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‘ Substituted
FILE NO. 120523 9/4/2012 : ORDINANCE NO.

se,

| [Planning Code - Transit impact Devel.opment Fee Increase and Updates]

Ordinance amending the San Francisco Planning Code, Article 4, by: 1) revisihg and
makmﬁgwﬂh}:.]xc:alx ugrectlons to specrﬁed defmltlons in Sectlon 401 relating to the

Transit lmpact Development Fee (TIDF}; 2) amending Sections 402 408, 411 through
411.5, 411.7, and 411.8 and adding a new Section 411.9 to increase TIDF rates, revise

'exempﬁons_ and credits, and clarify TIDF implementation and collection; and 3) making

environmental findings, Section 302 ﬁndings, and ﬁndihgs of consistency with the
General P!an and the Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 101.1.

NOTE Additions are Jle una’erlme zz‘a[zcs Times New Roman;

deletions are
Board amendment addltlons are double-underlined underhned

Board amendment deletions are s#ke#weeg—h—ne;mal

Be it ordainéd by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 4

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

| (@  The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this

ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources
Code Section 21000 et seq.). Said deten;nination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors in File No. 120523 and is incorporated herein by reference.

(b) On July 19, 20-1‘2‘,' the Planning Commission, in Resolution ,No.} 18667 approved
fhis legislation, recommended it for adoption by the Board of Supervisors, and adopted
findings that it will serve the public necessity, convenience and welfare. Pursuant to Planning

Code Sectlon 302 the Board adopts these findings as its own. A Copy of said Reso!u’non is on

file with the Clerk of the Board of Super\nsors in File No. 120523 and is lncorporated by
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reference herein.
(© In Resolutlon No. 18667, the Plannrng Commlssron adopted findings that this
legislation is consistent, on balance, wrth the City's General Plan and the eight priority policies

of Planning Code Section 101.1. The Board adoptsthese _ﬁndings\ as.its own.

Section 2. The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending, adding

and deletlng the following' definitions to Sectron 401 and codifying the amended and added
definitions in correct alphabetlcat sequence among the defi nrtlons in Section 401:
SEC. 401. DEFINITIONS.
"Base service standard." The relationship betvsreen revenue service hours

offered by the Municipal Rallway and the number of automob(le and transit tnps estimated to

be generated by certain non- residential uses, expressed as a ratio where the numerator

equals the average daily revenue service hours offered by MUNI and the denominator equats

the daily automobile and transittrips generated by non-residential land uses as estimated by

the TIDF Study, the TIDF Update Report. or as updated under Section 425410 of this Artlcle

Cultural/lnstltutlon/Educatlon (CIE)." An economic activity category subject to the

TIDF that includes, but is not _llmrted-to, schools, as defined in Sectio.ns 209.3(9), (h), and (i)

and 217 (f)-(i) of this Code; child care facilities as defined in Sections 209.3 (e) and (f); museums

and zoos; and community facilities, as defined in Sections 209.4 and 221(a)-(c) of this Code.
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"Director of Transportation.”  The Director of Transportation of the MTA or his or her

designee(s).

"Gross floor area." The fotal area 6f each floor within the building's exterior walls, as

deﬁhéd in Section 102.9¢)72) of this Code, except that for the purposes of determining the

applicability of the TIDF. the exclusion ﬁom this definition set forth in Section 102.9(b)(12) shall not _

apply .

"Medical and Health Services." An economic activity category under the TIDF that
includes, but is not limited to, those non-residential uses defined in Sections 209.3(a) and

217(a) of thls Codeg; aﬁiﬂ%ﬂl—&ﬁ%&eﬂ—%éeﬁﬁed—yhges&eﬁéﬂ@ﬁﬁd—(b)ﬁ%ﬁhw&de—and social

and charitable services, as defined in Sectlons 209.3(d) and 217(d) of this Code.

"Museum." A permanent institution open to the public, whzch acquires, conserves,

researches. communicates and exhibits the heritage of humanity or the environment,

aeceessory-to-the-oparation—of An economic activity category under the TIDF that includes, but is not

limited to, uses defined in San Francisco Planning Code Sections 220, 222, 223, 224, 225,

228, 227(a), 227(b), and 227(p), regardless of the zoning district that the use is located in.

"Retail/entertainment.” An economic activity category under the TIDF that includes, but is not
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limited to, a retail use; an entertainment use; gnd massage establishments, as defined in :

R

Section 218.1 of this Codestasmdering—amd cleaning-and pressing—as defined in-Seetion-220 ofthis

"TIDF Study " The study commissioned by the San Franctsco Planning Department
and performed by Nelson/Nygaard Associates entitled "Transit lmpact Development Fee
AnaIyS!s - Final Report," dated May 2001, including all the Technical Memoranda supporting
the Final Report and the Nelson/Nygaard update materials contained i in Board of Supervlsors
File No 040141.

