prit 200J. 

F. The proposed Rincon Hill Community Infrastructure lrnpact Fee is necessary to meet 

relevCfnt. St&e and n€ltienal service standards, as well ·as lecal standards in the Geals and Gbjectives of· 

the General Plan as described below: 

Open Space: The San Francisco General .Plan contains the following ebjectives andpolieies 

that call J-ro,,_ the previsien o.fstreetscape parks and community facilities improvements to serve San 

FrCfncisce 's residcntialpopulatien: Recreation Cfnd Open Space Element Objective 2 (Develop and 

maintain a diversified and balanced city,vide system of high quality public open space); Policy 2.1 

(Previde an adequate tetal quantity and equitabk distribution o,f public open spaces throughout the 

City); Policy 2. 7 G4cquire additional open space J-forpublic use), Objective 4 (Previde opportunitiesJ+or 

recreation and the enjeyment ofopen space in e...,ery San Francisce neighborheed), Policy 4. 4 G4cquire 
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1 and de•·elop new public open space in existing residential neighborhoods, giving priority to areas 

2 which are most deficient in open space), Policy 4. 6 64ssure the provision of adequate public open 

3 space to ser;e new residential development), and Urban Design Element Poli.cy 4. 8 (PTDvide 

4 convenient access to a 'iJariety o.frecreation opportunities). 

5 The Recreation and Open Space Element of the General P Zan cites the .. \Tatiana! Park and 

6 Recreation Association epen space standar~ a.fl 0 Beres per 1, 000 residents. Although it acknowledges 

7 that this standard is unachievable in a built out city with limited open space opportunities such as San 

8 Francisco, it notes that San Francisco does have an average of approximately 5. 5 open space acres per 

9 · resident, and states, "to the extent it reasonably can, the City should increase the per capita supply of 

1 O public open space within the City. " This standard is consistent Vi?ith the national standards fer the 

11 provision o.fopen space to serve residential uses. 

12 Additionally, the General Plan contains standards for the distribution o_fpublic open space. 

13 Areas within acceptable walking distance o.fopen space include areas within )smile ofa "City,11ide" 

· 14 open space (1 1, 000 ac;es), mile &fa "District" open space (>10 acres), % mile ofa '~71leighborhood" 

15 open space (1 10 acres), and mile ofa "Subneighborhood" open space (< 1 acre). . 

16 }.fap 2 of the Recreation and Open Space Element shows that the entirety ofRincon Hill is not 

17 served by open space, and Figure 3 identifies the Rincon Hill area as an 'i4rea }lot Sen:ed by Public 

18 Open Space. "}.fap 4 identifies the Rincon Hill area as an area in which to "Provide }kw Open Space 

19 in the General Vicinity. " 

20 As a primarily industrial and commercial area, Rincon Hill has historically not haef a great 

21 need:for open space. However, as this area transitions to residential use, new developrnent will create a 

22 need:for open space to serve the new residentialpopulation, pursuant to Recreation and Open Space 

23 Element Policy 4. 6, which states, 'i4ssure the provision o.fadequatepublic open space to serve new 

24 residential development."· 

25 
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1 The neighborhood open spaces which wouki be funded through the Rincon Hill Community 

2 Infrastructure Impact F'ee would alleviate a portion of the impacts associated with new_ de1:elopment 

3 and meet the needs o.fthe new population by raising the per capita amount of open space in the district, 

4 and by bringingparts o.fthe district within ~~ mile of an open space, the General Plan standard/or . 

5 '~Veighborhood" open spaces (I 10 acres). Together with existing and otherproposedparks, 

6 approximately 8.5 acres o.fopen space would be available to serve the Rincon Hill area's projected 

· 7 population ofl 6, 400 residents, or 0.52 acres o.fopen space per 1, 000 residents. 

8 Streetsc,ape Impro·vements: The proposedpedestrian and streetscape improvements ·would 

9 increase the amount o.f us~able open space in Rincon Hill, impro1>·e pedestrian safety, reduce 

1 O automobile trips and therefore mitigate traffic bnpacts ~xpepted in the district. J? olicy 4.11 o.fthe Urban· 

11 · Design Element states, "}.fake use of street space and other. unusedpublic areas for recreation, " and 

continues: "W~lking along neighborhood streets is the common form, o.freo/eation. The usefulness of· 

13 ·streetsfor this purpose can in many cases be tmprov•cd by ·widening ofsideer·alks and instEi/Jation of 

14 sin'l]Jle improvements such as benches and landscaping. Such improvements can often be put in place 

15 without narrowing o.ftraffic lanes by use of parking bays with widening o.fside',valks at the 

16 intersections and at other points unsuitable for parking. Streets that have roadways ·wider than 

17 necessary, and streets that are not developed,for traffic because CJjtheir s_tecpness, provide exceptional 

18 opportun_ities for recreation. These arees can be developed with playgrounds, sitting arees, viewpoints 

19 and landscaping that mak11 then~ neighborhood assets and increese the opportunities for reer~ation · 

20 close to the residents' ho:fncs." · 

21 }Jap 9 o_fthe Recreation and Open Space Element identifies Rincon Hill as one area to 

22 "lrnprove Street Space for Recreation and Landscaping where Possible." 

23 In Rincon Hill, which will be deficient in open space when built out as a residential 

. 24 neighborhood; and where available landfor new open space is scarce, excess street space that can be 

_5 used for open space forms an important con'l]Jonent o.fthe open space system. A portion CJjthefunds 
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1 collectedfrom the Rincon Hill Community Infrastructure Impact Pee would be used to widen sidewalks 

2 on streets with excess roadway width, and 'btSe this space for recreation and open space amenities, 

3 helping to alleviate the open space need brought (];bout by new development. 

4 . National and international transportation studies (such as the Dutch Pedestrian Safety 

5 Research Review, T. Hummel, SW-OVInstitute for Road Safety Research (Holland), and .University of" 

6 }lorth Carolina Hig!n11ay Safety Research Center for the U.S. Dpt. of Transportation, 1999 onfile with 

7 the Clerk of the Board in File }lo. 050865) have demonstrated thatpedestrian, traffic calming and 

8 streetscape inprovements o.fthe type propose~for Rincon Hill result in safer, more attractive 

9 pedestritm conditions. These types o.fimprovements are essential to makingpedestrian activity safe and 

1 O attractive in the district, thereby helping to mitig(J;fe traffic imp(J;cts associated with excess automobile 

11 trips that could ot,~erwise be generated by new dexlopment. 

12 Community Facilities: The Community Facilities Element o.fthe Gener-al Plan contains the 

13 fol!Owing relevantprovisions: Objective 3 ~4ssure that .l'leighborh,oodResidents Have Access to 

14 }leeded Services and a .. F'oc'btS for NeighborhoodActi'vities), Policy 3. I (P7"ovide neighborhood centers 

15 in areas lacking adequate community facilities, Policy 3.3 (Develop centers to serve an identifiable 

16 neighborhood), Policy 3. 4 (Locate neighborhood centers so they are easily accessible and near the 

17 natural center ofactivity), and Policy 3.5 (Develop neighborhood centers that are multipurpose in 

18 character, attractive in design, secure and conefortable, and inherentlyflexible in meeting the current 

19 and changing needs o.fthe neighborhood served. 

20 Figure 2 ofthe Recreation and Open Space Element shows Rincon Hill as entirely outside of 

21 the service area for public gyms and recreation centers. 

22 A portion o.fthe fandsfrom the Rincon Hill Community Infrastructure Jnpact Fee wouldpay 

23 for tenant impro~;ements to the Sailor's Union ofthe Pacific Building at 450 Han·ison Street, for spaces 

24 within the building that would be used.for public community arts, education and recreation facilittes. 

25 lvational and intern(J;tional best practices identifj the nee.d to provide community facilities to serve 
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1 residential areas, especially in areas rezone~for high density housing rt>'ithout existing community 

2 infrastructure. Vancouver, B. C. has established service standards for the provision af community 

3 facilities in high density rf!sidential areas. The Departrnent has determined that the community 

4 facilities proposed in Rincon nm are consistent ·with these standards. Rincon Hill is currently deficient 

5 in community facilities; this condition will be exacerbated when the residentialpopulation ofthe area 

6 increases over time. Fundsfrom the Community Infrastructure !n'lpact Fee would be used to directly 

7 fund a new community center that would alleviate· the deficiency brought about by· the demand 

8 generatedfrom new residents, by creating a public recreation, arts, and education facility accessible to 

9 all Rincon Hill residents. 

1 O Library &r:ices: }kw residents in Rincon Hill ·will generate a substantial new need/or 

11 library services. The San Francisco Public Library has indicated that it d(Jes not anticipate adequate 

demandfor a branch library in Rincon Hili at this time. Hmvever, the increase in pdpulation in Rincon 

13 Hill will create additional demarid at other libraries, primarily the }Jain Library and the new 11.fission 

14 Bay branch library .. The Rincon Hill Community Infrastructure Impact .F'ee includes afunding for 

15 library sen;ices equal to $69per new resident, whioh is consistent with the service standards i.tsed by 

16 the San Francisco Public Library for allocating rf!sour~es to neighborhood br-arwh libraries. 

17 SoMa Community Stabilization Fund. G:- The dev.elopment of the Rincon Hill 

18 Area Plan will also have economic impacts on the immediately surrc?unding area of 

19 SoMaSO}.!A. Specifically, the development will have impacts on affordable housing, economic 

20 and community development, and community cohesion in SoMaS9MA. 

21 R Affordable Hausing: Thefindings in former Planning Code Section 315. 2 o.fthe 

22 Inclusionary Affordable Housing Ordinance are herf!by readopted and updated as follows: 

23 1. Affordable housing is aparamountstate·wide concern. In 1980, the Legislature declared 

24 in Go-;:iernment Code Section 65580: 

.5 
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1 (a) The availability e.lhousing is e.l-vitcil statewide importance, and the early attainment 

2 of decent housing and a suitable lbing en-vironmen~for e"'r'ery California family is a priority of the 

3 highest order. 

4 (b) The early attainment afthis goal requires the cooperative participation o.f 

5 government and the private sector in an effort to expand housing opportunities and accommodate the 

6 housing needs o.lCalifornians ofcill economic le'.Jels. 

7 (c) The pro•·ision &}housing ajforkble to low and moderate income households 

8 requires the cooperation o.lall le•1els o.lgovernment. 

g (d) Local and state governments have a responsibility to use the po·wers vested in them to 

1 0 facilitate the irnprovement and dev'elopment o.lhousing to malw adequate pro-vision for the housing 

11 needs o.lall economic segments o.fthe community. 

12 The Legislature further stated in Government Code Section 65581 that: It is the intent of' 

13 the Legislature in enacting this article: 

14 (a) To assure that counties and cities recognize their responsibilities in contributing to 

15 the attainment &jthe state housing goal. 

16 (b) To assure that counties and cities willprepare and implement housing elements 

17 vi1i1ich will move towar-d attainment of the state housing goal. 

18 (c) To recognize that each locality is best capable. ofdetennining what efforts are 

19 required by it to contribute to the attainment o.fthe state housing goal. 

2 O The Califomia Legislature requires each local go"'r'ernment agency to develop a 

21 comprehensive long term general plan esta.blishingpolicies for future development. As specified in the 

22 Go-vemment Code (at Sections 65300, 65302(c), and 65583(c)), the plan must (1) "encourage the 

23 development a.la -variety o.ltypes &fhousingfor all income levels, including rh:ultifam.ily rental 

24 housing"; (2) "{11]ssist in the de'.Jelopment ofadequate housing to meet the needs o.llow and moderate 

25 inconw households": and (3) 11conserve and improve the condition o.fthe existing affordable housing 
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1 stock which may include addressing ways to mitigtlte the loss o.fdwelling units demolished by public or 

2 private action. " 

3 2. · San Prancisco faces a continuing shortage o.laffordab1e housingfor very low and low 

4 income residents. The San Francisco !''Janning Department reported that for the four year period 

5 between 2000 and 2004, 8,389 total: new housing units were built in San Prancisco. This number 

6 includes 1, 933 units for lo-w and very low income househokis out o.la total need of3, 93 0 low and ·very · 

7 low income housing units for the same period. According to the state Department ofHousing and 

8 Community Development, there vrlill be a regional need;f"or 230, 743 ne"r~; housing units in the nine Bay 

9 Area countiesfrom 1999 2006. Ofthatamount, at least 58percent, or 133,164 units, are needed.for 

10 moderate, low and very low income hausehokis. The Association o.fBay Area Governments G4BAG} is 

11 responsible for dividing the tatal regianal: need numbers among its member governments which 

includes both counties and cities. ABAG estimates that San Prancisca's lo'w andvery low income 

13 housingproduction nee~from 1999 through 2006 is 7,370 units out a.la total new housing need of 

14 20, 3 72 units, or 36% a.fall units built. Within the past:four years, only 23% a.fall hausing built, or 49% 

15 of the previously projected housing need.for lovv and very low income housing for the same period; was 
.. 

16 produced in San Francisco. The production o.fmoderate income rental: units ti/so fell shori a/the ABAG 

17 goal. Only 351 moderate incame units were produced over the previous four years, or 4% a.fall units 

18 built, compared to ABAG '.Y call for 28% of till units to be affordable to households afmoderate income. 

· 19 Given the needfor 3, 007 moderate income units O)'er the if year period, only 12% afthe projected need 

20 for moderate income units ·was built. 

21 3. In r~sponse to the aboi'C mandatefrom the California Legislature andtheprojections of" 

22 housing needs f& San Fr-ancisco, San Francisco has instituted severtil strategies for producing new 

23 affordable housing units. The 200 4 Housing Element o.fthe General: Plan recognizes the need to 

24 support ef.fordable housingprfJduction by increasing site avaikibility and capacity for permanently 

_5 affordable housing through the inclusion o.feffordable units in larger market rate housingprojects. 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

779 
. Page 32 



1 Further, the City, as established in the General Plan, seeks to encourage the distribution ofaffordable 

2 housing throughout all neighborhoods and, thereby, offer diverse housing choices andpromote 

3 economic and social integration. The 200 4 Housing Element calls for an increase in the production of· 

4 new affordabk housing an~for the development o.fmixed income housing to achieve social and 

5 cultural ·diversity. This legislation further~ the goals o.fthe State Legislature and the General Plan. 

6 4. The 2005 ConsolidatedPlan for July 1, 2000 June 30, 2005, issued by the },{ayor's 

7 Office of Community Development and the 1'.1ayor1s Office o.fHousing establishes that extreme housing 

8 pressures face San Francisco, particularly in regard to low and moderate income residents. }rfany 

9 elements constrain housingproduction in the City. This is especially true ofaffordable housing. As 

1 O discussed in the 2004 Housing Elementpublished by the City Planning Department, San Francisco is 

11 largely built out, with very few large open tracts ofland to develop. As noted in the 2000 Consolidated 

12 Plan, its geographical location at the northern end ofapeninsula inherentlyprevents substantial new 

13 de1Jelopment. There is no available adjacent land to be annexed, as the cities focated on San 

14 · Francisco's southern border are also dense urban areas. Thus new construction of housing is limited to 

15 areaS of the City notpre"Viously designated as residential areas, infill sites, or to areas with increased 

16 density. }lew market rate housing absorbs a significant Cffl'tount o.fthe remaining supply o.fland and 

17 other resources available for de ... ,.elopment and thus limits the supply of affordable housing. 

18 There is a great needfor affordable rental and owner occupied housing in the City. 

19 Housing cost burden is one o.fthe major standards for detennining wfwther a locality is experiencing 

20 inadequate housing conditions, defined as households that expend 30% or more of'gross income for 

21 rent or 35% or more o.fhousehold income for ovmer costs. The 2000 Census indicates that 64, 400 

22 renter households earning up to 80% of the area median income are cost burdened. Of these, about 

23 25,000 households earn less than 50%A}dfandpay more than 50% oftheir income to rent. According 

24 to more recent datafrom the American Housing Sur.:cy, 80, 662 total renter households, or 41 %, are 

25 cost burdened in 2003. A significant number o.for~ners are also cost burdened. According to 2000 
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1 Census data, 18,237 o.fowners are cost burdened; or 23% o.faU owner households. The 2003 American 

2 Housing Survey indicates that this level has risen to 29%. 

3 The San Francisco residential recil estate market is one of the most expensive in the 

4 United States. In }Jay 2005, the California Association o.fRealtors reported that the median priced 

5 home in San Fr-ancisco was $755, 000. This is 18% higher than the medianpriced home one year 

6 earlier, 44% higher than the State of California median, and 365% higher than the nation average. 
. . 

7 While the national home o',vnersh.ip rate is approximately 69%, only apj)roximately 35% o.fSan 

8 Franciscans own their own home. Clearly, the majority o.fmarket rate homes f pr sale in San Frq-ncisco 

9 are priced out of the reach of low and moderate income households. In },fay• 2005, the average rent for 

1 O a 2 bedroom apartment was $1821, '1Yhich is affordable to households earning over $74, 000. 

11 These factors contribute to a heavy demanJfor affordable housing in the City that the 

~ prh•ate marJcet cannot meet. Each. year the mmi.ber of market rate units that are affordable to low 

13 income households is reduced by rising mark-0t rate rents and sales prices. The number o.fhouseholds 

14 benefitin~from rental assistance prograrns is far below the need established by the 2000 Census. 

15 . Because the s-hortagc of affordable housing in the City can be expected to continue for many years, it is 

16 necessary to maintain the affordability ofthe housing units constructed by housing de"f·elopers under 

17 this Program. The 200 4 Housing Element o.fthe General Pktn recognizes this need. Objective 1 of the 

18 Housing Element is to provide new housing, especially permanently affordable housing, in appropriate 

19 locations which meets identified housing needs and takes into account the demand for affordable 

2 0 housing created by employment demand. Objective 6 is to protect the affordability &}existing housing, 

21 and to ensure that housing developed to be affordable be kept affordable for 50 75 year terms, or even 

22 longer if possible. 

23 In 2004 the }/ational Housing Conference issued a survey entitled ''Jnclusionary Zoning: 

24 The California Experience. " The survey found that as oj}Jlff'ch 2003, there '111ere 107 cities and 

25 counties using inelusionary housing in California, one fifth ofall localities in the state. Overall, the 
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1 inclusionmy requirements ·were generating large numbers o.faffordabk units. Only six percent of' 

2 jurisdictions reported 1Joluntaryprogranis, and the voluntary nature appears to com.promise the local 

3 · ability to guarantee ajfordabk housingproduction. While there was a wide rarf;ge in the affordability 

4 percentage requirements for inchtsionary housing, the aver-age requirement for affordability in rental 

' 5 developments is 13%. Approximately halfofalljurisdictions require at kast 15% to be affordable, and 

6 one quarter require 20% or- more to be ajfordabk. 

7 5. De'.?elopment o.fnew market rate housing makes itpossibk for new residents to move to 

8 the City. These new residentsplace demands on ser;icespr-o"Vided by both public andprivate sectors. 

9 Some o,fthe public andpri"vate sector employees needed to meet the needs of the new residents earn 

1 O incomes only adequate to pay for affordable housing. Because affordable housing is in short supply 

11 within the City, such employees may be forced to live in less than adequate housing within the City, pay 

12 a disproportionate share of their incomes to li"Ve in adequate housing within the City, or commute e'.?er 

13 increasing distances to their-jo.bsfrom housing located outside the City. These circumstances harm the 

14 City's ability to attain goals articulated in the City's General Plan andplace strains on the City's ability 

15 to accept and service new market rate housing de1Jelopment. 

16 6. The de...,>elopment ofeffordable housing on the same site as market rate housing 

17 increases social and economic integration vis a vis housing in the City and has corresponding social 

18 and economic benefits to the City. Inclusionary housing provides a healthyjob and housing balooce. 

19 Jnclusionary housingprmides more affordable housing close to employment centers which in turn may 

20 have apositive economic impact by reducing such costs as commuting and labor costs. Hovi1e1Jer, there 

21 may also be trade ajfs where constructing affordable units at a different site than the site o.fthe 

22 pr-incipalproject may produce a greater number a/affordable units without additional costs to the 

23 project sponsor. Ifapraject sponsor mayproduce a significantly greater number o,fafjordabk units 

24 aff site then it is in the best interest of the City to permit the development o,fajfordabk units at a 

25 different location than that o,fth_eprincipalpraject. 
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1 7. .Pror·idedproject sponsor~ can take these requirements into consideration when 

· 2 negotiating to purchase landfor a housing project, the requirements ofthis Section are generally 

3 financially feasible for project applicants to meet, particularly because of the benefits being confen·ed 

4 by the City to housingprojects W'tder Section 418.1 et seq. Section 418.1 et seq. provides a means by 

5 which a project sponsor may seek a reduction or waiver of the requirements o.f this mitigation fees if 

6 the project sponsor can show that imposition of these requirements '1Yould create an unlawfulfinancial 

7 burden. 

8 8. Conditional Use and Planned Unit Development Permits permit the development o.f 

9 certain uses notpermitted as a.fright in specific districts or greater. density o.f permitted residential 

1 O uses. As the General Plan recognizes, through the conditional use andplanned unit development 

11 process, applicants for housingprojects generally receive material economic benefits. Such applicants 

~ · are generally permitted to bujld in excess of the generally applicable black letter requirements ofthe 

13 Planning Code for housingprojects resulting in increased density, bulk, or lot cow;rage or a reduction 

14 in parking or other requirements or an apprfJval ofa more intensive use over thatpermitted· r~·ithout the 

15 conditional use permit or planned unit developmentpermit. Through the conditicmal use andplanned 

16 unit development process, building standards can be relaxed in order to promote lower cost home 

17 construction. An additionalportion ofSan FrT:ll'lcisco's affordable housing needs can be supplied (with 

18 no public subsidies orfinancing) bypri";J{fte sector housing de..,,·elopers developing inclusionary 

19 affordable units in their large market rate prTJjects in exehange for the density and other bonuses 

20 conferred by conditional use orplanned unit development approvals, pro',Jided it isfinancially 

21 attr~cthie for private sector housing der•elopers to seek such conditional use and/or planned unit 

22 derielopment appror•als. Jn the Rincon Hill context, the City is conferring the traditional benefits o.f a 

23 conditional use permit through the provisions o.fthe Rincon Hill Plan. Thus developers receive the 

24 benefits ofa conditional use but their development is generallyprineipallypermitted . 

. 5 
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1 9. The City wants to balance the burden on prh•ate property awners with the demonstrated 

2 needfor affordable housing in the City. Far the reasons stated above, the Board ofSupervisors thus 

3 intends ta Bpply an inclusionary housing requirement ta.all residentialprojects o.flO wiits or more 

4 and; due to the factors discussed abo-;;e, the Board will Bpply the percentage assigned ta condit:i_onal 

5 use andplanned unit de-;;elopmentpermits ta all development in the Rincon Hill Plan Area. 

6 JO. The Rincon Hill Plan enables new market rate development on major opportunity sites, 

7 which, in effect, reduces land available for affordable housing. Furthermore, ne',y marlcet rate 

. 8 development in Rincon Hill will be o.fgreater density than allowed elsewhere in the South of}Jarket, 

9 increasing land values. This increase in land -values fitrther reduces the feasibility fer affordable 

1 O housing in the Rincon Hill Plan area, andjustifies imposition a.fa some·what greater affordable 

11 housing requirement on housingprojects in the Rincon Hill Plan area. 

12 OJ Housing. The Board has adopted extensive findings documenting generally the need for 

13 housing and particularly affordable housing and the impact of market rate housing development on the 

14 need for affordable housing in Section 415.1 and incorporates those findings herein. The proposed 

15 new development in the Rincon Hill area will also lead to increased home prices and 

16 increased rental rates in the immediate Rincon Hill area and the surrounding South of Market 

17 area. This new development and corresponding increase in prices in the Rincon Hill area will 

18 cause displacement of existing residents. 

19 New development in the Rincon Hill area will be marketed to higher income groups 

20 , than other new development in San Francisco. Higher income groups have a higher demand 

21 for services than other income groups, so a higher number of workers will need to be housed 

22 in the area. Workers in the service industry generally make less than median income. The 

23 development in Rincon Hill represents the development of a disproportionate share of the 

24 available land for remaining housing development in the City. 

25 

Planning Commission 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

784 
Page 37 



1 The new development creates the need for additional affordable housing in the South 

2 of Market neighborhood and the need to provide subsidies for existing residents so that they 

3 will not be displaced and can continue living iri their current neighborhood. In order to avoid 

4 displacement from the new development, residents will also need financial support to avoid 

5 eviction. 

6 In addition, through the amendments to the Rincon Hill Area Plan and related zoning 

7 maps, the overall development capacity of the Rincon Hill area will be increased by {1) 

8 increasing permitted height and bulk, (2.) eliminating residential density .limits by lot area, and 

9 .(3) establishing a minimum residential to commercial use ratio. Existing permitted heights · 

1 O range from 80 feet up to a maximum of 250 feet. The new Rincon Hill. zoning would increase 

11 heights up to 400_-_550 feet in selected locations. The permitted bulk for residential towers will 

be increased from a maximum floor plate of 7,500 sf to a range from 7,500 - 10,000 sf. The 

13 'are~'s existing RC-4 zoning has a maximum permitted residential density of 1 unit per 200 of 
. I 

14 lot area; this limit will be eliminated and the height arid bulk envelope will control the maximum 

15 development permitted. Thus project sponsors in the area are receiving a substantial increase 

16 in density over what is currently permitted. 

17 Qlf.-Economic and community development<:. The new development in Rincon 

18 Hill will also change the economic landscape of the Rincon Hill area and the South of Market 

19 area. The new development in Rincon Hill will displace small businesses directly by focusing 

20 development in the neighborhood on residential development and indirectly due to higher 

21 rents and higher prices for real estate. Thus existing small businesses need financial· 

22 assistance to avoid being displaced. 

23 'The new development in the Rincon Hill area. will also affect. the type of jobs available 

24 in the Rincon Hill and South of Market area. Current residents of SoMa are employed in the 

...:5 Rincon Hill and SoMa area. New development in the Rincon Hill area will concentrate on 
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1 residential development, thus pushing out other uses including light industrial uses and small 
I . 

2 business. Local workers will need to be retrained to avoid job displacement from the 
. . 

3 development in the Rincon Hill area. Financial assistance will support employment 

4 development, job placement, job development, and other forms of economic capacity building 

5 for SoMa residents to ameliorate the effects of the economic displacement. The City benefits 

6 from having workers live near to their work places in reduced commute times for residents, 

7 and reduced traffic congestion and associated pollution. 

8 {Jj_.J. Community cohesion'" New development in the Rincon Hill area in such a vast 

9 quantity and of such a different character as currently exi~ts will change the social fabric of the 

10 neighborhood. Programs to promote leadership development, community cohesion, and civic 

11 participation will also ameliorate the negative economic and social consequences of the new 

12 development in Rincon Hill on the residents and small businesses in Rincon Hill and the 

13 broader South of Market community. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

SEC. 418.3 APPLICATION OF RINCON HILL COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FEE AND 

SOMA COMMUNITY STABILIZATION FEE. 

**** 

(g) Timing of Fee Payments. The Rincon Hill Community Infrastructure Impact Fee 

and SOMA Stabilization Fee is due and payable to the Developme.nt Fee Collection Unit at 

DBI prier trJ at the time of and in no event later than issuance of the first construction document, 

with an option for the project sponsor to defer payment to prior to issuance of the first 

certificate of occupancy upon agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge that would be paid into the 

appropriate fund in accordance with Section 107 A.13.3 of the San Francisco Building Code. 

**** 
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1 · . SEC. 418.5. RINCON HILL COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND. 

2 (a) There is hereby established a separate fund set.aside for a special purpose 

3 entitled the Rincon Hill Community Improvements Fund ("Fund"). All monies collected by the 

4 Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI pursuant to Section 418.3(ef shall be deposited in £t 

5 speci£tl the Ffund maintained by the Controller. The receipts in the Fund shall be &e hereby 

6 appropriated in accordance with law through the normal budgetary process to be used solely to 

7 fund public infrastructure and other allowable improvements subject to the conditions of this 

8 Section. 

(b) Use o[FundsFundExpenditure,_ 9 

10 (1) Rincon Hill Infrastructure. All monies deposited in the Fund shall be used 

11 solely to design, engineer, acquire, improve, and develop neighborhood recreation and open 

spaces, pedestrian and streetscape improvements, and bicycle infrastructurepublic library 

13 resources cmdfacilities, €l community center, £tnd other improvements that result in new publicly-

14 accessible facilities or other allowable improvements within the Rincon Hill Downtown 

15 Residential (DTR) District or within 250 feet of the Distric~ except th€lt.funds usedfor 'public 

16 library resources ffndfacilities" may be used to oogFnent services, resources, m€lterials, equipment or . 

17 facilities at a public library outside o.fthe RinconHill DTR District or 'rYithin 250feet o.fthe District, 

18 provided that such libr€lry is conveniently located such that it will demonstrflbly serve the increased 

19 population of the Rincon Hill district. These improvements expenditures shall be consistent with the 

20 Rincon Hill Public Open Space System as described in Map 5 of the Rincon Hill Area Plan of 

21 the General Plan and the Rincon Hill Streetscape Plan. The Fund shall be allocated in accordance 

22 with Table 418. 5. I and any Rincon Hill Irnprovements Plan that is appro",Jed by the Board of 

23 Supervisors in the future, except that moniesfrom the Fund may be used by the Plcmning Commission 

24 to commission economic analyses for the purpose o.frevising the fee pursuant to Section 418.3 above, 

.o to complete a nexus study to demonstrate the relationship between residential development €Ind the 
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25 

need feF pubUe faeilities if-this is deemed neeesstfFY, eF te eemmissien kmdsetl]Je tll'-ehiteetur-al eF etheF . . 

planning, design and engineering serviees in suppert o.fthe prepesedpubUe imprevements, previded 

they de net exeeed a fetal o.f$500, 000. 

Table 418.5 

Breakdown o[. Use o[.Rincon Hill Communitv Ime,rovemenis Fee by_ Inf.!astructure Tvve 

Ime,rovement Tvve Dollars Received (!om Dollars Received (!om 

Residential Develoe,ment Commercial Develoe_ment 

Complete Streets: Pedestrian 79% Not applicable 

and StreetscaJ2.e Improvements 

Recreation and 0]2.en S{2.ace 16% Not apQ.licable 

Program Administration 5% Not apQ.licable I 

(2) SoMa Stabilization Fund. NotWithstanding Subsection (b)(1) above, $6 

million of the Fund shall be transferred to the SoMa Stabilization Fund described in Section 

418.7 to be used exclusively for the following expenditures: SoMaOpen Space Facilities 

Development and Improvement; Community Facilities Development and Improvement; SoMa 

Pedestrian Safety Planning, Traffic Calming, and Streetscape Improvement; and 

Development of new affordable housing in SoMa. The Board of Supervisors finds that it is in 

the best interest of the City that the Rincon Hill Community Improvements be built. The Board 

o./Supervisors fcwtherftnds that the City will be abk to buifd suffieient eemmunity iniprovements for 

the Rine-on Hilt P~an Area with the r~iainder ofthe money in the Rincon Hill Community 

Improvenients Pund. In the e',Jent that the Department demenstrates te the Beard that the City is unabk 

te buifd the eontemp1ated eemmunity inipm·.·ements J.f'oF the P1an Area, it shall be Citypelicy te 

designate fundsfrem the general fund Feeeivedfrom real estate transfer taxes andpreperty taxes on 
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1 new development generated under the Rincon Hill Plan Area Plan approved in this ordinance sufficient 

2 to finance the rest o.fthe community improvementsproposec{jor the Rincon Hill Plan Area. 

3 (3) Program Administration. No portion of the Fund may be used, by way of 

4 loan or otherwise, to pay any administrative, general overhead, ·or similar expense of any 

5 public entity, except for the purposes of administering this fund in an amount not to exceed 5 % of 

6 the total annual revenue. Administration of this fund includes maintenance of the Fund, time and 

7 materials associated with processing and approving fee payments and expenditures from the 

8 Fund (including necessary hearings), reporting or informational requests related to the Fund, 

g and coordination between public agencies regarding determining and evaluating appropriate 

1 O expenditures of the Fund, but shall not include design, engineering, real estate, or planning 

11 activities related to projects using Fund expenditures. Expenditures related to administration of the 

fund shall not exceed 4% ofthe aggregate mlue of/'ee payments subject to Section 418. 3, including any 

13 in kind agreements. Monies from the Fund may be used by the Planning Commission to commission 

14 economic analyses for thepurvose o(revising the fee under Section 418.3 above, to complete a nexus 

.15 study to demonstrate or update the relationship between residential development and the need [or 

·16 public facilities, or to commission landscape, architectural or other planning, design and engineering 

17 services in support of the proposed public improvements. All interest earned on this account shall 

18 be credited to the Rincon Hill Community Improvements Fund. 

19 (c) The Controller's Office shallfile a report with the Board ofSupervisor~ in even 

2 0 numbered years, which report shall set forth the amount o.fmoney collected in the Fund. The Fund 

21 shall be administered by the P Janning Commission. 

22 (f.d) Acquisition ofNew Open Space. A public hearing shall be held by both the 

23 Planning and Recreation and Parks Commissions to elicit public comment on proposals.for 

24 the acquisition of property using monies in the Fund or through agreements for financing ln-

.o Kind Community Improvements via a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District that will 
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1 ultimately be maintained by the Department of Recreation and Parks .. Notice of public 

2 hearings shall be published in an official newspaper at least 20 days prior to the date of the 

3 hearing, which notice shall set forth the time, place, and purpose of the hearing. The hearing 

4 may be continued to a later date by a majority vote of the members of both Commissions 

5 present at the hearing. At ajointpublic hearing, a quorum o.fthe Planning and The Recreation and 

6 Parks Commissions may vote to recommend to the Board o[Supervisors that it appropriate money 

7 .frsml_allocate the monies in the Fund for acquisition of property for park use and/or for 

8 development of property for park use, or to appro-veprojectsproposed in connection with an 

9 agreement for Jn Kind or CPD Improvements. 

1 Q (d.e) The Planning Commission shall work to develop a proposed expenditure plan with 

11 other City agencies and commissions, specifically the Department of Recreation and Parks, 

12 DPW, and the }Jetrqpolitcm San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, to develop a 

13 proposed expenditure plan, and to develop agreements related to the administration of the 

14 development of new public facilities within public rights-of-way or on any acquired property 
. ' 

15 · . designed for park use,;:, using such monies as have been allocated for that Purpose at The proposed 

16 expenditure plan shall be subject to approval by the Board o[Supervisorsa hearing ofthe Pkmning 

17 Commission. 

18 (efJ The Director shall have the authority to prescribe rules and regulations governing 

19 the Fund, which are consistent with Section 418.1 et seq. The Director of Planning, as the head 

20 ofthe InteragencyPlan Implementation Committee (IPJC), shall make recommendations to the Board 

21 regarding allocation offunds. 

22 

23 

24 

25 

SEC. 419.3. APPLICATION OF UMU AFFORDABLE HOUSING REQUIREMENTS 

* * * * 
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(c) Timing and Payment of Fee. Any fee required by Section 419.1et seq. shall be 

paid to the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI prior toat the time of and in no event later 

than issuance of the first construction document, with an option for the project sponsor to defer - . . . 

payment to prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy upon agreeing to pay a 

deferral surcharge in accordance with Section 107 A.13.3 of the San Francisco Building Code.· 

* * * * 

8 SEC. 420.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS SUPPORTING VISITATION VALLEY 

9 COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FEE AND FUND. 

10 (a) Purpose. }lew Residential and }lon Residential Uses. The Visitacion Valley Fee Area 

11 (Fee Area) is located along the southeastern border of San Francisco and includes the area 

) bounded by Mclaren Park to the west, the San Mateo County line to the south, Mansell Street 

13 to the north, and Highway 101 and Bayview Park to the east. The Board takes legislative notice 

14 of the purpose of The Pee Area includes the following planning areas: Executive Park Sub area 

15 Plan of the Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan, Sch/age Lock; and the Visitacion Valley 

16 Redevelopment Area. including the Schlage Lock site., The Board also takes notice of the HOPE SF 

17 program. specifically the and HOPE SF development at Sunnydale. Jointly these plans and 

18 program aim to strengthen neighborhood character, the neighborhood commercial district, and 

19 transit by increasing the housing and retail capacity in the area. This project goal will also help 

20 to meet ABA~'s projected demand to provide housing in the Bay Area by encouraging the 

21 construction of higher density housing. The Plan builds on existing neighborhood character 

22 and establishes new standards for amenities necessary for a transit-oriented neighborhood. 

23 In addition, the Board notes the findings made in the above-referenced Plans that support the 

24 establishment ofthe Visitacion Valley Community Improvements Fee and Fund. specifically that new 

.5 
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1 development in Visitacion Valley creates the need for improvements in pedestrian and streetscape 

2 amenities, bicycle inftastrucutre. recreation and open space facilities. and childcare. 

3 (b) Findings. The Board o(Supervisors has reviewed the San Francisco Citywide Nexus 

4 Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014 (''Nexus Analysis"), and the San Francisco 

5 Infrastructure Level o(Service Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014, both on file with the 

6 Clerko[the Board in File No. 150149 and under Section 401A. adopts the findings and conclusions of 

7 those studies and the general and specific findings in that Section. specifically including the Recreation 

8 and Open Space Findings, Pedestrian and Streetscape Findings. Childcare Findings. and Bicycle 

9 Infrastructure Findings and incorporates those by reference herein to support the imposition ofthe fees 

1 0 under this Section. 

. 11 The Board takes legislative notice of the findings supporting these fees in former Planning Code 

12 Section 420.1 (formerly Section 318.10 et seq.) and the materials associated with Ordinance No. 3-11 

13 in Board File No. 101247. To the extent that the Board previously adopted fees in this Area Plan that 

14 are not covered in the analvsis ofthe 4 infrastructure.areas analyzed in the Nexus Analysis, including 

15 but not limited to fees related to transit. the Board continues to rely on its prior analysis and the 

16 findings it made in support ofthose fees. 

17 (b) Nee~+ar Public Impravements to Accompany _,_\Tevr1 Uses. The City anticipates an increase 

18 a.fat least 5, 0 49 mw housing units within the next 20 years, and over 52 new jobs, as described in the 

'19 Visitacion Valley Nexus Study onfile with the Clerk ofthe Board in Fite No. 101247 and incorporated 

20 by re.ference herein. This new development will have an impact on the.Area's neighbor1tood 

21 infrastructure. }lew development will generate needs for a new Library, street irnprovements, transit 

22 irnprovements, community facilities, childcare andparks and recreation amenities, as described in the 

23 Visitacion Valky Nexus Study, onfile with the Clerk ofthe Board. Various City agencies and related 

24 planning efforts intend to address existing deficiencies and new irnpacts through a comprehensive 

25 package o.fcommunity improvements. This P~ogram will enable the Citjr and County o.fSan Francisco 
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1 to provide ~ecessary public infrastructure to ne·w residents '1Yhile increasing neighborhood livability 

2 . and investment in the district. 

3 (c) .. Programmed Improvements. General public improvements and amenities needed to meet 

4 the needs ojboth existing residents, as well as those ne.eds generated by new de'.Jelopment, have been 

5 identified through the various comm:unityplanningprocesses, including the Visitacion Valley/Schlage 

6 Lock }Jaster Plan, the Executive Park }feighborhood Plan, and the HOPE SF Sunnydale process. The 

7 'city developed generalized cost estimates, based on similar project types implemented by the City in 

8 the relevant time period; to provide reasonable approximations for the eventual cost ofpro".Jiding 

9 necessary community impro-.,,•enients to respond to identified commwiity needs. In some cases, design 

1 O work; engineering, and environmental review will be required and may alter the nature of the 

11 irnprovements, as well as the sum total of the cost for these in'l;[Jrovements. 

(d) Visitacion Valley Irnpact Fee. Development impactfees are an effective approach to 

13 mitigate in'l;[Jacts associated with growth in population. The proposed Visitacion Valley Impact F'ee 

14 would be dedicated to community improvements in the describedfee area; directing benefits o.fthe fund 

15 to those whopay into thefundbyproviding the necessary infrastructure impro'.Jements needed to serve 

16 new development. The Planning Department has calculated the fee rate based on acccptedprofessional 

17 'methocis for the calc;ulation ofsuchfees, and describedfully in the Visitacion Valley Nexus Study; 

18 The proposedfee would cover less than the full impact o.fne'll development. The proposed 

19 fee only covers a portion o.fimpacts caused by new development and is not intended to remedy existing 

20 deficiencies. Existing deficiency costs ·will bepaidfor by the public, the community~ and otherprimte 

21 sources. Residential and non residential impact.fees are only one ofmany re·venue sow:ces necessary to 

22 implement the community improvements outlined in the Plan. 

23 

24 

_5 
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fibra:ry .J.1% 

'Hansportation :28% 

P tlf'ks & R.eereation -24% 

GhikJ. Gc:n<e :12% 

Gemmunity 17£eeUities :9% 

'l'-etelper ef ~ 

(e) The Board ofSuper.:isors has reviewed the reeordfor this item induding but not limited to 

the ... Vexus study~ the Pfonning Departrnentfile, the reeommendation of the P:/anning Gommission, staff 

analysis, andpubUe testimony and; on that basisfinds that the study supports the requirements o.fthe 

Visitacion ViiUey Gommunity Paeilities and Infrastructure Fee and Fund. Speeifiea!Jy, the Bow~finds 

that Nexus study and the reeord: identify the purpose o.fthe fee to mitigate impaets on the deniand.for 

the identified eommunityfaeiUtics and infrastrueture; identify the use to whieh the fee is to be put as 

being to buikJ. a new bibrttry; and make improvements to the foUowing eommunity faeilities and 

infrastructure: transportation, parks and reereation,. ehildcare,. and eonimunity facilities; and 

establishes a reasonable relationship bef'rYeen the use ofthefee for the identified eommunity facilities 

and infrastrueture and the need.fer these faeilities caused by the eonstruetion ofnew residential and 

non residential development. i\!oreo-;,·er, the Boar~finds that the fee is kss than the cost o.fmitigation 

and does not inelude the easts o.fremedying any existing dcfieieneies. The Board alsofinds that the 

Nexus Study establishes that the fee does not duplieate other City requirements or fees. 

SEC. 420.3 APPLICATION OF VISITACION VALLEY COMMUNITY 

IMPROVEMENTS FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE FEE. 

* * * * 
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( d) Timing and Payment of Fee. Any fee required by Section 420.1 et seq. shall be 

paid to the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI prior to at the time of and in no event later 

than issuance of the first construction document, with an option for the project sponsor to defer 

payment to prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy upon agre·eing to pay a 

deferral surcharge that would be deposited into the Visitacion Valley Community Facilities and 

Infrastructure Fund in accordance with Section 402 of this Article and Section 107 A.13 of the 

San Francisco Building Code. 

* * * * 

10 SEC. 420.6. VISITACION VALLEY COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FACILITIESA}lD 

11 INFRASTRUCTURE FUND. 

(a) There is hereby established a separate fund set aside for a special purpose 

13 entitled the Visitation Valley Comm~nity Facilities and Infrastructure Fund ("Fund"). All monies 

14 collected by DBI pursuant fo Section 420.3(b) shall be deposited in the Fund which shal! be 

15 maintained by the Controller. The receipts in the Fund shall be appropriated in accordance with 

16 law through the normal budgetary process to fund public infrastructure and other allowable 

17 improvements subject to the conditions ofthis Section. 

1 8 (b) The receipts in the Fund are, sukjcct to the budgetary and fiscal provisions Qfthe Charter, 

19 to be used solely to fund community facilities and infrastructure in Visitation Valley, including but not 

2 0 limited to capital fmproYements to library facilities, playgrounds, recreational .facilities, open space,· 

21 childcare, and tr-ansportation. All monies deposited in the Fund shall be used solelv to. design, 

22 engineer, acquire, develop, and improve neighborhood recreation and open spaces, pedestrian and 

23 streetscape improvements, childcare facilities, bicycle infrastructure and other improvements that 

24 result in new publicly accessible facilities and related resources within the Visitacion Valley or within 

_5 
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21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

: 

250 feet ofthe Visitacion Valley Fee Area. The Fund shall be allocated in accordance with Table 

420.6A. 

' 
Table 420.6A 

Breakdown of Use of Visitacion Valley Communitv Improvements Fund hv Infrastructure 

Type . 

Improvement Type Dollars Received From Dollars Received From Non-

Residential Development Residential Development 

Complete Streets: Pedestrian 45% 45% 

and Streetscape Improvements. 

Big!_cle In(r.astructure 

Recreation and 0Qen S12ace 30% ·30% 

Childcare 20% 20% 

Program Administration 5% 5% 

. {c) Program Administration. No portion of the Fund may be used, by way of loan or 

otherwise, to pay any administrative, general overhead, or similar expense of any public 

entity, except for the administration of this fund in an amount not to exceed 4J_% of the total 

annual revenue. Administration of this fund includes maintenance o(the Fund time and materials 

associated with processing and approving fee 12ayments and expenditures fr.om the Fund (including 

necessary_ hearin~l, reporting or in(prmational requests related to the Fund, and coordination 

between public agencies regarding determining and evaluating appropriate expenditures o[the Fund 

Monies fr.om the Fund may be used by the Planning Commission to commission economic analyses (pr 

the purpose of revising the fee under Section 418. 3 above, to complete a nexus studv to demonstrate or 

u12date the relationship between residential development and the need for public facilities, or to 
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1 commission landscape. architectural or other planning. design and engineering services in support of 

2 the proposed public improvements. All interest earned on this account shall be credited to the 

3 Visitacion Valley Improvements Fund. 

4 ( d) Acquisition ofNew Open Space. A public hearing shall be held by the Recreation 

5 and Parks Commissions< to elicit public comment on proposals for the acquisition of property 

6 using monies in the Fund or through agreements for financing In-Kind Community 

7 Improvements via a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District that will ultimately be maintained 

8 by the Department of Recreation and Parks. Notice of public hearings shall be published in an 

9 official newspaper at least 20 days prior to the date of the hearing I which notice shall set forth 

1 O the time, place, and purpose of the hearing. The Parks Commissione may vote to recommend 

11 to the Board of Supervisors that it appropriate money from the Fund for acquisition of property 

, for park use and for development of property acquired for park use. 

13 (e) The Planning Commission shall work with other City agencies and 

14 commissions, specifically the Department of Recreation and Parks, DPW, and the 

15 A!etropolitan San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, to develop agreements related to 

16 the administration of the improvements to existing and development of new public facilities 

17 , within public rights-of-way or on any acquired property designed for park use, using euch 

18 moniee ae have been allocate~for that purpose at a hearing of the Board o.fSuper;ieors. The proposed 

19 expenditure plan shallbe subject to approval by the Board of Supervisors. 

20 (f) The Dir£?ctor of Planning shall have the authority to prescribe rules and 

21 regulations governing the Fund, which are consistent with this Section 420.1 et seq. The 

22 Director of Planning. as the head ofthe Inter agency Plan Implementation Committee (IP JC). shall 

23 make recommendations to the Board regarding allocation of funds. 

24 (g) The Controller'e Office shallfile a report '1Yith the Board o_fSuper.:isore in e'oJen 

!) nu-mberedyears, ',vhieli report shall eet forth the arnount o.fmoney collected in the Fund. 
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1 

2 SEC. 421.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS SUPPORTING THE MAR.KET AND OCTA VIA 

3 COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND. 

4 (a) Purpose. The Board takes legislative notice o(the purpose ofthe Market and Octavia 

5 Area Plan (''.Area Plan") as articulated in the Market and Octavia Area Plan of the San Francisco 

6 General Plan. In general, the Market and Octavia Area Plan A. }..fark1Jt a-nd Octavia Plan Objectives. 

7 The }Jarlcet and Octa"'.JiaArea Pkm embodies the community's vision of a better neighborhood, 

8 which achieves multiple objectives including creating a healthy, vibrant transit-oriented 

9 neighborhood. The Planning Department coordinated development o.fthe Area Plan objectlves 

10 around the tenants ofthe Better}kighborhoodPla-nningprocess a-ndwithin the largerframcworko.f 

11 the General Plan. 

12 -The Market and Octavia Plan Area encompasses a variety of districts, most of 

13 which are primarily residential or neighborhood commercial. The Area Plan calls for a 

14 maintenance of ~he well-e$tablished neighborhood character in these districts with a shift to a 

15 more transit-oriented type of districts. A transit-oriented district, be it neighborhood 

16 commercial or residenti~l in character, generates a unique type of infrastructure needs. 

17 . The overall objective of the Market and Octavia planning effort is to encourage 

18 balanced growth in a centrally located section of the City that is ideal for transit oriented 

19 development. The Area Plan calls for an increase in housing and· retail capacity simultaneous 

20 to infrastructure improvements in an effort to maintain and strengthen neighborhood 

21 character. In addition, the Board notes the findings made in the Market and Octavia Area Plan that 

22 support the establishment ofthe Market and Octavia Community Improvements Fund 

23 B. ...\Teedfor New Housing a-nd Retail. }few residential construction in San Francisco is · 

24 necessary to accommodate a growingpopulation. The population of California has grown by more 

25 
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1 than 11 percent since 1990 and is expected to continue increasing. The San Francisco Bay Area is 

2 growing at a rate similar to the rest of the state. 

3 The City should encourage new housingproduction in a manner that enhances existing 

4 neighborhoods and creates new higli density residential and mixed use neighborhoods. One solution to 

5 the housing crisis is to encourage the construction o.fhigher density housing in areas ofthe City best 

6 able to accommodate such housing. Areas like the Plan Area can better accommodate growth because 

7 ofeasy access to public transit, proximit)": to downtown, convenience o.fneighborhoodshops to meet 

8 daily needs, and the availability o.fdevdopment opportunity sites. San Frencisco 's land constreints, as 

9 described in Section 418.1 G4), limit ne',11 housing construction to areas of the City not previously 

1 O designeted es residential areas, iHjill sites, or ereas that can ebsorb increased density. 

11 The }..farket and Octavia Plan Areepresents opportunity for infill de'v'elopment on various 

sites, inchtdingparcels ctlong Octavia Bouleverdknown es "the Central Free',vayparcels, "some 

13 parcels along }.farket Street, and the So.Ala W~stportions &fthe Plan Area. These sites ar~ compelling 

14 opportunities because new housi~ can be built within easy wctlking distance of the dormttJWn and 

15 Ci'ilic Center employment centers and City and r1Jgional transit centers, H 1hile maintaining the 

16 conefortable residential character and reinforcing the unique and exciting neighborhood qualities. 