"TIDF Update Report." The study commzsszoned by MTA and Dez formed by Cambridee

Sysz‘emaz‘zcs Inc and Urban Economzcs entitled "Transit Impact Development Fee Undate Draft F inal

Report, " dated February, 201 _7 , and com‘az'ned in Board of Supervisors File No. 120523,

"Total developable site area." That part of the site that can be feasrbly developed
as resrdentxat -aevelopment, excluding Tand already substantially developed, parks, required
open.spaces, streets, alleys, walkways or other public infrastructure.

| "Trip generation rate." Tne total number of automobile and Municipal Railway
trips generated for each 1,000 square feet of development in a particular economtc: activity

category as established in the TIDF Study, the 201 ] TIDE update report. or pursuant to the five-

'year review _process established in Section 4145470 of this Article. -

Section 3 The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Sectton
402(a) to read as follows: | _ ‘ -

SEC. 402. PROCEDURE FOR PAYMENT AND CQLLECTIO'N OF DEVELOPMENT
FEES. - ' -

(a) Collectton by the Development Fee Co[lectron Unrt Excepz‘as otherwise authorized

in Sectzon 411.9, all4l development impact and in-lieu fees authonzed by this Code shall be

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague
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collected by the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI in accordance with Section 107A.13

of the San Francisco Building Code.

Section 4. The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Section

408 to read as follows:

.SEC. 408. LIEN PROCEEDINGS.

(@) Except in the case of a project for which MTA is responsible for the determination and

collection of the TIDF under Section 411 “9(d) of this Article, if a first construction document or first

certificate of occupancy, whichever applies, isBBE inadvertently or mistakenly issuesissued thefirst

% _pn'or to the project

éponsor paying all development fees due and owing, or prior to the sponsor satisfying any
development impact requirement, DBI shallinstitute lien proceedings to recover the
developmentfee orfees, plus.interestand any Development Fee Deferral Surcharge, under

Section 107A.13.15 of the San Francisco Building Code.
() (1) Where MTA is responsible for determination and collection of the TIDE under

Section 411.9(d) of this Article, MTA has made d final determination of TIDF due under that Section .

and the amount due from the project sponsor remains unpaid following 30 days from the date of

mailing of the additional notice of payment due under that Section, MTA may initiate lien proceedings

in accordance with 4rticle XX of Chapter 10 of the San Francisco Administrative Code to make the

entire unpaid balance of the fee that is due, including interest at the rate of one and one-half percent

per. month or fraction thereof on the amount of unpaid fee, a lien against all parcels used for the

development project.

2) MTA shall send all notices requz?ed by Article XX ro the owner or owners of the

property and 1o the project sponsor if different from the owner. MTA shall also prepare a preliminary

report, and notify the owner and sponsor of a hearing by the Board of Supervisors to confirm such

Mayor Leé, Supervisors W"ler;er, Olague
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| report at least ten days before the date of the hearing. The report shall contain the owner and project

sponsor's names, a description of the development project. a description of the parcels of real property

fo be encumbered as set forth in the Assessor's Map Books for the current vear, a description of the

alleged violation of this Section, and shall fix a time, date, and place for hearing, MTA shall transmit

this report to the sponsor and each owner of record of the parcels of real property subject to the lien.

() Anmy notice required to be given to an owner or project sponsor shall be deemed

| sufficiently served for all purposes in this Secnon if (a) personally served upon the owner or prwecz‘

sponsor, or (b) if deposzz‘ed Dosz‘aze prepazd in z‘he U.S. Mail addressed to the owner or project

sponsor at the official address of the owner or project sponsor mazm‘amed by the Tax Collector for the

It matling of tax bills or, if no such address is available,_to the sponsor at the address of the development

project and to the applicant for the site or building permit af the address on the permit application.

4) Excepz‘ for the release of z‘he lien recordznz fee authorized by Administrative Code

Section 10.23 7 all sums collected - by the Tax Collector under this Section shaZZ be_held in trust by the

Treasurer and distributed as provided in Secnon 411.6 of this Code

Section 5. The San Francisco Plahning Code is hereby amended by amending
Sections 411, 411.1, 411.2, 411.3, 411 4, 411.5, 411 7 and 411.8, and adding Section 411 9,
tfo read as follows

SEC. 411 TRANSIT IMPACT DEVELOPMENT FEE |

Sections 411.1 through 4£8411.9, hereafter referred to as Section 41 1.1 e"f.s'eq., set
forth the requirements and procedures for the TIDF. The effective date of these requirements
shall be the date the requireme'nts were originally effective or were subsequently mbdiﬁed,
whichever applies. '

SEC. 411.1. FINDINGS.

A. In 1981, the City enacted an ordmance lmpoelng a Transit Impact

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague .
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Development Fee on new office development in the Downtown area of San Francisco. The

TIDF was based on studies showing that the development of new office uses places a burden

| on the Municipal Railway, especially in the downtown area of San Francisco during commute

hours, kpown as "peak periods." The TIDF was based on two cost analyses: one by the
Finance Bureau of the City's former Public Utilities Commission, performed in 1981, and one
by the accounting firm of Touohe—Ross,‘ perfoi'med in March 1983 fo defend a legal challenge
to the TIDF. ’ |

B. In 2000, the Planning Depariment, with assistance from the Municipal
Tkansbor’tati'on Agency, commissioned a study of the TIDF. In 2001, the Department selected
Nelson/Nygaardr Associates, a nationally recognized traﬁspoﬁation consuiting ﬁrm,' to perform
the study. Later in 2001, Nelson/Nygaard issued its final report ("TIDF Study"). Before iésuing
the TIDF Study, Neléon/Nygaard prepared several Technical Memoranda, which provided
detailed analyses of the methodology and assﬁmptions used in-the TIDF Study.