17 To respond to the identified needfor housing, repair the fabric of the neighborhood, and 

18 support transit oriented de'l-Clopment, the }../arket and Octavia P Zan Area is zonedfor the appropriete 

19 residential and commercial uses. The Planning Depertment is adding a Van Ness }rfarket Do-wntown 

2 0 Residential Special Use District (VNldDR SUD) in the Plan Area and establishing e Residential 

21 Transit oriented (RTO) district and several }leighborhood Commercial Transit "(NCT) districts. New 

22 zoning controls encourage housing and comm.ercial development appropriate to each district. 

23 The plan builds on existing neighborhood character and establishes new standards for 

24 amenities necessary for a transit oriented neighborhood. A transit oriented neighborhood refj'btires a · 

J 
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1 full range a/neighborhood sening businesses. }few retail and office space willpro'.Jide both 

1 2 neighborhood and City serving businesses. 

3 San Francisco is experiencing a severe shortage o.fhousing available to people at all 

4 income levels, especicdly to those with the lowest incomes while seeing a sharp increase in housing 

5 prices. The Association O.fBay Area Governments' ~4BAG) Regional Housing .Needs Determination 

6 (RHND) forecasts that San Fr-ancisco mustproduce 2, 716 new units o.fhousing annually to meet 

7 projected needs. At least 5, 639 of these new units should be available to moderate income households. 

8 New affordable units are funded through a variety ofsources, including inelusionary housing and in 
. . 

9 lieu fees lever~ged by new market rate residenticd development pursuant to Sections 413 and 415. The 

1 O Planning Departmentprojects that approximately 1, 400 new units o.faffor-dable housing will be 

11 deJJel-oped as a result of the plan. Ne·w De;,•elopment Requirf!S new Community lnfras!rueture. +he 

12 purpose for ne',y deJJelopment in the Plan Area is established above (Section 1lL.1~4.)). For example, 

13 Nnew construction should not diminish the City's open space, jeopardize the City's Transit 

14 First Policy, or place undue burden on the City's service systems. The new residential and 

15 non-residential construction should preserve the existing neighborhood services and 

16 character, as well as increase the level of service for all modes necessary to support transit-

17 oriented development. New development in the area will create additional impact on the local 

18 infrastructure, thus generating a substantial need for community improvements as the 

19 district's population and workforce grows. 

20 The amendments to the General Plan, Planning Code, and Zoning J1aps that correspond to 

21 Section 421.1 et seq. ',i;illpermit an increased amount o,fnew residential and commercial development . 

. 22 The Planning Department anticipates an increase of5, 960 units v;ithin· the next 20 years, and an 

23 increase o/9,875 residents, as published in the environmental impact report. This new development 

24 ·will have an extraordinary inipact on the Plan Area's infrastrudure including new deJJelopment in the 

25 adjacent [lpper }Jarket .l'lCD. As described more fully in the }Jarket and Octavia Plan Pinal 
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1 Environmental Impact Report, onfile with the Clerk of the Board in :vile 1'lo. 071157, and the }Jarket 

2 and Octavia Community Improvements Program Document, San Francisco Planning Department on 

3 file with the .clerk of the Board in File ~Vo. 071157, new development will generate substantial ne',Y 

4 pedestrian, vehicle, bicycle, and transit trips which will im.pact the area. The transition to a new type of 
. ' 

5 district is tantamount to the development of'new subdivisions, or the tr-ansition a.fa district type, in 

6 tenns o.f the need.for new infrastructure. 

7 The }Jarket and Octavia Area Plan proposes to mitigate these frnpacts bypro-.,;iding 

8 extensbe pedestrian, transit, traffic calming and other streetscape impro1Jements that will encourage 

9 residents to mak~ as many daily trips as possible on foot, by bicycle or on transit; by creating new open 

1 O space, greening, and recreational facilities that willprovide necessary public spaces; and by 

11 establishing a range ofother services andprogramming that will meet the needs ofeommunity 

') members. A comprehensive program o.fnew public irefi'-astructur~ is necessary to lessen the frnpacts of· 

13 the proposed new development and to pro"lide the basic community impt'O'Vements to the area's new 

14 community members. The }Jarket and Octavia Community Irnpro1Jements P7'ogram Documentpro1>'ides 
' . . . 

15 a more detailed description of proposed Community Improwments. 

16 In orTier to enable Stm Francisco to provide neees'sary public services to new residents; to 

17 maintain and tmpro'Ve the l'Jarket and Octavia Plan Area ch.ar-acter and [Jpper }Jarket }lCD; and to 

18 increase neighborhood li'VClbility and investrnerJ;t in the district, it is necessary to upgrade existing 

19 streets and streetscaping; £JCquire and de-;elop neighborhoodparks, recreation facilities and other 

20 community facilities to serve the new residents and workers. 

21 While the open space refjuirements inposed on indi'Vidual dewlopments address minimum 

22 · needsforpri'Vate open space and access to light and air, such open space does notpro·vide the 

23 necessary public social and recreational opportunities as attractive public facilities such as sidewalks, 

24 par1cs and other community facilities that are essential urban infrastructure, nor does it contribute to. 

5 the overall transformation afthe district into a safe and enjoyable transit oriented neighborheod. 
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1 G. Progrcmi Scope. The purpose of the proposed Market and Octavia Community 

2 Infrastructure Impact Fees is to provide specific public improvements, including community 

3 open spaces, pedestrian and streetscape improvements and other facilities and services. 

4 These improvements are described in the Market and Octavia Area Plan and Neighborhood 

5 Plan and the accompanying ordinances, and are necessary to meet established City 

6 standards for the provision of such facilities. The Market and Octavia Community 

7 Improvements Fund and Community Infrastructure .Impact Fee will create the necessary 

8 financial mechanism to fund these improvements in proportion to the need generated by new 

9 development. 

10 (b) Findings. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed the San Francisco Citywide Nexus 

11 Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014 ("Nexus Analysis"), and the San Francisco 

12 Infrastructure Level ofService Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014. both on file with the 

13 Clerk of the Board in File No~ 150149 and, under Section 401A. adopts the findings and conclusions of 

14 those studies and the general and specific findings in that Section. specifically including the Recreation 

15 and Open Space Findings, Pedestrian and Streetscape Findings, Childcare Findings. and Bicycle 

16 Infrastructure Findings and incorporates those by reference herein to support the imposition of the fees 

17 under this Section. 

18 The Board takes legislative notice of the findings supporting these fees in former Planning Code 

19 Section 421.1 (formerly Section 326 et seq.) and the materials associated with Ordinance No. 72-08 in 

20 Board File No. 071157. To the extent that the Board previously adopted fees in this Area Plan that are 

21 not covered in the analvsis of the 4 infrastructure areas analyzed in the Nexus Analysis, including but . 

22 not limited to fees related to transit, the Board continues to rely on its prior analysis and the findings it 

23 made in support of those fees. }lationtJl and international transportation studies (such as the Dutch 

24 Pedestrian Safety Research Review. T. Hummel, SW-OVInstitute for Road Safety Research (Holland), 

25 and Univernity o.f.Z'lorth Carolina Highway Safety Research Center for the Us.· Department of 
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1 TransportCftion, 1999 onfile with the Cleric o.fthe Board have demonstrated thatpedestrian, traffic 

2 calming and streetscape improvements of the type propose~+or the .Market and Octavia P Ian Area 

3 result i-n safer, more attraCtirepedestrian conditions. These types o.fi'mpro·,•ements are essential to 

4 making pedestrian activity a 'liable clwice, thereby helping to mitigate traffic impacts associated with 

5 excess automobile trips that could otherwise be generated by new development. 

6 The proposed }Jarket and Octavia Community Infrastructure Irnpact Fee is necessary "to 

7 maintain progress towards relevant state and national service standards, as well as local standards in 

8 the Goals and Objectives ofthe General Plan fer open space andstreetscape frnpro-vements as 

9 disc~ssed in Section 418. J (F). Additionally the fee contributes to library resources· and chrJdcare 

10 facilities standards discussed below: 

11 Library Resources: }few residents in Plan Area will generate a substantial new needJ.for 

library senices. The San PranciSco Public Library does not anticipate adequate deman~+or a new 

13 branch library in the }Jarket and Octavia Plan Area at this time. However, the increase in population 

14 in Plan Area will create additional demand at other libraries, primarily the .Main Library and the 

15 Eureka Valley Branch Library. The }Jarket and Octavia Community Infrastructure Irnpact .F'ee includes 

16 funding for library services equal to $69. OOper ne·w r-OSident, ·which is consistent with the senice 

17 standards used by the San Francisco Public Library for allocating resources to neighborhood branch 

18 libraries. Child Care Facilities: 1'-lew households in the Plan Area will generate a nee~+or additional 

19 childcare facilities. Childcare services are integral to the financial and social success of families. 

20 }[Cftionwide, research andpolicies are strengthening the link between childcare and residential growth, 

21 many Btly· Area counties are leading in efforts to finance new childcare through new development. San 

22 }.fateo has conducted detailed research linking housing to childcare needs. Santa Clara County has 

23 developed exemplary projects thatprovide childcare facilities in proximity to transit stations, and 

24 Santa Cruz ha8 kvied a fee on residential development to fund childcare. Similarly many research 

_5 cf/Orts have illustrated that adequate childcare services are crucial in supporting a _healthy local 
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1 economy, see research conducted by Louise Stoney, }vfildred W~7'ter, PPIC, County o.fSan }Jateo, CA 

2 on file with the Clerk of the Board. }dQCD 's Project Connect Report identified childcare as an 

3 bnportant community service in neighboring communities. Project connect did not survey the entire 

4 }vfarket and Octavia Plan Area, it focused on low income communities, including },farlwt and Octavia's 

5 neighbors in the }Jissi'on, Western Addition, and the Tenderloin. The Department of Children Youth 

6 and Their F'amiliesprojects new residents of}Jarket and Octavia ·will generate demand/or an 

7 additional 435 childcare spaces, of those 287 will be ser.:iced through new child care development 

8 centers. 

9 D. Programmed Jnprovements and Costs. Community impro-,,•ements to mitigate the inpact 

1 O o.frww development in the }Jarket and Octavia Plan Area were identified through a community 

11 planningprocess, based on JHYJposals in the ]Market and Octaria Area Plan onfile ·with the Clerk ofthe 

12 Board in Pile .l\10. 071158, and on a standards based analysis, and on community input during the Plan 

13 adoption process. The P fanning Department developed cost estimates to the extent possible for all 

14 proposed impro',Jements. These are summarized by use type in Table 1. Costprojections in Table I are 

15 realistic estimates made by the Planning Department o.fthe actual costs for inprm,.ements needed to 

· 16 suppor4 new de',Jelopment. }Jore information on these cost estimates is located in the .Market and 

17 Octavia Community !rnprovements .Program Document. Cost estimates for some items on Table I are 

18 to be determined through ongoing analyses conducted in coordination with inplementation ofthe 

1 9 }Jarket and Octavia P Zan ComYJtunity Improvements Program. In many cases these projects require 

20 further design ·wori~ engineering, and environmental review, which. may alier the nature ofthe 

21 irnprovements; the cost estimates are still reasonable approximates for the eventual cost o.f providing 

22 necessary community impro~ements to respond to identified community needs. The Board of' 

23 Supervisors is not committing to the inplementation o.fanyparticularproject at this time. P7ojects may 

24 be substituted.for like projects should new informationfrom the Citizens Advisory Committee, the 

25 !nteragency Plan Inplementation Committee, other stakeholders, or the environmental re',Jiewprocess 
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1 illustrate that substitute projects should be prioritized Costprojections will be updated at a minimum 

2 approximately e'.leryfive years after adoption. 

3 T'able 1. 

4 Cost a/proposed community improvements in the }Jarket and Octavia Plan Area . 

. 5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

}..!arket and Qet£Wi£l Cemnnmity lrnpPO",,'ements 

Gr-eening $58, JI(),{){){) . 

:P-mks- $6,85(), {){){) 

Par-k l·mprovements $'RID 

Vehicle $ 49; Q 6-(), {)(){) 

Pedestrian $~3, 76(), {)(){) 

Pranspertation $81, 18(), ()()() 

Transit User 
$TBD 

~ ~ 

4.1~ -IJlll Vl<"""""'' v 

Bicycle $1, 58(), (){){) 

Chikicare $17, 17(), ()(){) 

:bib1"ary 1~dtlfePifils $69(), ()()(} 
; 

R:.ecpeetional ... %cilities $15, ()6(), (){){) 

F'itture Studies $46(), ()(){) 

PFogram 24dminist1"etien $4, 7J (), {)(){) 

±ettii ~58, !).(){), {)()() 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Provisien of affordable housing needs aFe addres8ed in Sections 413 and 415 o.fthis Code. 

.5 

Additionally subsidized ejfonlable housing may be granted e waiver from the .A1ark~t and Octavia. 

Community In'l:provement Fee aspro·1idedfar· in Section 4()6 ofthis Article. This ·w£li...,er may be 
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1 leveraged_as a local funding 'match' to Federal and State t1ffordable housing subsidies enabling 

2 affordable housing developers to capture greater subsidies forpfojects in the Plan Area. 

3 E. Sharing the Burden. As detailed above, new development in the Plan Area will clearly 

4 ·generate new infrastructure demands. 

5 To fund such community infrastructure and amenities, new development in the district shall 

6 be assessed development inipactfeesproportionate to the increased deniandfor such infrastructure and 

7 amenities. The City will .use the proceeds of the fee to build ne'il? infrastructure and enhance existing 

8 infrastructure, as described in preceding sections. A Community Infrastructure Jnipact ,_fi'ee shall be 

9 established/or the Van }fess and}.farketDowntown Residential Special Use District {VNl.!DR SUD), 

1 O and the }leighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) and: the Upper }.farket }leighborh.ood Commercial 

11 District and Residential Transit Oriented (RTO) Districts as set forth herein. 

12 }Jany counties, cities and towns have one standardized inipactfee schedule that cor•ers the 

13 entire· municipality. Although this type o.f inipact fee structure works well for some types ·of 

14 infrastructure, such as e:jfordable housing and basic tr~nsportation needs, it cannot account for the 

15 specific inrprovements needed in a neighborhood to accommodate specific growth. A localized impact 

16 fee gives currency to the communityplanningprocess and encourages a strong nexus between 

17 development and infrastructure improvements. 

18 Development inipact fees are an effective ajproach to achieve neighborhood mitigations 

19 and associate the costs with new residents, workers, and a new kind o.fdevelopment. The proposed 

2 0 ,_?.JarJwt and Octavia Community Infrastructure Impact Fee would be dedicated to infrastructure 

21 . improvements in the Plan Area and the Upper }.farket NCD, directing benefits o.fthe fund clearly to 

22 those who pay into the fund; by providing necessary infrastructure iniprovements, needed to sene new 

23 development. The net increases in indh·idualproperty values in these areas due to the enhanced 

24 neighborhood amenitiesfinanced with the proceeds o.fthe fee are expected to exceed the payments of' 

25 fees byprejectsponsors. 
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1 The fee rate has been calculated by the Planning Departrnent based on accepted 

2 pro.fessional methods for the calculation ofsuch fees. The }.farket and Oc~a'.lia Community 

3 Improvements Program Document contains a full discussion of i'fnpact.fee calculation. Cost estimates 

4 are based on an assessment of the potential cost to the City o.fproviding the specific improvements 

5 described in the }t.farket and Octcwia Plan Area. The Departnwnt assigned a weighted value to new 

6 construction basedonprojectedpopulation increases in relation to the totalpopulation. 

7 The proposedfee would coffer less than 80% o.fthe estimated costs o.fthe community 

8 irnprovements 'calculated as necessary to mitigate the impacts of new de-velopment. By charging 

9 developers less than the maximum amount ofthcjustified impact;fee, the City avoids any need to re.fund 

1 O money to de..,,•elopers if the fees collected exceed costs. The proposed.fees only co·ver impacts caused by 

11 new development and are not intended to remedy cxi~ting deficiencies; those costs ·,vill be paidfor by 

public, community, and other private sources. 

13 The }.farket and Octavia community improvements program relies on public, private, and 

14 community capital. Since 2000, ·when the }.farJcet and Octavia planningprocess was initiated; the area 

15 has seen upwards o.f$100 million in public investment, including the de·velopment of Octavia 

16 Boulevard, the new Centralfreeway ramp, Patricia's Green in Hayes Valley and relatedpr~ects. 

17 Additionally private entities have invested in the area by irrprovingprhmte property and creating new 

18 comniercial establishments. Community members have imested by creating a Community Benefits 

19 District in the adjacent Castro neighborhood, organizing design conipetitions, and lobbying for 

20 communityprogramming such as a rotating arts program on Patricia's Green in Hayes Valley. Project 

21 sponsor contributions to the }.farket and Octavia Community Impro..,,•ements Fund will help le'verage 

22 additionalpublic and community investment. 

23 As a result of this new dC',;elopment, projected to occur o..,,•er a 20 year period, property tax 

24 re"Venue ispr&jected to increase by as much as $28 million annually when projected housing 

_5 production is complete. Sixteen million dollars of this new revenue will be dberted directly to San 
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1 Francisco (see the }Jarket and Octavia Community Improvements Program Document/or a coniplete 

2 discussion ofincreasedproperty tax rerenue). These rBvenues will fund improvements and expansions 

3 to general City services, including police, fire, emergency, and other services needed to partially meet 

4 increased demand associated with new development. New development's local impact on community 

5 infrastructure will be greater in the .Market and Octavia Plan Area, relatlve to those typically funded by 

6 City government through property tax revenues. Increasedproperty taxes will contribute to continued 

7 maintenance qnd senice delivery o.fnew infrastructure and amenities. The City shouldpurSUfJ State 

8 enabling legislation that directs growth related increases in property tax directly to the neighborhood 

9 where growth is happening, similar to the redevelopment agencies' Tax Increment Financing tool. If 

1 O such a re-venue dedication tool does become a',lai/able, the Planning Department shouldpursue an 

11 ordinance to adopt and apply a tax incrernent district to the }.farket and Octavia Plan Area e-ren if the 

12 Plan is already adopted by the Board o.fSupervisors and in effect. The relative cost o.fcapital 

13 iniprovements, along with the reduced role o.fState and Federal funding sources, increases the 

14 necessity for development impactfees to cover these costs. Residential and commercial impact fees are 

15 one o.fthe man)1 revenue sources necessary to mitigate the impacts ofne-w development in the }../arket 

16 and Octavia .Plan Area. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

SEC. 421.3.APPLICATION OF MARKET AND OCTAVIA COMMUNITY 

IMPROVEMENTS IMPACT FEE 

* * * * 

(f) Timing of Fee Payments. The Market and Octavia Community lmprqvements 

Impact Fee is due and payable to the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI prior to at the 

time of and in no event later than issuance of the first construction document, with an option for 

the project sponsor to defer payment to prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

upon agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge that would be paid into the appropriate fund in 

accordance with Section 107 A.13.3 of the San Francisco Building Code; 

* * * * 

SEC. 421.5. MARKET AND OCTAVIA COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND. 

(a) Purpose. There is hereby established a separate fund set aside for a special 

7 purpose entitled the Market and Octavia Community Improvements Fund ("Fund"). All monies 

8 collected by DBI pursuant to Section 421.3 (b) shall be deposited in £1 the special Efund 

9 maintained by the Controller. The receipts in the F'bffld to be used solely to fund community 

1 O ·improvements sukjeet to the conditions Qfthis Section. The receipts in the Fund shall be appropriated 

11 in accordance with law through the normal budgetary process to fund public infrastructure and other 

allowable improvements subject to the conditions of this Section. 

13 

14 

(b) Use of Funds. The Fund shall be administered by the Board of Supervisors. 

(1) Infrastructure. All monies deposited in the Fund shall be used to design, 

15 engineer, acquire, improve, and develop and improve neighborhood open spaces, pedestrian 

16 and streetscape improvements, bicycle infrastructure, communityfacilities, child-care facilities, 

17 and other improvements that result in new publicly-accessible facilities and related resources 

18 . within the Market and Octavia Plan Area or within 250 feet of the Plan Area and within the 

19 Upper Market Street Neighborhood Commercial District which is outside the plan area. Funds 

20 may be used for childcare facilities that are not publicly owned or publicly-accessible. The. 

21 improvements, where applicable. shall be consistent with the Market and Octavia Civic Streets and 

22 Open Space System as described in Map 4 ofthe Market and Octavia Area Plan of the General Plan, 

23 and Market and Octavia Improvements Plan,,_ The funds shall be allocated in accordance with Table 

24 421.5A. 

.5-
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19' 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Table 421.SA. Breakdown of Use of Market and Octavia Community Improvements 

Fee by Infrastructure Type. 

Improvement Type Dollars Received From Dollars Received From Non-

Residential Development Residential 

Complete Streets: Pedestrian 44% 61% ' 

and Streetscape Improvements. 

Bicy_cle Facilities 

Transit 22% 20% 

Recreation and Open SQ.ace 21% 14% 

Childcare 8% Not aQplicable 

Program Administration 5% 5% 

~ Compenents ef 

_"repesedlmpael Fee I lleeidential I Commerelal I 

GFeening J-44% ~ 

~ &m ~ 

P-f114f 
tlJd thd 

y --..... , '"r ........ """ ~- ·-

Vehiete M% lh4% 

l' edestFien M% -6d% 

Htlffl?fHJr-tatien .ft.J% ~ 

'ffflns# Yser-
; tlJd thd 

IY r _ ·--'-,.~ .. ~ 
µ.'':}' _ • ..,, .. , - .,,,,,,,,, -
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

Bieyek ff.4% {M% 

GhildettPe 8:4% Af)% 

f ibrtll'Y 1Veteriels .()!)% Af)% 

Reereetionel 
13.1% Af)% 

I r.i •. •1 • ·--

llufflr.e Studies ~ -4% 

PFogrem 
Jd-% 8:-6% 

A 1 -~· 
, .... ~,r""'""u"' L+,, .. ..., r" 

Fimds may be usedfor ehilde{J]"e fecilities thet ttPe notpubliely awned Of' "publiely aeeessible ". 

Funds geneF€itedfol" 'libniry l"eSOUl"Ces I slwuld be usedf(Jr materials at the }.Jain Dbrary, the Eunka 

Valky fibrtll'Y, or other library faeilities that dil"eetly serviee }rfarket and Octavie Residents. Funds 

may be used for additional studies andfund administration as detailed in the }.farket and Oetavia 

Gommunity Improvements Progrwn Doeument. These improvements shall be consistent ·with the 

}rfarket and Oetevie Gir·ie Streets and Open Speee System as deseribed in },{ap 4 D.J_.£the }.farket and 

Oetavia Aree Plan of the General Plan, and any }Jarket and Oetavia !rnprovenients Plan. }.Joniesfrom 

· the Fund may be used by the Planning Gommission to eommission eeonomie analyses for the purpose 

of revising the fee pursuant to Seetion 421. 3(c) abo'.le, to compkte an updated nexus study to 

demonstrate the relationship between development and the nee~forpublie facilitie~ ifthis is deemed 

neeessary. 

(2) Program Administration. No portion of the Fund may be used, by way of 

loan or otherwise, to pay any administrative, general overhead, or similar expense of any 

public entity, except for the purposes of administering this fund in an amount not to exceed 5 % of 

the total annual revenue. Administration of this fund includes time and materials associated with 

processing and approving fee payments and expenditures ftom the Fund (including necessary 

hearings), reporting or in(Ormational requests related to the Fund. and coordination between public 
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1 agencies regarding determining and evaluating appropriate·expenditures of the Fundreporting 

2 requirements, facilitating the }darket ffl'ld Octavia Citiuns Advisory Committee meetings, and 

3 maintentl-l'lce of the fund. Total expenses associated with administration o.fthe fund shall not exceed the 

4 proportion calculated in Tabk 2 (above). Monies from the Fund may be used bv the Planning 

5 Commission to commission economic analyses for the purpose of revising the fee or to complete an 

6 updated nexus study to demonstrate the relationship between development and the need for public 

7 facilities ifihis is deemed necessary. All interest earned on this account shall be crediteq to the 

8 Market and Octavia Community Improvements Fund. 

9 ( c) With full participation by the Planning Department and related implementing agencies the 

10 Controlkr's Office shallfik a report with the Board <>}Supervisors in even .numberedyears, which 

11 report shall include the follo-wing ekments: (1) a description o.fthe type offee in each account or fund; 

12 (2) amount of the fee; (3) beginning and ending balffl'lce of the accounts or funds including any bond 

13 funds held by ffl'l outside trustee; (4) amount o.ffees colkcted and interest earned; (5) identification of· 

14 each public inprovement on which fees or bond.funds were expended and amount of each expenditure; 

15 (6) ffl'l identification o.fthe approximate date by which the construction of public i79'l[Jrovements will 

16 commence; (7) a description o.fffl'ly interfundtransfer or loan and the public in~provement on '1Yhich 

17 the traneferredfunds will be expended; ffl'ld (8) allocations ofunexpendedfees that are not refunded. 

18 {d) Acquisition of New Open Space. A public hearing shall be held by the Recreation and 

19 Parks Commission to elicit public comment on proposals for the acquisition of property using 

20 monies in the Fund in the Fund or through agreements for financing In-Kind Community 

21 Improvements via a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District that will ultimately be maintained 

22 by the Department of Recreation and Parks. Notice of public hearings shall be published in an 

23 official newspaper at least 20 days prior to the date of the hearing, which notice shall set forth 

24 the time, place, and purpose of the hearing. The Parks Commission may vote to recommend 

25 
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1 to the Board of Supervisors that it appropriate money from the Fund for acquisition of property 

2 for park use and for development of property acquired for park use. 

3 (de) The Planning Commission shall work vyith other City agencies and commissions, 
. . 

4 specifically the Department of Recreation and Parks, DPW, and the }Jetrapolitan San Francisco 

5 Municipal Transporta.tion Agency, to develop a proposed expenditure plan, and to develop 

6 agreements related to the administration of the improvements to existing and development of 

7 new public facilities within public rights-of-way or on any.acquired property designed for park 

8 use, using such monies as hm·e been aUocated:for thatpurpose at a hearing o.fthe Board af 

9 Supervisors. The proposed expenditure plan shall be approved by the Board o(Supervisors. 

10 (d) The Director of Planning shall have the. authority to prescribe rules and 

11 regulat.ions governing the Fund, which are consistent with this Section 421.1 et seq. The 

) Director of Planning. as the head of the Interagencv Plan Implementatton Committee (IPIC), shall 

13 make recommendations to the Board regarding allocation of funds. 

14 

15 SEC. 422.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS IN SUPPORT OF BALBOA PARK COMMUNITY 

16 IMPROVEMENTS FUND. 

17 (a) Purpose. A. }le·,y Residential and Nen Residential Uses. The Board takes legislative 

18 notice ofthe purpose of the Balboa Park Station Area Plan as articuiated in the BalboCf Park Station 

19 Area Plan ofthe San Francisco General Plan. The Balboa Park Station Area Plan is a part of the 

20 Better Neighborhoods Program that recognizes population growth is beneficial in 

21 neighborhoods well-served by transit. As such, the Balboa Park Area Plan aims to strengthen 

22 neighborhood character, the neighborhood commercial district, and transit by increasing the 

23 housing and retail capacity in the area. This project goal will also help to meet ABAG's 

24 projected demand to provide housing in the Bay Area by encouraging the construction of 

.5 higher density housing. The Balboa Park Plan Area can better accommodate this growth 
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1 because of its easy access to public transit, proximity to downtown, convenience of 

2 neighborhood shops to meet daily needs, and the availability of development opportunity 

3 sites. San Francisco's land constraints limit new housing construction to areas of the City not 

4 previously designated as residential areas, infill sites, or areas that can absorb increased 

5 density. The Balboa Park Plan Area presents an opportunity to both absorb increased density 

6 and provide infill development within easy walking distance to transit while maintaining 

7 neighborhood character. The Better }leighborhoods Program also calls for strong neighborliood 

8 commercial cores and a transit oriented neighborhood requires a full range of neighborhood ser;ing 

9 businesses. The Plan builds on existing neighborhood character and esta.blishes new standards 

1 O for amenities necessary for a transit-oriented neighborhood. 

11 In addition, the Board takes legislative notice ofthe findings made in the Balboa Park Station 

12 Area Plan that support the establishment of the Balboa Park Community Impr_ov,ements Fund. 

13 Oz) Findings. The Board of Supervisors has reviewed the San Francisco Citywide Nexus 

14 Analysis prepared byAECOM dated March 2014 ("Nexus Analysis"), and the San Francisco 

15 Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014. both on file with the 

16 Clerk ofthe Board in File No. 150149 and under Section 401A, adopts the findings and conclusions of 

17 those studies and the general and specific findings in that Section, specifically including the Recreation 

18 and Open Space Findings. Pedestrian and Streetscape Findings, Childcare Findings, and Bicycle 

19 Infrastructure Findings and incorporates those. by reference herein to support the imposition of the fees 

20 under this Section. 

21 The Board takes legislative notice ofthe findings supporting these fees in former Planning Code 

22 Section 422. l (formerly Section 331 ·et seq.) and the materials associated with Ordinance No. 61-09 in 

23 Board File No. 090181 and the Balboa Park Community Improvements Program. on file with the Clerk 

24 . ofthe Board in File No. 090179. To the extent that the Board previously adopted fees in this Area Plan 

25 that are not covered in the analysis of the [our infrastructure areas analyzed in the Nexus Analysis, 
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1 including but not limited to fees related to transit. the Board continues to rely on its prior analysis and 

2 the findings it made in suvvort ofthose fees. 

3 B. }kcdfor Public l'mpro1Jements to Accampany New Uses. The wzendmpnts to the General 

4 Plan, Pkmning Code, and Zoning }daps ihat cor7"espond to Section 422.1 et seq. vr1illpennit an 

5. increased amount o.fne',i; housing end other uses, as nated aba..,,·e. The Plenning Depertment anticipates 

6 an increese a.fat least 1, 780 new hausing units within the next 20 years, and fJJJcr 225 new jobs, es 

7 described in the Balboe Perk Station Area Plan Draft Envimnmcntcil lmpect Report and the 

8 Community Improvements Pragrmn. This new development will hevc an impect on the Pftln Area's 

9 neighborhood infrastructure. }kw development will generate needs for street irnprD'vemcnts, transit 

1 O irnpravemcnts, and community facilities end services impro1Jenwnts. As described in the Belboa Park 

11 Community !l'Jiprovements .Program, onfile with the Clerk of the Board in File }lo. 090179. The Balboa 

Parlv Station Arca Plan addresses existing deficiencies and new impacts through e comprehcnsiJJe 

13 p·ackage o,fpublic benefits described in the Balboa Park Community Irnprovements Program. This 

14 .Progrwi will enable the City and County ofSan Prencisco to provide necessary public infrestructurc 

15 to ne',y residents whiie fncrcesing neighborhood li'.lebility and investment in the district. 

16 G. Project Feasibility. Due to the high cost oflandwithin the City, it has been determined 

17 that the imposition o.frequirements andfees besed on thcfull irnpect ofnew development would be 

18 01Jerly burdensome to new development and hinder the City's policy goel o,fproviding a significant 

19 amount of new housing. Therefore, ilnpact fees have been set et a level that will not hinder this policy 

· 20 goal O',,'Crall. 

21 D. .Programmed lmpro'Vemcnts. General p'l;lblic improvements and amenities. needed to meet 

22 the needs o.fboth existing residents, es well es those needs generated by new development, have been 

23 . identified tl'trough e communityplenningprocesses. The Planning Department de'.lelopedgcneralized 

24 cost estimates, based on similar project types implemented by the City in the rele'.lant time pertod, to 

.5 provide reasonable approximates for the C'.lentual cost o.f providing necessary community 
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1 improvements to respond to identified community needs. In some cases, design work, engineering, and 

2 environmental revie·w will be required and may alter the naf'blre o.fthe improvements, as well as the sum 

3 total o.fthe cost for these i'mprovements. 

4 E. Balboa .F'ar1c Impact Pee. De-;,•elopment impact.fees are an effective. approach to mitigate 

5 impacts associated with growth in population. The proposed Balboa Park Impact Fee would be 

6 dedicated to community irnpro'.Jements in the Plan Area; directing benefits o.fthe fund to those v,;ho pay 

7 into the fund by providing the necessary infrastructure im:provements needed to serve new de-;,•elopment. 

8 The P fanning Department has cakulated the fee rate based on acceptedpro.fessional methods for the 

9 cakulation o.fsuch fees, and describedfully in the Balboa Park Community Improvements .Program, 

1 O San Francisco Planning Department, Case l'lo. 200 4.1059U onfile with the Clerk o.fthe Board in Pile 

11 Ah 090179. 

12 The proposed.fee would cover less than the full impact o.fnew development. The proposed 

13 fee only coven a portion of inipacts caused by new development and is not intended to remedy existing 

14 deficiencies. Existing deficiency costs ·will be paidfor by the public, the community, and other prbate 

15 sources as described in the Balboa Park Co~imunity Impro'r•ements .Program. Residential and non 

16 residential impact.fees are only one o.fmany revenue sources necessary to iniplement the community 

17 improvements outlined in the Plan. 

18 

19 

20 

SEC. 422.3. APPLICATION OF COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT IMPACT FEE. 

* * * * 

21 (e) Timing of Fee Payments. The Balboa Park Impact Fee is due and.payable to the 

22 Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI prior to at the time of and in no event later than issuance 

23 of the first construction document for the development project deferred to prior to issuance of 

24 the first certificate of occupancy pursuant to Section 107 A.13.3.1 of the San Francisco 

25 Building Code. 
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1 

2 

* * * * 

3 SEC. 422.5. BALBOA PARK COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND. 

4 (a) Purpose. There is hereby established a separate fund set aside for a special 

5 purpose entitled the Balboa Park Community Improvements Fund (''Fund"). All monies 

6 . collected by the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI pursuant to Section.422.3 shall be 

7 deposited in a specialthe Efund maintained by the Controller. The receipts in the Fund shall be 

8 appropriated in accordance with law through the normal budgetary process to be used sokly to fund 

9 public infrastructure and other allowable improvements community iJnprovements subject to the 

1 O conditions of this Section. 

11 (b) Use o(Funds Expendituresfrom the Fund shall be recommended by the Planning 

Commission and The Fund sh.all be administered by the Board o.fSupermorn. 

13 (1) Communitvlmprovements. All monies deposited in the Fund shall be used to 

14 design, engineer, acquire, and develop and irnprove streetspedestrian and streetscape 

15 improvements. bicycle infrastructure, transit, parks, plazas and open space, and community 

16 facilities andservices as defined in the Balbo~ Park Community Improvements Program with 

17 the Plan Area. Funds may be used for child-care facilities that are not publicly owned or 

18 · "publicly-accessible." The Fund shall be allocated in accordance with Table 422. 5 }..foniesfrom the 

19 Fund may be used by the Commission to commission economic analyses for the purpose o.frevising the 

20 fee pursuant to Section 422.3 abo-ve. 

21 Table 422.5 

22 BREAKDOWN OF USE OF BALBOA PARK COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS 

23 FEE/FUND BY IMPROVEMENT TYPE 

24 

.5 

Improvement Type 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Develoe_ment 

Complete Streets: Pedestrian 38% 38% 

and Streetscape Improvements, 

Bicycle Improvements 

Transit 12% 12% 

Recreation and Open Space 30% 30% 
' 

Childcare 15% 15% 

Program Administration 5% 5% 

(2) Program Administration. Funds may be usedfor administration and accounting 

o.ffund assets and:for fees related to legal challenges related to such fees. Administration o.fthis fund 

includes time and materials associated with reporting requirements and maintenance C>fthe fund. No 

portion o(the Fund may be used, by way of!oa_n or otherwise, to pay any administrative, general 

overhead, or similar expense of any public entity. except (or the purposes of administering this fimd in 

an amount not to exceed 5% of the total annual revenue. Administration oft his fund includes 

maintenance o[_the fynd, time and materials associated with processing and agproving f§e payments 

and expenditures -from the Fund (including necessary hearings), reporting or informational requests 

related to the Fund, and coordination between public agencies regarding determining and evaluation 

aJ2.proQriate expenditures o[_the Fund Monies fI_om the Fund mf!J!_ be used by the Planning Commission 

to commission economic analyses (or the purpose ofrevising the fee, or to complete an updated nexus 

study to demonstrate the relationship between development and the need (or public facilities if this is 

deemed necessary. All interest earned on this account shall be credited to the Balboa Park 

Community Improvements Fund. 

(c) Funds shall be deposited into specific accounts according to the iniproYement type for 

which they lYere collected. Pundsfrom a specific account may be assigned to a d:&+fcrent improvement ' 
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1 type, pr01Jidedsaid account orfund is reimbursed o-;Jer aftw year period offee collection. Funds shall 

2 be allocated to accounts by improvement type as described below in Tshle m. 1 and as supported by 

3 the Balboa Park Community !rnprovements Program Nex'btS Study, San Francisco Planning 

4 Department, Case l'lo. 200 4.1059U, monitored according to the Balboa Park Afonitoring Program 

5 described in Administrative Code Chapter 10. 

6 TABLE 422.1 

7 BREAKDOWN OF BALBOA PARK CQ},,{},f[JNJTYJ},1PROVE}JE_,_ws FEE(4'UND BY 

8 LVPROVE}JEZ'·!T TYPE 

9 

10 

11 

13 

14 

15 

16 

l-n'lpr-o-vement 'Pype 

Streets 

Transit 

Parks, Plauts, (}pen Space 

Cemmunity·facilities and 

r ... - -·-·-. ......... //11-l --· 
JLd t'.,...,,-..,, •. n......, ·-

Fee 2'4lleeation % 

-3-8% 

.JJ-% 

-U}% 

.J1J% 

17 (d) With full participation by the Department and relafed implementing agencies, the 

18 Controller's Office shtilf.file a report with the Board o.fSuper,;isor~ in even numben;dyears, which 

19 reports-hall include the following ekments: (1) a description ofthe type o.ffee in each account or fund; 

20 (2) beginning and ending balance o.fthe accounts or funds including any bond.funds held by an outside 

21 tr'btStee; (3) amount o.f'fees collected and interest earned; (4) identification ofeachpubJic improvement 

22 on which fees or bondfunds were expended and amount of each expenditure; (5) an identification of· 

23 the approximate date by which the construction of public improvements ·will commence; (6) a 

24 descr-iption o.fany inter :fund transfer or loan and the public irnproi>'ement on which the transferred 
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1 funds will be expended; and (7) amount &/refunds made and any €lllocations &junexpendedfees that 

2 are not refunded 

3 (ed) Acquisition o(New Open Space. A public hearing shall be held by the Recreation 

4 . and Parks Commission to elicit public comment on proposals for the acquisition of property 

5 using monies in the Fund that will ultimately be maintained by the Department of Recreation 

6 and Parks. Notice of public hearings shall be published in an official newspaper at least 20 

7 days prior to the date of the hearing, which notice shall set forth the time, place,· and purpose 

8 of the hearing. The Parks Commission may vote to recommend to the Board of Supervisors 

g that it appropriate money from the Fund for acquisition and development of property acquired 

1 O for park use. 

11 (d) The Planninr:Department shall workwith other City agencies and commissions The 

12 Commission sh6lll work with other City 6lgencies and commissions, specifically the Department of 

13 Recreation and Parks, DPW and MTA,_ to develop a proposed expenditure plan and to develop 

14 agreements related to the administration of the improvements to existing public facilities and 

15 development of new public facilities within public rights-of-way or on any acquired public 

16 property. The proposed expenditure plan shall be approved bv the Board o[Supervisorsusing such· 

17 monies 6lS have been 6llloc6lted.for th6ltpurpose at a lwaring ofthe Board ofSupervisors. 

18 (jg) The Director of Planning shall have the authority to prescribe rules and regulations 

19 governing the Fund, which are consistent with this Section 422 et seq. The Director of Planning, as the 

20 head o[The Pfanning Commission, based onfindingsfrom the Inter-Agency Plan Implementation 

21 Committee (IPIC), shall make recommen.dations to the Board regarding allocation of funds. 

22 

23 SEC. 423.1. PURPOSE AND FINDINGS SUPPORTING EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS 

24 IMPACT FEES AND COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS FUND. 

25 
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1 (a) Purpose. (1) New Housing and Other Land Uses. &in Francisco, is experiencing a 

2 severe shortage o.fhousing available to people at all income levels. In addition, San Francisco has an 

3 ongoing affoniable housing crisis. }.!any future San Francisco workers will be earning below 80% of 

4 the area's median income, and even those earning moderate or middle incomes, abow the City's . 

5 median, are likely to need assistance to continue to Uve in San Francisco. In 2007, the median income 

6 for a family of four in the city was about $86, 000. Yet median home prices suggest that nearly twice 

7 that income is needed to be able to a dwelling suitable for a fmnily that size. Only an estimated 10% of' 

8 households in the City can afford a median priced home. 

9 · (2) The Association of'Bay Area Governments' ?4BAG) Regional Housing }\T.eeds 

1 0 Determination (RHND) forecasts that San Francisco mustpr-oduce over 31, 000 new units in the next 

11 five years, or O'.'er 6, 000 new units o.fhousing annually, to meet projected needs. At least 60%, or over 

) 18, 000, ofthese new units should be available to households ofvery Zo-w, Zow, and moderate incomes. 

13 With land in short supply in the City, it is increasingly clear that the City's formerly industrial areas 

14 offer a critical source of land where this great needfor housing, particularly affordable housing, can 

15 be partially addressed 

16 (3) The Board takes legislative notice of the purpose of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area 

17 Plan as articulated in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan. San 

18 Francisco's Housing Element establishes the Eastern Neighborhoods as a target area for 
' 

19 development of new housing to meet San Francisco's identified housing targets. The release 

20 of some of the area's formerly industrial lands, no longer needed to meet current industrial or 

21 PDRneeds, offer an opportunity to achieve higher affordability, and meet a gre.ater range of 

22 need. The Mission, Showplace Square - Potrero Hill, East SoMa, Western SoMa and Central 

23 Waterfront Area Plans of the General Plan (Eastern Neighborhoods Plans) thereby call for 

24 creation of new zoning intended specifically to meet San Francisco's housing needs, through 

_5 higher affordability requirements and through greater flexibility in the way·those requirements 
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1 can be met, as described in Section 419. To support this new housing, other land uses, 

2 including PDR businesses, retail, office and other workplace uses will also grow in the Eastern 

3 Neighborhoods. 

· 4 M (1) }leed:fer Public Impre·;ements to Accompany New Uses. The amendments ta the 

5 General Plan, Planning Code, and Zoning }rfaps that correspond to Section 123. let seq. will permit an 

6 increased amount ofnew housing and other uses, as noted above. The Planning Department anticipates 

7 an increase ofat kast 7,365 new housing unitsydthin the next 20years, and over 13,000 newjobs, as 

8 · estimated under Option B o.fthe Eastem }leighborhoods Draft Environmental Impact Report. This 

9 new development will have an extraordinary impact on the Plan Area's already deficient 

1 O neighborhood infrastructure. New development will generate needs for a significant amount of 

11 public open space and recreational facilities; transit and transportation, including streetscape 

12 and public realm improvements; community facilities and services, including library materials 

13 and-child-care; and other amenities, as described in the Eastern Neighborhoods Community 

14 Improvements Public Benefits Program, on file with the Clerk of the Board in File No. 081155. 

15 (2) The Eastern }leighbor1zoods Arca Plans addresses existing deficiencies and new 

16 impacts, through tl comprehensive pt1ckage af public benefits described in the Eastern l'leighborhoods 

17 Public Benefits Program. This :Program will enabk ihe City and County ofSan Francisco to provide 

18 neccsst1rypublic infrastructure to new residents whik increasing neighborhood livability and 

19 in'.·estnzent in the district. 

20 (c) (1) Requirements for },bv Development To Contribute Towtlrds Plan Objectives. A key 

21 policy goal of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans is to provide a significant amount of new 

22 · housing affordable to low, moderate and middle income families and individuals, along with 

23 "complete neighborhoods" that provide appropriate amenities for these new residents. The 

24 Plans obligate all new development within the Eastern Neighborhoods to contribute towards 

25 
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1 these goals, by providing a contribution towards affordable housing heeds and by paying an 

2 Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee. 

3 {Q) Findings. The Board o(Supervisors has reviewed the San Francisco Citywide Nexus· 

4 Analvsis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014 ("Nexus Analysis"), and the Sari.Francisco 

5 Infrastructure Level o(Service Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014, both on file with the 

6 Clerk o(the Board in File No. 150149 and, under Section 401A, adopts the findings and conclusions of 

7 . those studies and the general and specific findings in that Section,· specifically including the Recreation 

8 and Open Space Findings, Pedestrian and Streetscape Findings, Childcare Findings, and Bicycle 

9 Infrastructure Findings and incorporates those by reference herein to support the imposition ofthe fees 

1 0 under this Section. 

11 The Board takes legislative notice o(the findings supporting these fees in former Planning Code 

2. Section 423.1 (formerly Section 327 et seq.) and the materials associated with Ordinance No. 298-08 in 

13 Board File No. 081153. To the extent that the Board previously adopted fees in this Area Plan that are 

14 not covered in the analysis ofthe four infrastructure areas analyzed in the Nexus Analysis, including 

15 but not limited to fees related to transit, the Board continues to rely on its prior analysis and the 

16 findings it made in support ofthose fees. (2) However, due to the high cost ofkmd within the City, 

17 it has been determined that the irnposition ofrequirements and.fees based on the full impact o.fnew 

18 devdopmeni ·would be overly burdensome to ne'1Y dev·elopment, and hinder the City1s policy goal of 

19 providing a significant tlfl'lount ofne·w housing. Therefore, fee rates have been set at a lc"vel that ·will 

2 0 not hinder this policy goal <JWJrall. The Plans Structure requirements andfees by tiers to ensure 

21 feasibility. 

22 (d) Programmed .frnprovements. General public improvements and amenities needed to meet 

23 the needs ofboth existing residents, as well as those needs generated by new devel-opment, have been 

24 identified through the communityplanningprocesses of the Area Plans. In the 1\1ission, ShorYplace 

LS Square, Potrero Hill, Eastern SoMa and Central W~terfrontAreas, these general public improvements 
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1 and mnenities were based on the standards based analysis contained in the Eastern }leighborhoods 

2 }leedsAssessment, San Francisco Planning Department, Case }lo. 2004.0160UUonfile with the Clerk 

3 ofthe Bo_ard in File }lo. 081155, and on community input during the Plan adoption process. The 

4 Planning Department developed generalized cost estimates, based on similar praject types 

5 implemented by the City in the rele'r'tlflt time period, to pro•·ide reasonable approximates for the 

6 eventual cost o.f providing necessary Public Benefits in the Plan Areas (information on these cost 

7 ·estimates is located in the Eastern }!eighborhoods and Western So}Ja Public Benefits P06ogrgni 

8 Documents). Howe-.,,•er specific public improvements are still under development and will be further 

9 clarified through interdepartmental efforts with ifljJutfrom the !nteragency Plan Implementation 

1 O Committee, the Citizens Advisory Committee, and other stcikeholders. Specific project identification, 

11 design work, engineering, and environmental review ·will still be required and may alter the nature of· 

12 the impravements, as well as the sum total o.fthe cost for these improvements. 

13 (e) (1) Eastern }leighborhoods Inwact F'ec. Development impact fees are an ejfccti'.Je 

14 approach to mitigate inwacts associated with grawth in population. The proposed Eastern 

15 }leighborhoods Impact .F'ee would be dedicated to infrastructure improvements in the-Plan Area, . 

16 directing benefits o,fthe fund clearly io those who pay into the fend, byprov·iding necessary 

17 injr-astructure inwrovements and housing needed to serve new development. The net increases in 

18 individualproper4y values in these areas due to the enhanced neighborh.aod amenitiesfinanced 1t•ith 

19 the proceeds of the fee are expected to exceed the payments o.ffees by project sponsors. 

20 (2) The fee r-ate has been calculated by the Planning Department based on accepted 

21 professional methods for the calculation e.fsuch fees, and describedfully in the Eastern }!eighborhoods 

22 and W~stern So}Ja }•!exus Studies, San Francisco Planning Department, Case No. 2004. 0160UU and 

23 2008. 0877 onfile vr1ith the Clerk o.fthe Board in File No. 081155 for the }.fission, Showplace Square, 

24 Potrero Hill, East So}da and Central W.:1terfrontAreas, and Pile }lo. 130002 for the Western So}.1a 

25 
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1 Plan Area. The Eastern }leighborhoads and PVcstern So}Ja Publi~ Benefits P1"ogram Dacument 

2 contains a full discussian of irnpactf'ee ratian(flle. 

3 (3) the proposedfee would co-ver less than the full nexus as calculated by the Eastern 

4 }kighborhoods Nexus Studies. The pmposedfees only co-wr irnpacts caused by new de...,•eJopment and 

5 arc not intended to remedy existing deficiencies. Those costs will bepaidfor by public, commW'lity, and 

6 other private sources as described in the Eastern }·kighborhoods Public Benefits Program. Residential 

7 and non residential inrpact fees are anly one o.fmany revenue saurces necessary to create the 

8 "conrplete neighborhoods" that ·will provide apprapriatc amenities for residents o.f the Eastern 

9 }kighborhoods. 

10 

11 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

SEC. 423.3. APPLICATION OF EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS INFRASTRUCTURE 

IMPACT FEE. 

* * * * 

(e) Timing of Fee Payments. The Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee is 

due arid payable to the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI prior to at the time of and in no 

event later than issuance of the first construction document, with an option for the project 

sponsor to defer payment to prior to issuance pf the first certificate of occupancy upon 

agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge that would be paid into the appropriate fund in 

accordance with Section 107 A.13.3 of the San Francisco Building Code. 

* * * * 

22 SEC. 423.5. THE EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENTS 

23 PUBLIC BENEFITS FUND. 

24 (a) Purpose. There is hereby established a separate fund set aside.for a special 

.5 purpose entitled the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Improvements Public Benefits Fund 
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1 ("Fund"). All monies collected bythe Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI pursuant to 

2 Section 423.3(e) shall be deposited in a special the Ffund maintained by the Controller. The 

3 receipts in the Fund shall be appropriated in accordance with the normal budgetaryprocess te-he 

4 used solely to fund Community ImprovementsPublic Benefits subject to the conditions of this 

5 Section. Monies collected by the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI pursuant to 423.3 shall be 

6 deposited as follows: 

7 O> For projects located in any zoning districts in the Eastern Neighborhoods 

8 Program Area, excluding Designated Affordable Housing Zones, DB_I shall deposit 100% ofthe funds 
, 

9. in the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Improvements Fund maintained by the Controller. 

10 (2) For projects located in Designated Affordable Housing Zones. DBI shall deposit 

11 25% of the funds in the Eastern Neighborhoods Community Improvement Fund and 75% in the 

12 Citywide Affordable Housing Fund, but the funds shall be separately accounted (Or and expended as 

13 provided in this Section. 

14 (b) Use of Funds. The fund shall be Expendituresfrom the Fund shall be recommended by 

15 the Planning Commission, and administered by the Board of Supervisors. 

16 (1) All monies deposited in the Fund or credited against Fund obligations shall 

17 be used to design, engineer, acquire, improve, and develop and improve public open space and 

18 recreational facilities; transit, streetscape and public realm improvements; and community 

19 facilities including childcare facilities. and library materials, .as defined in the Eastern }leighborhoods 

20 and Western So}da Nexus Studies; or housingpreservation and development within the Eastern 

21 · }feighborhoodsPlanArea. Funds may be used for child-care facilities that are not publicly 

22 owned or !!publicly-accessible." Funds generated.for 'library resources' should be usedfor materials 

23 in branches that directly ser.:ice Eastern }leighborhoods residents. Afoniesfrom the Fund may be used 

24 by the Plcinning Commission to c·ommission economic analyses for the purpose ofrevising the fee, 

25 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

) 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

5 

and/or to compkte an updated nexus study to demonstrate the relationship between development and 

the needfor public facilities if this is deemed necessary. 

(A) Funds collected from all zoning districts in the Eastern Neighborhoods 

Program Area, excluding Design.ated Affordable Housing Zones shall be allocated to accounts by 

·improvement type according to Table 423.5. 

{B) Funds collected in Designated Affordable Housing Zones {Mission NCT 

and MUR, as defined in Section 401 ), shall be allocated to accounts by improvement type as described 

in Table 423.5A. 

Table423.5 

BREAKDOWN OF USE OF EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS COMMUNITY 

IMPROVEMENTS FEE/FUND 

BY IMPROVEMENT TYPE* 

Improvement Type · Dollars Received From Dollars Received From Non-

Residential Development Residential/Commercial 

Development 

' 

Complete Streets: Pedestrian 31% 34% 

and Streetscape Improvements, 

BicY._cle Facilities 

Transit 10% 53% 

Recreation and Open S12.ace 47.5% 6% 

Childcare 6.5% 2% 

Progr_am Administration 5% 5% 

*Does not apply to Design.atedAffordable Housing Zones. which are addressed in Table 423.5A 

Table 423.SA 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

BREAKDOWN OF USE OF EASTERN NEIGHBORHOODS PUBLIC BENEFIT 

FEE/FUND 

BY IMPROVEMENT TYPE FOR DESIGNATED AFFORDABLE HOUSING ZONES 

Ime.rovement Tvoe Dollars Received From Dollars Received From Non-

Residential Development Residential /Commercial 

Develoe.ment 

Affordable Housingpreservation 75% n/a 

and development 

Open space and recreation 10% 6% 

Transit 6% 85% 

Pedestrian and Streetscape 4% 4% 

lmp_rovements 

Program administration .5% 5% 

_(2) Program Administration. No portion of the Fund may be used, by way ofloan or 

otherwise. to pay any administrative, general overhead, or similar expense of any public entity, except 

_(pr the purf2oses o[administering this (_und in an amount not to exceed 5% o[the total annual revenue. 

Administration oUhis [ul'!-d includes' maintenance o[the (Und, time and materials associated with 

processing and apv._roving fee payments and expenditures from the Fund (including necessary 

hearings), reporting or in(prmational requests related to the Fund, and coordination between public 

agencies regarding determining and evaluation appropriate expenditures of the Fund Monies from the 

Fund may be used by the Planning Commission to commission economic analyses (pr the purpose of 

revising the fee. or to complete a nexus study to demonstrate or update the relationship between 

development and the need (pr public [acilities, or to commission landscape, architectural or other I 
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1 · planning. design and engineering services in support ofthe proposed public improvement. Funds may 

2 be usedfor administration and acco1:fnting o.ffund assets, for additional studies as detaikd in the 

3 Eastern l'leighborJwods Public Benefits Program Document, and to defend the Community 

4 Stabilization fee against kgal challenge, including the kgril costs and CJttorney 'sfees incurred in the 

5 defense. Administration o.fthis fund includes time and materials associated·with reporting 

6 requirements, facilitating the Eastern }leighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee meetings, and 

7 maintenance ofthe fund. All interest earned on this account shall be _credited to·the Eastern 

8 Neighborhoods Community Improvements Public Benefits Fund. 

9 ( c) Funds shall be deposited into specific accounts according to the improvement type fer 

· 10 which they were collected. Fundsfrom a specific .account may be used towards a different impro-,;ement 

11 type, provided said account or fund is reimbursed over afive year period of fee eolketion. Funds shall 

be allocated to accounts by improvement type as described below: 

13 (1) Funds collected from all zoning districts in the Eastern Neighborhoods 

14 Program Area, excluding Designated Affordable Housing Zones shall be allocated to accounts 

15 by improvement type according to Table 423.5. Funds collected from MUR Zoning Districts 
. . 

16 outside oft he boundaries of either the East Soma or Western Soma Area Plans shall be allocated to 

17 accounts by improvement type according to Table 423.5. 

18 (2) Funds collected in designated affordable housing zones (Mission NCT and 

19 MUR Use Districts within the boundaries of either the East SoMa or Western SoMa Area Plans (as 

20 defined in 401)2, shall be allocated to accounts by improvement type as described in Table 

21 423.5A. The revenue devoted to affordable housingpreser;ration and development shall b~ deposited 

22 into a specific amount to be held by the },/ayor's Office of1lnusing.For fimds allocated to affordable 

23 housing. MOH shall expend the funds as follows: 

24 

.5 
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1 (A) All funds collected from projects in the Mission NCT that are 

2 earmarked/er affordable housingpreservation and de7elopment shall be expended on housing 

3 programs and projects within the Mission Area Plan boundaries. 

4 (B) All funds collect~d from projects in the MUR Use Districts within the 

5 boundaries of either the East So Ma or Western So Ma Area Plans that are earmarked/er affordable 

6 housingpresenation and development shall be expended on housing programs and proj~cts shttll 

7 be expended within the boundaries of 5th to 1 oth Streets/Howard to Harrison Streets. 

8 (C) Collectively, the first $10 million in housing fees collected between 

9 the two Designated Affordable Housing Zones shall be utilized for the acquisitio11 and 

10 rehabilitation of. existing housing. 

11 ($) All funds are SU]}]JOrted bv the Eastern }leighborhoods and w~stern Solla }fex:us 

12 Studies. San Francisco Planning Department; Case }lo. 2004.0160 and2008 0877; and monitored 

13 according to the Eastern }leighborhoods Area Plans }Jcmitoring P7ogram required by the 

14 Administrati-ve Code Section 1 OE and detailed by separate resolution. 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

TABLE 423.5 

BREAKDOWN OFEASTE.llV. NEIGHBOPJIOODSPUBb!C BENEFITFEE1FUND 

BYIMPROVEME1'1T TYPE* 

Impro7ement 'fype Residential }[on residential 

Open space and recreational facilities 50% 7% 

Transit; streetseape and public realm imwo-vements 42% 90% 

Community facilities (child care and library materials) 8% 3% 
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1 *Does not app[v ta Designated2fffordable Housing Zones; which are addressed in Table 

2 423.SA. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

TABLE 423.5A 

BREAKDOWN OF EASTERN 1'1EIGHBORHOODSPUBUC BENEFITFEE/.l4JND 

BYIJ.JPROVE}.fE}lT TYPE .F'OR DES!G}IATED AF.r201WABLE HOUSING ZOI'lES 

lmpro•·ement Type Residential }lon residential 

4ffordabk housing preservation and development 75% · nla 

Open space and recreational facilities. 13% 7% 

Transit str-eetscape andpublic realm improJJements 10% 90% 

Community facilities (child care and library materials) 2% 3% 

(d) The Planning Department shall work with other City agencies and commisions, 

13 specifically the Department of Recreation and Parks, DPW and MTA to develop a proposed 

14 expenditure plan, and to develov agreements related to the administration of the imwovements to 

15 existingpublic facilities and development of new public facilities within public rights-of-way or on any 

16 acquired public property. The proposed expenditure plan shall be approved by the Board of 

17 Suver"Visors 

18 With full participation by the Planning Department and related impkmenting agencies, the 

19 Controller's Office shal+fik a report ·with the Board ofSupervisors in even nurnberedyears, which 

20 · report shall include the following elements: (1) a description o.fthe type of/ee in each account or fund; 

21 (2) amount o.f fec collected; (3) beginning and ending balance ofthe accounts or fwids .including any 

22 bondfunds held by an outside trustee; (4) amount o.ffces collected and interest earned; (5) 

23 identification o.feach public improvement on 'rt'hich fees or bondfunds ·were expended and amount of 

24 each expenditur-e; (6) an identification ofthe approximate date by which the construction of public 

.::.5 improvements will commence; (7) a description of any interfund transfer or loan and the public 
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1 impro-vement on which the trans-ferredfunds will be expended; and (8) amount ofrefunds made and any 

2 allocations ofunexpendedfees that are not refunded. 

3 (e) Acquisition ofNew Open Space. A public hearing shall be held by the Recreation 

4 and Parks Commissions to elicit public comment on proposals for the acquisition of property 

5 using monies in the Fund that will ultimately be maintained by the Department ~f Recreation 

6 and Parks. Notice of public hearings shall be published in an official newspaper at least 20 

7 days prior to the date of the hearing, which notice shall set forth the time, place, and purpose. 

8 of the hearing. The Parks Commissions may vote to recommend to the Board of Supervisors 

9 that it appropriate money from the Fund for acquisition and development of property acquired 

1 O for park use. 

11 (/) The Planning Commission shall work ·,vith other City agencies and commissions, 

12 specifically the Department o.fRecreation and Parks, DPW; and the }.1TA, to develop agreements 

13 related to the administration o.fthe hnpro-vements to existingpublic facilities and development o.fnew 

14 public facilities within public rights of way or on any acquiredpublic property, using such monies as 

15 have been allocated.for that purpose at a hearing of the Board of Supervisors. 

16 (tg) The Planning Cornmission,. based onfindingsfrom the !nteragency Planning & 

17 !Jnpkmentation Committee (IP JC), shall make recommendations to the Board regarding allocation of 

19 (h) Within 60 days of receiving the Eastern Neighborhoods Capital Expenditure 

20 Eval1:-1ation Report as specified in Administrative Code Section 1 OE.2(c), the Office of the 

21 Controller shall assess whether funds collected from the ·Eastern Neighborhoods Community 

22 Improvement Impact Fee are being effectively utilized for capital projects serving the Eastern 

23 Neighborhoods, and whether such projects are successfully advancing towards 

24 implementation, as set forth in the abovementioned Section. Ba,sed on this assessment, the 

25 following shall occur: 
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1 ill (At If the Controller determines that the funds have been effectively utilized as 

2 set forth in Section 1 OE.2( c) of the Administrative Code, the Controller shall issue an 

3 affirmative finding to the Board of Supervisors and the Planning Commission certifying that 

4 the intent of this aforementioned Section is being met. No further Controller action is 

5 necessary for purposes of this Subsection. 

6 ill {Bf. If the Controller fails to issue the certification described in Subsection 

7 (hjJ(lA) above or if the Controller determine~ that the fees are not being effectively utilized as 

8 set forth in Administrative Code Section 10E.2(c) and notifies the Board of Supervisors and 

9 Planning Commission of this determination, then the following shall occur: 

1 O {i) (A) Any project specified below within the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan 

11 that has notalready received final and effective approvals from the Planning Department, 

1 Zoning Administrator, and/or the Planning Commission, shall require a conditional use 

13 authorization, in addition to any other approvals necessary under the Planning Code: 

14 (j)_ {aflf- Residential projects containing more than 10 new units that have 

15 not received issuance of their first site or building permit; or 

16 (jj)flihf Non..:residential projects containing a net new addition or new 

17 construction of 10,000 square feet or more that have not received issuance of their first site or 

18 building permit. 

19 ill {Gt Elimination of interim conditional use requirement. 

20 (4.t) At any time after the Controller has determined that Eastern Neighborhood 

21 impact fees are not being effectively utilized as set forth in Section 423.S(th)(BJ) above, or 

22 fails to certify that they are being effectively utilized as set forth in Section 423.5(th)(Al), the 

23 Planning Department may provide the Controller with a newly updated.or revised Eastern 

24 Neighborhoods Capital Expenditure Evaluation Report . 

.::::5 
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1 {Jl#) Within 60 days of receiving an updated or revised Report, the Office of the 

2 Controller shall determine whether funds collected from the Eastern Neighborhoods 

3 Community Improvement Public Benefit Fee are being effectively utilized for capital projects 

4 serving the Eastern Neighborhoods consistent with the intent of the Section 1 OE.2(c) of the 

5 Administrative Code. 

6 (Ci#) If, on the basis of a new, updated,_ or revised Eastern Neighborhoods 

7 Capital Expenditure Evaluation Report, the Controller determines that the development impact 

8 fees collected to date are being effectively utilized as set forth in Section 423.5{th){LA) above, 

g any projects within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area that required a conditional use 

1 o authorization on an interim basis as set forth in Section 423.5(.th)(JB) shall no longer require 

11 such conditional use authorization unless the underlying use requires conditional use 

12 authorization independent~ o,fthe requirements set forth in Section 423.5(f)(2)(i)(B). 

13 

14 SEC. 424.1. FINDINGS SUPPORTING THE VAN NESS AND MARKET AFFORDABLE 

15 HOUSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD INFRASTRUCTURE FEE AND PROGRAM. 

16 :A:-.(gl Affordable Housing. The Van Ness and Market Residential Special use District 

17 .CSUD -2.enables the creation of a very dense residential neighborhood thr.ough significant 

18 increases in development potential. This increase in development potential permits an 

19 increase in market rate housing development. As described in Section 415.1, affordable 

20 housing is a priority for San Francisco and additional demand for affordable housing is closely 

21 correlated to the development of new market rate housing. At the direction of the Board of 

22 Supervisors and as part of a larger analysis of development impact fees in the City, the City 

23 contracted with Keyser Marston Associates to prepare a nexus analysis in support of the 

24 lnclusionary Housing Program, or an analysis of the impact of development of market rate 

25 housing on affordable housing supply and demand. 
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1 The City's lnclusionary Housing Program including the in-lieu fee provision which is 

2 offered as an alternative to building units within market rate projects, is not subject to the 

3 requirements of t~e Mitigation Fee Act, Government Code Sections 66000 et seq. 

4 Notwithstanding this policy, as an additional support measure, the City prepared a nexus 

5 study consistent with the Mitigation Fee Act to determine whether the lnclusionary Affordable· 

6 Housing Program was supported by such analysis. The final nexus study can be found in the 

7 Board of Supervisors File and is incorporated by reference herein. The Board of Supervisor? 

8 has reviewed the study and the Department's analysis and report of the study and, on that 

9 basis finds that the nexus study supports the current lnclusionary Affordable Housing Program 

1 O requirements as specified in this Section 424.1 et seq. combined with this Affordable Housing 

11 Floor Area Ratio "(FAR") Bonus Program. Specifically, the Board finds that the nexus study: 

1 identifies the purpose· of the fee to mitigate impacts on th~ demand for affordable housing in 

13 the City; identifies the use to which the fee is to be put as being to increase the City's 

14 affordable housing supply; and establishes a reasonable relationship between the use of the 

15 fee for affordable housin·g and the need for affordable housing and the constn~ction of new 

16 market rate housing. Moreover, the Board finds that the current inclusionary requirements 

17 combined.with the Affordable Housin.g FAR Bonus Program are less than the cost of 

18 mitigation and do not include the costs of remedying any existing deficiencies. The Board also 

19 finds that the study establishes that the current inclusionary requirements combined with the 

20 Affordable Housing FAR Bonus Program do not duplicate other City requirements or fees. 

21 Moreover, according to the stu~y undertaken by Seifel Consulting at.the direction of 

22 the Planning Department, increased development potential in the Van Ness and Market 

23 Downtown Residential Special Use district through the increased FAR allowance enables an 

24 . increased contribution to the Citywide Affordable Housing Fund without discouraging the 

-'5 
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1 development of riew market rate housing. A copy of said study is on file with the Clerk of the 

2 Board of Supervisors. 

3 &@_ Neighborhood Infrastructure. The Van Ness & Market Residential SUD 

4 enables the creation of a very dense residential neighborhood in an area built for back-office 

5 and industrial uses. Projects that seek the FAR bonus above the maximum cap would 

6 introduce a very high localized density in an area generally devoid of necessary public 

7 infrastructure and amenities, as described in the Market &and Octavia Area Plan. While 

8 envisioned in the Plan, such projects would create localized levels of demand for open space, 

g streetscape improvements, community facilities and public transit above and beyond the levels 

1 o both existing in the area today and funded by the Market &and Octavia Community 

11 Improvements Fee. Such projects also.entail construction of relatively taller or bulkier 

12 structures in a concentrated area, increasing the need for offsetting open space for relief from 1 

13 the physical presence of larger buildings. Additionally, the FAR bonus provisions herein are 

14 intended to provide an economic incentive for project sponsors to provide public infrastructure 

15 and amenities that improve the quality of life in the area. The bonus allowance is calibrated 

16 based on the cost of responding to the intensified demand for public infrastructure generated 

17 by increased densities available through the FAR density bonus program. 

18 The Board o(Supenisors has reviewed the San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analvsis prepared by 

19 AECOM dated March 2014 ("Nexus Analysis"), and the San Francisco Infrastructure Level o(Senice 

20 Analysis prepared by AECOM dated March 2014, both on file with the Clerk ofthe Board in File No. 

21 150149 and under Section 401A, adopts the findings and conclusions ofthose studies and the general 

22 and specific findings in that Section, specifically including the Recreation and Open Space Findings. 

23 Pedestrian and Streetscape Findings, Childcare Findings. and Bicycle Infrastructure Findings and 

24 incorporates those by reference herein to support the imposition o[the fees under this Section. 

25 
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1 The Board references the findings supporting these fees in former Planning Code Section 424 et 

2 seq. (formerly Section 249.33) and the materials associated with Ordinance No. 72-08 in Board File 

3 No. 071157. To the extent that the Board previously adopted fees in this Area Plan that are not 

4 covered in the analysis of the 4 inftastructure areas analyzed in the Nexus Analvsis. including but not 

5 limited to fees related to transit, the Board continues to rely qn its prior analysis and the findings it 

6 made in support ofthose fees. 

? t;;.{f)_ Public Improvements. The public improvements acceptable in exchange for 

8 granting the FAR bonus, and that would be necessary to serve the additional population 

· 9 created by the increased density, are listed below. All public improvements shall be consistent 

1 O with the Market &and Octavia Area Plan. 

11 (1) Open Space Acquisition and Improvement: Brady Park (as described in 

1 the Market &and Octavia Area Plan), or other open space of comparable size and 

13 performance. Open space shall be dedicated for public ownership or permanent easement for 

14 unfettered public access and improved for public use, including landscaping, seating, lighting, 

15 and other amenities. 

16 (2) Complete Streets: Streetscape and Pedestrian Improvements: Pedestrian and 

17 Streetscape improvements and Bicycle Jnftastructure within the Special Use District as 

18 described in the Market and& Octavia Area Plan, including Van Ness and South Van Ness 

19 Avenues, Gough, Mission, Mccoppin, Otis, Oak, Fell, 11th and 12th Streets, along with 

20 adjacent alleys. Improvements include sidewalk widening, landscaping and trees, lighting, 

21 seating and other.street furniture (e.g ... newsracks, kiosks, bicycle racks), signage, transit stop 

22 and subway station enhancements (e.g ... shelters, signage, boarding platforms), roadway and. 

23 sidewalk paving, and public art. 

24 (3) Affordable Housing. The type of affordable housing needed. in San 

.5 Francisco is documented in the City's Consolidated Plan and the Residence Element of the. 
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1 General Plan. New affordable rental housing and ownership housing affordable to households 

2 earning less than the median income is greatly needed in San Francisco. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

SEC. 424.3. APPLICATION OF VAN NESS AND MARKET AFFORDABLE 

HOUSING AND NEIGHBORHOOD INFRASTRUCTURE FEE AND PROGRAM. 

(a) Application. Section 424.1 et seq. shall apply to any development project located 

in the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District, as established in 

Section 249.33 of this Code. The Fee is due and payable to the Development Fee Collection Unit at 

DBI at the time of and in no event later than issuance of the first construction document. with an option 

for the project sponsor to defer payment to prior to issuance o(the first certificate of occupancy upon 

agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge that would be paid into the appropriate fund in accordance with 

Section 107A.13.3 o[the San Francisco Building Code. 

* * * * 

15 SEC. 424.5. VAN NESS AND MARKET DOWNTOWN RESIDENTIAL SPECIAL USE 

16 DISTRICT INFRASTRUCTURE FUND. 

17 (a) Purpose. There is hereby established a separate fund set aside for a special 

1 ~ purpose entitled the Van Ness and Market Neighborhood Infrastructure Fund ("Fund"). That 

19 · portion of gross floor area SLJbject to the $15.00 per gross square foot fee referenced in 

20 Section 424.3(b)(ii) above shall be deposited into the Van Ness and Market Neighborhood 

21 Infrastructure Fund deposited in the Fund, ·wliieh shflll be maintained by the Controller. The 

22 receipts of the Fund are hereby appropriated in accordance with law through the normal 

23 budgetary process to fund public infrastructure and other allowable improvements subject to the 

24 conditions oft his Section. to be used solely to fundpublic infrastructure subject to the following 

25 conditions: 
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1 Table 424.SA. Breakdown of Use o[Market and Octavia Community Improvement Fee by 

2 Infrastructure Type. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Improvement Type Dollars Received From Dollars Received From Non-

Complete Streets: Pedestrian 

7 and Streetscape Improvements, 

8 Bicvcle Facilities 

9 

10 

11 

13 

Transit 

Recreation and Open Space 

Childcare 

Program Administration 

Residential Development Residential 

22% 45% 

21% 20% 

8%. . Not applicable 

5% 5% 

14 (1) Infrastructure. All monies deposited in the Fund, plus accrued interest, .shall 

15 be used solely to design, engineer, acquireL and develop neighborhood recreation and open 

16 spaces:. pedestrian amenities and streetscape improvements, and bicycle infrastructure that result 

17 in new publicly-accessible facilities,_ First priority should be given to projects within the Van Ness 

18 and Market Downtown Residential Special Use District or t~e area bounded by 1 Oth Street, 

19 Howard Street, South Van Ness Avenue, the northeastern line of the Central Freeway, Market 

20 Street, Franklin Street, Hayes Street, and Polk Street. Second priority should be given to proiects 

21 within the Market and Octavia Plan. These improvements shall be consistent with the Market 

22 and Octavia Area Plan of the General Plan and any Plan that is approved by the Board of 

23 Supervisors in the future for the area covered by the Van Ness and Market Downtown 

24 Residential Special Use District, except that monies from the Fund may be used by the 

.J Planning Commission to commission studies to revise the fee above, or to commission 
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1 landscape, architectural or other planning, design and engineering services in support of the 

2 proposed public improvements. 

3 (2) No .portion of the Fund may be used, by way of loan or otherwise, to pay 

4 any administrative, general overhead, or similar expense of any public entity. 

5 (3) The Centroller's Office shallfile a report with the Board a/Supervisors in even 

6 nwnberedyears. i\1onics in the Fund shall be appropriated by the Board &}Supervisors and 

7 administered by the Director of Planning. 

8 (4f At the close of a fiscal year in which the Market and Octavia Community 

g Improvements Program has generated funding for no less than $211 million of expenditures in 

1 O the plan area, including revenue generated through this Section 424.1 et seq., Section 421 

11 fee payments, in-kind improvements, public grants, San Francisco general funds, assessment 

12 c;jistricts, and other sources which contribute to the overall programming, all future funds 

13 generated through Section 424.1 et seq. shall be redirected one hundred (100%)pereentto the 

14 Citywide Affordable Housing Fund. 

15 {1._J.) Expenditure of funds shall be coordinated with appropriate City agencies as 

16 detailed in Section 421.5(d) and (e). 

17 (~-6) The Director shall have the authority to prescribe rules and regulations 

18 governing the Fund, which are consistent with Section 424.1 et seq. The Director o[Planning, 

19 as the head of the Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (IP IC), shall make 

20 recommendations to the Board regarding allocation of funds. 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

SEC. 424.6.2. APPLICATION OF TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT OPEN SPACE 

IMPACT FEE 

* * * * 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

(e) Timing of Fee Payments. The Transit Center District Open Space Impact Fee is 

due and payable to the Develo"pment Fee Collection Unit at DBI prior toat the time of and in no 

event later than issuance of the first construction document, with an option for the project 

sponsor to defer payment to prior to issuance of the first certificate of occupancy upon 

agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge that would be paid into the appropriate fund in 

accordance with Section 107 A..13.3 of the San Francisco Building Gode . 

* * * * 

9 SEC. 424.7.2. APPLICATION OF TRANSIT CENTER DISTRICT 

10 TRANSPORTATION AND STREET·IMPROVEMENT IMPACT FEE. 

.11 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

* * * * 

(e) Timing of Fee Payments. The Transit Center' District Transportation and Street 

Improvement Impact Fee is due and payable to the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI 

prior to at the time of and in no event later than issuance of the first construction document, with 

an option for the project sponsor to defer payment to prior to issuance of the first certificate of 

occupancy upon agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge that would be paid into the appropriate 

fund in accordance with Section 107 A.13.3 of the San Francisco Building Code . 

* '* * * 

20 Section 3. Effective Dq.te. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

21 enactment. E:nactment occurs when the Mayor sigris the ordinance, the Mayor. returns the 

22 ordina.nce unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

23 of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance. 

24 

_5 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 . 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Section 4. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors 

intends to amend only those words, phrases; paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles, 

numbers, ·punctuc~tion 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. 
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FILE NO. 150149 

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 

[Planning Code -Adopting Nexus Analysis for Certain Development Fees] 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to adopt the San Francisco Citywide Nexus 
Analysis supporting existing development fees, including fees in the Downtown and 
other Area Plans, to cover impacts of residential and commercial development in the 
areas of recreation and open space; pedestrian and streetscape improvements; 
childcare facilities;· and bicycle infrastructure; making findings related to all of the fees 
in Article IV generally and certain development fees supported by the Nexus Analysis 
specifically; and making environmental findings, and .findings of consistency with the 
General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

Existing Law 

Through the land use entitlement process, the Planning Department or Planning Commission 
imposes fees, known as development impact fees, as a condition of development approval on 
certain projects. The purpose of the fees is to mitigate the impacts of new residential or 

· commercial development on things such as recreation and open space, pedestrian and 
streetscape infrastructure, childcare facilities, bicycle infrastructure. All development impact 
fees are located in Article IV of the Planning Code. Currently, many fees, especially in the 
Area Plans are supported by Area-specific analyses. 

Amendments to Current Law 

The proposed ordinance includes proposed changes to various sections of Article IV of the 
Planning Code. The Ordinance proposes to amend the Planning Code to adopt the San 
Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (Nexus Analysis) supporting existing development fees, 
including fees in the Downtown and other Area Plans, to cover impacts of residential and 
commercial development in four infrastructure areas: recreation and open space; pedestrian 
and streetscape improvements; childcare facilities; and bicycle infrastructure. The Ordinance 
also proposes to make findings, including findings required by State law, related to all of the 
fees in Article IV generally and certain development fees supported by the Nexus Analysis 
specifically. 

In addition, this legislation proposes minor amendments to the administration .of various 
impact fee programs to facilitate their administration. This Ordinance does not propose 
changes to the rate of fees; expand the geographic scope of any fees; change the way in 
which specific fees are expended; or modify the overall goals of the various impact fee 
programs. 
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FILE NO. 150149 

Background Information 

According to the Planning Department, the development of the Citywide Nexus analysis 
responds to two separate goals: (1) provide a common analysis to support fees in any 
geographic area of the City where the City imposes them; and (2) updpte the support for 
various fees under certain program administration requirements of the Planning Code. 

n:\legana\as2014\1'500105\00978117 .doc 
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~-SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

, ...... ·~ ; 

O· 
······,,/ I 1/ ') 1650 Mission St. 

January 30, 2015 
-~·-. v: '::Sµite 400 

.......... ,__ v Ban Francisco, 

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk 
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 Department Case Number: 2014.0966T 
Citywide Nexus Analysis Ordinance 

. BOS File No: (pending) 
Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

.r~ . 

On December 11, 2014, the Commission conducted a _duly noticed public J:iearing at a regularly 
scheduled meeting to consider a Department sgqpsoreci ·Oidjnance that includes proposed 
changes to various sections of Article IV of 1;J:te Pl~g Code~ :which hosts all development 
impact fees. The Ordinance amends the Pl~g Code to adopt the San Francisco Citywide 
Nexus Analysis (Nexus Analysis). The Nexus Analysis supports existing development fees, 
including fees in the Downtown and other Area. Plans, to cover impacts of residential and 
commercial development in four infrastructure areas: recreati~p. and open space; pedestrian and 
streetscape improvements; childcare; and bicycle infrastructure.: The Ordinance also proposes to 
make findings, including findings required by State law, related to all of the fees in Article IV 
generally and certain development fees supported by the Nexus Analysis specifically. 

Currently, Article IV fees, especially in the Area Plans are supported by Area~specific analyses. 
The development of the Citywide Nexus analysis responds to two separate goals to: (1) provide a 
common analysis to support fees in any geographic area of the City where the City imposes them; 
and (2) update the support for various fees under certain program administration requirements 
detailed in Section 410 of the Planning Code. In addition, this legislation proposes minor 
amendments to the administration of various impact fee programs to better facilitate their 
administration. This Ordinance does not propose changes to the rate of fees; expand the 
geographic scope of any fees; change the limitations on the geographic locations in which specific 

· fees are expended; or modify the overall goals of the various impact fee programs. 

At the December 11th, hearing, the Commission unanimously voted to recommend. approval of 
the proposed Ordinance. Please find attached documents relating to the Commission's action. If 
you have any questions or require further information please do not hesitate to contact me. 

www.sfp!anning.org 
845 

····-.... CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: · 
415.558.6409 
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lnfonna!ion: 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING· DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission Resolution 19291 
Planning Code Text Change 

Project Name: 

Case Number: 
Staff Contact: 

Reviewed by: 
Recommendation: 

DECEMBER 11, 2014 

Adopting Nexus Analysis for Certain Development Fees 
2014.0966T 
Kearstin Dischinger 
Kearstin.Dischinger@sfgov.org, 415-558-6284 
Adam Varat, Senior Planner 
Recommend Approval 

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT A PROPOSED ORDINANCE THAT 
WOULD AMEND PLANNING CODE TP ADOPT THE SAN FRANCISCO CITYWIDE NEXUS ANALYSIS 
SUPPORTING EXISTING DEVELOPMENT FEES, INCLUDING F!;:ES IN THE DOWNTOWN AND 
OTHER AREA PLANS, TO COVER IMPACTS OF RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT 
IN THE AREAS OF RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE; PEDESTRIAN AND STREETSCAPE 
IMPROVEMENTS; CHILDCARE FACILITIES; AND BICYCLE INFRASTRUCTURE; MAKING FINDINGS 

. RELATED TO ALL OF THE FEES IN ARTICLE IV GENERALLY AND CERTAIN DEVELOPMENT FEES 
SUPPORTED BY THE NEXUS ANALYSIS SPECIFICALLY. 

WHEREAS, the City of San Francisco's Planning Code includes several development impact fees, that 
support Pedestrian and Streetscape improvements, Childcare facilities, Recreation and Open Space 
facilities, Bicycle Improvements, and program administration; · 

WHEREAS, Planning Code section 410 calls for the City to conduct a comprehensive five-year evaluation 
of all development fees and development impact requirements; and, 

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a .duly noticed public 
hearing at a· regularly scheduled meeting to on October 2, 2014 and initiated the legislation; and, 

WHEREAS, the proposed Ordinance has been determined to be not defined as a project under CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15738 and 15060(c)(2) because it does not result in a physical change in the 
environment; 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 by 
Department staff and other interested parties, including a duly noticed informational hearing on 
December 11, 2014; and· 

www.sfplgiij15ing.org 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415:558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 
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Information: 
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Resolution Number: R-19291 
Decernber11,2014 

CASE NO. 2014.0966T 

.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; and 

MOVED, that the Planning Commission hereby recommends that the Board of Supervisors approve the 

proposed ordinance. 

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

1. The City and County of San Francisco must update the nexus analysis for all impact fees in good faith 
and consistent with all State and local requirements. 

2. This ordinance allows the City to further implement all area plans, including implementing 

infrastructure impr9vements to support new growth. 
3. The Plarining Commission directs staff, in consultation with the City Attorney's Office to add to the 

legislation amendments to all other sections of Article IV that relate to the timing of fee payments to 

clarify that payments must be made at the same time as and no later than the issuance by DBI of the 
first construction docum~t. This language shall replace current language that states that such fees 

shall be paid "prior to" the issuance of the first construction document. Amendments should be 
made to all sections in Article IV including this language, including but not limited to: Sections: 

411.3(b); 41Z:6;.L!:13.7(c); 414.B(b); 416.3(d); 417.3(d); 418.3(g); 419.3(c); 420.3(d); 421.3(f); 422.3(e); 
423.3(e); 424.6.2(e); 424.7 .2(e); 425;.426; 427; 428; 429.3(d)(1); 429.3(d)(2)(B); 429.3(d)(2)(C); 430(d). 

4. General Plan Compliance. The proposed Ordinance and the Commission's recommended 

modifications are consistent with the Objectives and Policies of the General Plan: 

BALBOA PAR~ STATION AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 5.1 CREATE A SYSTEM OF PUBLIC PARKS, PLAZAS AND OPEN SP ACES IN THE 
PLAN AREA. 

OBJECTIVE 2.1 EMPHASIZE TRANSIT IMPROVEMENTS THAT SUPPORT THE NEIGHBORHOOD. 

CENTRAL WATERFRONT AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 4.1 IMPROVE PUBLIC TRANSIT TO BETTER SERVE EXISTING AND NEW 
DEVELOPMENT IN CENTRAL WATERFRONT 

OBJECTIVE 5.1 PROVIDE PUBLIC PARKS AND OPEN SPACES THAT MEET THE NEEDS OF 
RESIDENTS, WORKERS AND VISITORS 

OBJECTIVE 7.1 PROVIDE ESSENTIAL COMMUNITY SERVICES AND FACILITIES 

EAST SOMA (SOUTH OF MARKED AREA PLAN 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Resolution Number: R-19291 
December 11, 2014 

CASE NO. 2014.0_966T 

OBJECTIVE 4.1 IMPROVE PUBLIC TRANSIT TO RgTTER SERVE EXISTING AND NEW 
DEVELOPMENT IN THE SOUTH OF MARKET 

OBJECTIVE 5.1 PROVIDE PUBLIC PARKS AND OPEN SPACES THAT MEET THE NEEDS OF 
RESIDENTS, WORKERS AND VISITORS 

OBJECTIVE 7.1 PROVIDE ESSENTIAL COMMUNITY SERVICES AND FACILITIES 

MISSION AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 4.1 IMPROVE PUBLIC TRANSIT TO BETTER SERVE EXISTING AND NEW 
DEVELOPMENT IN THE MISSION 

OBJECTIVE 5.1 PROVIDE PUBLIC PARKs AND OPEN SPACES THAT MEET THE NEEDS OF.· 
RESIDENTS, WORKERS AND VISITORS 

OBJECTIVE 7.1 PROVIDE ESSENTIAL COMMUNITY SERVICES AND FACILffiES 

MARKET AND OCTA VIA AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 4.1 Provide safe and comfortable public rights-of-way for pedestrian use and improve the 
public life of the neighborhood. 

OBJECTIVE 5.1 Improve public transit to rn.ake it more reliable, attractive, convenient, and responsive 
to increasing demand. 

RINCON HILL AREA PLAN 

OBJECTIVE 4.1 CREATE A VARIETY OF NEW OPEN SPACES AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES FOR 
ACTIVE AND PASSIVE RECREATION TO MEET THE NEEDS OF A SIGNIFICANT NEW 
RESIDENTIAL POPULATION. 

OBJECTIVE 4.3 LINK THE AREA VIA PEDESTRIAN IMPROVEMENTS TO OTHER PUBLIC OPEN 
SPACES SUCH AS THE WATERFRONT PROMENADE AT THE FOOT OF THE HILL AND 
PLANNED OPEN SPACES IN THE TRANSBAY DISTRICT. 

The proposed ordinance will enable the City to continue to administer development impact fee programs· and 
implement infrastructure improvements as called for the in the Area Plans cited above as well as several other area 
plans and general plan elements. 

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

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

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Resolution Number: R-19291 
December 11, 2014 

CASE NO. 2014.0966T 

The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative impact on neighborhood serving retail uses and 
will not .impact opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of neighborhood-serving 
retail. 

2. That existing housing and neighborl1-ood 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 effect on housing or neighborhood character. The 
new units would be built within the existing building envelope and therefore would impose minimal 
impact on the existing housing and neighborhood character. 

3. That the City's supply of afford~ble housing be preserved and enhanced; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have a·negative effect on the City's supply of affordable housing. 

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

The proposed Ordinance would not result in commlj.ter traffic impeding MUNI transit service or 
overburdening the st:eets or neighborhood parking. 

5. 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 ownership in these sectors would 
not be impaired. 

6. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injm:y and loss of life in an 
earthquake; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an impact on City's preparedness against injun1 and loss of 
life in an earthquake. 

7. That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; 

The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative impact. on the City's Landmarks and historj.c 
buildings as the new units would be added under the guidance of local law and policy protecting 
historic resources, when appropriate. 

8. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from 

SAN FRANCISCO 

development; · 

The proposed Ordinance would not have an impact on the City's parks and open space and their access 
to sunlight and vistas. 
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Resolution Number: R-19291 
December 11, 2014 

CASE NO. 2014.0966T 

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 amendments to 
the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302. 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Commission hereby recommends that the Board ADOPT 
the proposed Ordinance. 

I hereby certify ·that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on 
December 11, 2014. 

AYES: 
NOES: 
ABSENT: 

ADOPTED: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

r 

Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 

Wu, Fong, Antonini, Moore, Richards, Johnson 
None 
Hillis 

December 11, 2014 
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Recommendation: Adopt Amendments to the Planning Code 

PLANNING CODE AMENDMENTS 

The proposed ordinance includes proposed changes to various sections of Article IV· of the 
Planning Code, which hosts all development impact fees, including downtown fees, area plan 
fees, and citywide fees. The Ordinance proposes to amend the Planning Code to adopt the San 
Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (Nexus Analysis) supporting existing development fees, 
including fees in the Downtown and other Area Plans, to cover impacts of residential and 
commercial development in four infrastructure areas: recreation and open space; pedestrian and 
streetscape improvements; childcare; and bicycle infrastructure. The Ordinance also proposes to 
make findings, including findings required by State law, related to all of the fees in Article IV 
generally and certain development fees supported by the Nexus Analysis specifically. 

Currently, Article IV fees, especially in the Area Plans are supported by Area-specific analyses. 
The development of the Citywide Nexus analysis responds to two separate goals to: (1) provide 
a common analysis to support fees in any geographic area of the City where the City imposes 
them; and (2) update the support for various fees under certain program administration 
requirements detailed in Section 410 of the Planning Code. In addition, this legislation proposes 
minor amendments to the administration of various impact fee programs to facilitate their 
administration. This Ordinance does not propose changes to the rate of fees; expand the 
geographic scope of any fees; change the limitations on the geographic locations in which specific 
fees are expended; or modify the overall goals of the various impact fee programs. Following is a 
more detailed overview. 
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No change proposed: 

Development Impact Fee Rates - No change 

This· Ordinance does not propose to increase the rate of existing development impact fees or 
create new development impact fees. Findings based on the new Citywide Nexus Study justify 
the imposition of various existing development impact fees at the existing established rates. The 
City will continue to index development impact fees annually to reflect cost inflation, according 
to the process described in Article N of the Planning Code. 

Effective January 1, 2015, most Development Impact Fees will increase by 5.00% in accordance with San 
Francisco Planning Code Article 4, Section 409(b). 

Geographies Related to Area Plan Impact Fee Programs - No change 

Although the nexus study was completed on a Citywide basis, this legislation does NOT change 
either (1) the geographic scope of any fees e.g. no·fees will be charged in geogoraphic areas not 
currently subject to a fee; or (2) the existing limitations that fees collected from projects in certain 
Area Plans be spent within the geography of that Area Plan. For example development impact 
fees collected through the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Program must be expended 
within those specific plan areas within their current boundaries. 

Proposed amendments: 

Citywide Nexus Study - update findings for established impact fees 

The California Mitigation Fee Act, California Government Code Section 66000 et seq. (the Fee 
Act) establishes requirements and principles for local jur~sdictions to impose certain fees as a 
condition of development approval. One of the requirements is that the local jurisdictiol). 
establish a reasonable relationship or "nexus" between the impacts of new development and the 
proposed fee. While not all of the fees covered by Article N are necessarily subject to the Fee 
Act, the City has concluded that, in most instances, establishing a nexus for any fee imposed by 
the City as a condition of development is prudent practice. . Development impact fees are 
common among California cities and are ·one widely ac~epted way to fund a variety of 
infrastructure improvements. In addition, the City uses a variety of other funding sources to 
meet its infrastructure needs. 

The majority of the /1 area plan impact fees", including Rincon Hill (2005), Market and Octavia, 
Eastern Neighborhoods, Visitation Valley and Balboa Park were first established in 2008. For 
each area plan, the City conducted separate analyses and made separate findings to support the 
fees. Per Article N of the Planning Code, the City updated the nexus analysis that supports the 
various fees.1 In an effort to reduce the administrative burden for the various impact fee 

1 The City retained AECOM to conduct a San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis, 
attached as Exhibit E; and, based on the results of that Analysis, to conduct a standards-based 
Nexus Analysis consistent with State law. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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programs and to establish a consistent methodology, the City elected to complete a citywide 
nexu~ analysis that collated and built on various existing nexus studies. The Nexus Analysis 
developed a consistent standards-based methodology for most existing impact fees. This 
Citywide analysis will . facilitate the City's future administration of impact fees, including 
completing the five year reporting and updates required by Planning Code Section 410. 

The Citywide nexus analysis is intended to meet the requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act. It 
focuses on new growth's connection to open space, recreational facilities, complete streets 
including pedestrian and bicycle improvements, and childcare facilities. This analysis measures 
the need for community infrastructure generated by new growth per new resident or worker. 
The Citywide nexus analysis was completed at this time because the City Planning Code requires 
that all nexus studies be updated on a five year basis (Section 410) and because there is a State 
requirement to verify the nexus established for deveiopment impact fees. This study includes a 
Nexus Analysis to verify most impact fees in Article VI of the Planning Code except those 
pert~ining to affordable housing, community stabilization and the Citywide Transportation 
Development Impact Fee. A transportation nexu.s analysis is currently underway. 

The citywide nexus standard is generally based on the average d~mand for services based on the 
City's ability to commit to funding for the planning period; this standard may be higher than the 
existing level of service but may not fully account for the community infrastructure projects 
identified in advanced planning work. The results of the nexus analysis provides a ceiling or 
maximum fee supported by the analysis for each infrastructure type. Spe<?ific development 
impact fees recover no more than 95% of the total nexus amount, and in some cases recover less 
based on program specific policy priorities established through the community based planning 
processes. 

The analysis confirms that, con8istent with the findings in the ordinances, the existing and 
proposed imp~ct fees are supported by a Mitigation Fee Act-type nexus analysis. Accordingly 
the Ordinance proposes that the Board adopt the Citywide Nexus Analysis and make 
corresponding Findings for the various development impact fees. 

Remove Library from all Impact Fee Programs 

The Ordinance also proposes to remove library materials and facilities from Area Plan impact 
fees. Currently each fee program is required to direct a small percentage (averaging 
approximately 1 or 2%) to the SF Public Library. However, at the end of this Fiscal Year the 
Branch Library Improvement Program (BLIP), will pe fully funded. During the course of the 
Branch Library Improvement Program 16 existing libraries were renovated and 8 new libraries 
were constructed. The Library has a robust source of revenue for material acquisition. The Area 
Plan Impact Fees generate a very small amount of revenue for libraries, given the low level of 
program dollars cirrrently allocated to library facilities. · This results in a high rate of 
administrative costs for library development impact fees. Further, community members have 
consistently expressed an interest in prioritizing completion of important transportation and 
open space projects in concert with new development. The Planning Department in coordination 
with Library staff, the Eastern Neighborhoods and Market and Octavia CACs, and the IPIC have 
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concluded that area plan development impact fees should be prioritized for transit, complete 
streets, open space and recreation facilities, and childcare. Accordingly the Ordinance includes 
amendments to remove Library expenditures from all area plan impact fees. 

All revenues that are clirrently directed towards the library facilities are proposed to be re
directed to Complete Streets expenditures in each plan area. In most plan areas streetscape 
improvements have considerable funding gaps and are less competitive for other public funding sources. 
Staff presented the proposal to move the funds to streetscapes to the Eastern Neighborhoods and Market 
and Octavia CAC in the Spring of2014, CAC members did not comment on this change. Public comments 
are discussed in more detail in a the Public Comments section. 

Create consistent expenditure categories across the various plan areas 

Area Plan development impact fees are collected in one fund and expended across multiple 
expenditure categories based on the percentages identified in the Planning Code. The Planning 
Department's implementation team, in coordination with the IPIC, insures that each program 
achieves the legislated expenditure targets on a five year basis. So in a given year, while the City 
may allocate a disproportionate amount of the development impact fees. in a Plan Area Fund to 
one expenditure category, over a five year period, the City will have allocated no more than the 
targeted percentage of impact fee revenue on a given expenditure category. 

The Planning Department thinks that it will benefit the process to use consistent language across 
the various area plan development impact fee programs. Currently the Market and Octavia Plan 
Area details expenditures into 10 categories, while other plan areas describe the same range of 
potential types of expenditures using only 3 or 4 categories. The table below illustrates the 
relationship of expenditure categories across three plan areas. After several years . of 
administering the Development Impact Fee program in coordination with the various CACs and 
the Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC), the Planning Department has 
determined that administration of the programs would benefit from a consistent description of 
the expenditure categories. This ordinance proposes a uniform set of 5 expenditure categories 
for all plan areas (see below). This re-organization of expenditure categories does not change 
which infrastructure projects are eligible for impact fee funding, however it offers the same 
language across the various programs. The Citywide Nexus Study is generally organized 
according to the proposed expenditure categories. 

This system will help to insure that everyone involved in fee expenditures - including 
community members, planners, project managers, accountants, budget directors, plan managers, 
and advocates, in whichever agency or community group -- will better understand what projects 
are eligible for impact fee funding for each expenditure category. This increased clarity will facilitate 
the implementation of the infrastructure projects. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Parks · Open space and· Parks, Plaias, 
Park :recreational facilities Open Space Recreation and Open Space 

Improvements 
Transitl. Transportation Transit, streetscape Transit 

1--~~_..._~~~--1 1--~~~~~__,1--~~~~~~~~~~~----1 

V ehicle and public realm Streets 
t--~~~~~~--f 

Pedestrian ~mprovements 
1--~~~~~~--f 

Greening 

Bicycle 

Childcare Community facilities Community 
t--~~~~~~--f 

· (child care and facilities and 

· Library Materials 

Program 
Administration 

ibrary materials). services/Other 

(derived as a 
percentage of total 

revenue) 

(derived 
as a percentage 
of total revenue) 

Complete Streets: Pedestrian and 
Streetscape Improvements, 

Bicycle Infrastructure . · 

Childcare 

Lw·rnry 

Program Administration 

The Nexus Study includes a description of projects eligible for each expenditure category. Note 
that the ordinance proposes some amendments to the description of "Program Administration'' 
so that it applies consistently across all area plan impact fees. For all Area Plan development 
impact fees, no more than 5% of development impact fee revenue can be dedicated to Program 
Administration. 

Note that with the exception of dedicating previous Library allocations towards Complete 
Streets, the percentage of revenue allocat~d to each category is not proposed to change for any of 
the Area Plan impact fees. For example the total percent of funds allocated to Complete Streets 
expenditures is currently 42.2% and will increase by roughly 2% to 44% of total residential 
development impact fee expenditures. 

Currently some area plan development impact fees, do not include clearly delineated 
expenditure categories by percentage, including Rincon Hill, Visitation Valley, and the Market 
and Octavia Downtown Residential Special Use District FAR bonus program. In order to 
improve administration of the program, this ordinance ~JToposes adding explicit funding 
percentages for each area plan impact fee. 

2 Note that Transit was not covered in the Citywide Nexus Analysis, but it is the subject of a 
separate study currently underway. 

SAN fRANOISCQ 
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Process for Area Plan Development Impact Fee Fund Allocations and Expenditures 

Since 2008, the Area Plan development impact fees have been administered consistently, in 
coordination with the CACs, Interagency Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC), Planning 
Commission (CPC), Board of Supervisors (BOS), and Mayor. First, the CACs and IPIC develop 
recommendations each year through the Fall, which are then presented to the CPC and BOS land 
use committee in early winter. At the start of the new year, various implementing agencies load 
the projects into their annual budget requests, consistent with the IPIC report. As with all capital 
expenditures, the Board's and Mayor's approval of the annual budget, constitutes final approval 
of allocation of the area plan development impact fees. 