C. The TIDF Study concluded that new non-residential uses in San Francisco will
generate demand fora suﬁstantial number of auto and transit trips by the year 2020.. The
TIDF Study’oonﬁrmed that while new office construction will have a substantial imbact on
MUNI servic:és, new development in a number of other land uses will also require MUNI to
increase the number of revenue service hours. The TIDF Study recommended- that the TIDF
be extended tb apply to most non-residential land uses. The TIDF Study found that certain .

types of new development generate very few daily trips and therefore méy not ap-propriately

be charged a new TIDF.

D. The'TlDF.Study further recommended that the City enact an ordinance to
impose transit impact fees that would allow MUNI to maintain its base service sfandard as
new development occurs.throughput the City. The proposed ordinance would require

sponso'rs of new development in the City to pay a fee that is reasona.b[y related to the

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague
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financial burden imposed on MUNI by the new development. This financial burden is

| measured by the cost that WI” be incurred by MUNI to provide increased servxce to maintain

the applicable base service standard over the life of such new development.

E. | Subsequently, the City Selecz‘ed Cambridee S‘ysz‘ematz'cs, Inc. to prepare a IIDF

Ubpdate Report. including an updated nexus study for the TIDF. This R.eporz‘ was compl_ez‘ea’ in 2011,

and in accordance with the applicable provisions of this Code, used updated data to calculate base

service standard fée rates for the Economic Actzvzz‘y Caz‘egorzes sub7ect o z‘he T IDF. The Report also

analwea’ z‘rzzy zeneraz‘zon rates for these Economzc Actzvzz‘y Caz‘ezorzes uSing updated dara and divided

the Retazl/Em‘erfaznmenr and Cultural/[nstz'fution/Ea’ucaz‘z'on caz‘egories info subcategories in ordef fo

reflect the comparative diversity of trip generanon rates among these land uses.

F Based on projected new development over the next 20 years, the TIDF will
provide revenue to MUNI that is significantly below the costs that MUN Fwill i incur to mitigate
the transn impacts resulting from the new development.

£G. The TIDF is the most practical and equitable method of meeﬁng a portion of ~
the demand for additional Municipal Railway service and capital lmprovements for the City
caused by new non-residential development. |

GH Based on the above findings and the nexus Study § Mperformed the Clty
determlnes that the TIDF satisfies the requnrements of the Mitigation Fee Act, California
Government Code Section 66001, as follows:

(1) The purpose of the fee is to meet a portion of the demand for additional

Municipal Railway service and capital improvements for the City caused by new

| nonresidential development.

2) - Funds from collection of the TIDF will be used to increase revenue service
hours reasonably necessary to mitigate the impacts of new non-residential development on

public transit and maintain the applicable base service standard.

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague
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(3) There is a reasonable relationship between the proposed uses .of the TIDF
and the xmpact on transit of the new developments on which the TIDF will be imposed.
(4) There is a reasonable relationship between the types of new development

on which the TIDF will be imposed and the need to fund public transit for the uses specified in

Section 38-841].6 of this erdirareceCode.

(6) Thereisa reasonable relationship between the amount of the TIDF to be

'imposed on new developments and the impact on public transit from the new developments.

SEC. 411.2. DEFINITIONS

(@) "Final TIDF Determination.” The written notice sent by the MTA to a project sponsor

|| in_cases where the MTA is responsible for calculation of the T IDF under Section 411.9 of this Article

informing the project sponsor of. MT A's final calculaz‘z'oﬁ of the TIDF.

(b) "New a’evelopmenz‘ " Any new construction, or addzz‘zon to or conversion of an existing

" structure under one or more building or site permits (1) issued on or after September 4, 2004 but

before December 1, 2012 that cumulatively results in 3.000 gross square feet or more of a use covered

by the TIDF or (2) issued on or after December 1, 2012 that cumulatively result in 800 gross square

feet or more of a use covered by the TIDF. In the case of mixed use development that includes

residential development, the term "new development” shall refer to only the non-residential portion of

- such development. For purposes of this definition, "existing structure” shall include a structure for

which a sponsor already paid a fee under the prior TIDF ordinance, as well as a structure for which no

TIDF was paid. _
(c) | "Preliminary TIDF Notice." The written notice sent by the MTA to aproject sponsor in

cases where the MTA is responsible for imposition and collection of the TIDF under Section 411.9 of

this Article informing the project sponsor of MTA's initial calculation of the TIDF due and requesting

that the project sponsor provide MTA with information about the new development. including but not

[imited to. the gross square feet of use of the new development.