This ordinance proposes some amendments to some area plan development impact fee 
sections in the Planning Code, to more accurately describe the fund allocation process. 

Monitoring Program 

In order to create clarit)r and facilitate administration of the monitoring program, the description 
of monitoring requirements was removed from individual fee programs and moved to Section 
409 of the Planning Code, which already addressed monitoring issues. Section 409 applies to all . 
development impact fees included in Article VI of the Planning Code. 

Changes introduced since the initiation hearing 

Some minor changes to the percentage allocations for some fees (Rincon Hill, Eastern 

Neighborhoods, and the Van Ness and Market Downtown Residential Special Use 

District) to be consistent with the nexus analysis, proposed expenditure plans, and 

priorities established in the area plans. 

Establishing a separate account for affordable housing dollars collected as part of the 

Eastern Neighborhoods Community Improvements Fee (Section 423). 

Text amendments clarifying that only MUR districts within Soma are subject to the 

provision that allocates a portion of the_ impact fees to Soma affordable housing projects, 

as originally intended. This text change clarifies for that for MuR districts outside of 

Soma, impacts fees are to be distributed like any other portion o(Eastern Nei~hborhoods. 

Clarifying that payment of qevelopment impact fees must be at the same time, but in no 

event later than the issuance of the first construction document. Nearly every 

development impact fee in Article 4 of the Planning Code requires such fee be paid to the 

Department of Building Inspection "prior'' to the issuance ot the first construction 

document. While this language is generally understood by staff and project sponsors to 

be "immediately prior to;'' the language does not specifically stipulate how much prior to 

issuance such fees may be paid, which can cause undue confusion and technical 

difficulties if/when a project wants to pay development impact fees far in advance. This 

proposed amendment will necessitate two further steps: 

(i) The Planning Commission directs staff, in consultation with the City· Attorney's Office 

to add to the legislation amendments to all other sections of Article IV that relate to the 

$AN FRANCISCO 
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timing of fee payments to make the same language changes in those Sections. 

Amendments should be made to all sections in Article ~ relating to the timing of fee 

payments, including but not limited to: Sections: 411.3(b); 412.6; 413.7(c); 414.8(b); 

416.3(d); 417.3(d); 418.3(g); 419.3(c); 420.3(d); 421.3(f); 422.3(e); 423.3(e); 424.6.2(e); 

424.7.2(e); 425; 426; 427; 428; 429.3(d)(l); 429.3(d)(2)(B); 429.3(d)(2)(C); 430(d)". 

(2) the Planning Code amendments will necessitate corresponding a:\nendments to 

Building Code Section 107 A.13. Staff will work with the Department of Building 

Inspection to move those corresponding amendments forward as soon as possible to 

avoid any inconsistency between the two Codes. 

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. 

RECOMMENDATION AND BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

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

The legislation will improve the administration of the Planning Code. 

The legislation maintains and furthers the policy goals of several community planning 

efforts including Market and Octavia, Eastern Neighborhoods, Balboa Park, Visitacion 

Valley, and Rincon Hill. 

The Infrastructure and Nexus Study enable further capital planning and policy work 

around delivering infrastructure to meet existing and future community needs. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

The proposed Ordinance has been determined to be not defined as a project under CEQA 
Guidelines Sections 15738 and 15060(c)(2) because it does not result in a physical change in the 
environment. 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

Tue Planning Department has not received public comment on this legislation. 

• Staff made presentations to both the Market and Octavia and Eastern Neighborhoods 

CAC in the Spring of 2014 summarizing this proposal. 

• In October of 2014 - The Planning Commission held a hearing and initiated adoption 

hearings on this item. 

• In November of 2014 - staff presented this legislation to the Eastern Neighborhoods CA,C 

for discussion. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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One member of the CAC asked several questions about this legislation at the November meeting 
and by e-mail. Many of the questions revolved around potentially expanding the program by 
raising the fee rates, expanding the geography subject to the fees, or adding new expenditure 
categories. Some community members suggested that transportation and affordable housing 
impact fee rates should be increased. 

This legislation has two goals, one to update the Nexus analysis a.s required by State and local law and 
second to make minor modifications to the legislation around the administration of the program. Any 
changes to the scope or scale of the program would require at a minimum addi.tional· community planning 
and an updated feasibility analysis. Adoption of this ordinance does not preclude further community 
planning or policy work around expanding the existing fee program. The Planning Department in 
coordination with SFMTA is working on a few intiatives around infrastructure planning that may result 
in expansions to the development impact fee program, including the Transportation Sustainability. 

· Program, the Central SOMA plan, and the Mayor's Housing Working group which is considering updates 
to the affordable housing program. These projects will be vetted with the community and brought to you in 
at a future hearing. 

RECOMMENDATION: Recommendation of Approval with modifications 

Attachments: 
Exhibit A: 
Exhibit B: 

SAN FRANCISCO 

Draft Planning Commission Resolution 
Proposed Ordinance - revised from initiation 
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PRIORITIZATION 

Recognizing the critical role infrastructure plays in creating a thriving economy and vibrant communities, the 
City of San Francisco Planning Department and the Capital Planning Program commissioned this study to 
continue the City's efforts to strategically address its infrastructure needs. In recent years the City has moved 
forward on a number of initiatives to strengthen its capital planning process, including establishing the Capital 
Planning Program and creating the City's first 10-Yea~ Capital Plan in 2006. The Capital Plan is a fiscally
constrained, long-range plan that draws on existing planning documents, such as the City's General Plan and 
Neighborhood Area Plans, to guide policy and funding decisions related to infrastructure investments. The 
Plan is updated and approved by the Capital Planning Committee, the Board of Supervisors, and the Mayor 

every other year. 

This study supports these efforts by quantifying the current level of infrastructure services within the city and by 
developing target levels for those services based on agency directives. The study also recognizes the City has 
limited resources to fund and maintain infrastructure, and needs to set realistic infrastructure provision goals. 
The results of this report are intended to help inform the City's capital planning process and future infrastructure 
decisions. As part of this process, the following five infrastructure categories have been reviewed: 

1. Recreation and open space; 

2. Childcare; 

3. Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure; 

4. Bicycle infrastructure; and 

5. Transit infrastructure. 

For each of these categories, this study evaluates (1) the existing level of service (LOS), (2) an aspirational, 
long-term LOS standard, and (3) a realistic, short-term (20301

) LOS standard. Each of these LOS is described 

in greater detail below. 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The infrastructure LOS review and analysis study has four clear objectives: 

• To evaluate existing levels of infrastructure provision and distribution throughout the city; 

1 In most cases the timeframe of analysis is from the current year (2013) until 2030. Two exceptions are bicycle infrastructure and 
childcare, for which the timeframe of analysis extends until 2020. This selection of a shorter timeframe for these two infrastructure 
categories is discussed in more detail in the relevant infrastructure chapter. 
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• To recommend aspirational and attainable LOS targets for the city considering fiscal, policy, physical, 

and social constraints; 

• To use existing LOS provisions along with the developed LOS standards as a tool to understand 

potential opportunities for capital investment; and 

• To provide guidelines for evaluating capital projects in terms of citywide standards. 

STANDARDS-BASED METRICS 

The LOS metrics developed and evaluated in this study are, where possible, standards-based metrics. 

Standards-based metrics are LOS metrics that measure infrastructure provision against some measure of 
population - .typically either population (residents) or service population.2 An example of a standard-based 
metric would be: 2 miles of street per 1,000 residents. The LOS metrics for recreation and open space, 

pedestrian and streetscape infrastructure, and childcar~ were all developed as standards-based metrics. 

The benefits of using standard-based metrics include being able to: 

• Set clear City targets for infrastructure provision and capital planning; 

• Measure infrastructure distribution across the city's neighborhoods, thereby identifying areas of need; 

• Allow infr_astructure provisions to be benchmarked against past/future provision; 

• Inform future planning and large-scale redevelopment decisions; 

• Develop a comr:non language and tool for agency policies and various infrastructure types; 

• Measure and track the City's infrastructure provision in relation to other comparable cities; 

• Provide a visual tool to help prioritize capital investment; and 

• Streamline the development impact fee nexus update process. 

Given constraints associated with some infrastructure categories, not all metrics within this study are 
standards-based. Bicycle infrastructure and transit infrastructure metrics are both structured in alternate ways, 

relying on d°ifferent measures of provision that are not directly correlated to population or service population. 
These two infrastructure categories take into account future capital needs and assign a share of those needs to 
development. 

DEVELOPMENT PROCESS 

Metrics were developed based on existing City policies, department consultation, and an overview of best 
practices from comparable cities throughout North America.3 The key finding from the best practices review is 

that, while infrastructure metrics - particularly standards-based metrics - are rare among built-out cities, most 

2 Service population is a unit of measure that encompasses all local infrastructure users, including residents and employees. 
Residents are assigned one point, while employees are typically assigned 0.5 points to reflect their lower level of usage. For 
recreation and open space, service population is calculated by assigning residents one point, and employees 0.19 points. Refer to 
the companion report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), and its appendix report, San Francisco Citywide 
Nexus Analysis - Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) for more detail. 
3 Please see the Appendix - Citywide and Neighborhood Policy Documents for a list of policies and reports that were researched in 
the evaluation. Also, the Appendix - Case Study Tables provides an evaluation of infrastructure provision of San Francisco 
compared to cities surveyed. 
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cities surveyed expressed significant interest in developing such metrics as a way to simplify and standardize 

provision measurement and distributlon.4 

To develop LOS targets, the first step was to determine quantitative metrics for each infrastructure type. The 

current provision, using this quantitative metric, was mapped to understand distribution across neighborhoods. 

Next, the long-term aspirational goals were identified based on policy research and department input. The long

term goals reflect policy goals that may become achievable over the long-term under alternate financing and 

social landscapes - i.e. given fewer constraints, financial and otherwise. After quantifying these two conditions, 

the current LOS and the long-term aspirational goal, short-term targets were developed to reflect infrastructure 

development objectives that are more feasible given fiscal and social constraints. The short-term (2030 - or 

2020, in the case of childcare and bicycle infrastructur~) targets were developed in consultation with 

responsible departments, and reflect a reasonable estimate of what the City intends to achieve based on 

prevailing fiscal conditions in San Francisco for both capital and operations and maintenance costs. In some 

instances, the short-term targets reflect a preservation of the current LOS (childcare, recreation and open 

space), while for other infrastructure categories, the short-term targets reflect reasonable development plans 

(bicycle infrastructure, streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure). 

In addition to supporting capital planning efforts, the short-term targets help inform future development impact 

fees: feasible short-term targets help set reasonable fee levels. By contrast, basing development impact fees 

on the ambitiou? infrastructure provision of the long-term aspirational goals would create an undue burden on 

new development t~at the City is unable to match. 

Finally, it is important to note that these goals and targets do not preordain funding to specific locations but 

rather set up a systematic approach to help understand locations of potential infrastructure investment and 

determine potentially appropriate infrastructure projects to consider. Individual projects will be guided by a 

number of other factors including departmental guidance, community support, fiscal feasibility, and so on. 

FINDINGS 

Table 1 summarizes the current LOS provision, the long-term aspirational LOS goals, and the short-term LOS 

targets for the five infrastruCture categories. The LOS targets developed as part of this work are cc:insistent with 

current City plans and are intended to be applied as guidelines. The City may choose to aspire to higher goals 

or lower targets to account for unique neighborhood characteristics and/or available resources for investing in 

and maintaining new infrastructure. A list of guiding policy documents that were used to develop the LOS 

metrics presented in this report are summarized in Table 2. 

Because few cities have well-defined LOS targets, it can be difficult to compare San Francisco's performance 

against comparable cities. However, where it is possible to do so, San Francisco is clearly on par or ~etter in 
terms of infrastructure provision. For recreation and.open space, San Francisco, by various measures, provides 

1.6 to 3.5 more acres of park per 1,000 residents than New York City. San Francisco also performs well in park 

provision in terms of access. Almost all residents in San Francisco live within a half mile of a park or recreation 

facility. 

In addition to comparing well against other cities, San Francisco has also done a good job of meeting the 

provision goals it sets for itself. For bicycle infrastructure, the city has also completed all bicycle lane 

4 Many California cities that continue to expand into greenfield /undeveloped areas have infrastructure level of services standards in 
their general plans to inform privately developed master plans, as well as to set a development fee program that may be above their 
existing citywide provision. 
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improvements put forth in the 2009 Bicycle Master Plan. Such commitment to targets has. helped San 

Francisco maintain its high levels of infrastructure provision and service. 

NEXT STEPS I RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 

There are numerous possible ways to measure the provision of a given infrastructure type. The proposed 
metrics for each infrastructure type are constrained by the availability of data for each infrastructure type and by 
the availability of a clear understanding of costs associated with expanding capacity. Each section 
recommends additional data that could further refine and enhance the utility of these metrics. 
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Table 1. Summary of LOS Metrics for Five Infrastructure Categories 

1.1 

1.2 

2 

2 

3 

4 

~ 

1 

2 

Acres of City-Owned Open Space · 
/ 1,000 Service Population Units 

Acres of Open Space 11,000 SPU 

Acres of Improved Open Space I 1,000 SPU 

% of Infant ;;ind Toddler (0-2) 
Childcare Demand Served by 37% 
Available Licensed Slots 

% of Preschool Age Children (3-5) 
Childcare Demand Served by 99.6% 
Available Licensed Slots 

Number of Premium (L TS 1, 2) 
51 miles 

Network Miles 

Number of Upgraded 
3 intersections 

Intersections 

Number of Bicycle Parking 
8,~00 spaces 

Spaces 

Bicycle Share Program (Bikes + 
0 

Accompanying Share Station) 

Transit Infrastructure LOS 

Transit Crowding (% of Boardings 
N/A Relative to Capacity) 

. Transit Travel Time (Average 
33.72 

Minutes per Trip) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

3.5 

0.5 

100% 

100% 

251 miles, 100% 

203 intersections 

58,000 spaces 

300 stations 
3,000 bicycles 

LOS 

N/A 

N/A 

AECOM 

3.5 55acres 

511 acres 

37% 2,529 spaces 

99.6% 2,256 spaces 

61 miles 10 miles 

13 intersections 10 intersections 

12,800 spaces 4,000 spaces 

50 stations 50 stations 
500 bicyqes 500 bicycles 

LOS 2030 

85% NIA 

33.60 N/A 

1. Projected citywide shortfall is calculated by applying the short-term target LOS to the 2030 service population (or 2020 service 

population, in the case of childcare and bicycle infrastructure). 
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Table 2. Summary of Guiding and Reference Documents 

Recreation and Open Space 

Element (ROSE) 

Acquisition Policy 

San Francisco Child Care 

Needs Assessment 

San Francisco Citywide Plan 

for Early Care and Education 

and Out of School lime 

San Francisco Better Streets 

Plan (BSP) 

Financing San Francisco's 

Urban Forest 

San Francisco Bicycle Master 

Plan 

SFMT A Bicycle Strategy 

San Francisco Transportation 

Sustainability Fee Nexus 

Study 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

6 

Planning Department 

RPD 

San Francisco Child Care 

Planning and Advisory 

Council (CPAC) 

Planning Department 

DPW, 

Planning Department 

DPH, 

SFMT A, Planning 

Department, 

San Francisco County 

Transportation Authority 

SFMTA 

SFMTA 

SFMTA 

874 

June 2011 

Aug. 2011 

2007 

May 2012 

Dec. 2010 

Oct. 2012 

Oct. 2011 

June2009 

Dec. 2012 

Mar. 2012 

Draft report 

Adopted 

Final report 

Final report 

Adopted 

Final report 

Draft policy to be included 

in update of 

Transportation Element of 

the General Plan 

Adopted 

Internal policy document; 

basis for 2014 GIP project 

list (pending adoption of 

GIP project list in April 

2014) 

Draft report 
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2. INTRODUCTION 

In 2013, AECOM was retained by· the San Francisco Planning Department and the San Francisco Capital 

Planning Program to conduct a review of the City and County of San.Francisco's (the City's) infrastructure 
provision. The fundamental questions analyzed were: 

1. What are the existing citywide levels of service (LOS) for the reviewed infrastructure categories? 

2. What infra~tructure LOS standards does the City aspire to if fiscally unconstrained? 

3. What infrastructure LOS standards should the City realistically target? 

AECOM 

4. Given LOS standards, for each infrastructure element, what is the anticipated citywide shortfall by 2030, 

based on population growth? 

Specifically, this report provides insights into determining LOS targets for five infrastructure categories: (1) 
recreation and open space; (2) childcare; (3) streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure; (4) bicycle . 
infrastructure; and (5) transit infrastructure. To determine LOS metrics and standards, this report relied on 
existing City plans and reports related to the five infrastructure elements. This report is intended to inform 

infrastructure provision in the city to address existing and future shortfalls. 

The LOS targets developed as p;;irt of this work are consistent with current City plans and are intended to be 

applied as guidelines. The City may choose to aspire to higher goals or lower targets to account for unique 
neighborhood characteristics and/or available resources for investing in and maintaining new infrastructure. 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The infra.structure LOS review and analysis portion of the project has four clear objectives: 

• To evaluate existing levels of infrastructure provision and distribution throughout the city; 

• To develop and propose aspirational and attainable LOS targets for the city; 

• To use the existing provision along with the developed level of service standards as a capital planning 
tool; and 

• To provide guidelines for evaluating capital projects in terms of citywide standards. 

While this report does not covedhe estimation of new development's share of infrastructure provision, it does 
provide the foundation for the Citywide Nexus Analysis.5 

5 Refer to the companion report, San Francisca Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014). 

San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis 

March2014 

875 

7 



CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM PRIORITIZATION 

Recognizing the critical role infrastructure plays in creating a thriving economy and vibrant communities, the 
City commissioned this study to continue its efforts to strategically address its infrastructure needs. In recent 
years the City has moved forward on a number of initiatives to strengthen its capital planning process, including 
establishing the Capital Planning Program and creating the City's first 10-Year Capital Plan in 2006. The 
Capital Plan is a fiscally-constrained, long-range plan that draws on existing planning documents, such as the 
City's General Plan and Neighborhood Area Plans, to guide policy and funding decisions related to 
infrastructure investments. The Plan is updated and approved by the Capital Planning Committee, the Board of 
Supervisors, and the Mayor every other year. This study, in part, will quantify the current level of infrastructure 
services within the city and develop target levels for those services. The results of this report will be 

incorporated into the City's capital planning process and help inform future infrastructure decisions. 

INFRASTRUCTURE TYPES EVALUATED 

The five infrastructure categories evaluated as part of this study include: 
............... 

.• Recreation and open space 

Streetscape and pedestrian 
infrastructure 

Bicycle infrastructure 

Childcare 

•••• : 

. . - ... 

Transit Infrastructure 

These infrastructure categories reflect the majority of the current impact fees that are charged at either the 
neighborhood or citywide level. As such, the City wants to frame provision of these categories in a eommon 
language that allows for easy comparison across categories and across the city. 

Recreation and Open Space 

Recreation and open space encompasses all recreation facilities within the city limits including park land and 
facilities owned by the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (RPO), as well as state and federal 

park land. This study will focus on recreation and open space within the city limits provided by the City- i.e. 
recreation and open space owned by RPO, the Department of Public Works (DPW), the Port, and the 
Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency within San 

Francisco. The more than 200 parks range in size from less than one acre to over 1,000 acres (Golden Gate 
Park), and support all kinds of recreational uses, from organized team sports and athletics, to gardening, to 
sunbathing and picnicking. Recreation and open space includes passive lawn space and forested areas for 
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"general enjoyment of outdoors" 6, courses and courts, playgrounds, and bike, pedestrian, and equestrian 

paths. By providing and maintaining recreation and open space, RPO aims to increase recreation opportunities, 

contribute to the city's environmental health, and encourage the health and well-being of San Francisco's 
residents and visitors. 

Chilqcare 

Childcare, in this study; refers to childcare licensed by the City. Licensed childcare facilities are classified as 

either licensed family childcare home (FCCH) facilities or center-based facilities, both of which can provide 

. infant, toddler, and preschool care. The Office of Early Care and Education (OECE) keeps records of all 

existing licensed facilities and the total number of spaces available in each category. As well as licensing 

facilities, the City currently directs public funds for facilities .and operations, and contributes municipal funds and 

impact fees to support childcare subsidies. \Nhile the City does not own or operate childcare facilities, the San 

Francisco Childcare Planning and Advisory Council (CPAC) works to ensure that a sufficient number of 

facilities are provided to meet demand. The San Francisco CPAC has identified childcare provision for infants 

and toddlers (ages 0-2) and preschoolers (ages 3-5) as important goals. 

Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure 

Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure encompasses a wide range of pedestrian right-of-way facilities, from 

simple paved sidewalks· to "complete str~ets"7 with sidewalks, street trees, lighting, benches, bulb-outs, 

signalized crosswalks, and traffic calming measures. According to the City's guiding streetscape and 

pedestrian infrastructure policy document {San Francisco's Better Streets Plan), the City aims to provide all 

types of streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, from the basic to the most furnished, depending on the 

street type, the site conditions, traffic and built environment constraints, and so on. Although the streetscape 

infrastructure is not uniform across San Francisco, the Better Streets Plan (BSP) intends for most sidewalks to 

include, in addition to pavement, as least some streetscape elements such as lighting, bulb-outs, or street 

trees. Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, as a determinant of walking within the city, plays an important 

role in the City's transportation goals, health and safety promotion, and environmental objectives. 

Bicycle Infrastructure 

Bicycle infrastructure refers primarily to the city's bicycle network. The network consists of a range of bicycle 

route levels (L TS 1 - L TS 4) that denote rider comfort along a route. These bikeway types reflect varying levels 
of separation from vehicle traffic and street conditions. Because of the nature of use and location of bike 

fa~ilities, the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) works closely with the RPO as well as 

the Department of Public Works (DPW) on the planning and maintenance of bicycle infrastructure. Bicycle 

infrastructure is often planned in conjunction with SFMTA's other transportation infrastructure. Bicycle 

infrastructure, as a determinant of biking within the city, plays an important role in the City's transportation 

goals, health and safety promotion, and environmental objectives. 

6 United States. San Francisco Recreation and Park Department. "Parks Acquisition Policy." August 2011. Print. 
7 Streets which "are safe, comfortal)le, and convenient for travel for everyone, regardless of age or ability- motorists, pedestrians, 
bicyclists, and public transportation riders." Metropolitan Transportation Commission, "MTG One Bay Area Grant: Complete Streets 
Policy Development Workshop." 16 October 2012. Section 2.4.13 of San Francisco's Public Works Code outlines San Francisco's 
complete streets policy, including the construction of transit, bicycle, stormwater, and pedestrian improvements. Pedestrian 
environment improvements include sidewalk lighting, pedestrian safety measures, traffic calming devices, landscaping, and other 
pedestrian elements listed as defined in the Better Streets Plan. 
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Transit Infrastructure 

Transit infrastructure refers to San Francisco's network of public buses, light rail, streetcars, and cable cars run 
by th~ San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). The system provides constant service year 
round and works to balance system access with efficiency. Transit infrastructure plays an important role in the 
City's transportation goals, health and safety promotion, and environment~! objectives. 

APPROACH I REPORT ORGANIZATION 

The work summarized in this report is organized into chapters (one per infrastructure category), with a 
preceding chapter (Chapter 3) summarizing the process AECOM undertook to establish an LOS, and a 

proceeding chapter (Chapter 12) briefly discussing project prioritization and financing. 

Each infrastructure chapter is organized as follows: 

Each chapter opens with a discussion of background information about the infrastructure category and 
typical measures for infrastructure provision. A review of the prov!sion of the infrastructure category 
within San Francisco is included, with reference to· provision in case study cities. 
Metrics for thatinfrastructure within San Francisco are proposed. San Francisco's. current provision is 
quantified, as per the proposed metric. An aspirational goal and a short-term target are identified, as 
per the proposed metric. 

San Francisco's future (20308
) infrastructure shortfall is assessed, assuming the current level of 

-infrastructure is maintained while population and employment increases. · 

8 In most cases the timeframe of analysis is from the current year (2013) until 2030. Two exceptions are bicycle infrastructure and 
childcare, for which the timeframe of analysis extends until 2020. This selection of a s.horter timeframe for these two infrastructure 
categories is discussed in more detail in the relevant infrastructure chapter. 
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3 .. EXISTING AND 
PROPOSED LEVELS OF 
SERVICE 

The following section summarizes the process AECOM undertook to establish LOS, including policy review, 
agency stakeholder interviews, and case study research. Initial findings are summarized. 

LOS METRICS DEVELOPMENT AND EVALUATION 

The process of measuring LOS provision for each infrastructure category, developing aspirational goals and 

realistic targets, and preparing an infrastructure gap analysis has been the same for each infrastructure type. ~ 
brief description of the process and key inputs in each step of the process are described below. lnfrastructure
specific approaches and results are included in more detail in the proceeding infrastructure-specific chapters. 

Again, it is important to note that the metrics and targets developed as part of this process are consistent with 
current City plans and are intended to be applied as citywide guidelines. The City may choose to aspire to 
higher goals or lower targets to account for unique neighborhood characteristics and/or available resources for 
investing in and maintaining new infrastructure. 

LOS Metric Development 

In order to develop appropriate LOS metrics for San Francisco's infrastructure facilities, AECOM relied on three 
key inputs: 

1. Existing citywide and neighborhood policy documents; 

2. Interviews and consultation with San Francisco agency stakeholders; and 

3. Best practice reviews of eight cities across North America. 

San Fmndsco Policy Review 

For many of the infrastructure categories, a substantial amount of work has been done by various agencies to 
define LOS metrics and targets for San Francisco's infrastructure. To build on existing work, citywide and 
neighborhood-specific planning and policy documents were reviewed and incorporated into this report's 
analysis. Specific findings from citywide policy documents are included in greater detail in individual 
infrastructure chapters. A full list of the policies reviewed is included in the Appendix. 

At the neighborhood level, few plans address concrete LOS targets, but most' provide qualitative or design 
guidance on infrastructure improvements. In addition to design input, many neighborhood plans and nexus 

studies, such as the Market & Octavia Community Improvements Program, the West SOMA Nexus Study, and 
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the Transbay Nexus Study provide project prioritization based on either internal assessment of need, the San 

Francisco General Pl~m. or other infrastructure-specific plans such as San Francisco's Short Range Transit 
. Plan and the Childcare Needs Assessment. Direction on recreation and open space LOS and targets are most 
common, with less neighborhood-specific direction provided on bicycle infrastructure or streetscape and 

pedestrian infrastructure. Although it is possible for neighborhood plans or nexus studies to define their own 
LOS targets, in most instances plans and nexus analyses take direction from various policy decisions made at 

the citywide level. 

Agency Stakeholder Interviews 

Interviews with City agency stakeholders were a critical part of the LOS metric and target development. Agency 

representatives were selected by the project client, and additional stakeholders were contacted as needed. The 
project team met with agency representatives for all five infrastructure categories evaluated in addition to 
Planning Department and Capital Planning Program representatives. 

A full list of the agencies and stakeholders consulted is included in the Appendix. 

Best Practices - Case Study Review 

Eight cities across North America were reviewed to evaluate how other comparable cities are measuring LOS, 
applying LOS metrics to their infrastructure provision, and using LOS standards to prioritize investment. The 

selected cities are comparable to San Francisco in that they are either: (1) built-out cities that rely on urban infill 
for growth (or have strong urban growth boundaries) 9, or (2) city-county municipalities. In addition, two cities 
from California were reviewed to understand how they address the state-specific political and economic 

challenges. The case study cities reviewed are: 

1. Boston, Massachusetts (built-out city) 

2. Miami, Florida (city-county) 

3. Minneapolis, Minnesota (city-county) 

4. Philadelphia, Pennsylvania (built-out city, city-county) 

5. Portland, Oregon (built-out city) 

6. San Diego, California (California) 

7. San Jose, California (California) 

B. Vancouver, Canada (built-out city) 

Through policy review and interviews with city officials, it is clear that, while many cities quantify infrastructure 
provision for various ·infrastructure categories; the practice of creating or applying developed LOS metrics is a 
relatively uncommon one. 

Key findings of the case study review include: 

LOS metrics are uncommon practice - while many cities quantify infrastructure provision for various 

facilities, the practice of creating or applying developed LOS metrics was uncommon in the cities surveyed. 

9 Note that the analysis specifically considered built-out cities because the provision of additional infrastructure is very different than 
in cities still expanding their boundaries. Expanding cities can set specific master planning guidelines and dictate levels of service on 
new development; and, because these projects are establishing new urban areas, there is a much simpler nexus between the 
infrastructure requirement and the development. 
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Additionally, while some facilities, such as recreation and open space have well-accepted public metrics (e.g. 
acres· of park per 1 ,000 residents), others, such as childcare and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure are 
rarely expressed in quantified levels of service.10 Many of the case study cities are large, built-out cities that do 
not have large master plan areas where citywide guidance is required for infrastructure provision. Some 
Californian cities set park and right-of-way standards for large new developments, especially where a 
comprehensive development fee program is in place, but this practice is less prevalent among cities where the 
predominant form of development is infill. 

In Portland's 2012 Citywide Assets Report, the City identified establishing LOS as one of its priorities. Several . 
other interviewed cities expressed a sincere interest in learning more about San Francisco's LOS development.' 
Because LOS metrics and targets are not necessarily a common practice for all infrastructure categories, when 
metrics are provided, their non-standardized nature tends to make cross-city comparison difficult. LOS 
provision for each case study ~ity is summarized in the Appendix in Table 30 and notable City goals are · 
included in the infrastructure sections. 

LOS targets tend to be qualitative - More often than not, infrastructure goals provided in the case study 
cities' planning documents tend to b.e either qualitative (e.g. improve "walkability"), or very specific (e.g. build an 
additional 10 miles of bicycle network on 12th Street). These goals are rarely clearly tied to demand. Identified 
LOS targets for each case study city are summarized in the Appendix in Table 31. 

LOS targets tend to be aspirational - When quantitative LOS targets are provided, they tend to be 
aspirational rather than financially realistic. Many cities indicated that they fall short of the goalS set forth in 
planning and policy documents, and that the goals were intended primarily as a guide rather than as a 
mandate. Table 3 summarizes some of the LOS metrics that are used in the case studies or in academic policy 
documents. These metrics were reviewed with agency stakeholders to determine whether any of them would 
be appropriate for San Francisco. It was noted that aspirational targets can be problematic if too ambitious. An 
oversupply of infrastructure can overburden limited operations and maintenance capacity. For example, a 
highly ambitious recreation and open space standard, arid subsequent provision, can lead to unmaintained 
park lands and deteriorating public assets. Street tree provision is another example of where the ongoing care 
is as important as the initial planting and establishment of the street trees.11 

10 Note that.there are a number of smaller California cities (such as Berkeley, Santa Monica, and Palo Alto) that consider childcare 
provision in their needs assessment of communily facilities, and require developers to accommodate their fair share of future 
childcare needs. 
11 AECOM, "Financing San Francisco's Urban Forest- The Benefits and Costs of a Comprehensive Street Tree Program." October 
2012. Print. 
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Table 3. Common Findings and Infrastructure LOS Metrics 

lf~l:~~~I~~it~l~il3£1ft.~l&{~~tlllr~jJii!ifj1~i~l!!~?il~}~~~~ 
Recreation In addition to the longstanding metric of acres per 1,000 • Percent of total land area 

and Open 
residents, many cities ate also evaluating access and • Distance to nearest park per resident 

l)pace 
proximity measures. • Acres per 1,000 residents 

• Acres per household 

• Municipal spending per capita 

• Tree canopy coverage 

Childcare Likely because of the primarily private provision, childcare • Childcare spaces per resident 

Facilities 
facilities are rarely addressed as a city infrastructure • Square foot of childcare facilities per child 

requirement.12 • Percent of demand accommodation 

Streetscape Most cities tend to have qualitative goals associated with • Percent of streets with sidewalks 

and Pedestrian 
streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure - addressing • Linear feet of sidewalk per resident 

Infrastructure 
quality and aesthetics rathe~ than quantity. • Pedestrian Environmental Quality Index 

Goals to increase pedestrian mode"share13 are common, (PEQl)14 

without necessarily concrete action plans. • Street tree provision or canopy coverage 

Right-of-way standards for new greenfield development are • Customized metrics incorporating lighting, 

common but often developed at a Master Plan or Specific sidewalk width, separation from traffic, 

Plan level. adjacent road speed, etc. 

Bicycle Increasing bicycle mode share was a common goal (Boston, • Percent of streets with bike lanes 

Infrastructure 
Philadelphia, Portland, and Vancouver). • Linear feet of bike lane per resident (or per 

Almost all cities have developed bicycle master plans with service population 15) 
target bicycle networks identified. • Mode share 

Miami and Philadelphia both had "bike friendly" status goals • Customized metrics incorporating width, 

tied to national organization rankings. encounter frequency, adjacent road speed, 

etc. 

Transit Transit LOS is typically much more difficult to evaluate given • Transit score 

Infrastructure 
its complexity. • Modeshare 

Many cities have transit mode share goals (Portland, San • Customized metrics incorporating 

Jose, and Vancouver). headways, trip times, reliability, schedule 

range, seat availability, etc. 

Source: AECOM, 2013. 

Where possible, LOS provision for each case study city, as well as San Francisco, is summarized in the 
Appendix in Table 30. 

Case study findings related to infrastructure prioritization and financing are included in Chapter 11. 

12 Berkeley, Santa Monica, Palo Alto, and Concord are all examples in California of cities that do address childcare provision. 
13 Mode share measures the percentage of all transportation trips that use a given "mode.• Walking, bicycle, public transit, and 
~rivate vehicles are the most common modes of travel. · 
4 "Pedestrian Environmental Quality Index . " Program on Health, Equity and Sustainability. San Francisco Department of Public 

Health. Web. 31 June 2013. http:l/www.sfphes.org1elementsl24-elements/toolsl1 OB-pedestrian-environmental-quality-index. . 
15 Service population is a unit of measure that encompasses all local infrastructure users, including residents and employees. 
Residents are assigned one point, while employees are typically assigned 0.5 points to reflect their lower level of usage. For 
recreation and open space, service population is calculated by assigning residents one point, and employees 0.19 points. Refer to 
the companion report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), and its appendix report, San Francisco Citywide 
Nexus Analysis - Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) for more detail. 
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CURRENT LOS PROVISION EVALUATION 

Using the identified metrics, the infrastructure provision for all categories, with the exception of transit 
infrastructure and childcare, 16 were mapped using GIS.17 Mapping t~e infrastructure provision allows for both 

the evaluation of a citywide LOS, and, in some cases, an understanding of how infrastructure provision is 

distributed across the city's 37 neighborhoods. These citywide and neighborhood provision maps can help 
inform how capital funds may be prioritized based on current distribution. 

The developed LOS metrics aim to account for variations in service density, demand, and other factors. 

However, it is not always possible to account for all factors that influence geographic demand and supply 

variation of an infrastructure type. 

LOS and Infrastructure' Standard Development 

Two tiers of standards are included as part of this study: (1) long-term aspirational goals and (2) short-term 

targets. 

Both the long-term aspirational goals and short-term targets were identified based on existing policies and 

department direction, or as a result of reviewing the existing LOS provision. The bifurcation is meant to balance 

the City's ideal infrastructure aspirations with what it can reasonably expect to provide, given capital and 

operations budgets and other external limitations. The long-term aspirational goals represent an ideal level of 

service for each infrastructure category absent any constraints. The short-term targets are intended to indicate 
what the City will aim to provide for its residents by 2030, or in the case of childcare and bicycle infrastructure, 

in a shorter time frame (2020). The short-term targets are intended to ground expectations and help ensure 

equitable distribution of infrastructure; however, the aspirational goals established through policy work and 
community-based planning will continue to influence the City's long-term infrastructure planning. 

As with the LOS metrics, some departments have already invested a significant amount of effort in developing 

detailed needs assessments for San Francisco and for specific neighborhoods. It is important to note that in no 

way does this work, _particularly the gap assessment, intend to override the analysis that has already been 

done by various agencies. 

Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis 

LOS targets are overlaid on the city's current LOS provision to identify variations in shortfall and surplus 

throughout the city. The LOS targets are also overlaid on the projected future (2030 or 2020) population to 

determine the projected shortfall, if no infrastructure investment Was made. 

Many of the gap analyses are presented at the neighborhood level, and are meant to serve as a high-level 

overview of the distribution of services throughout the city. Given the nature of many of the infrastructure 

facilities, it is often not possible or not appropriate to provide an equal LOS in each of the neighborhoods. For 

example, recreation and open space varies throughout the city based on urban forni: in the downtown, open 

space requirements are nearly impractical to apply where there are few, if any, land acquisition opportunities 

that could support the development of a neighborhood park. As well, some areas of the city require higher 

levels of service than others. For this reason, the LOS provision targets apply to the entire city, not to individual 

16 The LOS metrics iqenti!ied for transit are only available as citywide indicators and are not geographically located. 
17 For a complete list of data so.urces, see Table 29. The LOS metrics identified for childcare are based on citywide demand, and, 
given data limitations, cannot be geographically disaggregated . 
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neighborhoods. It is worth noting as well that neighborhood-level analysis by definition uses neighborhood 

boundaries. In some cases, neighborhood provision may be distorted where infrastructure falls across a 
neighborhood line, but clearly also seNes adjacent neighborhoods. This idiosyncrasy is a function of 
neighborhood-level analysis and is a reminder that the analysis is an informational tool. 

The results of the LOS target evaluation for all of the infrastructure metrics are summarized in Table 4. 
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Table 4. Summary of LOS Metrics for Five Infrastructure Categories 

Acres of City-Owned Open Space 
11,000 Service Population Units 4.0 4.0 
(SPU) 

1.1 Acres of Open Space I 1,000 SPU 3.5 

1.2 Acres of Improved Open Space I 1,000 SPU 0.5 

0.7 

% of Infants and Toddlers (0-2) 
Childcare Demand Served by 37% 100% 
Available Licensed Slots 

% of Preschool Age Children (3-
2 5) Childcare Demand Served by 99.6% 100% 

Available Licensed Slots 

Number of Premium· (L TS 1, 2) 
51 miles 251 miles, 100% 

Network: Miles 

2 Number of Upgraded 3 intersections 203 intersections 
Intersections 

3 
Number of Bicycle Parking 8,800 spaces 58;000 spaces 
Spaces 

4 
Bicycle Share Program (Bikes + 

0 
300 stations 

Accompanying Share Station) 3,000 bicycles 

;J Transit Infrastructure LOS LOS 

1 
Transit Crowding (% of Boardings 

NIA NIA Relative to Capacity) 

2 
Transit Travel Time (Average 33.72 NIA 
Minutes per Trip) 

· Source: AECOM, 2013 

4.ci 

3.5 

0.5 

37% 

99.6% 

61 miles 

13 intersections 

12,800 spaces 

50 stations 
500 bicycles 

LOS 

85% 

33.60 

AECOM 

566 acres 

55acres 

511 acres 

2,529 spaces 

2,256 spaces 

10 miles 

10 intersections 

4,000 spaces 

50 stations 

500 bicycles 

2030 

N/A 

NIA 

1. Projected citywide shortfall is calculated by applying the short-term target LOS to the 2030 service population (or 2020 service 

population, in the case of childcare and bicycle infrastructure). 
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4. RECREATION AND 
OPEN SPACE 

Recreation and open space infrastructure is one of the infrastructure types 

that has received a significant amount of thought, public outreach, and 

organization from the City. Tftis section wfll outline conventions as well as 

existing San Francisco policy metrics for measuring open space provision, 

with case study comparisons where applicable. This section will then 

propose metrics and undertake an assessment of existing conditions based 

on those metrics. Table 5 below notes the City policies referenced in this 

section; full texts of these policies are appended for information. Note that 

the terms parks, parkland,· open space, and recreation space are used synonymously in this section to refer to 

recreation and open space. For information, an overview of San Francisco open space is mapped, by 

ownership (Figure 1). 

Table 5. Recreation and Open Space Guiding and Reference Policy Documents 

Recreation and Open Space Planning 

Element (ROSE) Department 

Acquisition Policy RPD 

Source: AECOM, 2013. 

BACKGROUND 

June 

2011 

August 

2011 

Draft report 

Adopted 

• Identification of "areas of need" based on 

socioeconomic measures and access to park 
land 

• Information on existing and proposed open 
space 

• Definition of "passive" and "active" open space 

• "High-needs area" metric definition 

Recreation and open space has historically been measured as a ratio of acreage to residents. In 1981, the 

National Park and Recreation Association (NPRA) defined what has since become a ubiquitous standard 

recommendation of 1 O acres of park per 1,000 people.18 In recent years, this general rule has been modified by 

planners and municipal governments to reflect more reasonable ratios for densely-populated, built-out cities. 

18 Fogg, George E. National Recreation and Park Association, Park Planning Guidelines. 1981. 
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Published standards for cities have ranged from 4 to 10 acres per 1,000 residents. 19 San Francisco currently. 

provides 4.6 acres of city-owned recreation space20 per 1,000 residents, and 8.2 acres per 1,000 residents of 
total recreation space (including county, metro, state, and federal acres within the city limits, such as the 
Presidio). More tellingly, San Francisco provides 4.0 acres of city-owned recreation space per 1,000 service 
population units and 7.2 total acres per 1,000 service population units.21 This measure of provision per service 
population unit more accurately describes San Francisco's LOS, as it includes employees, who also use park 

resources. 

While all case study cities provide cpntext, New York and Vancouver in particular are San Francisco's cohort 
for open space: all three cities are geographically constrained within a small lar:id area and support high 
population densities. San Francisco, at 4.6 city-owned acres per 1,000 residents, falls between New York at 

3.522 and Vancouver at 7.0.23 24 According to a Trust for Public Land survey, New York provides 4.6 acres of 
total open space per 1,000 residents within the city limits, compared with San Francisco's 8.2. 25 

Another perspective on open space addresses access. Many cities (Miami, Philadelphia, Portland, and 
Vancouver) aim to provide open space within walking distance of residents. A stock measure of accessibility is 

· a ten-minute walk, which is .roughly equivalent to a half mile distance. The Planning Department undertook an 
accessibility study of San Francisco, by imagining walksheds of half mile radii around every park, and 
determining any excluded city area. As reported in the ROSE, this analysis shows that almost everywhere 
within San Francisco is within a half mile from open space. From an accessibility standpoin.t, San Francisco 

scores well, and this metric does not represent much opportunity for improvement. This metric of residents 
within a half mile radius of open space is a common metric among recreation authorities; but, since San 
Francisco essentially achieves the standard, the accessibility metric is excluded from this discussion. 

CASE STUDY COMPARISON: PROVISION AND METRICS 

In a review of LOS metrics and goals for other cities, the two most frequent metrics consider issues of access 
(distance from parks) and quantity (amount of parks). Both of these metrics are reflected in RPD's current 
provision policies and goals, which are compared to the metrics for five case study cities (Table 6, Table 7). 
Note that some cities, such as San Diego, only have goals for "neighborhood and community parks," while 

others have quantified goals that include other types of regional and open space parks, which distorts the 
comparisons. As Table 6 and Table 7 show, most cities are performing well relative to their goals and their 
current provision. 

19 Moeller, John. American Society of Planning Officials, Standards for Outdoor Recreational Areas. Information Report No. 194. 
https:/twWw.planning.org/pas/at60/report194.htm?print=true · 
2° City-owned recreation space includes land owned by RPO, DPW, the Port, and the Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to 
the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency . · 
21 For recreation and open space, service population is calculated by assigning residents one point, and employees 0.19 points. For 
a mo~e complete definition of service population see the Service Population Definition in the Appendix (p.83). Refer also to the 
companion report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), and its appendix report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus 
Analysis- Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) for more detail. 
22 An estimated 29,000 acres of New York City's 38,000 acres of park land are city-owned (The Trust for Public Land, 2011 City 
Park Facts Report, http://www.tpl.org/publications/books-reports/ccpe-publications/city-park-facts-repcirt-2011.html) and s.erve New 
York's roughly 8.3 million residents (U.S. Census Bureau, 2011). 
23 See Table 30 in the Appendix. San Jose and San Diego's numbers may include regional parks within the city boundaries, 
resulting in inflated metrics compared to San Francisco and Vancouver. 
24 These New York and Vancouver metri.cs do not include county, state, and federal acres within the city limits. 
25 "2011 City Park Facts Report." The Trust for Public Land. The Trust for Public Land, 1 Nov. 2011. Web. 22 Jul. 2013. 
http://www.tpl.org/publications/books-reports/ccpe-publications/city-park-facts-report-2011.html 
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Table 6. Current LOS Provision Comparison - R_ecreation and Open Space1 2 

1,000 residents 

minutes I 0.5 mi full-service for neighborhood minutes of green 

of open space community and community space 

center parks, subject to 

• 75% of residents "equivalencies" · 

within 0.5 mi of a as determined at 

park the community 

plan level 

7.2acres/1,000 • 24.6 acres I 35.9 acres I • 16.5 acres I • 6.97 ap-es I 

residents 1,000 residents 1,000 residents 1,000 residents 1,000 residents 

(Intermediate - (Intermediate - (without regional 

Low density city) Low density city) parks) 

Source: Various city agencies 

1. Only select cities are included (see Table 30 for additional cities). 

2. Data on acres of open space per 1,000 residents is from the Trust for Public Land, "Acres of Parkland per 1,000 Residents, by 

City." htto://citvparksurvey.tpl.orqlreports/report display.asp?rid=4 · 

Table 7. City LOS Aspirational Goals Comparison - Recreation and Open Space 

residents within 3 1,000 residents 1,000 residents residents within 

minutes I 0.5mi miles ofa of neighborhood • 3.5 acres of 5-min walk to 

of open space by community and community community green space, by 

2025 center parks serving parks per 2020 

• Add 500 acres • 100% of • 35 acres per 1,000 residents • Plant 150,000 

by2015 residents within 1,000 residents new trees by . 10.acres per. 0.5 mi of. a park for all parks, 2020 

1,000 residents • By 2020, 1,870 including 

more acres of regional 

park 

Source: Various city agencies 

1. Only cities with relevant LOS metrics are included (see Table 31 for additional cities). 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE LOS METRICS 

Two metrics were identified to measure recreation and open space infrastructure LOS. The two metrics are 

intended to measure total type of provision, and distribution and intensity of use. The two LOS metrics are: 

• Acres of City-owned open space per 1,000 service population units 

• Acres per 1,000 adjacent residents 
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Acres of Active Open Apace per 1,000 Service Population Units 

Table 8. Acres of Active Open Space per 1,000 Service Population Units - LOS Provision, Goal, and Target 

ii~~~§~1~~t~l~~~if~3'.;:~~f:~~,"~'*ii;~~~!'~~~;~~~DirEi~o:~;:t:;~~~~~;:-:::~ 
Current Citywide Average • 4.0 acres of City-owned open space (within City • See Table Note 

limits) per 1,000 service population units 

• 4.0 acres of City-owned open space (within City 

limits) per 1,000 service population units, achieved 
either through newly constructed open space or • RPO staff members Dawn 

Long-term Aspirational Goal improvement to existing open space Kamalanathan, Planning Director, 

0 3.5 acres of open space per 1,000 service Stacey Bradley, Planner, and 

population units Taylor Emerson, Analyst 

0 0.5 acres of improved open space per 1,000 
service population units 

• 4.0 acres of City-owned open space (within City 

limits) per 1,000 service population units, achieved 
either through newly constructed open space or • RPD staff members Dawn 

Short-term Target improvement to existing open space Kamalanathan, Planning Director, 

0 3.5 acres of open space per 1,000 service Stacey Bradley, Planner, and 

population units Taylor Emerson, Analyst 

0 0.5 acres of improved open space per 1,000 
service population units 

Note: RPO staff members Dawn Kamalanathan, Planning Director, Stacey Bradley, Planner, and Taylor Emerson, Analyst, noted m 
a meeting on November 14, 2013, that RPO owned approximately 3,437.28 acres of open space within the City and that other City 
agencies - DPW, the Port, and the Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
owned another approximately 324.4 acres. Given the 2013 recreation and open space service population of 934,726, the current 
citywide average acreage per 1,000 service population units is calculated to be 4.0. RPD staff members also noted that the City 
could feasibly commit to constructing 55 new acres of open space by 2030, which results in 3.5 ac.res of open space per 1,000 
service population units (2030 service population of 1,081,926). The remaining 0.5 acres of open space per 1,000 population units 
will be achieved through capacity improvements to existing open space. Refer to the companion report, the San Francisco Citywide 
Nexus Analysis (March 2014), for a more detailed discussion of capacity improvements to recreation and open space and the LOS 
implications. 

While acres of open space per resident represents the conventional measure, service population units are used 
for this metric to reflect that parks serve both the resident and employee population.26 Open space acreage is 
confined to City-owned open space within city limits to reflect the open space upon which the City can effect 
change. 

RPO staff has set the current citywide LOS of 4.0 acres of City-owned open space per 1,000 service population 
units as both the short-term LOS target for 2030 and the long-term aspirational goal (Figure 2, Figure 3). San 
Francisco's density and expensive land costs limit the creation of new park space. Based on conversations with 
RPO staff, RPO's focus is expected to be maintaining existing acreage, improving current acreage, prioritizing 
upgrades, improving areas of need, and constructing a limited amount of new acreage. Of the 4.0 acres of City

owned open space per 1,000 service population units, 3.5 acres per 1,000 service population units will be 
achieved in open space acreage and the remaining 0.5 acres per 1,000 service population units will be 
achieved by improving the capacity of existing open space. The companion report, the San Francisco Citywide 
Nexus Analysis (March 2014), includes a more detailed discussion of recreation and open space capacity 
improvements and the LOS implications. 