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague
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(d) _For additional definitions, Seesee Section 401 of this Article.

* SEC. 411.3. APPLICATION OF TIDF.
(a) Application. Except as provided in Subseotlons (1) and (2) below, the TIDF
shall be payable with respect to any new development ln the City for which a building or site
permit is issued on or after. September 4, 2004. In revnewmg whether a development prOJect is

subject to the T DF the project shall be considered in its entirety. A sponsor shall not seek

| multiple appllcatrons for building permrts to evade paying the TIDF for a single development

prolect

(1)  The TIDF shall not be payable on new development or any portion thereof,

| for which a TIDF has been pard in full or in part, under the prior TIDF Ordinance adopted-in
= J#S%(&ézﬁee%ee%ls—zz#&— former Chapter 38 of the Admrnlstratrve Code as amended through

June 30, 2010), except where (A) gross square feet of use is being added to the building; or (B)

the TIDF rate fer the new development is-in an economic activity category with a higher fee

.rate than the current rate for the economic activity category under whzch the TIDF was orzgznally

baidrate-setfor-MIPS, as set forth in Section 411:3(e)..
(2)  No TIDF shall be payable on the followlng types of new development.

(A) New development on property owned (including benefi C|ally owned) by

the Crty except for that portton of the new development that may be developed by a private

| sponsor and not intended to be occupled by the City or other agency or entity exempted under

Section 411.1 et seq., in which case the TIDF shall apply only to such non-exempted portion.
New development on property owned by a pr'rvate person or entity and leased to the City shall
be subject to'the fee unless the City is the beneficial owner of such new development or
unless such new development is otherwise exempted under this Section. The excegz‘zon

stablished under subsection 411.3(a) (2 ) (A) for new a’eve[ozymem‘ on property beneficially owned by the

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague
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Ciry shall only be applicable where a project sponsor for a new development has filed an application

for ervironmental evaluation, a categorical exemption or a preliminary project assessment on or

before December 31, 201 3, or, for nm.developm’enz‘ within the Mission Bay North Project Areq, the

Mission Bay South Project Area, the Hunters Point Shinyard Project Area, the Bayview Hunters Point

Redevelopment Area, or the Transbay Redevelopment Project Area, the project sponsor submits proof

that the sponsor has submitted to the successor agency to the former Redevelopment Agency of the City

and County of San Francisco documentation comparable to that required for an application for

envirommental evaluation, a categorical exemption or a preliminary project assessment for the project

on or before Decembebr 31, 2013.
(B) Any new development in Mission Bay North or South to the extent

application of this Chapter would be inconsistent with the Mission Bay North Redevelopment

Plan and Interagency Cooperation Agreement or the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan

and ln’feiagency Cooperation Agreement, as applicable.

(C) New development located on property owned by the United States or

any of its agencies to be used exclusively for governmental purposes.

- (D) Newdevelopment located on properfy owned by the State of California .

or any of its agencies to be used exclusively for governmental purposes.

(E) New development for which a project sponsor fi Ied an application for

environmental evaluation or a categorical exemption prior to April 1, 2004, and for which the
City issued a building or site permit on or before September 4, 2008; provided however, that

such new deveiopment méy be subject to the TIDF imposed by Ordinance No. 224-81, as

amended through June 30, 2004 except that the Bep%%a&a’—ﬁhe—@eve«lepﬁwm—ﬁee—ésﬁeam

it et DEBI aka%éﬁesﬁeﬁf#ej%%admimstration imposition, review and-collection of any
such fee eomsistert-shall be conducted in accordance with the administrative procedures set forth

| in Section 411 %Q—er—seq gﬁé@éﬁﬁ—%&ﬁi‘—DBfandMA shall make the text of Ordinance No..

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague
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224-81, as amended through June 30, 2004, available On the-Department's their websites and

shall provide copies of that ordinance upon request.

(F) The followmg types of new developments, except to the extent that any

| such new development is aZso captured under a more specific use under this Code that i is not otherwise

exempt. ‘
' (i) Public facilities/utilities, as deﬁned in Secﬁon 208.6 of this Code,

excepz‘ that this excluszon Shal[ not apply to new develozymenz‘ oW property owned bya przvare Derson or

em’zz‘y and leased to the City:

(i)  Open recreation/horticulture, as defined in Section 209 5 of this
Code, including private noncommermal recreation open use, as referred to in Section 221(9)
of this Code;

(iii_) Vehicle storage'and access, as defined in Section 209.7 of this -
Code; | | | |

(iv)  Autormotive services, as defined in Secﬂon 223(1)-(v) of this Code

that are in a new development, where the project sponsor has met the deadlme established in

subsecz‘zon 4] L3a)3);

(v) Wholesale storage of materials and equ:pment as defined in

Section 225 of this Code _Where the project sponsor has met the deadline established in Secz‘zon

4_7] 3(a)(3);

(vi) Other Uses, as defined in Section 227 (ac)-(e]),_(1)-(0), and (q)-(f) of
this Code; | |
B) __ The exclusions from TIDF set forth in Section 411.3 (@(2)(F)(Ev) and ()

(automotive services and wholesale storage of materials and equipment) shall only apply where g

project sponsor for a new develapmén}‘ has filed an application for environmental evaluation, a

categorical exemption or a preliminary project assessment for the project on or before December 31

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague . . -
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| 2013, or, for new development within the Mission Bay North Project Area, the Mission Bay South

Project Area, the Hunters Point Shz’pi;ard Project Areaq, the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopmenr

Area, or the T ransbav Redevelopmem‘ Project Area, the project sponsor submits proof that the SDOHSOF

has submitted to the successor agency to the former Redevelopmem‘ Agency of the City and County of

San Francisco documem‘az‘zon compamble to that required for an appl ication for envzronmem‘al

evaluation, a caz‘egorz'cal exemption or a prelimingry projecz‘ assessment for the project, on or before

| De‘cem/i)erl 31, 2013.

(b) Tirﬁing of Paymehf. Except for'those lnte'gra’f.ed' PDR projects éubject to
Section 328 of this Code, the TIDF ehall be paid prior to issuance of the first construction
document, with an option for the project sponsor to defer paymenf until prior to issuance of the
first certificate of occupancy upon agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge in accordance with _
Section 107A.13 of the San Francisco IBUilding 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 _develbpment subject-fo the TIDF until the TIDF has been paid;

(¢) Calculation of TIDF.

_QLThe TIDF shall be calculated on the basis of the number of g/Lmsquare feet of

new development, multiplied by the square foot rate in effect at the time of buildin'g or site
permit issuenoe for each of the applicable economic activity categories within the new

development as provided in Subsection 411. 3(e) below. An accessory use shall be charged

| at the same rate as the underlying use to which it is accessory, except that where any underlying

use other than Residential is exempt from the TIDF under this Section, the fee shall nonetheless be

| charged for the accessory use unless such accessory use is otherwise exempt. Whenever any new

devel_opment or series of new developments cufnulaﬁvely creates more than 3,000 gross

square feet of covered use within a structure, i the case of a building or site permit issued on or

before November 30, 2012, or more than 800 gross square feet of covered use within a structure, in the

Mayor Lee, Supervisors W’xener, Olague
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case of a building or site permit issued on or after December 12012, the TIDF shall be imposed on

| every square foot of such covered use (including any portion that was part of prior new

development below the 3,899 applicable squiare foot threshold).

(2) When calculating the T IDF for a development project in which there is a change of use

such that the rate charged for the new economic activity category is higher than the rate éhar,qed for

the existing economic activity category, the TIDF per square foot rate for the change of use shall be the

_ﬁ'erence between z‘he raz‘e charged for the new use and z‘he exzsz‘mg use.

(d) Credits. When ;re determrnrng the number of gross square feet of use to which

| the TIDF applies, the Department shall provide the following credits:

(1) Prior Use Credits. There shall be a credit for prior uses elimiriated on the site.

The credit shall be calculated according to the following formula:

(#4) = There shall be a credit for the number of gross square feet of use belng

: eliminated by the new development, muitrphed by an adjustment factor to reflect the difference

in the fee rate of the use being added and the use being eliminated. The. adjustment factor

' shall be determined by the Department as follows:

(4) - The adjustment factor shall be a fraction, the nurherater of which shall
be the fee rate which the Department shall determine, in consuttation with the MTA, if,'
rtecessary, applies to the economic activity eategery in.the most recent calculation of the TIDE
Schedule approved by the #£24-Board otS’ugervisors for the prior use being eliminated by the .
project. ‘ -

| (Bif) ~ The denominator of the fraction shall be the fee rate for the use being
added, as set forth in the most recent calculation of the TIDF Schedule approved by thezlfsﬂl;é

Board of Supervisors.

(2B) A credit for a prior use may be given onty if the prior use was active on

the site within five years before the date of the application for a building or site permit for the

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague
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proposed use. _
| 3C)  As of September 4, 2004, no'spohsor shall be entitled to a refund of the

TIDF on a building for which the fee was paid under the former Chapter 38 of the San

F 'ranciscoy Administrative Code.

(4Q) Notwithstanding the foregoing, the adjustment factor shallf not exceed

one.
2) Policy Crediz‘s. Development projects that meet the criteria outlined in

Subsection 411.3(d)(2)(B) may receive Policy Credits, s'ub}‘ecz‘ to the following 7imifazi0715.‘

. (A) Limit bﬁ Available Policy Credits. When making g determination under this

Article for the amount of TIDF owed, the Department shall allocate available Polz'cp Credits, described

in Section411.3(d)(2)(B). as followtsn' ’

(i) No development project shall receive a Policy Credit under Section

| 411.3(d)(2)(B) if the total amount of credits received by development projects under that section would

exceed 3% of the total anticipated TIDF revenue for the current Fiscal )’ear To the extent Policy

‘ Credzz‘s allowed in any Fiscal Year.are not allocated, the unallocafed amount shall be carried over to

' z‘he next F zscal Year. The amount to be carried over to the next Fiscal Year Shall be calculated based

upon 3% of the sum of the actual TIDF revenues collected during the current F iscal Year and.the total

amount of policy credits granted during the current Fiscal Year,

(ii) __Inno event shall the Policy Credits for a single development exceed 100% of the

total TIDF that would otherwise be dz;e.