26 For a more complete definition of service population see the Service Population Definition in the Appendix (p.83). 
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fafrastmcture Shortfall mid Gap Analysis 

No shortfall exists at the current time, given that the metric target is based on maintaining the current provision 

. into the future, although some neighborhoods, however, fall below the short-tenn target. As the population 

increases, by 2030, if the amount of open spa98 remains the same, the LOS metric will fall from 4.0 to 3.5, and 

the acquisition of approximately 566 additional acres of park space will be required to address growing demand 

(Figure 3).27 These additional acres could be created by acquiring land and constructing new open space or by 

expanding the capacity of existing open space.28 Given San Francisco's density and land costs, 566 acres of 

new park space is an ·unlikely ambition by an order of magnitude. Instead the majority of 'new' open space is 
likely to be an increal:!e in the capacity of existing parks, rather than the acquisition of more land for new park 

construction. RPO staff estimates that they can feasibly commit to constructing 55 new acres of open space by 

2030, and increase the capacity through open space improvements of the remaining 511 acres.29 

27 This calculation is based on demographic projections from the San Francisco Planning Department, received by AECOM on May 
14, 2013 from Aksel Olsen, Planner/Geographer in the Citywide Information and Analysis Group, San Francisco Planning 
Department. . · 
28 Expanding the capacity of existing open space involves, for example, adding a second floor to a recreation center, adding lighting 
to a tennis court to extend its hours (so more people can use it), adding trails to a forested area, adding a play feature to a 
g1ayground, or adding an athletic field to a lawn park. 

9 Refer to the companion report, the San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), for a more detailed discussion of 
recreation and open space capacity improvements and the LOS i~plications. 
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Citywide Park Provision (2013) 

Total City Open Space (existing acres) 

City-Owned Open Space (existing acres) 
· Non-City-Owned Open Space (existing acres) 

Total Acres/ 1,000 Residents 

Total Acres/ 1,000 SPU* 
Total City-Owned Acres/ 1,000 Residents 

Total City-Owned Acres/ 1,000 SPU* 

*Service Population Unit 

6,737 County Boundary 
3, 762 -- Neighborhoods 

2,975 = Highways 

8.2 

7.2 

4.6 

4.0 

Open Space by Ownership 
~ Non-City-owned open space 
f;;_,.,"',-%.l City-owned open space 

~~-'ii_~~~ Feet 
0 3,000 6,000 

NORTH Scale: 1 inch= 6,000 feet 

Source: San Francisco RPD 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTME:~ 

0:.-· NE. ~i;: 
. . "="~ 

.euilding Our Furure 

AECOM 

Figure 1.. Total Recreation and Open Space by Ownership (201.3) 
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February 20:1.4 
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Citywide Park Provision (2013) 
Total City-Owned Open Space* (existing acres, 2013) 3,762 

LOS Metric- Acres of City-Owned Open Space/ 1,000 SPU** 

Existing Citywide Average (2013) 

Short-term Target (2030) 

Existing Citywide Shortfall (Acres) 
*City-owned open space includes open space owned by RPO, DPW, the Port, 
and the Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco 

••Service Population UnitS 

4.0 

4.ci 
0 

County Boundary 
-- Neighborhoods 

. =. Highways 

City-Owned Open Space Per 1,000 
Service Population Unit 
/-:an"'"1 Under 2.0 

NORTH 

~~-"1_~~~ Feet 
0 3,000 6,000 

Scale: 1 inch= 6,000 feet 

Source: San Francisco RPO 

f~.osl 2.0 - 4.0 (Citywide average, 2013) 
llll!im 4.0 - 10.0 
lli!!!lilll Above10.0 

SAN FRANCISCO . 
PLANllllNU DEPARTMEN1' 

ONE
··,,~;r= 

. .:;:,,~~ 

Building bur Future 

AE'COM 

Figure 2. Total City-Owned Recreation and Open Space per 1,000 Service Population Units (2013) 
San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis 
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Total City-Owned Open Space* (existing acres, 2013) 3,762 

I.OS Metric-Acres of City-Owned Open Spai:e / 1,000 SPU** 

Projected Citywide Average {2030)*** 

Short-term Target (2030) 

Projected Citywide Shortfall (Acres) 
•city-owned open space includes open space owned by RPO, DPW, the Port, and the 
Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency 

••service Population Units 

*•+projected Citywide Average (2030} assumes the addition of no open space acres - i.e. 
assumes existing acreage is maintained while population grew 

3.5 

4.0 

566 

County Boundary 
Neighborhoods 

~ Highways 

City-Owned Open Space Per 1,000 
Service Population Unit 
ls~h'd Under 2.0 

NORTH 

~~-~~~~Feet 
0 3,000 6,000 

Scale: 1 inch~ 6,000 feet 

Source: San Francisco RPO 

!~"""'"''"'' 2.0 - 4.0 (Short-term target, 2030) 
llllllilii!lll. 4.0-10.0 
l1!ll!lii Above 10.0 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMEN"l' 

ONES~ 
Build.ing'Our.Fmure 

AE'COM 

Figure 3r Total City-Owned Recreation and Open Space per 1,000 Service Population Units (2030) 
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Acres Per 1,000 Adjacent Residents 

Table 9. Acres per 1,000 Adjacent Residents- LOS Provision and Targets 

Current Citywide Average 

Long-temi Aspirational Goal 

Short-temi Target 

Average of 2. 7 acres of open space per 1,000 

adjacent residents 

• Median of0.7 acres of open space per 1,000 adjacent 

residents 

• 135 parks with less than 0.5 acres per 1,000 adjacent 

residents 

• 0.5 acres of open space per 1,000 adjacent residents 

at all parks 

• 0.5 acres of open space per 1,000 adjacent residents 

at all parl<;s 

AECOM 

• RPD and Planning Department data 

(see Table 29) 

• RPD's Acquisition Policy, High 

Needs Area definition, p 20. 

• RPD's Acquisition Policy, High 

Needs Area definition, p 20, 

The acres per 1,000 adjacent "residents metric is intended to measure whether residents are over- or under

served by their proximate parks. The metric is a partial proxy for park crowding, or, intensity of use. This metric 

enables the City to quantify varying park demand in a given neighborhood related to residential density. 

While San Francisco has a high acreage per resident (8.6 acres per 1,000 residents), this citywide indicator 

does not account for the distribution of space relative to population distribution. This metric shows where small 

parks serve an inordinate amount of nearby residents. 

This metric is a variation of a more typical LOS metric: distance from a park for all residents. A number of other 

cities including Miami, Philadelphia, Portland, and Vancouver use a proximity metric to evaluate adequate LOS 

provision in their policy documents. 30 Analysis presented in the ROSE highlights an RPD target of having all 

residents live within one half mile of a park, equivalent to a ten-minute walk. However, as demonstrated by the 

analysis, San Francisco is already close to achieving this target, making it a less useful goal. 

Instead, guided by the 2011 Acquisition Policy, the proximity metric was modified to assess the amount of 

space .within a reasonable distance of residents. The 2011 Acquisition Policy includes a discussion of "high 

needs areas," defined as places with a high population density relative to open space. Generally this is 

quantified as less than 0.5 acres per 1,000 people within a half mile radius. The LOS target, therefore, is 0.5 

acres per 1,000 adjacent residents, with this threshold defining the difference between well-supplied parkland 

and overcrowded or under-supplied parkland. 

The analysis for this metric was performed by attributing census block populations to their nearest park 

(neighborhood boundaries were ignored) .. Populations will typically be within a half-mile of their nearest park, 

given the distribution of parks in San Francisco.31 Satisfying the distance requirement, this metric emphasizes 

the acreage component of the high needs area definition. 

30 Miami has a quarter mile access to open space target. Philadelphia aims to have 75 percent of residents living with a half mile of 
a park by 2025. Portland targets 100 percent of residents within a half mile by 2020. Vancouver is working towards having 100 
percent of residents live within a quarter mile or 5 minutes of green space by 2020 - see Table 31. 
31 Analysis by the Planning Department, reported in the ROSE plan, shows that half-mile radius buffers arnund all parks in San 
Francisco encompasses almost the entirety of the City. 
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Infrastructure Shortfall and GapAnaJysis 

The LOS target results in 135 parks being deficient, with values below 0.5 acres per 1,000 adjacent residents.32 

Because block-level population projections are not available, it is not possible to anticipate 2030 shortfalls. 

Based on this metric analysis, 41 percent of residents, or 330,000 people, are served by over-crowded parks. 

Not surprisingly, neighborhoods with higher land use intensity experien~ park overcrowding as measured by 
this metric. These areas were also identified in the City's ROSE as high needs areas. 

PRACTICAL APPLICATION OF RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE METRIC 

While both proposed metrics are important in measuring the quantity and distribution of open space, in its 
practical application, the acres of City-owned open space per 1,000 service population units best represents 
RPD's develppment and LOS intentions. As a result, this metric will inform the nexus between development 
and development impact fees. 

PROPOSED OPPORTUNITIES FOR FURTHER STUDY 

The following studies were identified in the L6S metric development process as potential next steps in the 
continued refinement of the City's recreation and open space provision evaluation: 

• Cataloging usage of City-owned park elements (such as playgrounds or basketball courts) to develop an 
understanding of their capacity (children playing per hour or basketball players per hour). 

• Cataloging usage of City-owned parks to determine the amount of people the average park serves, which 
parks are the most used or crowded, which parks are least used, and so c:in. 

This addi~ional data would allow the city to evaluate provision and distribution in greater detail. 

, 
32 

The LOS target results in a citywide average of 2.7 acres per 1,000 adjacent residents (Figure 4).This average seems to satisfy 
the target, but it is important to remember that large parks and areas with low populations will have high acreages per 1,000 
adjacent residents, inflating the average. The median, by comparison, is 0.7 acres per 1,000 residents. 
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Citywide Park Use Intensity (2013) 

Total Number of Parks Analyzed* 360 

LOS Metric - Total Acres/ l,000 Adjacent Residents 

Current Citywide Median (2013)** 

Short-term Target (2030)*** 

Projected Citywide Shortfall (Acres) 

0.7 

0.5 

100 
*Parks with attributed blocks of zero population or with no attributable 
blocks excluded; Mission Bay parks conglomerated 

**Excluded extreme outliers (populations below 100; acreages above 
100), but the average is still inflated by low population blocks and high 
acreage parks. 135 parks deficient, although median is above LOS goal. 

•••Per San Francisco RPO 2011 Acquisition Policy 

NB: Half-mile radius drawn around five largest parks (Presidio, Golden 
Gate, Lake Merced, John Mclaren, and SFSU) to include nearby census 
blocks although a smaller park may technically be closer. 

County Boundary 
Neighborhoods 

•=..;· Highways 

;x:c::: Recreation/open space 
li1·i1:(;,i•;;] Blocks with zero population 
Acres of Open Space per 1,000 
Adjacent Residents 
El.lli9 At or above 0. 5 
~'~·:;.>'il Below 0.5 

NORTH 

3,000 

Scale: 1 inch= 6,000 feet 

Source: San Francisco RPO; 2010 
Census 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING OEPARTMENY 

0. N·r=~r. 
t:;;;ij!f" 

Buildlng'Our F\ltUre 

A.S'COM 

Figure 4: Acres of Park per 1.,000 Adjacent Residents by Block 
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5. CHILDCARE FACILITIES 

While the City does not own or operate childcare facilities, the City does 

work:.... through the Human Services Agency (HSA) and the San Francisco 

Childcare Planning and Advisory Council (CPAC)-to ensure that a 

sufficient number of facilities are provided to meet demand. Without being 

directly responsible for facility provision, San Francisco, like a _number of 

smaller California cities such as Berkeley, Santa Monica, and Palo Alto, 

recognizes childcare as an important community-serving necessity and 

considers childcare in their needs assessment of community facilities. The City's inyolvement includes helping 

acquire funds for operations and contributing municipal funds for the complex patchwork of childcare subsidies 

for children of low-income families, as well as issue and record licensing for childcare facilities. Additionally, 

CPAC is charged with counseling policy-makers, planners, and funders about the needs of childcare in San 

Francisco. In terms of capital investment, the City helps acquire funds for facility construction. Given the City's 

capital investment, childcare infrastructure merits -discussion as a City infrastructure component. This section 

will discuss childcare in San Francisco, propose two metrics, and evaluate childcare relative to the metrics. The 

policies referenced in this section are noted in Table 10 and appended for information. . 

Table 10. Key Childcare Facility Guiding Policy Documents 

~~ifil~F~~~iJ~:~Dtill:~ti~~~llz~!l~~~iit~§1~~~~11~~~ 
San Francisco Child Care San • Childcare provision by geography 

Francisco 2007 Final report • Demand by low-income households (under 70% 
Needs Assessment SMI) 

Child Care 

San Francisco Citywide Plan 
Planning and 

Advisory May • Summary of childcare provision and areas of 
for Early Care and Education 

Council 2012 
Final report need 

and Out of School Time 
(CPAC) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

BACKGROUND 

In San Francisco, through HSA, CPAC and various city agencies, the importance of childcare, particularly for 

young children, is readily recognized. Childcare differs.depending on the age of the children, and typically · 

children are divided into three ag~ brackets: infants I toddlers, preschoolers, and school-age children. The City 
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defines infants I toddlers as children aged O to 2, preschoolers as children aged 3 to 5, and school-age children 

as children aged 6 to 14.33 

Childcare provision can be divided into categories as well: licensed childcare and unlicensed childcare. 
Unlicensed childcare can be more formal care, like programs through boys and girls clubs· and RPO, or more 
informal care, like stay-at-home parents, nannies, and grandparents.34 Unlicensed childcare is largely beyond· 
the purview or control of the City. 

Licensed childcare has two forms, namely childcare centers and family childcare homes (FCCH). Centers are 
institutions that provide childcare in a childcare facility-which is often within a commercial building. Typically, 
centers care for a large number of children, divide them into age groups, and staff each age group with 

appropriate childcare and early education professionals~ FCCHs are private homes where the homeown~r 
provides childcare. FCCH capacity is lower, with a maximum of 12 to 14 children. Typically, FCCHs care for a 
mixed-age group_ of children. 

Because both centers and FCCHs require licensing from the City, and because the City only provides capital 
funding to licensed facilities, the discussion of City childcare will be confined to licensed childcare. Furthermore, 
since school-age care is largely provided within schools - that is, facilities built by the school district (a legally 
separate public entity) and facilities generally not expanded for childcare independent of school growth - the 
discussion of City childcare will focus· only on infant I toddler care and preschooler care. 

Infant I toddler care is relatively under-provided as a service. CPAC's 2012 report, the sa·n Francisco Citywide 
Plan for Early Care and Education and Out of School Time, indicates that the greatest unmet childcare need is 

for infant and toddler care.35 The cost of infant I toddler care is expensive due in part to the high staff-to-infant 
ratio requirements. Preschool care is more adequately supplied than infant I toddler care, in part due to 
Proposition H, a Charter Amendment passed in 2004 to fund preschool care.36 The aim of Proposition H is to 
provide quaiity, accessible preschool care to all four-year-olds -the so-called Preschool for All (PFA) 
movement. 37 

Note that demand for childcare comes primarily from city residents, including those who work within the city 
and those who work outside of the city. A lesser portion of childcare demand is also generated by non

residents who work within San Francisco. A portion of San Francisco employees, who live in, and commute 
from, the greater Bay Area, bring their children into the city for childcare. Generally, childcare demand is 
calculated by estimating the pool of children requiring licensed childcare, based on labor force participation 
rates and an estimated° proportion of parents who use formal licensed care. Detailed childcare demand 
calculations are included in the appendix (Childcare Demand Calculations). All childcare demand values 
used in this section are based on the calculations included in the appendix. 

33 The three category break-downs -infants (0-2), preschoolers (2-5) and school age children (6-13) - were used in the 2008 
Citywide Development Impact Fee Study Consolidated Report prepared for the Controller's Office. 
34 Dobson, Graham. Message to the author. 14 May 2013. Email. 
35 United States. Office of Early Care and Education. San Francisco Child Care Planning and Advisory Council (CPAC). "San 
Francisco Citywide Plan for Early Care and Education and Out of School Time." CPAC, 2012. Print. 
36 San Francisco Public Schools. "Public Education Enrichment Fund (PEEF)." Web. 22 Jul. 2013. http://www.sfusd.edu/en/about
sfusd/initiatives-and-plans/voter-initiatives/public-education-enrichmenl-fund.html 
37 PFA is supported federally by Obama's PFA initiative in the 2014 budget. Several studies complement the universal preschool 
initiative, showing that preschooled children tend to score higher on tests and attain higher education levels. 
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CASE STUDY COMPARISON: PROVISION AND METRICS 

Considering childcare as infrastructure is a relatively new policy direction (in comparison to streets and sewers, 
for example), it is less frequently addressed directly by city policies. In a survey of case study cities, only 
Vancouver indicated a City-led commitment to increasing the available childcare provision by a quantified 

number of slots (150 spaces38
) (Table 12). A number of California cities, however, also consider the provision 

of childcare as an important community asset, including Berkeley, Santa Monica, and Palo Alto.39 

Vancouver currently is able to serve 19 percent of its total child population, although this statistic does not 
account for childcare demand. San Francisco is able to serve 37 of its demand for licensed infant and toddler 
child care and 99.6 percent of its demand for licensed preschooler childcare (Table 11). 

Table 11. Curre.nt LOS Provision Comparison - Childcare 

• 19% of all children have access to 

public care 

Source: Various city agencies 

1. Only select cities are included (see Table 30 for additional cities). 

2. Refer to the appendix (Childcare Demand Calculations) for detailed childcare demand calculations. 

Table 12. City LOS Goals Comparison - Childcare 

Source: Various city agencies 

1. Only cities with relevant LOS metrics are included (see Table 31 for additional cities). 

CHILDCARE LOS METRICS 

Two metrics were identified to measure childcare LOS provision: 

36 Canada. City of Vancouver. "2012-2014 Capital Plan: Investing in our City." City of Vancouver, n.d. Web. 22 July 2013. 
http :/Ivan couver.caffiles/cov/capital-plan-2012-2014. pdf 
39 Although few cities have explicit, quantified goals for childcare provision, childcare is increasingly debated as an arena for public 
intervention. Non-parent care has become the norm in the US, and early childcare is, in essence, early childhood education. Quality 
childcare has been linked to developmental benefits, and societies at large benefit from the cognitive, linguistic, and behavioral 
competencies associated with high quality childcare. Wliile a variety of studies link better early childcare with better school
preparedness, among other advantages, equitable distribution of childcare is a challenge because high-quality childcare is higher
cost and is, thus, often inaccessible to low-income families. While the economic and social justifications of public intervention in 
childcare remain an unresolved debate, the inclusion of childcare as an infrastructure item allows San Francisco to at least examine 
ifs provision, which incoriiorates some - although limited - public involvement. Reference: Vandell, Deborah Lowe and Wolfe, 
Barbara. "Child Care Quality: Does It Matter and Does It Need to Be Improved?" Institute for Research on Poverty, Special Report 
No. 78 (2000). Web. 19 Sept. 2013. http://www.irp.wisc.edu/publications/sr/pdfs/sr78.pdf 
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• Percent of infant I toddler (0-2 Years) childcare demand served by available slots 

• Percent of preschooler (3-5 Years) childcare demand served by available slots 

While most short-term LOS.metrics target 2030, childcare short-term targets use 2020 as a target date instead. 
This is due to the changing age demographics projected by the California Department of Finance (P-3 
projections); The population of children in the city is expected to continue to increase through 2020, after which 
it is expected to decline slightly. As such, 2020 is used as a target date so that near term childcare needs are 
met. The childcare metrics and demand projections may be revisited at reasonable intervals to ensure that the 
provision is still appropriate. Each of the metrics will be discussed in the following subsections. 

Percent of Resident Infant and Toddler (0-2.Years) Childcare Demand Served by Available Slots 

Table 13. Percent of Infant I Toddler Childcare Demand Served by Available Slots - LOS Provision and 
Targets. 

i~~~~Nt~~~~~~2~~~l!~f~~!~~~1f~~~:i~~~~~~li:i~~~~~~~~;::!li~~~~~;:t~~i~t~~~ 
•· Michele Rutherford, Program 

• With almost 3,000 slots, 37 percent of infant I toddler Manager for San Francisco HAS 1 

Current Citywide Average childcare demand can be accommodated in existing • AECOM's childcare demand 

slots estimates (refer to the appendix 

Childcare Demand Calculations) 

Long-term Aspirational Goal • Slots to accommodate 100 percent of infant I toddler • CPAC, OECE staff 
childcare demand 

• Slots to accommodate 37 percent of infant I toddler 
Short-term Target childcare demand; the target is to maintain existing • CPAC, OECE staff 

service levels 

Note: 

1. Michele Rutherford, Program Manager at HSA, noted 2,951 existing infant and toddler slots via email to Harriet Ragozin of KMA 

on 15 November2013. 

The City currently licenses almost 3,000 infant I toddler childcare spaces in San Francisco. The number of 
infants and toddlers needing licensed care in San Francisco is approximately 8,000. As a result, childcare slots 
are available for approximately 37 percent of the infant I toddler childcare demand. 

· As an aspirational LOS goal, the Office of Early Childcare and Educc;ition (OECE) would like to ensure 

affordable care for all resident infants and toddlers who require care. This ideal LOS is a practical impossibility, 
becaus·e OECE is not directly responsible for providing ctJildcare spaces, because offinancial and capacity 
constraints, and because exact demand for infant and toddler childcare is unknown. OECE can support 
childcare with capital funding of facilities, subsidies for slots, and operating regulations, but OECE does not 

directly build or operate facilities. Even if OECE did directly provi_de childcare spaces, the cost to provide care 
for all infants and toddlers would be prohibitive, especially given land costs in San Francisco and the 
commitment to keeping enrollment costs affordable. 

A more realistic LOS target identified by the City (OECE staff) is to maintain the current provision level. The 
current number of spaces represents 37 percent of total infant and toddler childcare demand, and the City aims 
to maintain slots for 37 percent of infant and toddler demand into 2020. 

Infrastructure Slwrtfali and Gap Analysis 

No shortfall exists at the current time, given that the metric target suggests maintaining current provision into 

the future. By 2020, given population projections, there would be an additional new infant and toddler demand 
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for approximately 2,500 slots. Serving 37 percent of this demand, as per the level of. service, would require 

approximately 940 additional slots to be provided. 

Percent of Preschooler (3-5 Yearsr Childcare Demand Served by Available Slots 

Table 14. Percent of Preschooler Childcare Demand Served by Available Slots - LOS Provision and Targets 

ftQ~j~~!~~~~!lK~~~~&1!~,~i{;~~~~~~~i=I~~~~~-~~{~~~~w~~1i'f~lt~~{t~iE=~9!~ 
• Michele Rutherford, Program Manager 

• With almost 15,000 slots, 99.6 percent of for San Francisco HSA 1 

Current Citywide Average preschooler childcare demand can be • AECOM's childcare demand estimates 

accommodated in existing slots (refer to the appendix Childcare 

Demand Calculations) 

Long-term Aspirational Goal • Slots to accommodate 100 percent of preschoolers • CPAC, OECE staff 

Short-term Target • Slots to accommodate 99.6 percent of preschoolers; • CPAC, OECE staff 
.target is to maintain existing service levels 

The City currently licenses just over 14,600 slots for preschool age children. The number of preschoolers 

needing licensed care in San Francisco is approximately 14,700. The available slots represent 99.6 percent of 

the preschool age childcare demand. 

With Proposition Hin California in 2004, and the more recent growing political precedent for the PFA initiative, 

the City aims to provide universal preschool. PFA, or universal preschool, means quality, affordable preschool 

within the City for all preschool age (4-year-old) children - not just those demanding childcare. This aspirational 

goal is tempered slightly to achieve a realistic goal of maintaining the existing service ·1evel, at 99.6 percent of 

preschooler childcare demand. Should a PFA initiative pass, the City (and/or the School District) may play an 

increasingly important role in preschool provision, likely becoming more involved in both the capital 

development and ongoing operations and maintenance support of such a program. Without such a mandated 

program, CPAC will continue to support existing and new providers through capital funding support to 

encourage slot development. 

Infrastructure Shortfall arid Gap Analysis 

No shortfall exists at the current time, given that the metric target is based on maintaining the current provision 

into the future. By 2020, given population projections, there wquld be an additional new preschooler childcare 

demand for 2,256 slots. Serving 99.6 percent 9fthis demand, as per the level of service, would require 2,247 

additional preschooler childcare slots to be provided. 
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6~ STREETSCAPE AND 
PEDESTRIAN 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, like recreation and open space, 
. is one of the infrastructure types that has received a significant amount of 

thought, public outreach, and organization from the City. This section will 
explore the components of streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, such 
as sidewalk width, street trees, intersection safety, lighting, and bulb-outs, 

as potential metrics. However, given the data gaps and complexities of · 
these streetscape components, and because streetscape and pedestrian 
infrastructure does not cover a standardized set of infrastructure facilities, a 

proxy metric of improved sidewalk square footage per service population is developed. The policy documents 
referenced in this section are noted in Table 15, and appended. 

Table 15. Key Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure Guiding Policy Documents 

San Francisco Better 

Streets Plan (BSP) 

Financing San 

Francisco's Urban 

Forest 

WalkFirst 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Planning Department 

DPW, 

Planning Department 

DPH, 

&FMTA, Planning 

Department, 

San Francisco 

County 

Transportation 

Authority 
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December 

2010 

October 

2012 

October 

2011 

Adopted 

Final report 

Draft policy to 

be included in 

update of 

Transportation 

Element of the 

General Plan 
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• Overview of recommended streetscape and 
pedestrian infrastructure elements 

· • Sidewalk width recommendations by street 

typology 

• Street tree spacing recommendation 

• Lighting provision recommendations 

• Survey of existing street trees 

• Street tree growth plan 

• High-injury density corridor maps and scoring 

• Pedestrian improvement prioritization 
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BACKGROUND 

The 2010 San Francisco Better Streets Plan (BSP), along with Section 2.4.13 of San Francisco's Public Works 
Code, articulates the concept of "complete streets" for San Francisco.40 With guidelines for the desig_n of the 
pedestrian environment, the BSP puts forward streetscape specifications which balance the needs of all street 

users. Safety, creation of sod.al space on the sidewalk, and pedestrian aesthetic are broadly the three 
motivators underlying the BSP recommendations. Key components identified in the BSP include sidewalk 
widths, street trees, intersection safety, street lighting, and bulb-outs. With the exception of sidewalk width, only 
limited data is available for each of these elements, allowing for an incomplete measure of their provision. 

Sidewalks represent the foundation of pedestrian infrastructure, providing a path of travel and a canvas for 

place-making. The width of the sidewalk informs the opportunities: wider sidewalks affect pedestrian capacity, 
pedestrian comfort, and sidewalk amenities, affording more space for landscaping and other streetscape 
elements. The BSP provides clear direction on sidewalk widths for various street types, providing both a 
minimum width and a recommended width. Minimum sidewalk widths range fr9m 6 feet on alleys, to 12 feet on 
park edge streets. Currently, roughly 91 percent of all city sidewalks meet the minimum width cited in the 
BSP .41 By comparison, th~ recommended widths range from 9 feet on alleys to 24 feet on park edge streets. 
Currently, roughly 75 percent of all city sidewalks meet the recommended BSP width. While neither the 
minimum ·nor recommended width is always practically achievable given other operational constraints of 
particular streets, these metrics provide a reasonable census of the City's current sidewalk infrastructure. 

Street trees are the archetypical street landscaping element and contribute to the pedestrian environment in a 
number of ways. Tree-lined streets are perceived as more narrow, which slows driving speeds along the street 

thus impacting pedestrian safety. As well as calming traffic, tree-lined streets provide an enhanced urban 
aesthetic which can be reflected in increased property values of adjacent lots. Trees also shade the sidewalk 
and mitigate urban heat island effect. According to data from the Department of Public Works (DPW), there are 
currently approximately 105,000 trees in the right-of-way in San Francisco planted along more than 1,000 
centerline miles of streets. DPW targets planting 55,000 new street trees by 2030, resulting in 160,000 total 
street trees.42 As a point of comparison, Vancouver, with a land area of roughly equal size to San Francisco, 
currently has an estimated 140,000 street trees and plans to plant an additional 150,000 trees by 2020.43 

Similarly, New York City has an ambitious Million Trees NYC program which aims to add an additional one 
million trees to the city's urban forest over the next decade.44 

Intersections represent one of the most significant risks to pedestrian safety. Injury and collision records at 
intersections can be used to determine high injury intersections. San Francisco's WalkFirst initiative, developed 
by the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), defines so-called "high injury" corridors, based on 

40 Complete Streets are defined as streets which "are safe, comfortable, and convenient for travel for everyone, regardless of age or 
ability- motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, and public transportation riders." Metropolitan Transportation Commission, "MTC One Bay 
Area Grant: Complete Streets Policy Development Workshop." 16 October 2012. Section 2.4.13 of San Francisco's Public Works 
Code outlines San Francisco's complete streets policy, including the construction of transit, bicycle, stormwater, and pedestrian 
improvements. Pedestrian environment improvements include sidewalk lighting, pedestrian safety measures, traffic calming devices, 
landscaping, and other pedestrian elements listed as defined in the Better Streets Plan. 
41 AECOM internal analysis based on DPW database of sidewalk widths. Note that in some instances, given geometric or other 
constraints, some sidewalks may not be able to meet BSP minimum widths - therefore 100 percent compliance with the BSP 
sidewalk widths may not be possible. Note also that data is not available for all city streets. This study recommends further data 
collection. 
42 AECOM, "Financing San Francisco's Urban Forest- The Benefits and Costs of a Comprehensive Street Tree Program." October 
2012. Print. 
43 Canada. City of Vancouver. "Greenest City 2020 Action Plan." City of Vancouver, 2012. Web. 22 Jul. 2013. 
htto://vancouver. ca/files/cov/report-GC2020-implementation-20121O16. odf 
44 Million Trees NYC. Million Trees NYC. MTNYC, 2013. http://www.milliontreesnyc.org/html/home/home.shtml 
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spatial injury data. In DPH's approach, high injury corridors, defined by number, severity, and density of injuries 

serve as a proxy for identifying intersections that operate at a deficit. These high injury corridors, and their 

associated 800 intersections, account for 6 percent of San Francisco's streets, but over 60 percent of all 

pedestrian injuries. 45 Where risks to pedestrians are high, a variety of treatments can be assessed to 

ameliorate the risk, including installing pedestrian signals, constructing bulb-outs, or adding bollards. 

Pedestrian safety upgrades would need to be individualized by intersection, given the unique dynamics and 

geometry of each intersection. 

Street lighting is a major contributor to both pedestrian comfort and sidewalk safety. Security, as well as the 

perceived sense of security, is much higher on well-lit sidewalks than on poorly-lit or unlit. sidewalks. Adequate 

lighting makes pedestrians feel more comfortable while walking at night, and reduces crime along the street. As 
well as improving safety, street lighting supports civic nighttime sidewalk activity, such as late-night street 

markets. However, no data exists on either the sidewalk lighting quality throughout the City or the appropriate 

spacing to achieve adequate light levels along sidewalks. With this data gap, no analysis of sidewalk lighting in 

the City can be performed. 

Bulb-outs are extensions of the sidewalk into the parking lane, either at comers or mid-block locations. Bulb

outs narrow the roadway and extend the pedestrian space, which simultaneously slows traffic by creating a 
bottleneck, shortens crossing distance, and increases pedestrian visibility. Each of these effects increases 

pedestrian safety. Bulb-outs can also create· space for more landscaping, street furniture, or high pedestrian 

volumes. The installation of bulb-outs needs to be assessed on a case-by-case basis; not all locations are 

suitable for bulb-outs, considering traffic characteristics (particularly the turning radii of large vehicles). While 

general bulb-out locations are recommended in the B;:>P, this study recommends further mapping of existing 

and proposed bulb-out locations. No blanket provision of bulb-outs would be appropriate, and currently no data 

exists to support analysis of bulb-outs. 

CASE STUDY COMPARISON: PROVISION AND METRICS 

In a review of LOS metrics and goals for other cities, most City metrics regarding streetscape and pedestrian 

infrastructure focus on pedestrian access (i.e. availability of sidewalks and trails), the quality of the pedestrian 

experience, design and qualitative improvement, and measurement of mode.share splits (Table 16 and Table 

17). Some cities, like Portland and Vancouver do provide quantitative measures of provision, which help to 

evaluate progress towards their goals. In policy documents (particularly the BSP), San Francisco agencies 

provide few quantitative·goals regarding streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, but extensively discuss 

. design guidelines and streetscape quality. 

Table 16. Current LOS Provision Comparison - Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure 

have sidewalks 

Source: Various city agencies 

street trees 

• 55 trees I mile of 

city street 

coverage over 

streets 

• 1,900 miles of 

sidewalk 

1. Only select cities are included (see Table 30 for additional cities). 

45 Lily Langlois, Planner with the San Francisco Planning Department in an email dated December 12, 2013. 
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Table 17. City LOS Goals Comparison -Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure 

. Increase 

goals mode share must maintain rural portions of pedestrian mode 

• Qualitative from 8.6% to citywide average San Jose should share (66% of all 

objectives, and 12% by2020 for proportion of have a trips to be by 

design • Keep 70°io of arterials with continuous bike, walk, or 

guidelines assets in good sidewalks sidewalk transit by 2040) 

repair 35% of canopy network By 2014, 2km of 

• Increase tree coverage over • Every street additional 

coverage to 30% streets should be sidewalk 

(by adding • 150 additional complete and 

300,000 trees by miles of trails accommodate 

2025) pedestrians and 

bikes 

Source: Various city agencies· 

1. Only cities with relevant LOS metrics are included (see Table 31 for additional cities). 

STREETSCAPE AND PEDESTRIAN INFRASTRUCTURE LOS METRIC 

Because a complete streetscape environment is made up of many elements (street trees, bulb-outs, lighting, 
pedestrian signals, etc.) and because data for many of these elements is generally unavailable, an alternative 
proxy metric has been developed to evaluate current and future provision of streetscape and pedestrian 
infrastructure. The proxy metric used in this analysis is.: 

• Square feet of improved sidewalk per service population unit46 

'Improved sidewalk' is a term that encompasses sidewalk space and any amenities in that space, such as 
lighting, street trees, bulb-outs, and sidewalk furniture. While the proscription for streetscape elements is not 
uniform across San Francisco (i.e. the BSP calls for different streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure 
improvements depending on the site considerations, the street type, the traffic patterns, and so on), the intent 
of the BSP is to improve all San Francisco streetscape. Therefore, the basic square footage of sidewalk is 
denoted 'improved sidewalk' to reflect the investments the City is committed to make in the pedestrian right-of
way in terms of sidewalk widening, bulb-outs, signalized crosswalks, pedestrian ·lighting, trash cans, benches, 

trees, and so on. 

Because data for provision of streetscape elements is generally unavailable and because the BSP does not 
clearly deliqeate improvement plans for every streetscape site and condition, a precise definition of 'improved 
sidewalk' is unavailable. The metric is discussed in the following sub-sections. 

46 For streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, service population is· calculated by assigning residents one point, and employees 
0.5 points. For a more complete definition of service population see the Service Population Definition in the Appendix (p.83). Refer 
also to the companion report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), and its appendix report, San Francisco 
Citywide Nexus Analysis-SeNice Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) for more detail. 
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Square Feet of Improved Sidewalk Space 

Table 18. Square Feet of Improved Sidewalk per Service Population Unit - LOS Provision and Targets 

l~!~~~~~~T·~~~iftilfg~:i6ft~~~~Jii:;~J;~~~~~¥•~t£;:~~;~~~~~ 
Current Citywide Average 

• 103 square feet of sidewalk per service population • Planning Department and DPW data 
unit (see Table 29) 

• 88 square feet of improved sidewalk per service 
Long-term Aspirational Goal population unit (improve all existing sidewalk • Planning staff 

provision) 

• 8.8 square feet of improved sidewalk per ser\tice 
Short-term Target population unit (improve all existing sidewalk • Planning staff 

provision) 

Citywide, San Francisco currently supplies 115 million square feet of sidewalk - or 103 square feet of sidewalk 

per service population unit. The LOS ranges greatly across different neighborhoods. The Financial District 
provides only 25 square feet of sidewalk per service population unit, while the West of Twin Peaks 

neighborhood provides as much as 483 square feet of sidewalk per service population unit. Noe Valley, at 138 

square feet per service population unit is more representative of the citywide average (Figure 5). Implicitly, this 

metric acknowledges that streets with higher service population densities require more pedestrian infrastructure 

than streets with lower service population densities. Note that this approach, based on service population 

density, provides a good indicator of where deficiencies likely exist, but a block-by-block analysis would be 
needed to definitively assess sidewalk provision and deficiency. 

Both the long-term LOS goal and the short-term LOS target are to maintain and improve the current 115 million 

square feet of streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. Given population growth between now (2013) and 

2030, the 2030 provision of streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure would be 88 square feet of improved 

sidewalk per service population unit.47 

Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis 

The. short-term (2030) LOS target is ·to improve all San Francisco streetscape. As such, there is no existing 

shortfall, but rather a commitrnentby the City, in accordance with the BSP, to invest in San Francisco 
streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. 

It should be made clear that this metric is intended to help set a framework for continued streetscape 

infrastructure evaluation. To develop this metric into a more robust representation of pedestrian and 

streetscape infrastructure provision in San Francisco, this report recommends collecting additional data on the 

larger suite of streetscape elements on a block-by-block basis. Such analysis would help ensure that 

47 Improving the 115 million square feet of streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, given population growth through 2030 to 
1,301,049 service population units, yields a LOS of 88 square feet per service population. Population and employment projections 
taken directly from the San Francisco Planning Department 2013 projections from Aksel Olsen, Planner/Geographer in Citywide 
Information and Analysis Group, received May 14, 2013 (Table 29). Note that in some streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure 
improvement projects, such as bulb-out construction or sidewalk widening, square footage will be added to the existing 115 million 
square feet of sidewalk space footage - although the new square footage from bulb-outs and the select instances of sidewalk 
widening will likely contribute only a small additional amount of additional streetscape square footage. In the absenee of data on the 
estimated amount of additional streetscape square footage to be constructed, this metric assumes that streetscape improvements 
will maintain the existing square footage. The consultant recommends collecting robust data on streetscape square footage across 
the City, considering both existing square footage, projected square footage (via planned streetscape improvement projects), and 
actual post-construction square. 
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streetscape development in San Francisco contains all of the components important for a safe, walkable, and 

healthy streetscape. Defining 'improved sidewalk' with quantitative measures of lights per block, bulb-outs per 
intersection type, pedestrian signalization per intersection type, and so on, and collecting data per street 

segment, would allow a more precise definition of streetscape and pedestrian LOS. The BSP demonstrates the 
City's commitment to improving streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure (although the precise set of 
improvements will differ across projects, locations, and street types)48

, and AECOM recommends further data 
collection and more precise definition of streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure elements to facilitate BSP 
implementation. With more information, a more precise LOS metric can be defined that can better track the 
effect of streetscape improvement projects on the streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure provision. 

PROPOSED OPPORTUNITIES FOR FURTHER STUDY 

The following studies were identified in the LOS metric development process as potential next steps in the 
continued refinement of the City's streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure provision evaluation: 

• Inventory of sidewalk improvement elements on a block-by-block basis 

• Collection of sidewalk width data for missing 25 percent of streets 

• Collection cit sidewalk width data for both sides of streets 

• Collection of more thorough street tree data including data for missing trees and mapping of street trees in 

medians 

• Mapping of existing bulb-out locations 

• Mapping of recommended and required bulb-out locations per the BSP street typologies 

• Colledion of data on pedestrian lighting, including locations and illumination 

• Definition of a sidewalk lighting standard in terms of spacing of light poles 

This additional data would allow the City to evaluate provision and distribution in greater detail. 

. 
48 In some cases, given the site conditions, traffic patterns, built environment constraints, street type, and existing conditions, the 
streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure improvements may be a Do Nothing scenario. 
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Total Sidewalks* (Million Square Feet) 

Total Improved Sidewalks (Square Miles) 

LOS Metric- Sqare Feet of Sidewalk Per SPU** 

Current Citywide Average (2013f 

Short-term target {2030) - Sq. ft. of Imp raved Sidewalk Per SPU 

Existing Citywide Shortfall (Square Feet) 

115 
4.1 

103 

88 

•Based on sidewalk data from OPW. Where data gaps exist, AE.COM as~umed sidewalks on 
only onesideofthestreetand sidewalks with the average sidewalk width (lOft). 

*"'Service Population Unit 
"'*"' I mp roved sidewa I k denotes sidewa I k that, a !though not consistent or uniform In 
provision, has some pedestrian amenities (trees, lighting, bulb-outs, etc), rather than just 
pavement 

County Boundary 
Neighborhoods 

~ Highways 

Sidewalk firovision (in square feet 
.per service population unit) 
l,,·:,,,;c;1 Below 65 

NORTH 

~~-~~~~Feet 
0 3,000 6,000 

Scale: 1 Inch= 6,000 feet 

Source: DPW, Planning 

~ 65-103 (Citywide average, 2013) 
l!iWil 103 - 300 
- Above300 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLAN!'llNG OEl>ARTMENT 

ONES~= 
Building'Our F~tµ:re 

A:COM 

Figure 5. Square Feet of Sidewalk Area per Service Population Unit (201.3) 
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7. BICYC.LE· 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

Bicycle infrastructure complements the other transportation modes ·within 
the city, and San Francisco is working to increase the number of trips taken 
by bike and the number of people riding bikes. The following section will 
give background on the bicycle network in San Francisco, propose targets 
for bicycle network provision, and evaluate these targets. The policies 
referenced in this section are included in Table 19 below. This section relies 

heavily on the SFMTA Bicycle Strat~gy.49 

Table 19. Key Bicycle Infrastructure Guiding Policy Documents 

~i~f!~~g¥~~~~f~/~~~~~f:;~~~~i~~l~~~~i~:~l;f~l~~li~~~~~~~t~!~~ffi~i~~gJ~~li 
San Francisco Bicycle 

• Overview of existing bicycle network 

SFMTA. June 2009 Adopted . Overview of bicycle network 
Master Plan objectives and planned development 

Internal policy document; 

December 
basis for 2014 GIP project • Overview of existing bicycle network 

SFMTA Bicycle Strategy SFMTA list (pending adoption of • 3 potential scenarios for expansfon of 
2012 the bicycle network GIP project list in April 

2014) 

Source: AECOM, 2013. 

BACKGROUND 

The City currently manages roughly 216 miles of bicycle network on the City's 1,030 centerline miles of road, 
with a bicycle mode share of approximately 3.5 percent.50 In the past, the bicycle network has been classified 
according to the traditional Class I, II, Ill system which distinguishes bike routes by their decreasing level of 
separation from vehicle traffic. In consultation with the SFMT A, this traditional engineering classification system 

49 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, "SFMTA Bicycle Strategy." January 2013. Print. While this document is still a 
draft, SFMT A staff directed the consultant to use it because SFMTA is developing the GIP project list to be put forward for board 
approval in April 2014 based on this document. Although no plans exist to take the 2013 Bicycle Strategy to the board for adoption, 
the project list derived from it will be taken to the board for GIP approval in April 2014. 
50 Mode share represents the percentage of all trips made by a particular mode - i.e. 3.5 percent of all trips are made by bicycle. 
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was deemed somewhat inadequate to describe all San Francisco bikeway types, since San Francisco is 

building new types of bikeway infrastructure that do not fit in the traditional classifications.51 

· Instead of the traditional classifications, San Francisco has developed its own Comfort Index to rate the bike 
network.52 The Comfort Index is a four-tiered categorization (L TS 1 to 4) that relates the accessibility of the 
bikeway to different rider skill levels (Figure 6): L TS 1 represents bikeways that ariy bicyclists would find 
comfortable including young children, seniors, disabled persons, and beginner cyclists; L TS 2 represents 
bikeways comfortable for most adults and experienced children; L TS 3 represents bikeways comfortable for 
intermediate and experienced adult riders, termed "enthusiastic and confident"; and L TS 4 represents bikeways 
comfortable only for "strong anp fearless" riders. The classification is based on a variety of factors including 

proximity to rail, speed of adjacent traffic, type of existing facility, interaction with express buses, and proximity 
to highway on-ramps. While the existing bicycle network is approximately at full' build-out, per the 2009 Bicycle 
Master Plan, .SFMTA has expressed plans to upgrade existing routes to more "comfortable" class levels. 

A typical measure of bicycle transportation is bicycle mode share. Mode share measures the percentage of all 
transportation trips that use a given "mode" - in this case, the percentage of all trips made by bicycle. As noted 
above, San Francisco currently has a bicycle mode share of approximately 3.5 percent, which it aims to 
increase to between 8 and10 percent by 2018. While useful to evaluate how people are traveling, as a metric, 
mode share has no direct connection to infrastructure. A percentage point of mode share cannot defensibly be 
equated to miles of bikeway. Instead, in the Bike Strategy, SFMTA has identified the bike infrastructure 

necessary to move towards the City's target mode share. Note that the City has met the original planned 
provision of bicycle lanes in the 2009 San Francisco Bicycle Plan and is now working to improve the system 
and facilitate bicycle activity along the existing networks. 

CASE STUDY COMPARISON: PROVISION AND METRICS 

A review of LOS metrics and goals for other cities found that cities tend to evaluate their bicycle infrastructure 
provision either through the amount or length of bike lanes, or through a· measurement of bicycle mode share 
(Table 20, Table 21). Some cities, such as Boston, Miami, and Philadelphia have also noted the importance of 
having, or workin·g towards, some nationally-recognized bicycle status program. While San Francisco has 

developed strategic bicycle plans tailored to increase both quantity and quality of the city's bicycle network, the 
SFMT A does not have explicit LOS goals. 

51 Heath Maddox, Senior Transportation Planner at SFMTA, via email received May 8, 2013. 
52 San Francisco's Comfort Index is modeled off of the Level of Traffic Street (L TS) designation developed by the Mineta 
Transportation Institute. 
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Table 20. Current LOS Provision Comparison - Bicycle Infrastructure 

designation from bike network 

the League of • 1.6% of street 

American network 

Bicyclists' 

Bicycle Friendly 

Community 

program 

• Over 100 miles 

of bike network 

Source: Various city agencies 

20% of streets 

have bike 

network (2012) 

• 128 miles of bike 

network (2009) 

1. Only select cities are included (see Table 30 for additional cities). 

Table 21. City LOS Goals Comparison - Bicycle Infrastructure 

• 10% of all trips 

by bike by 2025 

2030 (33~/o of 

street network 

with bikeways) 

• Plan to cover the • Obtain Bike 

entire city and Friendly City 

connect to status 

regional network 

accidents 50% 

by2020 

• Increase bike 

mode share from 

1.6%to 6.5% 

• League of 

American 

Bicyclists 

"Platinum" (2013) 

• 70% of assets in 

good repair 

• Reduce VMT by 
10%. 

AECOM 

network 

• 100% of buses 

are bike

accessible 

commuting trips mode share 

• 630 miles of total • Expand "all ages 

bike network by 

2030 

• All areas must 

maintain citywide 

average for bike 

lane miles per 

1,000 

households 

and abilities" bike 

network 

• Provide 

additional bike 

parking 

• 328 total miles in 

bike network as 

near-term goal 

• 0.68 miles of • 0. 70 miles of • 0.36 miles of • 1.08 miles of • 0.54 miles of 

bicycle network/ bicycle network/ bicycle network/ bicycle network/ bicycle network/ 

1,000 residents 1,000 residents 1,000 residents 1,000 residents 1,000 residents 

Source: Various city agencies 

1. Only cities with relevant LOS metrics are included (see Table 31 for additional cities). 

BICYCLE INFRASTRUCTURE METRICS 

In place of LOS metrics, SFMTA prepared a list of infrastructure improvement targets, in line with what has 
been developed as part of the Bicycle Strategy. The following four infrastruct~re facilities make up the critical 
elements of the most recent Bicycle Strategy: 

• Premium (L TS 1 and 2) network miles 

• Upgraded intersections 

• Bicycle parking spaces. 

• Bicycle share program (bikes and accompanying stations) 

San Francisco's goal for bicycle transportation is to achieve 8 to 10 percent mode share. The Bicycle Strategy, 

created through the diligent and thoughtful work of the SFMTA, outlines the steps SFMTA must take to achieve 
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their goal. For this reason, no new bicycle infrastructure metrics are proposed; instead, the scenarios proposed 

by SFMTA are adopted as targets for bicycle infrastructure, as the means to achieve their mode share end. 

For each of the infrastructure elements, the long-term aspirational goal is based on SFMTA's System Build-out 
Scenario, as outlined in the SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, which represents the full realization of the desired bike 
network for San Francisco. This scenario would cost over $600 million, increasing bicycle mode share to more 
than 15 percent. The short-term targets are based on the "Bicycle Plan Plus" Scenario and represent a more 

reasonable goal by 2018. The targets are expected to cost roughly $60 million by 2018, helping to increase 
bicycle mode share to between 8 and 10 percent.53 

53 United States. San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). "SFMTA Bicycle Strategy." SFMTA, Dec. 2012. Print. 
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Bicycle Network Provision (2013) 

Total Bicycle Network (Miles) 

LTS 1 

LTS2 

LTS3 

LTS4 

LOS Metric-% Premium Facilities* within Bike Network 

Current Citywide Average (2013) 

Short-term Target (2018)** 

Projected Citywide Shortfall (Miles of Bikeway) 

*Premium facilities are bikeways of class LTS 1 or LTS 2 

**Percentage accounts for 10 new miles of planned bikeways 

216 

16 

35 
l21 

44 

24% 

27% 

10 

County Boundary 
--- Neighborhood.s 
'""'·-#" Highways 

NORTH 

0 3,000 

Scale: 1 inch = 6,000 feet 1. _ 

Source: San Francisco MTA 

Comfort Level According to San Francisco's Comfort Index 

LTS 1 (Comfortable for all user groups) 
LTS 2 (Comfortable for inost adults/experienced youth) 
LTS 3 (Comfortable for intermediate and experienced adults) 
LTS 4 (Tolerated only by the 'strong and fearless') 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

ONESF 
Building·Qu~ future 

AECOM 

Figure 6. Bicycle Network Provision by Comfort Index (2013) 
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Table 22 summarizes the individual long-term infrastructure goals and short-term targets for each element. 