(B) The Planﬁing Department shall .ﬁzaz’nz‘az’n and shall ma_ke available on the

Plannzng Depar Zmem‘ s website, a list showing:

(i) - All development projects receiving Polzcv Credits under Section 411.3(d)(2)(C)

of this Article, and, if applicable, the date(s) of approval and the issuance of any building or site

permit;
Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague ,
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(3i) The total amount of Policy Credits received with respect to each listed

development project:

(iii) _ Any Policy Credits allocated to a development project the site permit for which is

modified cancelled, revoked or has expired:

(iv) __ Such other information as the Department may determine is azaproprz’az‘e.

(C’) Available Policy Credits: The following development projects may receive Polzcy

Credits, subject to the limitations set forz‘h in Section 4] 1.3(d)(2)(4):

(i) Small Businesses. Businesses z‘haz‘ either occupy or expand any pre-exzstzng

commercial Space provided thcn‘ {a) the gross square fooz‘age of such commercial space is not greaz‘er

than 5,000 square feet and (b) z‘h_e business is not formula retail, as defined in Sections 703.3 and

806. 3 of this Code.

(ii) __ Reduced Parking Developments. In zoning districts that set a parking maxz'mum,

development projects that provide a lower number, or ratio, of off-street parking than permitted in

Iable 151.1 of this Code. The credit shall be determined by the Devartmeﬁz‘ as follows:

Max. Allowed in Planning 50% of Max. or 60% of 75% of . 90% of | 100% of Mo,

Code Table 151.1 - Less Max. Max. Max. - 0} more.
| TIDE Credit 0% | 80% 50% 20% | 0%

(D) ____Process for Allocation of Policy Credits: The Policy Credits described in z‘h_z's Section

shall be gllocated fo qualifying development projects by the Zoning Administrator at the moment their

first entitlement is approved by the Planning Commission or the Planning Department. In addition, the

| following considerations shall apply:

(i) If a development project is modified for any reason after it is first approved. and such

modification would result in a potential increase in the amount of Policy Credits allocated to it, the

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague : .
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development project shall maintain the credits allocated on the list described in Section

411.3(d)(2)(A)v). Any additional credit may only be allocated at z‘hé time Such modification is
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approved, subject to the limits of Section 411.3(d)(2)(4)()).

(i1) If a development project is modified for any reason after it is first approved. and such

modification would result in a potential decrease in the amount of Policy Credits allocated to it, the

remainder Policy Credits shall become available for other qualifying development projects during the

approval period on account of such a modification.

Gii)  The maxzmum amount of Policy Créa’iz‘s @ai[able for the approval peri’oa’ shall be

increased by the amount of Policy Credits allocated to a development project for which an issued site

or building permit has been finally cancelled or revoked or has exzvz'r'eaJ7 with the irrevocable effect of

preventing construction 0]‘_' the development

- (3). Limitation. In no event shall the combined Policy Credits and Prior Use Credits for a

single development exceed 100% of the total TIDF that would arherwiée' be due.

(e) TIDF Schedule. The TIDF Schedule shall be as follows: |

. Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague - ' _
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Economic Activity Category TIDF Per Gross
or Subcategory Square Foot of
Development
'cmturamnsﬁmﬁoﬁ/Educaﬁon Lo $16.99
Day Care/C'ommunz'fV Center ' M
Post-Secondary School | | $13.30
Museum $11.05
' Other Institutional | $13.30
Manegemerint, Information and | $10-0012.64
Professional Services
Medical and Health Services $10-0073.30
Production/Distribution/Repair %@ _
Retail/Entertainment - $10-:0013.30
Visitor Services . $8-0012.64

SEC. 411.4. IMPOSITION OF TIDF.
(a) Determination of Requiren‘llyehts.

() Except for projects where the building or site permit was issued prior to July 1, 201 0,

tFhe Department shall determine the applicability of Section 411.1 et seq. fo any development

project requiring a first construction document and, if. Section 411.1 js applicable, shall impose

any TIDF owed as a condiﬁon of approval for issuance of the first construction document for

| the development project. The project sponsor shall supply any information necessary o assist

the Department in thts detérmination. The Zoning Administrator may seek the advice and

consent of the MTA regardlng any lnterpreta’uons that may aﬁec’t Implementatlon of this

section. _
| Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague . _
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2) For projects where the building or site permit was issued prior to July 1, 2010, the

applicability of Section 411.1 et seq. shall be determined by MTA in accordance with Secﬁorj 411.9.