Table 22. Bicycle Infrastructure - Network Provision and Targets 

Current Citywide Provision • 51 miles 

Long-term Aspirational Goal • 251 miles (200 additional miles) 

Short-term Target (2018) • 61 miles (10 additional miles) 

• SFMTA Data (see Table 29) 

• SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21, 

System Build-out Scenario, 

• SFMTABicycle Strategy, p21, 

Bicycle Plan Plus Scenario 

-R 
Current Citywide Provision • 3 intersections 

Long-term Aspirational Goal • 203 intersections (200 addi!ional_intersections) 

Short-term Target (2018) • 13 intersections (1 O additional intersections) 

Current Citywide Provision • 8,800 spaces 

Long-term Aspirational Goal • 58,000 spaces (50,000 additional spaces) 

Short-term Target (2018) • 12,800 spaces (4,000 additional space) 

Current Citywide Provision • O bicycles (and sharing stations) 

Long-term Aspirational Goal • 3,000 bicycles and 300 sharing stations (all net new) 

Short-term Target (2018) • 500 bicycles and 50 sharing stations (all net new) 

Infrastructure Shortfall mui Gap Analysis 

• SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 

• SFMT A Bicycle Strategy, p21, 

System Build-out Scenario, 

• SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21, 

Bicycle Plan Plus Scenario 

• SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 

• SFMTA Bicycle Strategy,_ p21, 
System Build-out Scenario, 

• SFMTABicycleStrategy, p21, 

Bicycle Plan Plus Scenario 

• SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 

9 SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21, 
System Build-out Scenario, 

• SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, p21, 

Bicycle Plan Plus Scenario 

Assuming the proposed improvements take place between now (2013) and 2018, the City will achieve stated 
short-term targets. The city has built all of the proposed bike-miles in the 2009 Bicycle Master Plan and will now 
work towards the·targets set by the Bicycle Plan Plus scenario in the Bicycle Strategy. 
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8. TRANSIT 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

AECOM 

Like bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, transit infrastructure 
complements the other transportation modes within the city. San Francisco 
aims to increase transit's mode share.54 The following section provides a 
background on San Francisco's transit infrastructure and reviews 
previously determined metrics and targets for transit network provision. The 

policy referenced in this section is noted in Table 23 below. · 

Table 23. Key Transit Infrastructure Guiding Policy Documents 

. Issuing Document . . 
Policy Document Department Vear Status Key Contr1but1ons 

San Francisco 

Transportation Sustainability SFMTA 

Fee Nexus Study 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

BACKGROUND 

March 

2012 
Draft report 

• Transit performance rne:trics and targets 
(both transit crowding .and travel lime) 

The SFMTA's 2012 San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study is an important guiding 
document for the evaluation of San Francisco's transit system. The evaluation of transit infrastructure defers to 
this report and its subsequent updates. 

CASE STUDY COMPARISON: PROVISION AND METRICS 

In a review of LOS metrics and goals for other cities, the most common measures of transit provision are 
percent mode share, ridership counts, transit load (crowding), and travel time (Table 24). 

While these make helpful goals, none of the cities reviewed make their current provision of these metrics 
readily available (Table 24) making it difficult to evaluate how well they are currently providing transit 
infrastructure: In its Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study, SFMTA measures two of these common 
metrics, which are directly applied in this study. 

54 Mode share represents the percentage of all trips made by a particular mode - in this case, the percent of all trips made by 
transit. 
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greater than 100% 

• 19% transit commuting 

trips 

Source: Various city agencies 

having an attractive, 

convenient transit 

system 

share 

1. Only cities with relevant LOS metrics are included (see Table 30 and Table 31 for additional cities). 

TRANSIT LOS METRICS 

The SFMTA's 2012 San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study is an important guiding 
document for the evaluation of San Francisco's transit system. Two key performance metrics are identified to 
measure the City's success in meeting its target LOS. While these two metrics were specifically applied to 
develop an appropriate nexus, SFMTA supports the use of the metrics for LOS evaluation as well. Because of 

the nature of transit travel in San Francisco, both of these metrics are calculated at the citywide level. The two 
metrics are: 

• Transit crowding 

• Transit travel time 

Not only are the two metrics quantitatively evaluated by SF-CHAMP, the City's travel demand model, but 
together these two metrics measure the true impact of new development on the City's transit system. 

Transit Crowding 

Table 25. Transit Crowding - Network Provision and Targets 

LOS Measure Value Source 

Current Citywide Average • N/A 
• San Francisco Transportation 

Long-term Aspirational Goal • N/A Sustainability Fee Nexus Study, pp. 
3-3 to 3-8; 5-7 to 5-9 

Short-term Target (2018) • 85% transit crowding 

The transit crowding metric - also known as the transit system load factor - measures "transit capacity 
utilization," calculated as transit demand (ridership) as a percentage of capacity. The capacity of a transit 
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vehicle includes the total number of seats as well as additional standing room. The current LOS provision is 

currently being developed and is not included in this report. 

The SFMTA uses a transit crowding of 85 percent to identify overcrowded conditions on a bus route or rail line 

at any given time. This LOS target was used in the transit nexus analysis to develop an appropriate fee level. 
As a point of comparison, Portland targets a transit system load factor of 100 percent.ss 

Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis 

Individual route and existing citywide information is not available for this metric. Additional information on the 

system-wide shortfall will be available once the transit system evaluation process currently underway is 

completed. 

Transit Travel Time 

SFMTA uses transit travel time as useful metric to evaluate the transit system's performance. The metric helps 

account for impacts of development on the system, and is used in transit policy and planning. The metric is 

calculated by dividing total person transit time by total transit trips. 

Table 26. Transit Travel Time - Network Provision and Targets 

LOS Measure Value Source 

Current Citywide Average . 33.7 minutes per average travel time 
• San Francisco Transportation 

Long-term Aspirational Goal . N/A Sustainability Fee Nexus Study, pp. 
3-3 to 3-8; 5-9 to 5-11 

Short-term Target (2018) • 33.6 minutes per average travel time 

As of 2010, the average system-wide transit travel time was approximately 33.7 minutes. This is a door-to-door 

measurement and includes walking to a transit stop, waiting for the vehicle, and walking from the stop to the 
destination. ss 

By 2030, SFMTA is aiming for an average transit travel ti.me of 33.6 minutes, roughly the same as it now 

provides. 

Infrastructure Shortfall and Gap Analysis 

The transit travel time provided in 2010 was seen as adequate. However, in its 2012 San Francisco 

Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study, SFMT A has identified a number of projects that must be built in 

order to sustain the LOS target put forth. These projects aim to address expec::ted increased development and 

service population within San Francisco. 

55 United States. City of Portland. Portland Bureau of Transportation. "Transportation System Plan, Chapter 5-Modal Plans and 
Management Plans." City of Portland, 4 May 2007. Web. 22 Jul. 2013. http://www.portlandoreqon.gov/transoortation/article/370479 
56 Cambridge systematics, Inc., Urban Economics, et al. "San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study." March 
2012. Print. 
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9. SOCIOECONOMIC 
VULNERABILITY 

AECOM 

While the metrics presented in this report intend to evaluate LOS and provisional distribution of the various 
infrastructure categories, the metrics are unable to consider all of the factors that might affect project 
prioritization. Evaluating socioeconomic indicators can be a useful tool to provide additional infotmation about a 
neighborhood's general level cif "vulnerability." Vulnerable populations often do not have the resources to 
access private amenities such as private transportation or private recreation facilities, creating a greater need 
for public facilities and services in these communities. For the purposes of this study, five socioeconomic 
indicators have been evaluated at both the tract and neighborhood level: 

1. Unemployment rate 
2. Household income 

3. Age - Youth population (0-14) 
4. Age - Elderly population (65+) 
5. Minority population (>50% non-white) 

The results of the individual socioeconomic indicators are presented by neighborhood in the Appendix (Table 
32-Table 35). 

In <;>rder to measure the overall vulnerabilitY of a tract, these five indicators are consolidated, each receiving 
one point for the following measures. This pointoistribution assigns equal importance to each of the indicators. 
While this may over or under emphasize the importance of one of the indicators, it provides a starting point to 
evaluate neighborhoods. As a result, tracts receive a score from zero to five, zero being least vulnerable, and. 
five being most vulnerable. · 

• Unemployment rate - Neighborhoods with civilian unemploymenf rates above 150 percent of the citywide 
average.57 

• Average household income - Neighborhoods that have a greater share of households under 80 percent 
of the area median income (AMI) than the households in the city on average.58 

• Youth - Neighborhoods whose youth (0-14) population as a percentage of total population is 150 percent 
of the ratio citywide. 59 

571n 2010, the citywide unemployment rate was 7 percent. One hundred and fifty percent of the citywide average is 11 percent (2010 
ACS). 
58 With an average household size of 3.0 people, the citywide 80 percent AMI for 2010 was $71,550. Source: http://sf
moh.orn/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4614 
59 In 2010, the citywide youth (0-14) rate was 11 percent. One hundred and fifty percent of the citywide average is 17 percent 
(Source: U.S. Census). 
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• Elderly- Neighborhoods whose elderly (65+) population as a percentage of total population is 150 percent 
of the ratio citywide. 60 

· 

• Minority - Neighborhoods with greater than 50 percent non-white (minority) population by race.61 

As highlighted in Figure 7, the City's most vulnerable tracts are disproportionately concentrated in Bayview, 
Excelsior, Visitacion Valley, and Chinatown neighborhoods. These areas may receive special consideration to 
ensure that their infrastructure needs are met. 

60 In 2010, the citywide elderly (65+) rate was 14 percent. One hundred and fifty percent of the citywide average is 20 percent 
~Source: U.S. Census). 

1 In 2010, 52 percent of the city's residents were non-white (Source: U.S. Census). 
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Five Socio-Economic Indicators of Vulnerability 

a Unemployment rate 

b Household income 

c Age -youth population (0-14) 

d Age - elderly population (65+) 

e Minority population (>50% non-white) 

County Boundary 
-- Neighborhoods 
==> Highways 

NORTH 

3,000 

Scale: 1 inch = 6,000 feet 

Source: US Census Bureau, 2010 

Socio-Economic Vulnerability 
c:::J Census tracts omitted from analysis (ACS data gap) 
trw:.;,,.J 5 (Most Vulnerable; no tract achieves score of 5) 
1~~~.:?\I 4 
l;.<i@ 3 
twt:..i;..41 2 

~ 1 SAN FRANCISCO :: 
l!!im 0 (Least Vulnerable) PLANNING bEPARTMEl\IT 

ONE SF 
Building dur ·futµ1<1 

AECOM 

Figure 7. Socio-Economic Vulnerability (2013) 
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10. PROJECT 
PRIORITIZATION, 
FINANCING, AND NEXT 
STEPS 

Findings from Case Studies 

AECOM 

Because LOS metrics are not often applied in. the cities surveyed, the cities reviewed as part of this project 

have other methods of project prioritization.62 With a few exceptions, infrastructure improvements are typically 

prioritized at the department level rather than at the city level and are based on master plans or other guiding 

policy documents identifying "need" areas, funding availability, arid construction or location synergies with other 

projects. Given financial constraints, improvements tend to be reactive and opportunistic rather than proactive 

or guided by clear prioritization. Improvements can also be tied to major development projects that cannot 
move forward without infrastructure improvements to support the project.63 These can be performed on a case

by-case basis or through a development fee program which allows cities to charge development for the 

increased demand it will put on city infrastructure. · 

Of the reviewed Cities, Vancouver, Portland, and San Diego proyide examples of how infrastructure 

improvements are prioritized across age~cies at a citywide level. 

• In Vancouver, infrastructure improvements are guided by three key documents: (1) a 10~year capital 

strategic outlook plan, (2) a 3-year capital plan, and (3) an annual capital budget. Most interesting is the 

level of public involvement in shap!ng these documents. The 3-year capital plan involves extensive public 
outreach, including surveys that allow residents to vote on how to spend capital funds and prioritize 

62 Note that cities with a comprehensive development fee program are required to consider long-range improvements to their capital 
infrastructure in order to develop a nexus between the development fee and future infrastructure needs. This is especially the case 
for expanding cities (e:g. Fairfield, Vacaville, etc.) which often consider how future subdivisions will impact their overall 
infrastructure. Prioritization is based partially in response to existing need but also in tandem with the construction and occupation of 
homes on the edge of their city. For example, roadway enhancements are often planned with the certification of occupancy permits. 
Cities, at their discretion, can allow the developer to build infrastructure as credit toward~ their development fee. 
63 A development fee program can incrementally accumulate capital funds to pay for neighborhood or citywide infrastructure 
shortfalls before certain infrastructure thresholds halt a given project. Rather than one project paying for the expansion of specific 
infrastructure because it was the unfortunate project to be timed with infrastructure at 100 percent of capacity, each project is paying 
its fair share, and then the pool of funds pays to maintain level of service standards. 

San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis 

March2014 

933 

65 



improvements. This process provides concrete guidance on how funds should be spent and creates a very 

transparent and participatory process. 
• Portland produces an annual Citywide Assets Report, which summarizes the provision and value of key 

infrastructure facilities (transportation, environmental services, water, parks, civil) and shows the funding · 
shortfall. The document is intended to help provide a clear overview of Portland's infrastructure and asset 
management. One of the key tasks identified by the Report in 2009 was to develop service level targets for 
each of the participating bureaus - to be adopted, in part, in 2013. Much like San Francisco, it is intended 
that these service levels will be used to help prioritize infrastructure funding. This, however, remains a 
future goal, as bureaus are still developing and refining their service levels. 

• In San Diego, the Public Facility Financing Fee system is tied to its community plans and General Plan 

which require a public process. The public facility financing fee system is reviewed annually by community 
planning groups, the Planning Commission, and City Council. The fees are based on public facilities in the 
community plans, which are based on the General Plan LOS standards. 

For other cities that do not employ explicit LOS targets, goals are often woven into development fee programs, 
which set standards for new development. Other cities aim to maintain current LOS, although the cities do not 

always define what they are. 

It ~hould also be noted that the cities that do not currently use explicit LOS metrics or targets expressed 
significant interest in San Francisco's work and progress. Developing such targets and applying them to 
project prioritization will continue to support San Francisco's position as an innovative planning thought leader. 

BRIEF FINANCING DISCUSSION 

It is clear from the case studies that in other cities, much as in San Francisco, funding for infrastructure 
improvements is a constant concern. Projects tend to be financed through a number of sources. Capital 
budget, bonds, user fees, development fees, state and federal programs, private donations and grants,.and 
development agreements all play an important role in maintaining adequate infrastructure facilities. State and 
local propositions have funded a number of citywide infrastructure initiatives in California64

, and local and 
regional sales tax initiatives have provided capital funds for transportation enhancements.65 

Depending on infrastructure type, various funding sources play larger roles. Transportation-related projects 
tend to qualify for more state and national funding sources, while some cities have had success with 
fundraising and private donations· for their parks facilities. Portland, for example, is targeting private funds for 

10 percent of its overall parks budget. 

other cities tend to rely more heavily on development to fund existing and projected infrastructure shortfalls. 
San Jose has negotiated relatively aggressive development agreements in which it receives a significant 
percentage of the increased land value when parcels are rezoned as part of the agreement. San Jose indicates 
that this is one of the few viable options available to them to support their infrastructure demands. This source 
of funding allows San Jose to apply the money towards existing deficiencies or repairs. Additionally, of course, 
a number of cities rely on development impact fees for incremental infrastructure demand. A comparative 

64 Some recent propositions that have funded infrastructure initiatives are Propositions 1A - the 2008 Safe, Reliable High-Speed 
Passenger Train Bond Act for the 21st Century; and San Francisco's Proposition 1 B - the Highway Safety, Traffic Reduction, Air 
Quality and Port Security Act. . 
65 Three transportation sales taxes in San Jose generate $270 million annually (in 2013) and are distributed through the Santa Clara 
Valley Transit Authority. United States. Santa Clara Valley Transit Authority 0fT A). "Adopted Biennial Budget- Fiscal Years 2013 
and 2013." VTA, 2011-2013. Web. 22 Jul. 2013. http://www.vta.org/insidelbudge!/FY12 and FY13 Budget Book.pdf 
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analysis of impact fees for childcare, streetscape, and park infrastructure was developed for twenty~two cities 

throughout California in the 2008 City & County of San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Study.66 

Citywide impact fees for recreation and open space are most common in the suNeyed cities, followed by 

streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure fees. Only one city, Concord, charged impact fees for childcare. As 

impact fees are tied to an implied LOS target, the lack of impact ,fees for streetscape and childcare provision 

support the findings of this report that LOS targets for provisions other than recreation and open space and, 
occasionally, transit infrastructure are rare. 

It is important to note, that while most impact fees are charged at the citywide level, some cities, like San 

Francisco, have different fees applied at different levels. In San Diego, for example, development impact fees 

are primarily set at the community level and can vary widely across the city. 

NEXT STEPS & IMPLICATIONS FOR NEXUS ANALYSIS 

The LOS targets developed as part of this report will s.eNe as useful starting points for. the Nexus study. As 

indicated, while not all of the metrics and targets are appropriate for the Nexus study, setting agreed upon LOS 

helps to manage expectations and increase predictability for the city as well as potential developers. 

The passage of AB 1600 in 1988 resulted in a framework for establishing development impact fees.67 ln 

general, there are two important factors to consider in developing any nexus analysis. First, AB 1600 requires 

that development impact fees only charge new development with the cost of providing infrastructure seNices 

required by the additional development. Cities are not allowed to apply development impact fees to pay for 

existing shortfalls. Where this study identities infrastructure shortfalls that do not reach citywide LOS goals, the 

City remains responsible for managing those shortfalls. As a result, the LOS goals provide guidance for future 
development's share of the total infrastructure need. 

Second, AB 1600 indi~ates that the City must have a plan for how it is going to reach its proposed LOS target if 

it has not already been met. In other words, if the city is unable to meet the proposed LOS, the city cannot 

. charge new development for this standard.· Further, development fees should pay specifically for capital 

improvements and not for the ongoing operations and maintenance of existing facilities, since the fees are 

intended to accommodate the facility demand of the new service population. Fees going to operations and 

maintenance do not permanently resolve ongoing facility needs of the new populations. 

Operation and Maintenance Resources 

Maintaining a realistic LOS becomes an important part of both evaluating provision and applying the target to a 

nexus analysis. 

Although nexus fees focus on capital costs, ongoing revenue to operate and maintain the infrastructure 

investments is equally important. Cities, especially in California under Proposition 13, continually struggle with 

the ongoing maintenance of their community facilities an~ infrastructure assets. General Fund dollars are 

limited, and, during recession periods, cities make hard choices about maintaining, say, adequate police 11nd 

fire services, or ongoing maintenance/repairs in sidewalks, parks, and street trees. As a caution, setting level of 

service goals too high can ultimately undermine the capital investments as they slowly depreciate and become 

66 FCS Group. "City & County of San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Study, Chapter Ill." March 2008. Print 
67 Before AB 1600, the 1975 Quimby Act established the right of cities to require developers to mitigate the impacts of development, 
specifically on.neighborhood and community park demand. 
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deteriorating public assets that don't serve their initial purpose. Modest capital planning in concert with secured 

operation and maintenance revenue provides a more prudent and fiscally-sustainable course. 

Special taxes (such as parcel taxes, lighting and landscape districts, business improvement districts, and 
community benefits districts) can support the ongoing maintenance of capital facilities, although they can be 
difficult to pass considering the two-thirds voter requirements in California. 
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11. APPENDICES 

SERVICE POPULATION DEFINITION 

The term Service Population Units refers to the number of people, or units, that are served by a given 
infrastructure type. The service population for each infrastructure category is shown below in Table 27. 

AECOM 

Service population units are calculated in this study as one times the resident population plus one-half times 

the employee population, setting up a 1 :0.5 ratio of intensity of use between residents and employees. This 

ratio reflects the fact that both residents and employees require infrastructure, while discounting employees 

who typically use infrastructure less intensively than residents. 

For recreation and open space, the service population unit calculation is slightly modified to a 1 :0.19 ratio 

between residents and employees (i.e. service population units are equal to one times the resident population 

plus 0.19 times the employee population). This ratio applies a greater discount to employees, because 

recreation and open space is used much more at home than near work, as analyzed by the Hausrath 

Economics Group in a study entitled "Phoenix Park and Library EDU Factors Study" (September 2008). 

A more detailed discussion of service population can be found in the companion report, the Sar Francisco 
Citywide Nexus Analysis (March 2014), and its appendix report, San Francisco Citywide Nexus Ana/ysis
SeNice Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013). 

Table 27. Service Population Per Infrastructure Category 

Source: AECOM, 2013 
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CITYWIDE AND NEIGHBORHOOD POLICY DOCUMENTS 

The following lists summarize the citywide and neighborhood-specific policy documents that were reviewed as 
part of the project effort. The policy documents served as a guide for the LOS metric and standard 

development. Full texts for the policy documents are included in a separate appendix file. 

Citywide Policy and Planning Documents: 

• FY 2009-10 Development Impact Fee Report (2009) 

• San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Feed Register (January 2013) 

• City & County of San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Study (2008) 

• Draft Capital Plan Fiscal Years 2014-2023 (2013) 

• San Francisco Recreation & Open Space Element (2011) 

• San Francisco Recreation and Park Department Acquisition Policy (2011) 

• Child Care Nexus Study for City of San Francisco (2007) 

• San Francisco Child Care Needs Assessment (2007) 

• San Francisco Citywide Plan for Early Care and Education and Out of School Time (2012) 

• San Francisco Better Streets Plan (2010) 

• Walk First (2011) 

• Financing San Francisco's Urban Forest (2012) 

• San Francisco Bicycle Pla.n (2009) 

• San Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study (2012) 

• San Francisco Transit Impact Development Fee (2011) 

Neighborhood Specific Policy and Planning Documents: 

• Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fe.e and Affordable Housing Analysis (2008) 

• Downtown San Francisco Park, Recreation, and Open Space Development Impact Fee Nexus Study 

(2012) 

• The Market and Octavia Draft Community Improvements Program Document (2007) 

Rincon Hill Area Plan (of the General Plan) (2005) 

• San Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods Nexus Study (2008) 

• San Francisco General Plan Area Plans: 

o Balboa Park 

o Eastern Neighborhoods 

o Market and Octavia 

o Rincon Hill 

o Visitacion Valley 

• Transit Center District Plan Transportation System Improvements Development Impact Fee Nexus Study 
{2012) 

Visitacion Valley Nexus Study (2010) 

• Western SOMA Nexus Draft (2012) 
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CITYWIDE AGENCY STAKEHOLDERS 

The findings in this report were developed in coordination with the following San Francisco agencies and 

stakeholders. AECOM relied on the agency stakeholders to provide feedback and guidance on the metrics and 

standards that were proposed either in existing policy documents, or based on additional research. All metrics 

and standards were ultimately approved by the agency stakeholders. All of the agencies and their respective 

stakeholders were identified by the client. Additional stakeholders were included as necessary. 

Table 28. San Francisco Agency and Stakeholder Contributors 
~~·~~~~Tu1i"-~--~~'f'~ :;:_~~%"~~~;!~-~~~~_;s~~=.::~~~= ~~~~~;;~~~ ~7~~~~=;-~~ci..~~ ~- :~;;..~~~~~~2~~~~$~ 
"-'lnfrastructure.:::£ypa~ -~" :-c;.~ "'"-"'"-:·' ·San~ranClSCO]A~ency__ '"';''o=~'""'-~-"'r'K~tak'eholders~~:0ntat:tS--=--"'-·~"'-~21-' 
~;-j==-·-~~:-::_z~~~~~4~3_:~~~~-m~~;:;~~y~:t~~~~~;:~~~~s3":'1t~£~~~:fu.S~--~1g~~~-~~;.;~n~ 

Recreation and Open Space Facilities Recreation and Park Department (RPO} 

Childcare Facilities Office of Early Care and Education 
(OECE} 

Streetscape and Pedestrian Planning Department 
Infrastructure 

De~artment of Public Works (DPW) 

Bicycle and Transit Infrastructure Municipal Transportation Agency (MT A} 

" 

Source: AECOM, 2013 
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. Karen Mauney-Brodek . Sue Exline (Planning Department} . Taylor Emerson . Stacy Bradley . Dawn Kamalanathan 

. Graham Dobson . Michelle Rutherford . Child Care Needs Assessment 
Committee 

. AdamVarat . Lily Langlois . Kears!in Dischinger 

. Cristina Olea . Ananda Hirsch . John Dennis 

. Ariel McGinnis . Darton Ito . Grahm Satterwhite . Heath Maddox . Seleta Reynolds 
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METRIC AND MAP DATA SOURCES 

Data sources used in the metrics and maps presented in this report include: 

Table 29. Metric and Map Data Sources 

Housing, population, and 

employment projections 

Average household size 

Census socioeconomic data 

Income levels by household size 

in San Francisco 

Park acreage, location, 

ownership, and characteristics 

Acreage and active/passive 

classification for RPO-owned 

parks 

LUA2012_JHC.lpk 

20130508_ H~SizeByBuilding 

Size.xlsx 

201 O_ Census_ SanFrancisco. 

shp 

2010 Maximum Income by 

Household Size 

OpenSpace.mdb 

RPD _Parks.shp 

Licensed center-based childcare 2.1Licensed ChildCare 

information Capacity.xlsx 

Family care center (FCC) 2.2FCCH Capacity.xlsx 

childcare infonmation 

Planning Department (Aksel Olsen, 

Planner/Geographer) 

Planning Department (Aksel Olsen, 

Planner/Geographer) 

Factfinder2.census.gov (American Fact 

Finder) 

http://sf-

moh.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?docu 

mentid==4614 

Planning Department (Mike Webster, 

Geographic Information Systems) 

Planning Department (Mike Webster, 

Geographic Information Systems) 

OECE (Graham Dobson, Administrative 

Analyst for ECE Policy) 

OECE (Graham Dobson, Administrative 

Analyst for ECE Policy)· 

2012 

Current 

2010 

2010 

current 

Current 

2011 

2011 

I'5t~~1~.fili~-al!~~a~S:tr11faJ-.tii.3Siru#l1£~~~~~~~'S:-.:-s.¥~~~'?.~~~~t;2~~~ii~{¥~.'°"'~~~~~-~~E~~:::::~¥;~ 
Locations and characteristics of Allsignals.shp SFMTA (Gabriel Ho, Engineer) Current 

all traffic signals and flashing 

beacons maintained by SFMT A 

Sidewalk provision and widths Stwidths.xls DPW (Ananda Hirsch, Transportation Finance Current 

Analyst) 

Location of non-park trees SFDPW_Trees.shp Planning Department (Mike Webster, Current 

Geographic Information Systems) 

Street classifications Streets:_bsp.shp Planning Department (Kearstin Dischinger, Current 

Senior Community Development Specialist) 

Intersection and injury PedVol.shp SFMTA (Mari Hunter, Transit Planner) 2009-2010 

information 

::'.Bici~!e;;~~ ;; ;_; ;·:~;::·::;:-_ <:~~~:qj;f~::o,· ~j~,~~,::,:X~:C-:~~~~~~#~~;;i?ft'.:%~W:i'i/=:;. ?ffg~·f ;;:=;?.~,~:,:(~¥.2;;~J2t11~'~::;,~(~'.3;o&~~it\:::'-,:.~f~'S-
San Francisco bicycle network, 

with Comfort Index 

classifications (L TS 1 to 4) 

Bicycle network in San 

Francisco, including Class I - Ill 

classifications 

Source: AECOM, 2013 
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Comfortlndex.shp SFMTA (Andrew LEE, Senior Transportation Current 

Planner) 

SFMT A Bikeway Network,shp SFMTA (Charlie Ream, Urban Planner) Current 
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CASE STUDY TABLES 

Table 30. Summary of Key Existing Quantitative LOS Provision by Case Study City 
m~ 

Acres/ 1000 

Residents 

(FY 2011)68 

[Includes cl 

ty, county, 

netro, sta 

or federal 

public 

parkland 

within the 

city limits] 

acres of 

open 

space 

• 7.6 acres I 
1,000 

residents 

area 

devoted to 

open space 

(800 acres) 

• 2.8 acres I 
1,000 

residents 

• 13.3 acres I 
1,000 

residents 

residents 

live within 

10 

minutes/0.5 

ml of open 

space 

• 7.2 acres I 
1,000 

residents 

residents 

within 3 

miles offull

service 

community 

center 

I 75% Of 

residents 

within Y. 
mile of park 

• 24.6 acres I 
1,000 

residents 

(lntermediat 

e-Low 

density city) 

for neighborhood 

and community 

parks, subject to 

"equivalencies" as 

determined at the 

community plan 

level 

35.9 acres / 1,000 1 · 16.5 acres I 
residents 1,000 

(Intermediate -Low residents 

density city) 

66 "Acres of Parkland per 1,000 Residents, by City." The Trust for Public Land. The Trust for Public Land, 2011. Web. 22 Jul. 2013. 
http://cityparksurvey.tpl.org/reports/report display.asp?rid=4 
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livewithin5 

minutes of green 

space 

• 6.97 acres/ 1,000 

residents (without 

regional parks) 
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N 

Spending 

per 

Resident 

(FY 2011)69 

[Capital and 

operational 

expenses] 

Childcare 

Streetscape 

and Pedestrian 

Infrastructure 

1.m~~~a~~i~·-~Jtfm:;~~~~;:1 resident 

llii:if;95Y'.ri&ifu~~ci\~~I • NIA 

I resident I resident I resident 

I· 3 daycares • NIA • NIA 

run by P&R 

(grant-

funded) 

• NIA I• 92% of 1· 131,000 
streets have existing 

sidewalks street trees 

• 55 trees I 

mile of city 

street 

I resident I I resident 

• NIA • NIA • NIA . 53 Childcare 

facilities 

• 19% of all children 

have access to 

public care 

• 17% of • 3.5% average • NIA • 138,000 street 

canopy pedestrian trees 

coverage commute mode • 2,400 km of 

over streets share sidewalks 

• 1,900 miles • 5,000 miles of 

of sidewalk sidewalk 

69 "Total Spending on Parks and Recreation per Resident by City." The Trust for Public Land. The Trust for Public Land, 2011. Web. 22 Jul. 2013. 
http:/lcltyparksurvey.tpl.org/reportslreport display.asp?rid=4htto://citvparksurvey.tpl.orq/reports/report display.asp?rid=7 
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Infrastructure l:i:mJbikefoetworkf1l~ltil designatlo 

n from the 

League of 

American 

Bicyclists' 

Bicycle 

Friendly 

Communit 

y program 
• >100 miles 

of bike 
network 

Miles of I ~i\l:o:21~IJi\!t}tfi:\i-lf:J.1ll'il • 0.16 

Bike Lane/ 

1,000 

Residents 

(2010 

census) 

Miles of li'!:fo·:aoarn!Nf+iJw.ti:;m1. 0.003 

Bike Lane I 

1,000 

Residents I 

City Area 

(2010 

census) 

Transit r~J1it&~~~~:ii~~1:~1µ11 • N/A 

Infrastructure H;_:,mlnutes•oerJ!tl,!:>1· 
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of bike 

network 

• 1.6%of 

street 

network 

1. 0.04 

I· 0.001 

T NIA 

AECOM 

streets have I miles of bike 

bike network network 

I 
network 

I I 
1 · 100% of buses are 

(2012) bike-accessible 

• 128 miles of 

bike network 

(2009) 

1. 0.33 1. 0.15 1. 0.51 1. 0.39 1. 0.21 1. 0.47 

I· o.oos I· 0.001 1. 0.004 I· 0.001 I· 0.001 I· 0.010 

-1· NIA 1· No citywide ,. 1· No citywide /. N/A /. N/A 

standard standard 
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Table 31. Summary of Key Quantitative LOS Goals by Case Study City (incl.uding San Francisco) 
WM 

and Open IN;<!:fm11e~acriess:toJ~111 

I 

access to 

I 

goals 

I 

for 75% of 1,870 more 
't~i~·~~w:rkir1-f,~.:;:i~~~:r·1·;J;i.( 

Space ~~g~~n~~~~~f:]g~~~~~: open space residents by acres of 

2025 (0.5mi) park 

• Add 500 acres . 100% of 

by 2015 residents . 10 acres / 1,000 within3 

residents miles of a 

community 

center . 100% of 

residents 

w/in Jr.mile 

of park 

I Childcare Ifill • N/A • N/A • NIA • NIA . N/A 
c.o 
.J:=o 
.J:=o 

Streetscape 'H\l'Fi'W'''~~'i':'r.~J:i"Wi' • Few • No • No quantitative • Reduce • Nelghborho ,•1 ~ t~ ·;J~:·.~~)!~1~: · · .. £;If1~ 
and Pedestrian :m!;ria~M111Jmr~e1f,J~~ quantitative quantitative standards pedestrian ods must 

Infrastructure r~~gfi;~;,,rdf£!f.~r goals goals • Qualitative accidents 50% maintain 

• Complete objectives, and by 2020 citywide 

the design • Increase walk average for 

pedestrian guidelines mode share % of 

network from B.6% to arterials with 

12% by 2020 sidewalks 

• Keep 70% of • 35% of 

CJSSets In good · canopy 

repair coverage 

• Increase tree over streets 

coverage to . 150 

30% (by adding additional 

300,000 trees by [lliles of 

2025) trails. 

76 

1,000 

residents of • 3.5 acres of 

neighborhood community walk to green 

and serving parks I space, by 

community 1,000 residents 2020 

parks • Plant 150,000 

new trees by 

2020 

• NIA • N/A • 500 new 

spaces by 

2014 

• No . 100% of non- . Increase 

quantitative rural portions pedestrian 

goals of San Jose mode share 

should have a (66% of all 

continuous trips to be by 

sidewalk bike, walk, or 

network transit by 

• Every street 2040) 

should be • By 2014, 2km 

complete, of additiona.1 

accommodate sidewalk 

pedestrian and • Plant 150,000 

bike new trees by 

2020 
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co 

I ,.i:::. 
CTI 

Infrastructure l!.i!l:l:ii:Jllil"0i:lW20Q:l·i:r;1 build-out 2030 (33% LOS goals 

• 10% of all of street • Alm to pass 

trips by bike network with ·Complete 

by 2025 bikeways) Streets Policy 

• Plan to • Obtain Bike • Add 183 miles 
, cover the Friendly City within in 30 

entire city status years (= 311 

and connect miles) 
to regional 

network 

l~~.;;;"!f;i !'i:h··~'i; l'.fF·~·.-·,, 't''-b ''i,1 

Bicycle ~:Ji!0~2:7.t±r:it~tJRf$fftn:m·:. a.as • 0.70 • 0.81 

miles/ 1,000 

Current Res. 

Goal70 

Transit 
•i~~~;;···J l µ:) l Jcf!T•j'f,C\::·i_{;l;':";~f" 

• No • No q uantlta live "r85.%- trans1 ···:':'•'':·-' • No ·r~~1.1J:J::.~·~;:i';i'.wrW;1~:.~~,WV~ l'i· 
Infrastructure ~i:>Lcfbwdlnt!Jah:ief\i quantitative quantitative goals 

goals goals 

7° Calculated from proposed bicycle network length and current population. 
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accidents 50% 

by 2020 

• Increase bike 

mode share 

from 1.6% to 
6.5% 

• League of 

American 

Bicyclists 

"Platinum" 

(2013) 

• 70% of assets in 

good repair 

• Reduce VMT by 

10% 

• 0.36 

• No quantitative 

goals 

AECOM 

commuting of proposed bike facilities mode share 
trips total bicycle proposed • Expand 'all 

• 630 miles of network ages and 

total bike • Increased abilities' bike 

network by bicycle mode network 
2030 share • Provide 

• All areas additional 

must bike parking 
maintain. • 328 total 
citywide miles in bike 

average for network as 
bike lane near-term 

miles per goal 

1,000 

households 

• 1.08 I• o.83 I• 0.48 ,. 0.54 

• Transit load • Increased 1 · No quantitative 1 · Increase 
factor< ridership, goals transit mode 

100% and having share 

• 19% transit an attractive, 

commuting convenient 

trips transit system 

• -15% of 

transit trips 

shorter than 

30 minutes 

{compared lo 

8% BAU) 
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SOCIOECONOMIC INDICATORS BY NEIGHBORHOOD 

Table 32. Unemployment Rate Among Civilian Workforce by Neighborhood (2010) 

Diamond Heights 6% 
Downtown/Civic Center 10% 
Excelsior 9% 

Financial District 7% 
Glen Park 7% 

Golden Gate Park 6% 

Haight Ashbury 5% 

Inner Richmond 7% 
Inner Sunset 4% 

Lakes ho re 7% 

Marina 5% 

Mission 6% 

Nob Hill 7% 

Noe Valley 5% 

North Beach 7% 

Ocean View 10% 
Outer Mission 6% 
Outer Richmond 7% 

Outer Sunset 7% 

Pacific Heights 4% 

Parkside 8% 

Potrero Hill 7% 
Presidio 3% 

Presidio Heights 5% 
Russian Hill 9% 
Sea cliff 7% 
South of Market 6% 

rIIfu~@r~~r~na@1~EEfii~~1I2~1~fft:Z~i~1¥~~~~~{~Mill 
Twin Peaks . 6% 

f~~I~@filJ~!I~~~lt~~11~Ji~I~~17J~i~l~~~~il:§~~N~ 
West of Twin Peaks 
Western Addition 

Citywide Average 

150% of Citywide Average 

Source: 201 O American Community Survey 

1. [X& Indicates value above 150 percent of citywide average 
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Table 33. Percentage of Households below 80 Percent of the Citywide Area Median Income (AMI) (201 O) 

Bernal Heights 41% 

~Ei~~~if-{;:~i¥s~~~!,$i2~~~ir;;I~~~B[~~l 
Crocker Amazon 50% 
Diamond Heights 42% .. - ... " 

Glen Park 
Golden Gate Park 
Haight Ashbury. 
Inner Richmond 

47% 
41% 
50% 

Noe Valley 34% 
~I~6rth:se'!ic:~~i~~;~"if'i~~''i'*"S~g~s~.~'£"~3'ak,fl 

Ocean View 49% 
Outer Mission 
Outer Richmond 
Outer Sunset 
Pacific Heights 
Parkside 
Potrero Hill 

43% 
47% 
49% 
31% 
40% 
33% 

Presidio 35% 
Presidio Heights 41% 
Russian Hill 50% 
Sea cliff 36% 

i~i~~~fcp~~,,:,.r:,~~~¥~~i~ ~r~t~~~~[4~ 
Twin Peaks 37% 

[Vffitlfci"6'ii1~;·~g~~~j',1~-;fg'S~~7il~~~J0f~~§'~~ 
West ofTwin Peaks 31% 
~:w~~~"'dlti'frl~~~J§{_~~~"@;#~~~~~~'.5~1 

Citywide Average 50% 

Source: 2010 American Community Survey 

1. l2Q5; Indicates value above citywide average 
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Table 34. Percentage of Children and Elderly by Neighborhood {2010) 

>'.r,;'o 

h 
Bernal Heights 

Castro/Upper Market 

fLQ!lli~IQ:~~~~~ifJ},~~~£~ 
Crocker Amazon 

Diamond Heights 

Downtown/Civic Center 

Excelsior 

Financial District 
Glen Park · 

Golden Gate Park 

Haight Ashbury 

Inner Richmond 

Inner Sunset 

Lakeshore 

Marina 

Mission 

Nob Hill 

Noe Valley 

North Beach 

Ocean View 

Outer Mission 

Outer Richmond 

0%~ 
14%' 

11% 

11% 

6% 10% 

8% ¥fi§1~~~~~~~~!~$26~k~ 
15% 15% 

13% 18% 

6% 13% 

15% 15% 

6% 

14% 

7% 
9% 

11% 

11% 

10% 

8% 

11% 

5% 

12% 

8% 

14% 

15% 

12% 

19% 

14% 

9% 

8% 

14% 

12% 

14% 

13% 

Outer Sunset 12% 

9% 

17% 

10% 

18% 

13% 

14% 

17% 

16% 

14% 

17% 

Pacific Heights 9% 

Parkside 13% 

Potrero Hill 13% 

ffi-I¥~~~ib~1~~1filb~~§:r;~g~Rw~~~~g~4J~t~%~ts~~1 
Presidio Heights 

Russian Hill 

Sea cliff 
South of Market 

Treasure Island/YB! 

West of Twin Peaks 

Western Addition 

Citywide Average 

150% Citywide Average 

Source: 2010 U.S. Census 

1. ~ Indicates value above 150 percent of citywide average 

80 

13% 

6% 

14% 

6% 

14% 

15% 

7% 

11% 

17% 

948 

8% 

4% 

18% 

20% 

20% 
10% 

1% 
19% 

13% 

18% 

16% 

14% 

20% 

San Francisco Infrastructure Level of SeMce Analysis 

March 2014 



Table 35. Percentage of Non-White (Minority) Population by Neighborhood (2010) 

Bernal Heights 
,J:astro/Upper Market 
!F 

Diamond Heights 

Golden Gate Park 
Haight Ashbury 
Inner Richmond 

Marina 
Mission 
Nob Hill 

. Presidio 
Presidio Heights 
Russian Hill 
Sea cliff 

====== 

:a'.f"~ 
42% 
20% 

37% 

39% 
23% 
49% 

16% 
43% 
49% 

23% 
26% 
42% 

Twin Peaks 33% 
{r~i~tllfR~VaJi~Y2:z~~!~*.~~Jr:3fgfg-~:.~R~~~~~:S6o/~l 

West of Twin Peaks 41% 
Western Addition 

Citywide Average 

Source: 2010 U.S. Census 

1. ~Indicates value above citywide average 
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43% 

52% 

949 

81 



CHILDCARE DEMAND CALCULATIONS 

Table 36: Existing (2013) Childcare Demand for Infant/Toddler Care (0-2) 

A 
Michele Rutherford, Program Manager for San Francisco Human 
Services Agency via email to Harriet Ragozin (KMA) on 11 /15/13 

'K~~,~~flJ~f.ljr~r.w@·t2):'&~~~fr!!f¢~H~.:,o(l'~j#~'.ihf$:~n;f'.(#B:~J$·i;~_fj:~;i~§;f¥2::'.;i/\;=:~{j{::::~£i]\~@¥i~i~~'\:{::Ht\V0fil~~;~~;:~;~i·ttl\'i'.~;[t'AB~i~~@;~~~@W~': 
B Total Employed San Francisco Residents 446,800 U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 American Community Survey; DP03 

c 

D 

E 

F 

G 

% Employed Residents working outside 
of San Francisco 
Total employed San Francisco Residents 
workin outside San Francisco 

% of total employed San Francisco 
Residents working outside San 
Francisco, who need childcare outside 
San Francisco 

Resident-children needing childcare 
outside of San Francisco · 

% of children ages 0-2 

23% 

100,530 

5% 

5,027 

51% 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 American Community Survey; S0801 

B·c 
Based on South San Francisco Child Care Facilities Impact Fee Nexus 
Study and surveys of corporate employees and other child care 
studies, reviewed by Brion & Associates, including Santa Monica's 
New Child Care Fee Nexus Study (as cited in Table 6 of Child Care 
Nexus Study for San Francisco by Brion & Associates); assumes one 
child needing care per employee 

D*E 

Michele Rutherford, Program Manager for San Francisco Human 
Services Agency via email to Harriet Ragozin (KMA) on 11/15/13; 
assumes that school age children have care near home or school and 
all resident-children needing care outside of San Francisco are either 
infants/toddlers or preschoolers 

H Resident-children (0-2) needing childcare 2 544 
F. G 

outside of San Francisco ' 

{R~ld~i:li~f.i@r.~•No~7r~:~@t~'9ical~::lH,$~rl;j::f1jij~j~~Q'i~i,i';1;~::~I@~:~~~~iJ§lf@ii:I:~~"=fit~j:;[~;:t~t~fB~~-';j]':fit:'~:;,~:ttUiii'.{i:f'.\:;e,g\~~:;::fjj~:~B=~~; 0m1::~'i 
Total resident-clhildren (0-2) potentially 
needin childcare 

J Average labor force participation rate of 
a rents 

K Children with working parents 

L 
% children (0-2) with working parents 
needing licensed care 

M Total resident-children (0-2) needing 
licensed care in San Francisco 

N 

0 

p 

Q 

Employees that live elsewhere but work 
in San Francisco · 

Estimated % of non-resident employees 
needing licensed childcare 

Children needing licensed clhildcare 

% of children ages 0 - 2 

R Non-resident employee's children (0-2) 
needin care in San Francisco 

19,356 

58% 

11,200 

37% 

4,144• 

154,000 

5% 

7,700 

50% 

3,861 

A-H 

Bureau o(Labor. Statistics (Table 4) 

I* J 
Table 7 of Child Care Nexus Study for San Francisco by Brion & 
Associates (based on a detailed review of 12 child care studies, 
including impact fee studies; demand factors developed in concert with 
De t. of Human Services and DCYP 

K*L 

San Francisco Planning Department employment projections (as per 
Aksel Olsen, Geographer/Planner); U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 
American Community Survey; DP03 

As above (E) 

N*O 

Department of Finance (Report P-3); assumes that school age children 
have care near home or school and all resident-children n~eding care 
outside of San Francisco are either infants/toddlers or preschoolers 

P*Q 

:~:t:M~f@fi~f~ij'(9:2~fJ~:~~~rn9~'.G.~r~iJ61~'ii!i'.:f.Ifin.?@~:g::@fiilt@~'.fi'ii~''.i'i'~::~¥~1~t@:Ii:I@i';:@;f@':~:!¥Eil{~~\~i;;~:,j:~:~'1i:::,~m;::t'j:@:~@:;;;~:i:t:M:i@t::;;~;~;: 
Total children (0-2) needing licensed care 

8,005 

2,951 

% of demand met by existing slots 37% 

82 

M+R 

Michele Rutherford, Program Manager for San Francisco Human 
Services Agency via email to Harriet Ragozin (KMA) on 11/15/13 
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Table 37: Existing (2013) Childcare Demand for Preschooler Care (3-5) 
---~ 

Michele Rutherford, Program Manager for San Francisco 
Human Services Agency via email to Harriet Ragozin (KMA) on 
11/15/13 

?~fili.\l:fe1.l.i::Chi,1C1f.e!N3_:sfN.~:!i'i:i)fi.9·cifo~-:i:>Y:tli!4~::9t$\l.:~if.'.i'ah~~~~-:·:~::~:,:~:f,:f:~:.:~¥rn®:l:\~~:Mt~~:~~,i~':{{;::;::::~;:rng:~'.t3i!it",h' ';t,f:~¥,/W<ff'.'2 

B Total Employed San Francisco Residents 

C % Employed Residents working outside of 
San Francisco 

D Total employed San Francisco Residents 
workin outside San Francisco 

% of total employed San Francisco 
E Residents working outside San Francisca, 

who need childcare outside San Francisco 

F Resident-children needing childcare outside 
of San Francisco 

G % of children ages 3-5 

H Resident-children (3-5) needing childcare 
outside of San Francisco 

Total resident-children (3-5) potentially 
needin childcare 

J Average labor force participation rate of 
a rents 

K Children with working parents 

L % children (3-5) needing licensed care 

M Total resident-children (3-5) needing 
licensed care in San Francisco 

446,800 

23% 

100,530 

5% 

5,027 

49% 

2,483 

18,800 

58% 

10,878 

100% 

10,878 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 American Community S.urvey; 
DP03 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 American Community Survey; 
S0801 

B*C 

Based on South San Francisco Child Care Facilities Impact Fee 
Nexus Study and surveys of corporate employees and other 
child care studies, reviewed by Brion & Associates, including 
Santa Monica's New Child Care Fee Nexus Study (as cited in 

·Table 6 of Child Care Nexus Study for San Francisco by Brion & 
Associates); assumes one child needing care per employee 

D*E 

Michele Rutherford, Program Manager for San Francisco 
Human Services Agency via ·email to Harriet Ragozin (KMA) on 
11/15/13; assumes that school age children have care near 
home or school and all resident-children needing care outside of 
San Francisco are either infants/toddlers or preschoolers 

F*G 

A-H 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (Table 4) 

I* J 

Table 7 of Child Care Nexus Study for San Francisco by Brion & 
Associates (based on a detailed review of 12 child care studies, 
including impact fee studies; demand factors developed in 
concert with Dept. of Human Services and DCYP) 

K*L 

':fll(lri*~~iif~n(ctiili#eff(:i'f5fN;E;M_in9·:~af~-'.iffs:a~'·f.fiiiici~c0.:Ii'~:::~~f~:f.:':·~2¥/:T~: :,\\':';~:.::~:;,::;::Eg:':f.:;:,::;::,::s:;F:,g;;::(:i~~?if::'@:~·~&,:,._;,,:;::5:·~,::-~,, 

N Employees that live elsewhere but work in 
San Francisco 

0 
Estimated % of non-resident employees 
needin licensed childcare 

P Children needing licensed childcare 

Q % of children ages 3-5 

154,000 

5% 

7,700 

50% 

San Francisco Planning Department employment projections (as 
per Aksel Olsen, Geographer/Planner); U.S. Census Bureau,· 
2009-2011 American Communi Surve ; DP03 

As above (see E) 

N*O 
Department of Finance (Report P-3); assumes that school age 
children have care near home or school and all resident-children 
needing care outside of San Francisco are either 
infants/toddlers or reschoolers 

R Non-resident employee's children (3-5) 3 839 p * Q 
needin care in San Francisco ' 

~rf!!~CC.~fi~w!!:;:t~£§n11.il~t1iifa'.~a.r~Jn·;~ai.l'f:m!f~1s~1;i·/:F?''i:=:=::.\0:,:0:~:::?,~t::G:l'::·:~i::;::;:::;:?Et':;;::n;:·:w·1E;r1.@;=:J~t::@:·:,':wn1'·':t~~":ff::·:+t:':;;;::ff:@:% 
S Total children (3-5) needing licensed care in 14,717 M + R 

San Francisco 

T Current available spaces for children (3-5) 

% of demand met by existing slots 
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Table 38: Future (2020) Childcare Demand for Infant/Toddler Care (0-2) 

Planning Department population projections (as per Aksel 
Total resident-children (0-2) Olsen, Geographer/Planner) times proportion of infants/toddlers 

based on Department of Finance projections (Report P-3) 