(b) Department Notice fo Development Fee Collection Unit at DBl erd 34F4-of |

Requirements. After the Départment has made its final determination regarding the

| application of the TIDF to a de\_/e.l.opment project under Section 411.1 et seq., it shall

‘immediately notify the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBl-grd-the Director-ofA4F4 of any
TIDF owed in addition to the other information required by Section 402(b) of this Article. Hthe

0

(c} Process for Revisions of Determination of Requirements. In the event that

the Department or the Commission takes action affecting any development project subject to
Section 411.1 et seq. and stch action is subsequently modified, superseded, vacated, or
reversed by the Board éf Appeals, the Board-of SUpervis_ors, or by court action, the .

procedures of Section 402(c) ofthis Article shall be followed.

SEC. 411 .S.WQ%DESGEEQ%%EPRUVCIPLESW CALCUZATING FEE.
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_The following principles have been and shall in the

| future be observed in calculating the TIDF:

({g) . Actual cost information provided to the National Transit Database shall be
used in calculating the fee rates. Where estimates must be made, those estimates skeoid shall

be based on such information as the Director of 4454 Transportation or his-or her delegate

considers reasonable for the purpose.

| (2b) Thé rates shall be set at an a'ctuérially éound level to ensuré that the
proceeds, including such earnings as may be derived from investment of thé proceeds and
amortization thereof, do not exceed the capital and operating costs incurred iz-order to
maintain the a;ﬂplicable base service standard in light of the demands created by new

development subject to the fee over the estimated useful life of such new development. For

purposes of #isSection 411.1 et seq. of this Code, and any Comprehensive Five Year Evaluation

of the TIDF under Section 410, the estimated useful life of a new development is 45 years.

SEC. 411.7. RULES AND REGULATIONS.

The MTA is empowered to adopt such rules, regulations, and administrative

procedures as it deems necessary to implement #kis-Section 411.4£9 efses-. In the eventofa

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague -
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conflict between any MTA rule, regulation or procedure and #is-Sections 411.1 through 411 9et
seg- of this Code, the code section in conflictehisSeetion shall prevail. '

SEC 411 8. CHARITABLE EXEMPTIONS

(a) The exemptions esz‘ablzshed by this Section shall be applicable only where a pro;ecr

sponsor for a new development has filed an application for envz'ronmem‘al evaluation, a categorical

exempzzon or a pr elzmznarv pr0]ecz‘ assessment for the project on or before December 31, 201 3 or, for

| new development within z‘he Mzsszon Bay Norz‘h PrOJeCrArea, the Mission Bay South Project Area the

Hum‘ers_ Point Shipyard Project Area, the Bavvzew Hunters Point Redevelopmem‘ drea, or the T ransbay

Redevelopment Prozecz‘ Area, the project sponsor submits proof that the sponsor has submztted fo the

Successor agency to the former Redevelopmem‘ Agency of z‘he sz‘y and Couniy of San Francisco

documem‘az‘zon comparable to that reguired for an application for er:vzronmem‘al evaluation, a

categorical exemption or. a preliminary project assessment for the project, on or before December 31,
(#b)  When the property or a p_orti.on thereof will be éxempt from real property
taxation or possessory interest taxation under California Constitution, Article X I, Section 4,

as implemented by California Revenue and Taxation Code Section 21 4, then the sponsor |

| shall not be required fo pay the TIDF attributed to the hew development in the exempt

property or portion thereof, so long as the property or portion thereof continues to,ehjoy the
aforementioned exemption from real property taxation. This exemption from the TIDF shall not

apply to the extent that the non-profit organization is engaging in activities falling under the

"Retail/Entertainment or Visitor Services economic activity categones in the new deveiopment

that would otherwise be subject fo the TIDF. .
(5¢) The TIDF shall be calculated for exempt structures in the same manner and at

the same time as for all other structures. Prior to issuance of a building or site permit for the

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague v '
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development project, the sponsor may apply o the 2F4Department for an exemption under
the standards set forth-in subsection (a) above. Zx#he-event If the AgeneyDepartment -
determines that the sponsor is entitled to an exemption under this Sect'i.on, it shall cause to be
recorded} a notice advising that the TIDF has been calculétéd and imposed upoh the structure
and that the structure or a portion thereof‘has been exempted frbm, payment of the fee but

that if the property or portion- thereof loses its exempt status during the 10-year period

|l commencing with the date of the imposition of the TIDF, then the building owner shall be

subject to thé requirement to pay the fee.

ed) If within 10 years from the date of the issuance of the Certificate of Final

Completion and Occupancy, the exempt property or portion théreof loses its eXempt status,
then the sponsor éhall, within S0 days thereafter, be obligated o pay the TIDF, reduced by an
amount reflecting the duration of the charitable exempt status in relation to the useful life
estimate used in determining the TIDF for that structure. The amount remaining to be paid
shallbe determined by recalculating the fee using a useful life equal to the useful life used in
the initial calculation minus the number of years during which the exempt status has been in
effect. After the TIDF has been paid, the AgenepDepartment shall record a releése of the notice
recorded under subsection (b> above. '

(de) Fatheevenmt If a property owner fails to pay a fee within the 90-day period, a
notice fdr request of ;ﬁayment shall be served by the Development Feé Collection Unit at DBI
under Section 107A.13 of the San Francisco Building Code. Thereafter, upon nonpaymen.t, a

lien proceeding shall be instituted under Section 408 of this Article and Section 107A.13.15 of

|| the San Francisco Building Code.