LR~i&~fiii¢J.11i'.afi:i.@i.;~r1~E!~@jg'@~t~Tpu~\ll~:9(si~':'.ff#B.'~i~~~ff1~t.~:;f::~:ill:~~m@:~:if(~ili@'.@@imI~J!~~;~;r&FHili1::~~:l@~W;ll!.~~\;:~~t~~~:~: 
Employment projections from the San Francisco Planning 
Department (as per Aksel Olsen, Geographer/Planner), 

s· Total Employed San Francisco Residents 483,200 assuming the resident/non-resident employment split from the 
U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 American Community Survey; 
DP03 

c 

D 

E 

F 

G 

% Employed Residents working outside of 
San Francisco 
Total employed San Francisco Residents 
workin outside San Francisco 

% of total employed San Francisco 
Residents working outside San Francisco, 
who need childcare outside San Francisco 

Resident-children needing childcare 
outside of San Francisco 

% of children ages 0-2 

H Resident-children (0-2) needing childcare 
outside of San Francisco 

23% 

108,720 

5% 

5,436 

56% 

3,043 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 American Community Survey; 
S0801 

B*C 

Based on South San Francisco Child Care Facilities Impact Fee 
Nexus Study and surveys of corporate employees and other 
child care studies, reviewed by Brion & Associates, including 
Santa Monica's New Child Care Fee Nexus Study (as cited in 
Table 6 of Child Care Nexus Study for San Francisco by Brion & 
Associates); assumes one child needing care per employee 

D*E 

Planning Department population projections (as per Aksel 
Olsen, Geographer/Planner) ;Department of Finance projections 
(Report P-3); assumes thafschool age children have care near 
home or school and all resident-children needing care outside of 
San Francisco are either infants/toddlers or preschoolers 

F*G 

;;'.~4¥.!@·0~~~cti\i~r~n·=@~t~~~~r@:£~:~~mt~~"Jf@~iss9.!;::;~:¥=i'it:ti~:::H{::~;'~:~5:jFJ::~m1:·::•:=:;=1~~,;,,f:gf:ii:i'''~iffii=::::ffi'.:'i#'ffi[':::\~if:tJrf25;Jif.¥.if;':':~:¥~fl&: 
Total resident-children (0-2) potentially 
needin childcare 

J Average labor force participation rate of 
a rents 

K 

L 

Children with working parents 

% children (0-2) with working parents 
needing licensed care 

26,600 

58% 

15,391 

37% 

M Total resident-children (0-2) needing 
5 695 

licensed care in San Francisco ' 

A-H 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (Table 4) 

1 • J 
Table 7 of Child Care Nexus Study for San Francisco by Brion & 
Associates (based on a detailed review of 12 child care studies, 
including impact fee studies; demand factors developed in 
concert with De !. of Human Services and DCYP 

K*L 

ti'k>r'::.~~rCi~!lt;g~i1af~iN9~;zft-l~W1'io9::~a:r~:=i~t~~n::~i'aif cis:Ca:;g:::~i'!{l};:;;:~t;:i::;;;:it';~;;tw~;;1ni;'.1:11.;:i'.ft\;::~,:\i:~'f;''::m:~1;':':~i:::;;~;;1':g;:i~i'~~:ny;t;'.;t:f'ffM~~~ 

N . Employees that live elsewhere but work in 
San Francisco 

0 

p 

Q 

Estimated % of non-resident employees 
needing licensed childcare 

Children needing licensed childcare 

% of children ages 0 - 2 

194,300 

5% 

9,715 

50% 

San Francisco Planning Department employment projections (as 
per Aksel Olsen, Geographer/Planner); U.S. Census Bureau, 
2009-2011 American Communi Surve ; DP03 

As above (E) 

N*O 

Department of Finance (Report P-3); assumes that school age 
children have care near home or school and all resident-children 
needing care outside of San Francisco are either 
infants/toddlers or preschoolers 

R Non-resident employee's children (0-2) 4,839 p • Q 
needin care in San Francisco 

:~~:r.0~1,~t1Ji.C1ffi~"1~~~rr:J~~41~11;:c;~;e·:in-=.s~~;F,:Nnc1$.~<i~I:~I::~:;~m:;%;:1~\fil~::::'.;::~~i1:=r;'.~~i•;@~'¥i.'.i~~:=r1T~~~'t"'',~'!iWi~'";~;:;.;:*::1::=~n;;~~;:~:;:wi@':~~~;1w:':i,t&r 
S Total children (0-2) needing licensed care 10•534 M + R 

in San Francisco 

84 
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Table 39: Future (2020) Childcare Demand for Preschooler Care (3-5) 

A Total resident-children (3-5) 23,300 
Planning Department population projections (as per Aksel 
Olsen) times proportion of infants/toddlers based on Department 
of Finance projections (Report P-3) 

L~AAii:l!fnj;.q@tJ:r~'ff:t3.~5H~:~[d(~'9'1¢.'~i~:QWt~.t~~~pE$.ii'.nf.:?-i:i'!f21~~~BE'6ffi~;~::::/j'!::@:@{{'.:jrnt@::B::9:~J:'t@B~'':~'@:i~::i=:@::::f::Efr@(EE: 

B 

c 

D 

E 

F 

G 

Total Employed San Francisco Residents 

% Employed Residents working outside of 
San Francisco · 

Total employed San Francisco Residents 
workin outside San Francisco 

% of total employed San Francisco 
Residents working outside San Francisco, 
who need childcare outside San Francisco 

Resident-children needing childcare 
outside of San Francisco 

% of children ages 3-5 

483,200 

23% 

108,720 

5% 

5436 

44% 

Employment projections from the San Francisco Planning 
Department (as per Aksel Olsen, Geographer/Planner), 
assuming the same split of resident-employees versus non-
· resident-employees as the l:J.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 
American Communi Surve ; DP03 

U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011 American Community Survey; 
S0801 

B*C 

Based on South San Francisco Child Care Facilities Impact Fee 
Nexus Study and surveys of corporate employees and other 
child care studies, reviewed by Brion & Associates, including 
Santa Monica's New Child Care Fee Nexus Study (as cited in 
Table 6 of Child Care Nexus Study for San Francisco by Brion & 
Associates); assumes one child needing care per employee 

D*E 

Planning Department population projections (as per Aksel 
Olsen, Geographer/Planner); Department of Finance projections 
(Report P-3); assumes that school age children have care near 
home or school and all resident-children needing care outside of 
San Francisco are either infants/toddlers or preschoolers 

H Resident-children (3-5) needing childcare 2,393 F • G 
outside of San Francisco 

Total resident-children (3-5) potentially 
needin childcare 

J Average labor force participation rate of 
a rents 

K Children with working parents 

L % children (3-5) with working parents 
needing licensed care· 

20,907 

. 58% 

12,097 

100% 

A-H 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (fable 4) 

l*J 

Table 7 of Child Care Nexus Study for San Francisco by Brion & 
Associates ·(based on a detailed review of 12 child care studies, 
including impact fee studies; demand factors developed in 
concert with Dept. of Human Services and DCYP) 

M Total resident-children (3-5) needing 12,097 K. L 
licensed care in San Francisco 

N 

0 

p 

Q 

Employees that live elsewhere but work in 
San Francisco 

Estimated % of non-resident employees 
needing licensed childcare 

Children needing licensed childcare 

% of children ages 3-5 

194,300 

5% 

9,715 

50% 

San Francisco Planning Department employment projections (as 
per Aksel Olsen, Geographer/Planner); U.S. Census Bureau, 
2009-2011 American Community Survey; DP03 

As above (see E) 

N*O 

Department of Finance (Report P-3); assumes that school age 
children have care near home or school and all resident-children 
needing care outside of San Francisco are either 
infants/toddlers or reschoolers 

R Non-resident employee's children (3-5) 4,876 p • Q 
needin care in San Francisco 

':jo~f¢~li.clf.e#'<~hli(N.e~@l!t~~1-e·iff':S~i!'.ffa~#.1~~61'i%¥:~·;~,:~~i~'iI¥~:':::TD?::;;:~f,iiili+;;N:::]j)']:::.~Wf~:r;:;:~:~:~:,::::::;:=j@Wi~ti~g;p;;e:rt\~;,~,,~~ 
S !otal childre~ (3-5) needing licensed care 16,973 M + R 

m San Franctsco 
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1. Introduction 

In 2013, AECOM was retained by the San Francisco Planning Department an~ the San Francisco Capital 
Improvements Program, with direction from the City Attorney's Office, to update the City's nexus analysis. This 
nexus analysis update was done iri conjunction with AECOM's 2014 San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service, 
Analysis report1

, a study that established citywide provision standards for various infrastructure elements. The · 

level of service (LOS) targets for infrastructure presented in this report build directly on the standards developed as 
part of the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report, as well as existing nexus studies for 

certain infrastructure types for the City of San Francisco and the City's capital plan. 

REPORT PURPOSE 

The purpose of this report is to present the nexus analysis findings of new growth's connection (nexus) to facilities 
for recreation and open space, childcare, streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure. This 
analysis measures the need for community infrastructure generated by new population and employment gro\f\/fh, 
using a methodology that meets the requirements for development impact fees under applicable law. The fee 
program estimates development's fair share of the City's new facility needs to maintain levels of service for 
community infrastructure that contribute to the livability and overall quality of life in San Francisco. 

The cityWide nexus analysis, building upon existing adopted nexus studies, aims to develop a consistent, 
standards-based methodology for most existing impact fees, thus facilitating the City's future administration of 
impact fees, including meeting the five year reporting and updating requirements. 

The Planning Code currently covers more than 20 development impact fees - including several single-purpose 
fees and several community impact fees that were established as components of larger planning processes for the 
City's geographic Area Plans. 2 As a result of many separately developed ·impact fees, the City has revised the 
Planning Code to ensure that each program is administered consistently. The impact fees and the administrative 
procedures governing them are found in Article N of the Planning Code. This study aims to further standardize 
the analysis·supporting development impact fees (specifically for recreation and open space, childqare, 
streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure) to ensure consistent administration .of existing 
and future development impact fees and their supporting studies. 

In addition to developing a more standardized development impact fee assessment methodology, this study also 
satisfies the requirements of Section 41 O of the City Planning Code which requires that all nexus studies be 

1 Although the report was finalized in 2014, the bulk of the analysis and report was produced in 2013. 
2Area Plans, or Specific Area Plans, are detailed plans for city neighborhoods. Area Plans are identified in the City's General Plan, and 
include area-specific land use policies and regulations that guide development. 
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updated on a five year basis: the nexus analysis presented in this report aims to verify most impact fees in Article 4 

of the Planning Code except those pertaining to affordable housing, community stabilization, libraries, and the 

Citywide Transportation Development Impact Fee. The nexus analysis complied with the requirements of the 

Mitigation Fee Act, and state and national constitt..itional law. 

REPORT STRUCTURE 

The remainder of the introduction will provide background on nexus fees, catalogue San Francisco's existing 

impact fees, outline the nexus fee determination methodology, and summarize the maximum supportable nexus 
fees. The following chapters of the report address each of the four infrastructure elements - recreation and open 

space, childcare, streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure. 3 

BACKGROUND ON DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE PROGRAMS 

Cities are authorized by law to levy development impact fees - which are monetary exactions, charged by a local 

government to a development applicant as a condition of approval for the development project: In most cases, the 

law requires the fee amount be reasonably related to the cost of the infrastructure provided by the government 
collecting the fee. The collected fee monies are allocated to pay for, or defray the costs of, the infrastructure 

improvements necessitated by the new development. Development impact fees may not be levied to pay for 

existing infrastructure deficiencies unrelated to the impacts of new development. Also a jurisdiction must normally 

legislatively adopt findings of a reasonable relationship between fee and impact to enact a fee program. · 

Although local governments began levying impact fees in the 1920s as a way to finance infrastructure, in 1987, the 

California legislature passed the Mitigation Fee Act (Assembly Bill 1600 or the Act) to establish principles 

governin.g impact fee exactions and, to some extent, codify existing constitutional requirements. The related 

Government Code Sections 66000-66025 establish legal requirements to implement a development fee program 

for fees that meet the. terms of the Act. While not all of the fees analyzed in this report are necessarily subject to 

th.e Mitigation Fee Act, the City has concluded that, in most instances, establishing a nexus for any fee imposed b~ 
the City as a condition of development is prudent practice. According to the Act, to establish a development fee 

program, a jurisdiction must legislatively accept a nexus study that identifies: 

• the purpose of any fees; 

• how fees will be used; 

• a reasonable relationship between the fee-funded infrastructure ~nd the type of development paying the 

fee; 

• a reasonable relationship between the need for. particular infrastructure and the type of development 

paying the fee; and 

• a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fee and the proportionality of the cost specifically 

attributed to development. 

Development impact fees are common among California cities 0ncluding. San Francisco) and ar~ a well-accepted 

way to fund a variety of infrastructure such as recreation and open space, childcare, streetscape and pedestrian 

infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure. 

3 Note that a transit infrastructure fee study is currently being undertaken in an ongoing update of the 2012 San Francisco 
Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study, and, is therefore omitted from this analysis. 
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EXISTING DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES 

San Francisco currently has more than 20 development impact fees, many of which the City established as a 
component of a larger planning process (either at the city or neighborhood level}, and supported by a specific 

nexus study. Some existing impact fees are single-i.ssue fees imposed citywide or in a limited area; others are 
components of community infrastructure fees. Table 1 catalogues the existing impact fees in San Francisco for the 
four infrastructure components studied in this report (recreation and open space; childcare, streetscape and 
pedestrian infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure). In Table 1, single-issue fees for any of the four infrastructure 
items are reported, and community infrastructure fees are apportioned by infrastructure item.4 Table 1 also 
highlights the maximum fee charged in each infrastructure category. 

Table 1. Existing Related Impact Fees in San Francisco for Four Infrastructure Categories (2013 Fee Rates) 

Rincon Hill $2.85 $0.00 $6.66 $9.51 

Market and Octavia $2.12 $0.83 $4.12 $0.05 $2.83 $9.95 

Eastern Neighborhoods $8.85 $1.24 $0.35 $7.26 $17.70 

Balboa Park $2.66 $1.68 $3.36 $1.15 $8.85 

Child Care: Citywide -
$1.11 Commercial 

Transit Impact 
Develo ment Fee TIO $13.30 

Market and Octavia $0.52 $2.14 $0.02 $1.11 $3.76 

Eastern Neighborhoods $1.08 $0.46 $0.51 $13.42 $15.48. 

Balboa Park $0.50 $0.32 $0.63 $0.22 $1.66 

Visitacion Valley $1.67 $1.12 $1.42 $0.86 $5.07 
Maximum Commercial 
Fee b Cate o $2.21 $1.12 $2.14 $0.02 $13.42 

Source: San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee Register, January 1, 2013, and the San Francisco Planning Department. 

1. Table 1 focuses on the four infrastructure categories analyzed in this nexus report. It does not include all fees included in Article 4 of the 

Planning Code (for example, it omits transit fees and affordable housing fees), or expenditures that are analyzed elsewhere (for example, it omits 

library fees, program administration, and transit fees). 

2. The City annually adjusts all developer impact fees using an Annual Infrastructure Construction Cost Inflation estimate (AICCIE), as per Article 

4 of the Planning Code. 

The residential fees range across the neighborhoods from no fee (i.e., neighborhoods without community 
infrastructure fees) to almost $18 per GSF; the commercial fees range across the neighborhoods from no fee (i.e., 

4 Apportionment of community infrastructure fees is based on the Planning Code (Section 4), as provided by Kearstin Dischinger, Senior 
Community Development Specialist of the Planning Department, in a spreadsheet entitled max_fee_by Category_Planned.xls. This 
spreadsheet is appended for infonnational purposes. 
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neighborhoods without community infrastructure fees) to more than $15 per GSF. Two additional downtown fees 

exist for childcare and parks, of $1.11 and $2.21 per GSF. A transit impact fee of as much as $13.30 per GSF is 
·also charged citywide.5 

STANDARDS-BASED NEXUS METHODOLOGY 

Impact fees can be calculated several ways, but the foundation of all methodologies is determining an appropriate 
level of infrastructure for future development, the cost to provide this infrastructure, and a reasonable relationship 

between growth and cos~ by which to apportion the cost burden. 

With one exception, this study focuses on a standards-based approach, which relies on an explicit infrastructure 

LOS to derive a maximum supportable fee level. A per-unit provision standard is established by the City - for 
example, a certain number of acres of open space per person (or service population unit6

) - and subsequent 

development must adhere to the standard. The nexus fee for development is based on development's share of the 

cost to provide this level of provision.7 Applying standards-based metrics to impact fees allows the City to 

streamline the fee analysis process, creating a consistent methodology across all infrastructure types that can be 
easily understood, repeated and updated as necessary. This streamlined approach reduces costs, and 

strengthens the link between new development and demand for new infrastructure. Recreation and open space, 

childcare, and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure .nexus fees are established using this standards-based 

approach .. 

The San Francisco Infrastructure Level of SeNice Analysis report sets the foundation for the nexus, by exploring 

various metrics and LOS standards for select infrastructure items, and by providing a comprehensive study of San 

Francisco's infrastructure elements, current LOS provision, long-term aspirations, and short-term infrastructure 

LOS targets. The short-term targets are the standards used for the nexus analysis. These standards were 

developed through a review of existing City policies, interviews with City departments, and research on existing 

precedents. Note that setting citywide standards for infrastructure LOS is a complex undertaking that few cities 
have undertaken rigorously, making San Francisco an exemplar in its nexus approach.8 

A more traditional project-based approach, in contrast, takes a list of planned infrastructure projects, and bases the 

nexus fee on the apportionment of their cost. This project-based approach is used for bicycle infrastructure. For 

bicycle infrastructure, the SFMT A has developed a comprehensive policy document that outlines specific capital 
projects for bicycle infrastructure. At the direction of the agency and with the support of stakeholders, the nexus for 

bicycle infrastructure relies on this policy document (SFMTA's 2013 Bicycle Strategy).9 (Note that, although the 

bicycle nexus relies on a discrete list of projects rather than a per-population or per-service-population LOS, the 

cost is apportioned between residential and commercial development via service population. That is, the bicycle 
infrastrudure requirements are determined by a project list (13 miles of upgraded bikeway, 13 upgraded 

5 The Transit Impact Development Fee {TIDF) ranges from $6.80 per GSF to $13.30 per GSF, depending on the land use (Economic 
Activity Category or Subcategory), as per San Francisco -Planning Code Section 4.11.3 (e). 
6 Service population is discussed in more detail in the section, Additional Assumptions: Service Population . 

. 
7 As long as the standard is not above the existing LOS conditions (i.e. as long as the existing LOS is not deficient per the standard), 
new development may bear the full burden of providing the LOS associated with its development. When a standard is above the existing 
LOS conditions, the City may require the development to bear the portion of the cost related to its fair share of the cost. In this case, 
best practice dictates that the City should demonstrate how it will fund the remaining cost to elevate the existing infrastructure to the 
LOS standard. The City cannot charge new development to increase an LOS for existing residents. 
8 San Diego applies a standards approach for park infrastructure and many California cities that are not built-out use level of service 
standards to inform master planned areas on the periphery of their respective cities. · 
9 While this document is still a draft, SFMTA staff directed the consultant to use it because SFMTA is developing the Capital 
Improvement Program (GIP) project list to be put forward for board approval .in April 2014 based on this document. Although no plans 
exist to take the 2013 Bicycle Strategy to the board for adoption, the project list derived from it will be taken to the board for CIP 
approval in April 2014. 
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intersections, etc.) as opposed to a per-service-population LOS; but, the cost of the bicycle infrastructure projects 

in the project list is allocated to development based on the increase in service population attributable to new 
development.) 

INFRASTRUCTURE CATEGORIES 

A nexus between development and maximum supportable impact fees has been determined for the following 
infrastructure. types: 

..... . . 

·•• Recreation and open •paoo Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure 

Childcare Bicycle infrastructure 

All of these four infrastructure elements (recreation and open space, childcare, streetscape and pedestrian 
infrastructure, and bicycle infrastructure) represent areas where existing impact fees are charged - that is, areas 
identified by the City where development will require new capital investment. 

CITYWIDE APPROACH TO IMPACT FEES 

Although many existing impact fees result from the City's planning processes in various Area Plans, and thus are 
neighborhood-specific, the City seeks a nexus analysis that applies consistent nexus methodologies across 

varying fee programs and geographies. This nexus study is therefore conducted at a citywide level. While the City 
acknowledges that the actual implementation of fee programs may still vary based on specific considerations of 
individual Area Plans, a citywide nexus model provides a consistent nexus architecture that affords the City an 
over-arching structure and a program that can easily.be administered and updated (with revised cost and 
demographic inputs) on a five:year basis. 

INFRASTRUCTURE LO~ 

The LOS standards for each infrastructure element are shown in Table 2. -Recreation and open space and 
streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure improvements are based on demographic projections through 2030, as a 

reasonable development timeframe, while childcare and bicycle improvements are based on shorter-term · 
projections, due to the changing distribution of children in the city, and the proposed bicycle improvement strategy 
upon which the bike measures are built. In t,erms of childcare, because the number of children in San Francisco is 
projected to decrease after 2020, the childcare LOS provision is based on 2020 demographics to avoid under
providing childcare at the child population's projected peak.1° For bicycle infrastructure, SFMTA's Bicycle Strategy 

10 Unlike the general population, the child population in San Francisco is projected to begin a slow decline within the next five to seven 
years. As a result, if longer-term projections were used, childcare facilities in the short-term would be under-provided. In addition, the 
City has many policies to encourage families to stay and live in San Francisco, such that the population of children may not necessarily 
decline as projected. A shorter timeframe to 2020 affords the opportunity to revisit the projections in several years without under
providing in the short-term. Avoiding short-term under-provision is especially prudent if the projected trend of a declining child population 
does not materialize. 
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that outlines their proposed projects is based on a five-year timescale, and has been extrapolated to the nearest 

decade end. 

Table 2 includes the infrastructure LOS for the infrastructure categories using a standards-based approach 

(recreation and open space, childcare, and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure), and the capital 
improvements list for the infrastructure category using a projects-based approach (bicycle infrastructure). 

Table 2. LOS Metrics for Infrastructure Categories 

:11· • 4.0 acres of open space/ 1,000 service population units 
Recreation and 

LOS 
• 3.5 acres of open space/ 1,000 service population units 2030 . . Open Space • 0.5 acres of improved open space/ 1,000 service 
population units 

• Childcare provided for 37% of demand for infant/toddler (age 

Childcare LOS 
0-2) care 

2020 
·Childcare provided for 99.6% of demand for preschooler (age 
3-5 care 

Streets cape 
and Pedestrian LOS • 88 square feet bf improved sidewalk I service population unit 2030 
Infrastructure 

Complete build-out as per "Bicycle Plan Plus Scenario" of 

Capital 
SFMT A's Bicycle Strategy (extrapolated through 2020) 

Bicycle ·Upgrade 13 miles of bikewayto premium facilities 
Infrastructure 

Improvements 
• Install bicycle signals at 13 intersections 

2020 
List 

·Add 5,333 bike parking spaces 
• Pilot bike share program of 67 stations and 667 bicycles 

Source: AECOM San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report (March 2014) 

GROWTH PROJECTIONS 

The nexus analysis is predicated on a demographic.forecast that helps determine the need for future 

infrastructure. The following population and employment projections from 2013 through 2030 (Table 3) were 
developed by the City and AECOM, based on U.S. Census, American Community Survey (ACS) data and 
information from the California Department of Finance (DOF). The projections below are consistently applied 
throughout all of the nexus analyses. Based on the low residential and commercial vacancy rates in San 
Francisco, it is reasonable to assume that population and employment growth will result in new physical 

development. 11 

11 San Francisco's apartment vacancy rate is 3.1 percent according to a Reis Report by Justin Peterson entitled "San Francisco 
Apartment Sector Amongst the Strongesf (October 2012). San Francisco's office vacancy rate (approximately 11 percent) is the lowest 
in the US office market, according to rankings done by Jones Lang Lasalle in their report "Office Outlook: United States. Q2 2013". San 
Francisco's retail vacancy rate is reported as 2. 7 percent (second quarter of 2013) by Costar in their article "Market Trend: San 
Francisco's Retail Vacancy Decreases to 2.7%" (July 2013). Note that all markets, including the housing market and the office space 
market, have a natural rate of vacancy that allows movement within the system. Full (100 percent) absorption would result in an 
inflationary market. The vacancy rates in San Francisco's apartment, office, and retail markets are .below common metrics of natural 
vacancy, making it a reasonable premise that there is a one-to-one relationship between population and employment growth and new 
physical development (Krainer, John. Natural Vacancy Rates in Commercial Real Estate Markets. Federal Reserve Bank of San 
Francisco. October 5, 2001; Belsky, Eric. Rental Vacancy Rates: A Policy Primer. National Association of Home Builders. Housing 
Policy Debate, Volume 3, Issue 3. 793-813. 1992.). 
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Table 3. Population and Employment Projections for San Francisco (2010 - 2030) 

Source: Overall population and employment taken directly from the San Francisco Planning Department 2013 projections received by AECOM on 

May 14, 2013 from Aksel Olson, Planner/Geographer in Citywide Information and Analysis Group, San Francisco Planning Department. 

Projections were given at five year intervals beginning in 2010, so AECOM used linear interpolation to arrive at 2013 estimates. 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest integer. 

ADDITIONAL ASSUMPTIONS 

In addition to the population and employment projections presented above, there are a number of other 
assumptions that are applied in the nexus analyses for each infrastructure area. For example, this nexus analysis 

ascribed demand for infrastructure on a gross square footage basis that is consistent with current density 
assumptions (residents or employees per GSF). These assumptions are summarized in Table 4. 
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Table 4. General Nexus Assumptions 

A 

B 

c 
D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

Residents per service population unit 

Resident$ per housing unit 

GSF per average residential housing unit 

GSF per residential service population 

~~~¢.·~m~rn~r~lliIA~§!YfilRJ~~.6.~1r~t~~f~~-~V~§f&; 
Employees per service population unit 
(streetscape a11d pedestrian infrastructure; 
bic cle infrastructure 
Employees per service population unit 
recreation and o en s ace) 

GSF commercial space per employee 

GSF per commercial service population 
(streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure; 
bic cle infrastructure 
GSF per commercial service population 
recreation and o en s ace 

Source: AECOM, 2013; other sources as noted. 

2.32 

1,156 

498 

0.5 

0.19 

327 

654 

1,721 

SeNice Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) 

American Community Survey 3-Year, 2000-2011, DP02: 
Selected Social Characteristics for San Francisco Coun 
Weighted average from Eastern Ne~hborhoods Impact· Fee and 
Affordable Housing Anal sis (2008 . 

C/B 

SeNice Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) 

SeNice Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) 

San Francisco Planning Department assumptions received via 
email from Aksel Olsen, Planner/Geo ra her, on Jul 15, 2013 

G/E 

G/F 

1. The GSF per average residential housing unit is calculated by dividing the average unit size of 925 net square feet by a building efficiency rate 

of 80 percent. A building's efficiency rate reflects the ratio of leasable or rentable area to gross floor area. The average unit size (925 square feet) 

and building efficiency rate (80 percent) assumptions are taken from the Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee and Affordable Housing Analysis, 

which Kearstin Dischinger, Senior Community Development Specialist with the San Francisco Planning Department has concluded still reflect 

current conditions. Kearstin Dischinger, in a meeting on July 16, 2013, directed the consultant to use this square footage and efficiency rate. 

2. Unlike the streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure and bicycle infrastructure categories which use a standard discount factor for employees 

of 0.5 to calculate service population, the frequency of use between residents and employees is adjusted downwards for recreation and open 

space to reflect the 1indings of a study performed by the Hausrath Economics Group. The study indicates that employees use paik facilities at a 

rate·of 0.19 times that of residents.12 As a result, the service population for recreation and open space is calculated as one times the number of 

residents plus 0.19 times the number of employees. For a more detailed discussion of the service population concept, refer to the Service 

Population section of the report. 

Service Population 

Two of the included nexus methodologies (recreation and open space, and streetscape and pedestrian 

infrastructure) rely on the "service population" concept for their LOS. Service population is a relatively standardized 

concept, which determines the level of capital infrastructure demand placed on given infrastructure by additional 
development, including both residents and employees.13 Service population can be estimated either at a building 

level, by estimating the typical population and/or worker density·of the building use, or at a citywide level. For 

purposes of this study, the city's total service population is calculated as one times the resident population plus 

0.19 times th!'! employment population (1 :0.19 ratio) for recreation and open space, and, as one times the resident 

population plus half of the employment population (1 :0.5 ratio) for streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. 

12 Hausrath Economics Group, "Phoenix Park and library EDU Factors Study''. A Report to City of Phoenix Planning Department. 
September 1998. The paik usage factor of 0.19 from the Hausrath study was applied to the San Francisco context by both the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Impact Fee and Affordable Housing Analysis and the 2008 City and County of San Francisco Citywide Development 
Impact Fee Study. 
13 

SeNice Population Concept Memorandum, September 24, 2013, listed in Appendix A and included in the accompanying background 
materials compact disc. 
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This approach evaluates infrastructure demand based on both place of residence and place of work. Under this 

model, resident-employees (i.e. persons that both live and work in San Francisco) are counted twice, once for their 

home location, and once for where they work. This methodology accounts for the infrastructure need generated 

both at their place of work and at their place of residence (e.g. required parks and sidewalks near their homes and 

near their offices). While employees require similar capital improvements (e.g. parks and sidewalks) as residents,_ 

the employee factor has been discounted (to 0.19 or to 0.5) to reflect a conservative approach to employee capital 

infrastructure demand. These 1 :019 and 1 :0.5 ratios serve as· the basis for the service population calculations. 

·For streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, the service population calculation discounts employees to 0.5, 

relative to residents (weighted as 1). This discounting represents an industry standard discount factor for 

employees in service population calculations. 14 For recreation and open space, the service population calculation 

discounts employees further to 0.19, relative to residents (weighted as 1). This discounting represents the finding, 

as analyzed by the Hausrath Economics Group (see Footnote 12), that people require and use recreation and 

open space near their homes much more than near their workplace. As a result, the recreaticm and open space 

chapter applies a modified service population calculation which weights employees less than the standard (0.5) 

discount factor. 

Note that although bicycle infrastructure relies on a project-based approach to determine bicycle infrastructure 

requirements, the nexus methodology for bicycle infrastructure uses the "service population" concept to apportion 

cost. The total cost for all bicycle infrastructure projects is allocated to new development based on- new 

developmenfs share of the growth in service population. In this case, the conventional service population 

·calculation (of ascribing one unit to residents and 0.5 units to employees) is applied. 

Administrative Costs 

For each fee calculation, five percent of the calculated cost is added to cover administrative services, as directed 

by the San Francisco Planning Department, which oversees the fee calculation. 15 Five percent reflects the average 

administrative cost across all citywide and neighborhood fees. 16 

Gross Square Feet 

Consistent with current City practices, all fees are presented in terms of cost ($) per gross square foot (GSF). For 

neighborhoods which have a considerably lower or higher residential efficiency rate 17 than the 80 percent applied 

in the assumptions in Table 4, the Planning Department reserves the right to recalculate fees based on adjusted 

assumptions. 

SUMMARY OF CITYWIDE IMPACT Fl;ES 

The impact fees determined in this nexus analysis are tabulated below (Table 5). The fees range from a few cents 

per square foot (bicycle infrastructure fee) to almost fifteen dollars per square foot (residential recreation and open 

space fee). 

14 SeNice Population Concept Memorandum, September 24, 2013, listed in Appendix A and included in the accompanying background 
materials compact disc. 
15 Administrative Cost Memorandum, November 4, 2013, listed in Appendix A and included in the accompanying background materials 
compact disc. · 
16 Five percent was used in the 2008 Citywide Development Impact Fee Study, as well as in the 2008 Eastern Neighborhoods Impact 
Fee and Affordable Housing Analysis. 
17 A building's efficiency rate reflects the ratio of leas able or rentable area-lo gross floor area. 
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Table 5. Maximum Supportable Citywide Impact Fees per GSF, 2013 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.04 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest cent. 

COMPARISON OFCITYWIDE IMPACT FEES WITH EXISTING IMPACT FEES 

The calculated citywide impact fees support the existing impact fees in all categories. Additionally, all calculated 

cil:yvllide fees exceed the maximum existing neighborhood fee by at least 10%, as shown in Table 6. Note that both 

existing and maximum supportable cil:yvllide fees are expressed in $/GSF. 

Table 6. Comparing Maximum Supportable Citywide Fees to Existing Fees 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.02 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All fee values rounded to the nearest cent; all percentages rounded to the nearest integer. 
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2. Recreation and 
Open Space 

AECOM 

This chapter summarizes the nexus analysis for recreation and open space. After providing a brief background, 
·this chapter will outlin~ the relevant growth assumptions, the LOS standard developed in the associated San 
Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis, the methodology used to determine the nexus fee, and the final 

determination of the maximum supportable nexus fee. 

INTRODUCTION 

RECREATION AND OPEN SPACE BACKGROUND 

Recreation and open space is a common, City-provided, public amenity. San Francisco, like most cities, aims to 
provide adequate quality open space for the broader public health and quality of life of its citizens and workforce. 
As. new development occurs, it attracts riew residents and employees, who, in turn, require new (or expanded and 
enhanced) open space. This relationship between new development, an influx of residents and workers, and a 

demand for open space provides the nexus for an impact fee. 

The impact of new residential development on the need for open space is widely understood iri California and 

development impact fees for open space are commonly imposed in many California jurisdictions. In addition to 
serving the residential population, the City has a longstanding commercial development impact fee, the Downtown 
Park Fee, initiated in 1985, which supports recreation space in the downtown area for the neighborhood's daytime 
employee population.18 In adopting the Downtown Park Fee, the Board of Supervisors recognized that continued 

office development in the Down.town increased the daytime population and created a need for additional public 
park and recreation facilities in the downtown. The Board recognized at that time that, while the open space 
requirements imposed on individual office and retail developments through the Planning Code addressed the need 
for plazas and other local outdoor sitting areas to serve employees and visitors in the district, such open space 
could not provide the same recreational opportunities as a public park. The City thus created the Downtown Park 

fund in order to provide the City and County of San Francisco with the financial resources to acquire and develop 

public park and recreation facilities necessary to serve the burgeoning daytime population in the Downtown. The 
City continued its commitment to insuring that recreation and open space facilities increased apace with new 
commercial ·development when it adopted open space fees on commercial development as a part of various Area 
Plans such as. Market and Octavia, Ea~tern Neighborhoods, Balboa Park and Visitacion Valley (Table 1.) 

18 Planning Code Section 412. http://www.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/Califomia/planning/article4developmentimpactfeesandprojectr 
?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ ca$anc=JD _ 412 
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Providing recreation and open space - such as baseball diamonds, soccer fields, parks, playgrounds, tennis 

courts, flower gardens, community gardens, and greenways - is a capital intensive undertaking, especially in San 

Francisco where land availability is low and land prices are high. Recreation and open space fees, levied on new 

development, are collected to fund the acquisition and construction of new or expanded recreation capacity for the 

additional residents and workers directly attributable to new development. 

Note that the terms "park space", "recreation space" or "open space" may be used in this chapter as shorthand to 

denote any and all recreation and open space. 

PURPOSE AND USE OF REVENUES 

The primary purpose of the recreation and open space development impact fee revenue is to fund expansion of 

San Francisco's recreation capacity to meet the demand from new development. Recreation and open space 

capacity can be increased either through the acquisition and construction of new park land, or through capacity 

enhancements to existing open space. Both types of open space investments increase the capacity of San 

Francisco's open space network to accommodate new development. Examples of how development impact fees 

would be used include: 

• Acquisition and construction of new park and recreation land; 

• Lighting improvements to existing parks, which extend hours of operation on play fields and allow for 

greater capacity; 

• 
• 

Recreation center construction, or adding capacity to existing facilities; and 

Converting passive open space 19 to active open space20 through addition of trails, play fields, 

playgrounds, etc. 

The recreation and open space impact fee aims to ensure that new development contributes its fair share of 
funding to recreation and open space. Because the LOS metric upon which the nexus is qeveloped directly ties 

infrastructure to the service population, there is a clear relationship between new development, which increases 

housing and employment space, and an increase in demand for recreation capacity. 

As with all impact fees, the fee may not be used to address existing infrastructure deficiencies, and, as such, no 

portion of the funds will be used for RPD's deferred maintenance tasks. Unlike capacity enhancements that make 

the open space usable by more people, deferred maintenance efforts simply restore open space to its initial 

capacity. For example, as noted above, a park enhancement might be adding lighting to a tennis court, which 

extends the effective hours of operation of the tennis court •. allowing more people to use the court .. By contrast, re
flooring a tennis court as part of a maintenance effort simply maintains the tennis court's capacity, and thus would 

not be a permitte~ use of funds in the development impact fee context. · 

This nexus analysis assumes that the City will fund.100 percent of the development-based demand for open space 
through the fee. This study estimates the maximum supportable fee based on the relationship between the cost to 

provide open space and the LOS provisioi:i to accommodate new development. However, the City may choose to 

adopt a lower fee as appropriate. 

19 Lawn or forested areas dedicated for "general enjoyment of outdoors", as per RPD's Parks Acquisition Policy (August 2011). 
20 Recreational space construct to accommodate 'learn sports and athletics, children's play areas, courses and courts, bike, pedestrian 
and equestrian paths", as per RPD's Parks Acquisition Policy (August 2011). 
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NEXUS DETERMINATION 

The maximum supportable fee calculation for recreation and open space infrastructure combines the proposed 
recreation and open space LOS metric with residential growth projections and the cost to provide recreation and 
open space. 

LOS METRIC 

Although recreation and open space infrastructure comprises a wide range of components, from playgrounds, lawn 

areas and recreation centers, to baseball diamonds and forested areas, the LOS metric put forth in the San 
Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis - acres of open space per service population unit -

encompasses, undifferentiated, all types of park-related improvements. 

As noted in the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis, the City is currently responsible for 
providing 4.0 acres of open space per 1,000 service population units, and aims to maintain this provision into the 
future.21 This metric assumes that for each new service population unit, the City will provide an equivalent level of 

service, whether it comes in the form of new open space or capacity improvements to existing open space (see 
Nexus Methodology & Fee Calculation section below for more detaiQ. 

GROWTH PROJECTIONS 

The development horizon for recreation and open space is 2030. Between 2013 and 2030, San Francisco is 
projected to house 127,040 more people and employ 106, 108 more workers (Table 7). 

21 City-provided park land includes land owned by the Recreation ·and Parks Department, the Department of Public Works, the Port, and 
the Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency. 
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Table 7. Growth Projections for Recreation and Open Space (2013-2030) 

Source: Overall population and employment taken directly from the San Francisco Planning Department 2013 projections from Aksel Olsen, 

PlannerlGeographer in Citywide Information and Analysis Group, received May 14, 2013. See appended documents for files. Projections were 

given at five year intervals beginning in 2010, so AECOM used linear interpolation to anive at 2013 estimates. 

Note: all values are rounded to the nearest integer. 

1. Service population is a weighted sum of residents .and employees. Unlike the streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure and bicycle 

infrastructure categories which use a standard discount factor for employees of 0.5 to calculate service population, the frequency of use. between 

residents and employees is adjusted downwards for recreation and open space to reflect the findings of a study performed by the Hausrath 

Economics Group. The study indicates that employees use park facilities at a rate of 0.19 times that of residents. 22 As a result, the service 

population for recreation and open space is calculated as one times the number of residents plus 0.19 times the number of employees. For a 

more detailed discussion of the service population concept, refer to the Service Population section of the report, under the Additional 

Assumptions section. 

NEXUS METHODOLOGY & FEE CALCULATION 

The fee calculation methodology (Table 8) calculates the total cost of increasing open space acreage for the new 

service population (2013-2030), and distributes the cost between residential and non-residential land uses based 

on their associated contributions to total incremental service population growth. The residential fee is based on the 

percentage of service population· units arising from the new resident population; the non-residential (commerciaQ 

fee is based on the percentage of service population units arising from the increase in employee population. 

Note that, to maintain the LOS at 4.0 acres of open space per 1,000 service population units, an equivalent of 566 

new acres of open space would need to be constructed (Table 8, Row G). Given the size of San Francisco, the 

building density, and expensive land costs, constructing 566 new acres of open space within San Francisco is 

infeasible.23 RPO has determined that it can reasonably acquire 55 new acres of open space within San Francisco. 

The remaining 511 acres demanded by the LOS (566 minus 55) will be accommodated not through the 

construction of new park acres, but through the capacity improvement of existing acres.24 The capacity 

22 Hausrath Economics Group, "Phoenix Park and Library EDU Factors Study". A Report to City of Phoenix Planning Department. 
September 1998. The park usage factor of 0.19 from the Hausrath study was applied to the San Francisco context by both the San 
Francisco Eastern Neighborhoods Nexus Study and the 2008 City and County of San Francisco Citywide Development Impact Fee 
Study. 
23 RPO staff members Dawn Kamalanathan, Planning Director, Stacey Bradley, Planner, and Taylor Emerson, Analyst, noted in 
meetings that RPD could not feasibly acquire and construct 566 acres of new open space within San Francisco. Dawn Kamalanathan 
confirmed this assertion in an email dated February 13, 2014. 
24 If land were available for 566 acres of new open space in San Francisco, developers would be charged the acquisition and 
improvement cost ($9,365,400 per acre for acquisition (Table 8, Row J) plus $939, 197 per acre for capacity improvement (Table 8, Row 
K)) for the full 566 acres. Given the constraints, the stated approach of charging developers the full cost (acquisition plus improvement) 
for only 55 acres, and a capacity improvement cost only for the remaining acres (511) represents a discounted nexus and more 
accurately reflects how much land RPO will acquire and improve. 
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improvements of existing acres must add capacity to the existing land (refer to Purpose and Use of Revenues 

section above).25 

Table 8. Nexus Methodology for Recreation and Open Space Fee 

G 

H 

J 

K 

L 

M 

Total acres of open space (all City owners, 2013) 

Acres of park improvements per 1,000 Service· Population 
Units 

. Incremental acres of open space required to maintain 
LOS (2013-2030) 

Feasible new acres of open space (2013-2030) 

Acres of open space to be improved (2013-2030) 

City estimate of unit acquisition cqst ($/acre of open 
space acquired) 

City estimate of unit improvement cost ($/acre of open 
space improved) 

Total cost for new open space 

Total cost for improved open space 

Cost attributable to incremental growth 

3,762 

4.0 

566 

55 

511 

$9,365,400 

$939, 197 

$566,753,000 

$479,930,000 

$1,046,683,000 

RPD1 

of Service 

A/ 1000 • F - E 

RPD2 

G-H 

RPD Cost Assumptions 
Memorandum (March 2014) 

RPD Cost Assumptions 
Memorandum (March 2014) 

H*(J+K) 

I* K 

L+M 

AECOM 

0 Administrative costs (5% of fee) $52,334,000 
AdministratiVe Cost Memorandum 
(November 4, 2013) 

p Total attributable cost with administrative costs $1,099,017,000 N+O 

Residential ($/GSF) $14.99 P/(B*C) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $4.34 P/(B*D) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values (except those specified by the City, i.e. Lines M and N, 

and the nexus fee maximums) are rounded to the nearest thousand. Nexus fee maximums are rounded to the nearest cent.· 

1. RPO staff members Dawn Kamalanalhan, Planning Director, Stacey Bradley, Planner, and Taylor Emerson, Analyst, noted in a meeting on 

November 14, 2013, that RPO owns 3,437.28 acres of open space within San Francisco, and that other City agencies (the Port, DPW, and the 

Redevelopment Agency/Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency) own another 324.4 acres of open space within San 

Francisco, for a total of 3,762 acres of open space within San Francisco. 

2. RPO staff members Dawn Kamalanathan, Planning Director, and Stacey Bradley, Planner, advised in meetings that RPO could feasibly 

acquire and constnict 55 new acres of open space. Dawn Kamalanathan confirmed this via email dated February 13, 2013. 

25 To fully maintain the LOS, the capacity improvements would need to double the open space capacity. Capacity improvements to 
parks vary in effectiveness, with typical enhancements improving park capacity by 20 to 30 percent, according to RPO staff (Dawn 
Kamalanathan, Planning Director, Stacey Bradley, Planner, via email received January 10, 2014, from Kearstin Dischinger, Senior 
Community Development Specialist of the Planning Department). Therefore, improvement acreage and cost represents a conservati.ve, 
discounted nexus. One of the challenges with the application of this approach is that it will become difficult to measure how the LOS has 
been maintained moving forward. The Planning Department has advised AECOM that it will work with RPO to develop a clear set of 
equivalency units, which identify the relationship between improvements and increased capacity. These equivalencies will help ensure 
that the fees are used to directly address proportional capacity increases. 

San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis 

March 2014 

976 

15 



AECOM 

NEXUS FINDINGS 

Based on the approach summarized in Table 8, the maximum estimated cost per residential square foot is $14.99 

per gross square foot, and the estimated non-residential fee is $4.34 gross square foot. 

As Table 9 demonstrates, both determined maximum supportable fees are above the highest existing fee for 

recreation and open space. The highest. existing recreation and open space fees recover 50 to 60 percent of the 

maximum supportable nexus. 

Table 9. Comparing Proposed Maximum Supportable Recreation and Open Space Fees to Existing (2013) Fees 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) 
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3. Childcare 

This chapter summarizes the nexus analysis for childcare infrastructure. After providing a brief background, this 
chapter will outline the relevant growth assumptions, the LOS standard developed in the associated San Francisco 
Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis, the methodology used to determine the nexus fee, and the final 
determination of the nexus fee. 

INTRODUCTION 

CHILDCARE SPACE BACKGROUND 

For families with children - especially those with children under the age of thirteen - childcare is a key concern. In 

San Francisco particularly, with high housing costs, many families have working parents and, therefore, require 
non-parent childcare. The City recognizes the importance of childcare as a community-serving amenity, and first 
adopted a childcare inclusionary zoning ordinance with an in-lieu fee option in 1986 as part of the Downtown 
Plan. 26 In addition to the City's childcare ordinance, there are four City Areas with Community Infrastructure Impact 
Fees that include a childcare component - Market & Octavia, the Eastern Neighborhoods, Visitacion Valley, and 

. Balboa Park. These fees are used to help provide facilities for childcare demand resulting from new commercial 

and residential developments. The City will continue to plan for resident and employee childcare needs and 
articulate this commitment in local policy. 

As new development occurs, it attracts new residents and employees, some of whom have children who require 
non-parent chil,dcare. This relationship between new development, an influx of residents and workers, and a 
demand for childcare facilities provides the nexus for an impact fee. While childcare is not a mandated public 
service, the City government is involved in some capacities in the provision of licensed childcare options. Childcare 

fees, levied on new development, are collected to help fund childcare slots in the city, ·demand for which is directly 
attributable to new development. . ' 

26 The ordinance applies to office and hotel development in the Downtown Area of the General Plan and the 2013 fe~ level is $1. 11 per 
gross square foot. The City's ordinance establishes a separate fund for the collection of fee revenues, called the Child Care Capital 
Fund. Under this ordinance, "all monies in the fund shall be used solely to increase and/or improve the supply of ct\ild care facilities 
affordable to households of low and moderate income" (Section 414 of the City Planning Code). Since adoption, the City has collected 
$7.1 million in childcare in-lieu fees (through Fiscal Year 2010-2011). During the same time period, the Child Care Capital Fund has 
expended $6.5 million. The City currently contracts with the Low Income Investment Fund (LllF) to administer the expenditures of the 
Fund (FY 2010-2011 Development Impact Fee Report, Controller's Office, City and County of San Francisco, December 1, 2011). 

s.an Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis 

March2014 

978 

17 



AECOM 

PURPOSE AND USE OF REVENUES 

The primary purpose of the childcare development impact fee is to fund expansion of San Francisco's childcare 
capacity to meet the demand from new development. That is, impact foe revenues are intended to be used to 

mitigate the childcare demands of the increasing population. Monies from the childcare impact fee may only be 

used to fund capital childcare projects and facilities. 

Through discussions with City staff, it was determined that, while there is a need for additional school-age 

childcare capacity in the City, the needs are for operations assistance, not for additional facilities. After-school care 

is typically provided at school sites, using school facilities. Given that impact fee revenues must be spent on capital 

costs to maintain or increase the supply of facilities, they are not an appropriate source of funding for expanding 

after-school care capacity. The City does not intend to assist in the creation of new facilities providing after-school 

care; instead, the City intends to use other funding sources to assist the operation of after-school programs. Due to 

the fact that childcare impact fees. are limited to capital improvements, this analysis is limited to infant, toddlers, 
and preschool-age children only and does not address the childcare needs of school-age children (ages 6 to 17). 

This study estimates the maximum supportable fee based on the relationship between the cost to provide 

childcare and the LOS provision to accommodate new development. However, the City may choose to adopt a 

lower fee as appropriate. 

NEXUS DETERMINATION 

The maximum supportable fee calculation for childcare combines the proposed childcare LOS metrics with 

residential growth projections and the cost to provide licensed childcare. 

LOS METRIC 

Two LOS metrics, developed with the City and described in detail in the San Francisco lnfrastructl!re Level of 
Service Analysis, are applied in this fee determination: (1) childcare demand accommodation for infants and 

toddlers (ages 0 to 2), and (2) childcare demand accommodation for preschoolers (ages 3 to 5). In both cases, the 

LOS target that the City aims to achieve in the relevant timeframe, and which will be applied in the calculation of 

the maximum supportable development impact fee, is to maintain the existing level of service provision. 

In terms of infant and toddler childcare, the existing number of childcare slots available represents capacity for 37 

percent of the infant and toddler childcare demand in the city. For preschoolers, the current number of childcare 

slots available in the city represents capacity for 99.6 percent of the preschool childcare demand in the city.27 The 

City aims to maintain this provision into the. future as the population and workforce grows, providing capacity for 37 
percent of infant and toddler childcare demand and capacity for 99.6 percent of preschooler childcare demand. 

GROWTH PROJECTIONS 

The development horizon for childcare is 2020. This shortened timeframe, compared to the 2030 timeframe used. 
for analysis of recreation and open space and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, is used for childcare 

because of irregularities in the projected growth trends for children in San Francisco. Unlike the general 

population, which is projected to increase steadily, the child population in San Francisco is projected to rise 

through 2020, and then begin a slow decline over the following decade. 28 Nonetheless, while the population of 

27 Childcare Demand Estimates for Licensed Qare are calculated in the 2014 San Francisca Infrastructure Level of SeNice Analysis 
report (Appendix: Childcare Demand Calculations). 
28 California Department of Finance P-3: State and County Total Population Projections by_ Race/Ethnicity and Detailed Age, 2010-2060. 
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children is projected to decline after 2020, the City has many policies to encourage families to stay and live in San 
Francisco, such that the population of children may not necessarily decline as projected. A shorter timeframe to 
2020 affords the opportunity to revisit the projections in several years without under-providing in the short-term. 
Avoiding short-term under-provision is especially prudent if the projected trend of a declining child population does 
not materialize. 

Table 10. Growth Projections and Demand Estimates for Childcare (2013 - 2020) 

13% 

;E~Bl@~r:~;(§~g~~~:i:§~!fW_~{~'.[(!9fi,~r~~H~~~~s~~~rn:{J.lli\~l,~@1i!'.!'::~:I¥21~~~ffif~{:~I~f:%tfii~m~~:i[[f})~i~~;:;\~j,~;~''[f,(:{il,i~.;:?r'.~il@t;i;;1f~j;~~i;?1i~fiii1~~iii'~;:;;~~bi~~)t; 
Infants/Toddlers Requiring Care in San Francisco 8,0052 10,534 2,529 32% 

Preschoolers Requiring Care in San Francisco 14,71i' 17,002 2,285 17% 

Source: Overall population and employment taken directly from the San Francisco Planning Department 2013 projections from Aksel Olsen, 

Planner/Geographer in Citywide Information and Analysis Group, received May 14, 2013. See appended documents for files. Projections were 

given at five year intervals beginning in 201 o, so AECOM used linear interpolation to arrive at 2013 estimates. 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest integer. 

1. Childcare Demand Estimates for Licensed Care are calculated in the 2014 San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report, 

(Appendix: Childcare Demand Calculations). Note that childcare demand numbers are rounded to the nearest integer. Note also that these totals 

represent demand for childcare in San Francisco. Some San Francisco residents with children are employed outside of San Francisco, and 

demand childcare outside of San Francisco. Some people with children, who are employed in San Francisco but live elsewhere, demand 

childcare outside of San Francisco. These childcare demands of San Francisco residents and employees for childcare outside of San Francisco 

are not included in the totals above. 

2. Of the 8,005 infants and toddlers requiring care in San Francisco, 4, 144 are resident infants and toddlers (i.e. the children of S<jn Francisco 

residents; see A in Table 11), and 3,861 are non-resident infant and toddlers (i.e. the children of people who work in San Francisco but live 

elsewhere; see Bin Table 11). These demand estimates are calculated in the 2014 San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report 

(Appendix: Childcare Demand Calculations). 

3. Of the 14,717 preschoolers requiring care in San Francisco, 10,878 are resident preschoolers (i.e. the children of San Francisco residents; see 

· C in Table 11), and 3,839 are non-resident preschoolers (i.e. the children of people who work in San Francisco but live eisewhere; see Din Table 

11). These demand estimates are calculated in the 2014 San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report (Appendix: Childcare 

Demand Calculations). 

Unlike other infrastructure categories, which are required by residents and employees at multiple locations (both at 
home and at work), childcare facilities are required in only one location per child in need of care. As a result, an 
LOS based on.service population (like recreation and open space, and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure) 

is not relevant to childcare.29 Instead, the childcare nexus is based on future childcare demand estimates. Between 

29 
In the service population calculation, both residents and employees are counted (residents at a weight of one and employees at a 

discounted weight). A resident-employee - i.e. some9ne who both lives and works in San Francisco - would be counted more than 
once. For recreation and open space and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure, this "double-counting" represents the fact that a 
person requires, for example, parks and sidewalks at home as well as at work; for childcare, because .a childcare slot is required only 
either at home or at work, this "double-counting" would overestimate the infrastructure requirements. Therefore, a childcare LOS cannot 
be based on the service population calculation like recreation and open space and streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. 
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2013 and 2020, San Francisco is projected to generate demand for 2,529 new licensed infant and toddler 

childcare slots and 2,285 new licensed preschooler childcare slots. 30 

NEXUS METHODOLOGY & FEE CALCULATION 

The childcare nexus analysis seeks to estimate the cost of maintaining the current LOS for childcare in the city as 

the demand for childcare grows over time (as population and employment grows), and to assign this cost to 

residential and non-residential construction on a per-square foot basis. Specifically, the childcare nexus analysis 

applies the existing ratio of capacity to demand by age group to the new childcare demand expected in the city 

over the next seven years to estimate the increased need for childcare spaces in the city. It then calculates the 

capital costs required to provide these childcare spaces to accommodate the new population (at the same ratio of 
capacity to demand). Lastly, the costs are assigned to new housing units and new non-residential development on 

a per-square-foot basis. Residential development assumes the cost of providing childcare that is required near the 

home, while commercial development assumes the cost of providing childcare that is required near the place of 

work. Based on survey data collected for the Child Care Planning and Advisory Council (CPAC) San Francisco 
Child Care Needs Assessment report, 80.5 percent of resident parents prefer childcare near their home, while 19.5 

percent of resident parents prefer childcare near their place of work.31 Non-resident parents who require childcare 

in San Francisco are assumed to require childcare at their place of work.32 Based on these childcare location 

preferences, as shOwn in Table 11, residential development assumes 42 percent of the cost of providing infant and 

toddler care and 60 percent of the cost of providing preschooler care; non-residential development assumes 58 

percent of the cost of providing infant and toddler care and 40 percent of the cost of providing preschooler care. 

30 See the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report (Appendix: Childcare Demand Calculations), which contains a 
detailed summary of childcare demand calculations and assumptions for both 2013 and future (2020) demand. 
31 Survey data from the Resource and Referral Agency Parent Follow-up Survey (2007) indicates that 71 percent of parents prefer . 
childcare at home, while 1 O percent of parents prefer childcare at work (or en route to work). The remaining 19 percent prefer childcare 
either on the way to work or on the way home, near a sibling's school, or some other location. This outstanding 19 percent was 
apportioned equally between 'home' and 'work' designations for the purposes of this analysis, resulting in the assumption that 80.5 
percent of parents prefer childcare near the home, while 19.5 percent of parents prefer childcare near their place of work. See CPAC 
San Francisco Child Care Needs Assessment Report, 2007 (Section V. Parent Choice). 
32 Non-resident parents who require childcare in San Francisco have homes outside San Francisco. Since they are demanding childcare 
in San Francisco, they are assumed to require care near their place of work. More detail about non-r~ident parents who require 
childcare in San Francisco is included in the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report, Appendix Childcare Demand 
Calculations. · 
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Table 11. Apportionment of Childcare Demand Between Residential and Non-Residential Development 

A Resident-Children 4,144 
t----1-----------------~---r-----; Table 10 (see Table Note 2) 

Non-Resident-Children 3,861 8 

;;[f.!f.~1~~~\~~~R~rnJ.r[~§'~i[i~~'.'.~~~~)'.iff~~~'.'.f.~'6sl~?:P:~'f~i;,~:~g;!¥i\:ft~~i1,~;:1:'.tl¥i:::=te~!ii~~!~~~t~~1i:~~~~;~;i::i~ftiffi,:~@¥'.~(f~~:'!l~''f'\~;~;,1:~:,1i~~~i¥f:ii:;:; 
C Resident-Children 10,878 

1----1---------------------r------1 Table 10 (see Table Note 3) 
D Non-Resident-Children 3,839 

E Childcare near home 

F Childcare near work 

Childcare Attributable to Residential Development 42% (A * E) I (A + 8) 

Childcare Attributable to Non-Residential Development 58% (A* F + 8) I (A+ 8) 

::t~r~~~~t~fJ~~~i;~~it~:~~t~;B~m~R4:·~~~l~R~t~-~~,~~~~t1:~,~($~=:'i~;~:~%'.~~~:*0iti\%::;:[:%:'I~~l~i:!~~~iii'.?~~ii:~'.i*:t©~i:~f~~;,):i1!~l£i'f@i~::~~\~\i~~'.~¥¥,\~1§1; 
Childcare Attributable to Residential Development 60% (C * E) I (C + D) 

Childcare Attributable to Non-Residential Development 40% (C * F + D) I (C + D) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: Values in Lines A to D represent 2013 demand estimates (see Table 10); values in lines E and F represent childcare location information 

from the 2007 CPAC San Francisco Child Care Needs Assessment Report (see Footnote 31). The childcare demand attribution percentages 

calculated based on these values are assumed to be relatively constant over time. All values rounded to the nearest integer, except for lines E 

and F, which are rounded to the nearest tenth. 
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Table 12. Nexus Methodology for Infant and Toddler Childcare Fee 

c 
D 

E 

F 

G 

H 

J 

K 

L 

Incremental# of chndcare spaces (2013-2020) 

City estimate of unit cost ($/childcare space) 

Total cost for new childcare spaces 

Cost attributable to incremental growth 

Administrative costs (5% of fee) 

Total attributable cost with administrative costs 

Percent attributable to residential development based on 
referred childcare location 

Percent attributable to commercial development based 
on referred childcare location 

Amount attributable to residential development 

Amount attributable to non-residential development 

Residential ($/GSF) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

936 

$26,250 

$24,570,000 

$24,570,000 

$1,229,000 

$25,799,000 

42% 

58% 

$10,836,000 

$14,963,000 . 

$0.42 

$0.60 

A*B 

LllF, OECE 1 

C* D · 

100% E4 

Administrative Cost 
Memorandum (November 4, 
2013) 

F+G 

Table 11 

Table 11 

H*I 

H * J 

See Table Note 2. 

K/M 

LIN 

Note: All numbers ar:td percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values (except those specified by the City, i.e. Line D, and the 

nexus fee maximums} are rounded to the nearest thousand. Nexus fee maximums are rounded to the nearest cent. 

1. This amount was determined by Asian Neighborhood Design, with updated cost estimates from the San Francisco Child Care Facilities 

lnteragency Committee. As of 2013 (per email dated October 3, 2013 from Graham Dobson, Administrative Analyst for Office of Early Child Care 

and Education}, the average cost of nev..r construction per childcare space is estimated to be $350 per square foot. Licensing requires 35 square 

feet indoors per child and 75 square feet outdoors per child; however LllF uses 75 square feet per child both indoor and outdoor as a measure of 

a quality child care environment. The resulting fee is $26,250 ($350 per square foot multiplied by 75 square feet). This same cost is used 

regardless of age of children served. 

2. Estimated new residential development is calculated at ihe average GSF per residential° person ( 498, see Table 4) times the total 2013-2020 

new residential population (51,866, Table 10). 

3. Estimated new commercial development is calculated at the average GSF per commercial employee (327, see Table 4) times the total 2013-

2020 new employee population (76,791, Table 10). · 

4. Refer to the report section entitled Growth P.rojections for a discussion of the one-to-one relationship between population and employment 

growth and physical development. 
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Table 13. Nexus Methodology for Preschooler Childcare Fee 

n;iii:r;ice:P.o-P.U1~tfoi'i:iWLWr~:~::;;1:~\}i~i':~:·(i!:'.\rl.'.i:~~"'s,'~f;f'-'~fa;;:'?~}/i:~<>~;;;;'' '~,\f'iF-
A Total new preschool age children (2013,2020) 2,256 

B % of Capacity for Preschool Age Care Demand (3-5) 

~::t~~(~f: 
c 
D 

E 

.F 

G 

H 

....... ,~ .. -,,·.~·---

J 

K 

L 

Incremental# of childcare spaces (2013-2020) 

City estimate of unit cost ($/childcare space) 

Total cost for new childcare spaces 

Cost attributable.to incremental growth 

Administrative costs (5% of fee) 

Total attributable cost with administrative costs 

.A .-.--- _-... 
Percent attributable to residential development based on 
preferred childcare location 
Percent attributable to commercial development based 
on oreferred childcare location 

Amount attributable to residential development 

Amount attributable to non-residential development 

:':'iJl'rii•cc :·::"""'"'""'''- _:o-·,:;· .,,,_ ~ 

M Residential (GSF/residential service population) 

N Total new residential population (2013-2020) 

99.6% 

2,247 

$26,250 

$58,984,000 

$58,984,000 

$2,949,000 

$61,933,000 

60% 

40% 

$37, 160,000 

$24,773,000 

498 

51,866 

O Total new estimated residential development (GSF) 25,829,000 

P Commercial (GSF/employee) 327 

Q Total new employee population (2013-2020) 76, 791 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.99 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

AECOM 

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values (except those specified by the City, i.e. Line D, and the 

nexus fee maximums) are rounded to the nearest thousand. 

1. This amount was determined by Asian Neighborhood Design, with updated cost estimates from the San Francisco Child Care Facilities 

lnteragency Committee. As of 2013 (per email dated October 3, 2013 from Graham Dobson, Administrative Analyst for Office of Early Child Care 

and Education), the average cost of new construction per childcare space is estimated to be $350 per square foot. Licensing requires 35 square 

feet indoors per-child and 75 square feet outdoors per chil~; however LllF uses 75 square feet per child both indoor and outdoor as a measure of 

a quality child care environment. The resulting fee is $26,250 ($350 per square foot multiplied by 75 square feet). This same cost is used 

regardless of age of children served. 
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NEXUS FINDINGS 

Based on the above methodology, the maximum estimated nexus is $1.86 per gross square foot for residential 
buildings and $1.59 per gross square foot for non-residential buildings (Table 14). Charging both residential and 

commercial development the maximum supportable fee would not result in double-counting the impact on 

childcare because the total impact has been allocated proportionally to the two development types (as per Table 

11). 

Table 14. Maximum Supportable Impact Fees for Childcare 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) 

:: 0 ctii!dCjfO~r.J~r~~t1i5oler;c'a:i'e' ;r 
Residential ($/GSF) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest cent. 

As Table 15 demonstrates, the highest current fees are less than the maximum amount supported by the nexus 

analysis, The highest existing residential nexus fee represents 90 percent of the maximum supportable amount, 

and the highest existing non-residential fee represents 70 percent of the maximum supportable amount. 

Table 15. Comparing Proposed Maximum Supportable Childcare Fees to Existing (2013) Fees 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $1.59 $1.12 70% 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All fee values rounded to the nearest cent; all percentages rounded to the nearest integer. 
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4. Streetscape and 
Pedestrian 
Infrastructure 

AECOM 

This chapter summarizes the nexus analysis for streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. After providing brief 
background, this chapter will outline the relevant growth assumptions, the LOS standard developed in the 
associated San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis, the methodology used to determine the nexus 
fee, and the final determination of the nexus fee. 

INTRODUCTION 

STREETSCAPE AND PEDESTRIAN INFRASTRUCTURE BACKGROUND 

Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure encompasses a wide .range of right-of-way facilities, and plays an 
important role in the City's transportation goals, health and safety promotion, and environmental objectives. In 

2010, the City of San Francisco published the Better Streets Plan (BSP) with design and maintenance guidelines 
for the pedestrian environment. Constructing "complete streets"33 

- considering safety, creation of social space on 

the sidewalk, and pedestrian aesthetic - is broadly the main motivator underlying the BSP recommendations. City 
stakeholders rely heavily on the BSP as their foremost streetscape policy document, representing thorough 
analysis and much design and engineering consideration. 

As new development occurs, it attracts new residents and employees, who, in turn, require new (or expanded and 
improved) streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. This relationship between new development, an influx of 
residents and workers, and a demand for streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure provides the nexus for an 
impact fee. Providing streetscc;ipe and pedestrian is a capital intensive undertaking. Streetscape and pedestrian 
infrastructure fees, levied on new development, are collected to help fund the construction of new streetscape and 
pedestrian infrastructure for the additional residents and workers directly attributable to new development. 

33 Complete Streets are defined as streets which "are safe, comfortable, and convenient for travel for everyone, regardiess of age or 
ability- motorists, pedestrians, bicyclists, and public transportation riders." Metropolitan Transportation Commission, "MTG One Bay 
Area Grant: Complete Streets Policy Development Workshop." 16 October 2012. Section 2.4.13 of San Francisco's Public Works Code 
outlines San Francisco's complete streets policy, which includes the construction of transit, bicycle, stormwater, and pedestrian 
environment improvements, where pedestrian environment improvements are defined as sidewalk lighting, pedestrian safety measures, 
traffic calming devices, landscaping, and other pedestrian elements as defined in the Better Streets Plan. 
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Note that the terms "streetscape" or "pedestrian infrastructure" may be used in this section as shorthand to denote 
both streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. Streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure includes sidewalk space 
and relevant streetscape and pedestrian amenities in that space, such as lighting, pedestrian signals, street trees, 
bulb-outs, sidewalk furniture, and any other pedestrian elements defined in the Better Streets Plan (BSP) or 
Section 2.4.13 of San Francisco's Public Works Code. 

PURPOSE AND USE OF REVENUES 

The primary purpose of the streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure development impact fee is to fund capital 
improvements to San Francisco's streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. As discussed in the BSP, the City 
aims to improve the pedestrian environment for all of San Francisco's residents and employees. The impact fees 
will be used to make improvements to San Francisco's pedestrian infrastructure. Acceptable uses of the fees 

include (but are not limited to) sidewalk paving, lighting installation, pedestrian signalization of crosswalks or 
intersections, street tree planting, bulb-out construction, street furnishing, landscaping, traffic calming, and other 

. streetscape improvements cited in the BSP or Public Works Code (Section 2.4.13). 

ln addition to the streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure fee analyzed here, Planning Code Section 138.1 
contains urban design requirements that authorize the Planning Department to require a project to provide physical 
streetscape and pedestrian improvements in certain instances and only for certain projects. Section 138.1 and the 
development impact fee may cover similar infrastructure but, as described more thoroughly in the Streetscape 

Cost Memorandum (March 20, 2014), the Section 138.1 requirements and the fee analyzed here will not overlap 
for several reasons. First, Section 138.1's requirements have limited application in that, in most instances, they 
apply only to larger projects and are not mandatory. Second, the cost estimates outlined in this analysis anticipate 
both requirements and insure that they do not overlap by removing the cost of items in Section 138.1 from the 
costs used to calculate the fee. Thus, even if a particular development is subject to both Section 138.1 and this 

fee, the City is not requiring a project sponsor to pay for pedestrian and streetscape improvement~ already 
required as part of its project under Section 138.1.34 

. 

The maximum supportable impact fee aims to ensure that new development contributes its fair share of funding to 
pedestrian and streetscape improvements. Because the LOS metric upon which the nexus is developed addresses 

demand of the entire service population, existing and projected, there is a clear relationship between new 
development, which increases housing and employment space, and an increase in pedestrian infrastructure. 

This study estimates the maximum supportable fee based on the relationship between the cost to provide 
streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure and the LOS provision to accommodate new development. However, the 
City may choose to adopt a lower fee as appropriate. 

NEXUS DETERMINATION 

The maximum supportable fee calculation for streetscap~ and pedestrian infrastructure combines the proposed 
streetscape and pedestrian infra.structure provision LOS metric with total population and employment growth 
projections and the cost to provide streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure. 

LOS METRIC 

Because streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure encompasses a wide range of components the LOS metric put 

forth in the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis - square feet of improved sidewalk per service 

34 Refer to the streetscape Cost Memorandum (March 20, 2014) for a more detailed discussion. 
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population unit - serves as a proxy for all types of pedestrian-related improvements, and reflects the level of 
investment that the City has committed to making in the pedestrian environment. 

AECOM 

'Improved sidewalk' is a term that denotes sidewalk with some amount of streetscape and pedestrian 
infrastructure, where streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure includes sidewalk space and relevant streetscape 
and pedestrian amenities in that space, such as lighting, pedestrian signals, street trees, bulb-outs, sidewalk 
furniture, and any other pedestrian elements defined in the Better Streets Plan (BSP) or Section 2A.13 of San 
Francisco's Public Works Code. While the proscription for improved sidewalk is not uniform. across San Francisco 
(i.e. the BSP calls for different streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure improvements depending on the site 
considerations, the street type, the traffic patterns, and so on), the intent of the BSP is to improve all San 
Francisco streetscape. Therefore, the basic square footage of sidewalk is denoted 'improved sidewalk' to.reflect 

the investments the City is committed to make in the pedestrian right-of-way in terms of streetscape and 

pedestrian infrastructure. 

As noted in the San Francisco Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis, the City intends to provide 88 square feet 
of improved sidewalk per service population unit into the future. This metric assumes that, by 2030, the City will 
improve its current amount of sidewalk hardscape (115 million square feet35

), where the level of improvement will 

vary across streetscape segments based on street type, site conditions, built environment constraints, traffic 
patterns, and so on, as per the BSP. 

GROWTH PROJECTIONS 

The development horizon for streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure is 2030. BetWeen 2013 and 2030, San 
Francisco is projected to house 127,040 more people and employ 106, 108 more workers, as shown in Table 16. 

Table 16. Growth Projections for Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure (2013 - 2030) 

Source: Overall population and employment taken directly from the San Francisco Planning Department 2013 projections from Aksel Olsen, 

Planner/Geographer in Citywide Information and Analysis Group, received May 14, 2013. See appended documents for files. Projections were 

given at five year intervals beginning in 2010, so AECOM used linear interpolation to arrive at 2013 estimates. 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest integer. 

1. Service population is a weighted sum of residents and employees, where residents are weighted at 100% and employees are weighted at 

50%. Service population equals one times the number of residents plus 0.5 times the number of employees. For a more detailed discussion of 

the service population concept, refer to the Service Population section of the report, under the Additional Assumptions section. 

35 This value is based on AECOM's analysis of DPW's database of sidewalk data (Stwidths 1.xls}. Refer to the San Francisco 
Infrastructure Level of Service Analysis report. 

San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis 

March 2014 

988 

27 



AECOM 

NEXUS METHODOLOGY & FEE CALCULATION 

The fee calculation methodology (fable 17) calculates the total cost of providing adequate pedestrian and 
streetscape elements for San Francisco's service population (2013-2030). 

In order to assign a development cost to the new infrastructure, a conservative value of $43 per square feet of 

improved sidewalk is applied. This number is based on DPW estimates for the cost of undertaking streetscape 
improvements, in accordance with the BSP.36 The value does not reflect the cost of installing all possible 
streetscape improvements or the cost of constructing a complete street as per the Public Works Code (Section 
2.4.13); rather, this value reflects the cost of installing some streetscape amenities, representative of the average 
San Francisco sidewalk improvement project. To develop the cost estimate, DPW provided costs for five 
prototypical streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure improvement projects. The five prototypical projects include: 

(1) a project where no streetscape and pedestrian infrastructure improvements are undertaken; (2) a project where 
curb ramps are installed or upgraded; (3) a project where sidewalks are repaved and bulb-outs constructed; (4) a 
project where sidewalks are repaved, bulb-outs are constructed, and streetscape amenities such as benches, 
trash cans, lighting, and street trees are inst.ailed; and (5) a project where sidewalks are repaved and widened, 

. bulb-outs a·re constructed, and streetscape amenities such as benches, trash cans, lighting, street trees, medians, 
special crosswalk paving, pedestrian signals, and accessible pedestrian signals are installed. These five projects 

range from basic to elaborate. The average cost across these five prototypical projects represents an average cost 
to construct improved sidewalk. This cost was applied to reflect that not all sidewalks offer all streetscape 
amenities, and to ensure that developers are held to a reasonable standard that reflects what the City provides. 
Note that although an average cost value is used, reflecting a suite of possible streetscape elements, the fees may 
be used for anystreetscape and pedestrian improvement measure outlined in the BSP or Public Works Code 
(Section 2.4.13). 

The residential fee is based on the percentage of service population units arising from the new resident population, 
· and the non-residential (commercial) fee is based on the percentage of service population units arising from the 
employee population. 

36 Refer to the Streetscape Cost Memorandum (March 20, 2014) - listed in Appendix A and included in the accompanying background 
materials compact disc - for a detailed discussion of the streetscape cost estimate. 
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Table 17. Nexus Methodology for Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure Fee 

88 
·San Francisco Infrastructure Level of SeNice 
Analysis report (March 2014) 

F City estimate of unit cost ($/SF of improved sidewalk) $43 Streetscape Cost Memorandum (March 20, 2014) 

G Total cost for new streetscape improvements $681,476,000 B * E * F 

H Cost attributable to incremental growth $681,476,000 G * 100% 

Administrative costs (5% of fee) $34,074,000 
Administrative Cost Memorandum (November 4, 
2013. 

J Total attributable cost with administrative costs $715,550,000 H* (1 +I) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $6.08 J/(B*D) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values are rounded to the nearest thousand (except those 

specified by the City, i.e. Line I (which is rounded to the nearest dollar), and the nexus fee maximums (which are rounded to the nearest cent)). 

NEXUS FINDINGS 

Based on the approach summarized in Table 17, the maximum supportable residential fee is $7.98 per gross 
square foot, and the maximum supportable non-residential fee is $6.08 per gross square foot 

Table 18. Maximum Supportable Impact Fees for Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $6.08 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest cent. 

As Table 19 demonstrates, both the residential and the non-residential maximum supportable nexus fees are 
above the highest fees currently charged. The highest. existing residential fee for streetscape and pedestrian 
infrastructure recovers 83 percent of the maximum supportable nexus; the highest existing non-residential fee 
recovers 35 percent of the maximum supportable nexus. 
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Table 19. Comparing Proposed Maximum.Supportable Streetscape and Pedestrian Infrastructure Fees to 
Existing (2013) Fees 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $6.08 $2.14 35% 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All fee values rounded to the nearest cent; all percentages rounded to the nearest integer. 
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5. Bicycle 
Infrastructure 

AECOM 

This chapter summarizes the nexus analysis for bicycle infrastructure~ After providing a brief background, this 
chapter will outline the relevant growth assumptions, the methodology used to determine the nexus fee, and the 

final determination of the nexus fee. 

INTRODUCTION 

BICYCLE INFRASTRUCTURE BACKGROUND 

Bicycle infrastructure refers primarily to the City's bicycle network of bike lanes, bike paths, and sharrows, but also 
includes bicycle parking spaces, bicycle signals, and bicycle-sharing bikes and stations. Like streetscape and 
pedestrian infrastructure, bicycle infrastructure plays an important role in the City's transportation goals, health and 
safety promotion, and environmental objectives. While not all residents and employees use bike infrastructure on a 
regular basis, improving the bicycle network benefits all, ·as it reduces congestion in other forms of transportation, 

and lowers the carbon emissions from the transportation sector. 37 

As new development occurs, it attracts new residents and employees, who, in turn, require new (or expanded and 
improved) bicycle infrastructure. This relationship between new development, an influx of residents and workers, 
and a demand for bicycle facilities provides the nexus for an impact fee. However, providing bicycle infrastructure 
- such as bicycle parking, bicycle signals, bicycle lanes, and bicycle-share bikes and stations - is a capital 
intensive undertaking. Bicycle infrastructure fees, levied on new development, are collected to help fund the 

construction of new bicycle infrastructure for the additional residents and workers directly attributable to new 
development. Other sources of funding for bicycle infrastructure include Caltrans, the Metropolitan Transportation 
Commission (MTC), the Bay Area Air Quality Management District, City propositions, and SFMT A. 38 

PURPOSE AND USE OF REVENUES 

The primary purpose of a bicycle infrastructure development impact fee is to fund capital improvements to San 
Francisco's bicycle infrastructure. As is thoroughly discussed in San Francisco's 2013 SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, 
the City aims to improve the bike environment for all of San Francisco's residents and employees to promote a 

37 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, "San Francisco Bicycle Plan: 26 June, 2009. 
38 San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, "SFMTA Bicycle Strategy." January 2013. While this document is still a draft, SFMTA 
staff directed the consultant to use it because SFMTA is developing the CIP project list to be put forward for San Francisco Board of 
Supervisors (Board) approval in April 2014 based on this docu.ment. Although no plans exist to take the 2013 Bicycle Strategy to the 
Board for adoption, the project list derived from it will be taken to the Board for CIP approval (in April 2014). 
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higher bike mode share. The impact fees will be used to make improvements to San Francisco's bicycle 

infrastructure in line with the discrete implementation strategies of the SFMTA Bicycle ~trategy. 

The proposed maximum supportable impact fee aims to ensure that new development co.ntributes its fair share of 

funding to bicycle infrastructure improvements. 

As with all impact fees, the fee revenue may not be used to address existing infrastructure deficiencies. 

This analysis assumes that the City will fund 100 percent of the development-based demand for bicycle 
infrastructure improvements through the fee. This study presents a maximum supportable fee assignment -

however, the City may choose to adopt a lower fee as appropriate. 

NEXUS DETERMINATION 

The maximum supportable fee calculation for bicycle infrastructure combines the proposed bicycle infrastructure 

project list with total population and. employment growth projections, as well as the cost to provide bicycle 

infrastructure. 

LOS METRIC 

In 2013, the SFMT A produced the SFMTA Bicycle Strategy, outlining the proposed plan for San Francisco's bike 

network. This document sets the direction for bicycle infrastructure, and sets a distinct bicycle infrastructure goal 

for 2018. The Bicycle Strategy represents a comprehensive effort by SFMTA that has been accepted by SFMTA 

as its roadmap forward. As a result, the. objectives of this policy form the basis for the nexus as opposed to an LOS 

metric standard. 

The Bicycle Strategy outlines three potential scenarios for build-out of San Francisco's bike network by 2018. Of 

the three potential scenarios, the "Bicycle Plan Plus" scenario was selected, in consultation with SFMT A staff, as 

the best short-term infrastructure target for this nexus study. The Bicycle Plan Plus proposes upgrading the 

existing bicycle network to premium bike facilities, installing bike signals, adding bike parking spaces, and 
deploying a bike sharing system.39 While the Bicycle Plan Plus improvements are through 2018, for the purposes 

of this nexus, it is assumed that the average annual improvements proposed in the Bicycle Plan Plus will continue 

through 2020, to allow for th.e impact fee to be calculated on an incremental basis through 2020. Table 20 

summarizes the four improvement types expected as a result of the Bicycle Plan Plus strategy through 2020. The 

provision of these four items is the basis of the nexus. 

39 Premium facilities are bikeways rated Level of Traffic Street (LTS) 1 or L TS 2, based on San Francisco's Comfort Index rating of 
bikeways. Refer to the appended SFMTA presentation- "Bicycle Strategy Update Needs Assessment & Next Steps" (June 18, 2013)
for a more detailed description of bikeway classification in San Francisco. For further information on the bike sharing network see the 
San Francisco Infrastructure Level of SeNice Analysis report (March 2014). · 
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Table 20. Bicycle Plan Plus Improvements 

~llttf;~~Sf',;~~~-Eii~1l~~~~t~i18~i!1!~~fi 
Incremental miles of oremium bike lanes (2013-2020) 10 3 13 

Incremental uoQraded intersections (2013-2020) 10 3 13 

Incremental bicvcle oarkina (2013-2020) 4,000 1,333 5,333 

Incremental bicycle share proi:iram bicycles (2013-2020)2 500 167 667 

Source: SFMTA Bicycle Strategy; AECOM, 2013. 

1. These numbers reflect AECOM's projections based on the average annual infrastructure improvements identified by the Bicycle Plan Plus 

proposal. 

2. The bicycle share program, in addition to 667 bicycles, includes 67 stations - i.e. 50 bicycle share program stations in the Bicycle Plan Plus 

proposal (2013-2018) plus 17 assumed incremental stations (2019-2020). 

GROWTH PROJECTIONS 

The development horizon for bicycle infrastructure is 2020. This shorter-term development horizon mirrors the 
timeframe o(the SFMTA Bicycle Strategy. Between 2013 and 2020, San Francisco will house 51,866 more people 
and employ 76,791 more workers, as shown in Table 21. 

Table 21. Growth Projections for Bicycle Infrastructure (2013 -2020) 

~f~~~~1[~fil?lfi!~~~E~~" 
Service population 1 

Source: Overall population and employment taken directly from the San Francisco Planning Department 2013 projections from Aksel Olsen, 

Planner/Geographer in Citywide Information and Analysis Group, received May 14, 2013. See appended documents for files. Projections were 

given at five year intervals beginning in 2010, so AECOM used linear interpolation to arrive' at 2013 estimates. 

1. Service population is a weighted sum of residents and employees, where residents are weighted at 100% and employees are weighted at 

50%. Service population equals one times the number of residents plus 0.5 limes the number of employees. For a more detailed discussion of 

the service population concept, refer to the Service Population section of the report, under the Additional Assumptions section. 

NEXUS METHODOLOGY & FEE CALCULATION 

The fe~ calculation methodology (Table 22 to Table 25) calculates the total.cost of providing adequate bicycle 
infrastructure elements for San Francisco's service population (2013-2020). Because the new facilities will be used 

by both existing and new service population, the total cost of providing the bicycle improvements is split 
proportionally, and only the proportional cost of the improvements are assigned to new development. The costs 
are distributed between residential and non-residential land uses based on their associated contributions to total 
incremental service population growth. 

The residential fee is based on the percentage of service population units arising from the new resident population, 
and the non-residential (commerciaQ fee is based on the percentage of service population units arising from the 
employee population. 

San. Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis 

March 2014 

994 

33 



AECOM 

Table 22. Nexus Methodology for Upgrading Bikeway Miles to Premium Facilities Fee 

B Total new service population (2013-2020) 90,261 Table21 

c New growth as% of total service population (2020) 7.5% B/A 

D Residential (GSF new developmenUservice population) 498 Table 4 

E Commercial (GSF new developmenUservice population) 654 Table 4 

~p.,~fac:~ 
F 

~C;~tl~~i~ 

G 

H 

J 

K 

Incremental miles of premium bike lanes (2013-2020) 

City estimate of unit cost ($/mile of upgraded premium lane) 

Total cost for u raded lanes 

Cost attributable to incremental rowth 

Administrative costs (5% of fee) 

Total attributable cost with administrative costs 

Residential ($/GSF) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

13 

$1,852,000 

$24,076,000 

$1,806,000 

$90,000 

$1,896,000 

$0.042 

$0.032 

SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 

SFMT A Bicycle Strategy 
Cost Estimates 1 

F* G 

C*H 

Administrative Cost 
Memorandum (November 4, 
2013 

l+J 

K/ ( B * D) 
K/(B*E). 

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values are rounded to the nearest thousand (except those 

specified by the City, i.e. Line G, and the nexus fee maximums). Nexus fee maximums are rounded to the nearest t.enth of a cent. 

1. Cost based on data from Seleta Reynolds, Section Leader of Livable Streets within the Sustainable Streets Division of SFMT A (received via 

email attachment on June 26, 2013, as spreadsheet entitled Bike Strategy Cost Estimate 20121101.xls). 
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Table 23. Nexus Methodology for Upgrading Intersections Fee 

Total projected service population (2020) 

8 Total new service population (2013-2020) 

c New growth as% of total service population (2020) 

D Residential (GSF new development/service population) 

E Commercial (GSF new development/service population) 

G City estimate of unit cost ($/upgraded intersection) 

H Total cost for upgraded intersection 

Cost attributable to incremental growth 

J Administrative costs (5% of fee) 

K Total attributable cost with administrative costs 

Residential ($/GSF) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

90,261 

7.5% 

498 

654 

$71,250 

$926,000 

. $69,000 

$3,000 

$72,000 

$0.002 

$0.001 

AECOM 

Table4 

Table4 

SFMT A Bicycle Strategy 
Cost !=stimates 1 

F*G 

C*H 
Administrative Cost 
Memorandum (November 4, 
2013) 
l+J 

K/(B*E) 

Note: All nuinbers arid percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values are rounded to the nearest thousand (except those 

specified by the City, i.e. Line G, and the nexus fee maximums). Nexus fee maximums are rounded to the nearest tenth of a cent. 

1. Cost based on data from Seleta Reynolds, Section Leader of Livable Streets within the Sustainable Streets Division of SFMTA (received via 

email attachment on June 26, 2013, as spreadsheet entitled Bike Strategy Cost Estimate 20121101.xls). 
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Table 24. Nexus Methodology for Bicycle Parking Fee 

Total projected service population (2020) 

B Total new service population (2013-2020) 90,261 Table21 

C New growth as % of total service population (2020) 7.5% BIA. 
it:Jnit'CQ'ni{er.ii~if~tt~#~\il~~~;~~!~W\~k~i:<~~:§~~~~~ 

D Residential (GSF new development/service population) 498 Table4 

E .Commercial (GSF new development/service population) 654 Table4 

~:·~~(em~~~~1f@~fl~~~~r@l~~w~~~~~~~~~~;~~g~~&1 
F Incremental bicycle parking (2013-2020) 5,333. SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 

Lc:osf~ 

G City estimate of unit cost ($/parking space) $280 
SFMT A Bicycle Strategy 
Cost Estimates 1 

H Total cost for bicycle parking spaces $1,493,000 F*G 

Cost attributable to incremental growth $112,000 C*H 

Administrative Cost 
J Administrative costs (5% of fee) $6,000 Memorandum (November 4, 

2013) 
K Total attributable cost with administrative costs $118,000 I+ J 

~esidential ($/GSF) $0.003 KI ( B * D) 

Non~Residential ($/GSF) $0.002 K/(B*E) 

Source: AECOM, ·2013 

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values are rounded to the nearest thousand (except those 

specified by the City, i.e. Line G, and the nexus fee maximums). Nexus fee maximums are rounded to the nearest cent 

. 1. Cost based on data from Seleta Reynolds, Section Leader of Livable Streets within the Sustainable Streets Division of SFMTA (received via 

email attachment on June 26, 2013, as spreadsheet entitled Bike Strategy Cost Estimate 20121101.xls). 
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Table 25. Nexus Methodology for Bicycle Sharing System Fee 

Total projected service population (2020) 

Total riew service population (2013-2020) 

New growth as % of total service population (2020) 

D Residential (GSF new developmenUservice population) 

E Commercial (GSF new developmenUservice population) 

F 

S'.C:'O_s~%¥g 

G City estimate of unit cost ($/bicycle share program stations) 

H Total cost for stations 

Cost attributable to incremental growth 

J Administrative costs (5% of fee) 

K Total attributable cost with administrative costs 

Residential ($/GSF) 
Non-Residential ($/GSF) 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

90,261 

7.5% 

498 

654 

667 

$6,600 

$4,402,200 

$330,000 

$17,000 

$347,000 

$0.008 

$0.006 

AECOM 

SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 

SFMTA Bicycle Strategy 
Cost Estimates 1 

F*G 

C*H 

Administrative Cost 
Memorandum (November 4, 
2013 

I +J 

K/ ( B * D) 
K/(B*E) 

Note: All numbers and percentages are rounded to the nearest integer. All dollar values are rounded to the nearest thousand (except those 

specified by the City, i.e. Line G, and the nexus fee maximums). Nexus fee maximums are rounded to the nearest tenth of a cent. 

1. Cost based on data from Seleta Reynolds, Section Leader of Livable Streets within the Sustainable Streets Division of (received via email 

attachment on June 26, 2013, as spreadsheet entitled Bike Strategy Cost Estimate 20121101.xls). 
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NEXUS FINDINGS 

Based on the approach summarized in Table 22 to Table 25, the maximum supportable residential fee is $0.06 per 

GSF, and the maximum ~upportable non-residential fee is $0.04 per GSF. 

Table 26. Maximum Supportable Impact Fees for Bicycle Infrastructure 

Residential ($/GSF) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) 

Residential ($/GSF) 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) 

Residential ($/GSF) $0.008 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.006 

Residential ($/GSF) $0.06 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.04 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All values rounded to the tenth of a cent, except for the fee totals which are rounded to the nearest cent. 

As Table 27 demonstrates, both determined maximum supportable fees are above the highest existing fee for 

bicycle infrastructure. For both residential and non-residential fees, the highest existing fee recovers under 85 

percent of the maximum supportable nexus.-

Table 27. Comparing Proposed Maximum Supportable Bicycle Infrastructure Fees to Existing (2013) Fees 

Non-Residential ($/GSF) $0.04 $0.02 50% 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All fee values rounded to the nearest cent; all percentages rounded to the nearest integer. 
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6. Conclusion 

As described in the previous sections, the maximum supportable fees determined for the four infrastructure 
categories (recreation and open space, childcare, streetscape and pe9estrian infrastructure, and bicycle 
infrastructure) all exceed the highest current fees charged at either the citywide or neighborhood level. While the 
City may choose to charge a lesser fee to new residential or non-residential development, this report demonstrates 
that the current fees continue to be supported through a demonstrated nexus between new development and the 
scale of the fee. 

Table 28. Potential Maximum Supportable Fees Per Infrastructure Category (2013) 

l~~~~fcily~~;~fe_~~;-_:':1;:'~~_fi'.~}1~~?~:~-~:~-~t-~~~~~~~~~~~::~:1-Aaxifu~~~~~Jj~ij~~ii~e1t~=:i~-

I-~- Recreation a~d Open Space Pro~i~l;n: _ - .; - -__ -~ -__ -: _ _ -, _ - _ ~- _--~ ~-: :: ~ -~- _ 

Source: AECOM, 2013 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest cent. 
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Addendum 

.The bulk of this report was completed in 2013, using 2013 data, costs, and demographic projections. However, 
since the report was finalized in 2014 and will face adoption in 2014, the maximum supportable nexus fees in 
Table 28 must be adjusted from 2013 dollars to 2014 dollars. 

The City annually adjusts all developer impact fees using an Annual Infrastructure Construction Cost Inflation 
estimate (AICCIE). To derive an appropriate AICCIE, the Capital Planning Committee (CPC) reviews cost inflation 
data, market trend analyses, the Planning Department's pipeline report, and a variety of national, state, and local 

commercial and institutional construction cost inflation indices. In 2014, the CPC adopted an AICCIE of 4.5%. 
Therefore, all maximum supportable nexus fees determined in this report in 2013 dollars (Table 28) ml!st be 

increased by 4.5% as an adjustment to 2014 dollars. The adjusted maximum supportable nexus fees for 2014 are 

shown in Table 29. 

Table 29. Potential Maximu.m Supportable Fees Per Infrastructure Category (2014) 
1 ~ •• >-~"": -~~~~;;ii:..,~jdJ~£ :2$'~.c-=".;:; .,.=~-_:~~":Z---v ~-~0-'-22 o ;;.;cc-"-; ~;c;;;_ -~_:,,~ .=·:·,~_c;,;;:;-~:--_ =- .,._,ilii&lni.iiil~'iit>~!l~i;i![-4fee =:= =::- o 

4i!f ~-- ~~cfea~lon and O~_e:n ~~~-ce Proyisio~ _ _ . _ ---~ ::>- . · _ 

Source: AECOM, 2014 

Note: All values rounded to the nearest cent. 
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Appendix A 

This appendix includes a list of all documents, presentations, emails, spreadsheets, webpages, and other 
reference sources cited in the text of this report. For the full-text copies of any of the listed documents, refer to the 

. accompanying compact disc. 

List of Documents Cited 

Service Population Concept Memorandum (September 24, 2013) 

Belsky, Eric. Rental Vacancy Rates: A Policy Primer. National 
Association of Home Builders. Housing Policy Debate, Volume 3, 
Issue 3. 793-813. 1992. 

Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee and Affordable Housing Analysis 

Hausrath Economics Group. Phoenix Park and Library EDU Factors 
Study. A Report to City of Phoenix Planning Department. September 
1998. 

Administrative Cost Memorandum (November 4, 2013) 

Parks Acquisition Policy (August 2011) 

RPO Cost Assumptions Memorandum (March 26, 2014) 

FY2010-2011 Development Impact Fee Report. Controller's Office. 
City and County of San Francisco. D.ecember 1, 2011. 

CPAC San Francisco Child Care Needs Assessment (2007) 

San Francisco Better Streets Plan (December 7, 2010) 

Streetscape Cost Memorandum (March 20, 2014) 

SFMTA Bicycle Strategy (January 2013) 

San Francisco Bicycle Plan (June 26, 2009) 

List of Presentations Cited 

Service_Population_ConcepLMemorandum_20130924.doc 

Rental_ Vacancy_Rates_Belsky_ 1992.pdf 

EN_Nexus_2008.pdf 

Phoenix_Library_Report_ 1998.pfd 

Administrative_CosLMemo_20131104.pdf 

RPD _Acquisition_Policy_2011.pdf 

RPDCos!AssumptionsMemo _20140326.pdf 

Development_lmpacLFee_Report_2011.pdf 

ChildCareNeedsAssessment_2007.pdf 

BetterStreetsPlan_20101207 .pdf 

StreetscapeCostMemo_20140320.pdf 

SFMT ABicycleStrategy_20130129.pdf 

SFBicyclePlan_20090626.pdf 

r~~1~eiifati9'iio~s~mlion~~~~~ff"~-:;;;~~~~:.:;;~~;0~~3~Fi1e:N.B.1illi-=:~12~0~";;"~:;::""'.~-2~~~-:'.g~~~~?.~f;,-='-:.2·1 
Slides from MT C's complete streets policy workshop 

Slides from CPC presentation of 2014 AICCIE 

SFMT A presentation entitled "Bicycle Strategy Update Needs 
Assessment & Next Steps" (June 18, 2013) 

San Francisco Citywide Nexus Analysis 

March 2014 

MTC_Complete_Streets_Policy_Workshop _slides .pdf 

2014_AICCIE_Presentation.pdf 

SFMT A_BicycleStrategyU pdatePresentation_ 20130618.pdf 

43 

1004 



AECOM 

List of Emails Cited 

'}.1ifuj111Jr~~i!Qlf,=:'.f~_:_0~fit%3':'.:·~~~~~~~=":'-=-~§~~~~,,LNam~=~7'°-:~J:Jr~:,~~~~:~~~£?;f:-~~-::_,_.~~~!B 

Average employment densities EmploymentDensities_Email_FromAOlsen_ ToVLauf_2013071 
5.pdf 

Average residential unit size 
AvgResUnitSize_Email_FromKDischinger_ToARoth_20130626 
.pdf 

Confirmation from RPO regarding the commitment to construct 55 
RPDAcreages _Email_FromD Kamalanathan_ T oVLAuf _201402 

acres of recreation and open space by 2030 _and the infeasibility of 
14.pdf 

constructing 566 acres 

Bicycle Strategy as the basis for bicycle infrastructure GIP project list 
BicycleStrategybasisforCIPprojectlist_Email_FromSReynolds_ 
ToVLauf_20140116.pdf 

Cost per child care slot 
ChildCareSlotCost_ Email_FromGDobson _T oARoth_ 20131003 
.pdf 

List of Spreadsheets Cited 
i ~ ,. I A A11&1I. ..... '::J· _,. 

Apportionment of existing community fees among infrastructure Max_fee_by Category_Planned.xlsx 
categories 

Population and employment projections from San Francisco· Planning 
Department received by AECOM on May 14, 2013 from Aksel Olson, 

Pop&EmplProjections_GISExport_20130611.xlsx 
Planner/Geographer in Citywide Information and Analysis Group; San 
Francisco Planning Department (GIS export) 

Supporting spreadsheet for RPO Cost Assumptions Memorandum RPDCostAssumptionsMemoCalcs_20140321.xlsx 

DPW spreadsheet of sidewalk widths across the city Stwidths 1.xls 

AECOM analysis of DPW's sidewalk width data 20130814_SFNexus_sidewalks.xlsx 

Cost estimate for bicycle infrastructure Bike_Strategy_Cost_Estimate_20121101.xlsx 

AECOM analysis of cost estimate for bicycle infrastructure Bike_ Strategy_Cost_Estimate_20121101_AECOM.xlsx 

Average household size from ACS data (DP02) ACS_ 11 _3YR_DP02.pdf 

Child population projections from DOF data P-3_Total_DetailedAge_CAProL2010-2060.pdf 

List of Web pages Cited 

'.fW@rfiigri~Jtatlon\:·~_:;~,;:':~i;'t~".:.~~~,!0~~~~~~~1e°fNJiie,~~~i"_:~,..,~~-f~17"[.:._~~~~;~~~Jt~~ 
Peterson, Justin. San Franeisco Apartment Sector Amongst the 
Strongest. Reis Report. 

Jones Lang Lasalle. Office Outlook: United States. Q2 2013. 

Costar. Market Trend: San Francisco's Retail Vacancy Decreases to 
2.7%. 

Krainer, John. Natural Vacancy Rates in Commercial Real Estate 
Markets. Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco. October 5, 2001. 

List of Meeting Notes Cited 
I• 

Meeting notes showing acreage of City-owned recreation and open 
space 
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San _Francisco_Apartment_ Sector _ReisReport_20121003.pdf 

USOO_Q2_2013.pdf 
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26.pdf 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

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 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: John Rahaim, Director, Planning Department 
Ed Reiskin, Executive Director, Municipal Transportation Agency 
Phil Ginsburg, General Manager, Recreation and Parks· 
Ben Rosenfield, City Controller · 
Tom Hui, Director, Department of Building Inspection 
Theo Miller, Director, Housing Opportunity Partnership & Engagement 

FROM: Andrea Ausberry, Assistant"Clerk, Land Use and Transportation Committee, 
Board of Supervisors 

DATE: March 6, 2015 

SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

The Board of Supervisors' Land Use and Transportafion Committee has received the following 
legislation, introduced by the Planning Commission on February 24, 2015: 

File No. 150149 

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to adopt the San Francisco Citywide 
Nexus Analysis supporting existing development fees, including fees in the 

· Downtown and other Area Plans, to cover impacts of residential and commercial 
development in the areas of recreation and open space; pedestrian and 
streetscape improvements; childcare facilities; and bicycle infrastructure; making 
findings related to all of the fees in Article IV generally and certain development 
fees supported by the Nexus Analysis specifically; and making environmental 
findings, and findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority 
policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1. 

If you have any additional comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them 
to me at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, · 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San 
Francisco, CA 94102. 

c: · AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning Department 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator 
Sarah Jones, Acting Environmental Review Officer 
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning 
Jeanie Poling, Environmental Planning 
Janet Martinsen, Municipal Transportation Agency 
Kate Breen, Municipal Transportation Agency 
Dillon Auyoung, Municipal Transportation Agency 
Sarah Ballard, Director of Policy and Putfig f}.rfairs, Recreation & Parks· 