SEC. 411.9. IMPOSITION AND COLLECTION OF TIDF DUE UNDER FORMER LAW.

(a) Ordinance No. 224-81 originally enacted the TIDF in 1 98L codified in Chapter 38 of

the. Administrative Code. Chapter 38 was amended several z‘imeﬁ between 1981 and 2004. In 2004,

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague ‘ ’ ’ :
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: Ordinance No. 199-04 repealed and replaced the exz's_z‘z'ng Chapter 38, which was subsequently

dmended and then repedlekz’ in 2010 by Ordinance 108-10, which relocated the TIDF from the

| Administrative Code to this Code. In determining the applicable T; JDF due for a project under this

Section 411.9, MTA shall calculate the TIDF bésed upon the law in eﬁéct on the date of issuance of the

first building or site permit for the project. Subsequent references to "former Administrative Code

Chapter 38" in this section 411.9 shall be intended to refer to that Chapter as it read on the date of

issuance of the first building or site Dermzz‘ for the project in quesz‘zon

(B) .MT A4 shall be responszble for determining the TIDF to the sz‘y for new developmenz‘ for

which the City issued a building or site permit prior to July 1, 2010. In such cases, MT. A shall

defermzne the TIDF as follows

(1) Where MTA has determined that such new development may be subject to the TIDF

MTA may cause the County Recorder to record a notice that the new development is potentially subject

" to the TIDF under this Article. Such noz‘zce shall identify the development project and state that MTA is

evaluanng whezher the project is subject ta the T, IDF as well as the amount of any potential liability.

The notzce shall aZsQ State that it MTA subsequenﬂy dez‘ermznes that a TIDF is due on the project and

the amount due is not paid MTA may impose a lien on the property in accordance with this Article.

Where MTA has caused this notice fo be recorded and subsequently concludes that the project is not

subject to the Tl IDF MTA shall Uromptlv record a notice identifying the project and statzng that the

agency has determined that z‘he project is not subject to the TIDF.

(2)  MTA shall send a Preliminary TIDF Notice to the project sponsor informing the project

sponsor of MTA's proposed: detgrmz'naﬁon that TIDF is due for the project and requesting that the

sponsor file with MTA, on such form as MTA may develop, a report indicating the number of gross

square feet of use of the new development and any other information that MTA may require to

determine the project sponsor's obligation to pay the TIDF.

(3) ___The Preliminary TIDF Notice shall
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(4) identify the development project;

(B) sfézz‘e the legal quthority for imposing z‘hé TIDF:

(C) _speci'ﬁz the preliminary amount of the fee that MTA cdlculates the sponsor owes based

on the information available to the agency, which amount MTA shall calculate on the basz's of the

‘number of gross square feet of new development, multivlied by the square foot rate in effect at the time

of building or site permit issuance for each of the applicable economic categories within the new

development under- form_er Administrative Code Chapter 38, and taking into account any exceptions or

credits provided therein, and

(D) __list the name and contact information for the staff person at MTA responsible for

calculating the TIDF,

(4) When calculating the TIDF for a development project z'ﬁ which there is a change of use

| such that the rate chareed for the new economic activity category is Higher than the rate charged for

Il the existine economic activity category, the TIDF per square foot rate for the change of use shall be the

difference between ihe rate chareed for the new use and the existing use.

(5) The project sponsor shall submit the report of gross square feet of use to MTA not later

i‘han 15 calendar days from the date of mailing of the Preliminary TIDF Noz‘icé.

(6) - After receiving the report of gross square feet of use, or if no response is received from the

|| profect sponsor within 15 calendar days from the date of mailing of the Preliminary TIDF Notice, MTA

shall prepare a Final TIDF Determination for the project by determining the fee under Subsection

411.9(b)(3)(C), taking into account any additional informaﬁon received from the project Sponsor since

the Preliminary TIDF Notice, The Final TIDF Determination shall also contain the information

required by Subsection 411.9(b)(3)(4), (B) and (D) and inform the project szjonmr of the sponsor's

right to seek review of the determination in accordance with either Section 411.9(c) or (d).

(7) MTA shall cause the Final TIDF Determination to be addressed to the project Sbonsor

| Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague

and deposited in the U.S. Mail on the date of issuance of that Report. In addition, MTA shall transmit
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the Final TIDF Determinaﬁon to DBI in the case of proiecz‘& subject to Section 411.9(c).

(c) Where the C'zty zssued a building or site permit prior to July I, 2010 and L‘he City has not .

issued the First Certificate of Occupancy for that develoz;menz‘ DBI shall be responsible for collection

|l of the fee due consistent with the otherwise applicable requz'remenfs set forth in this Article and the San

Francisco ]_S’uz'l'a’z'ner Code. For purposes of this paragraph, the Final TIDF Determination shall be

treated as a Project Development Fee Report.

(d) NoMzz‘hstandzng any provisions 1o z‘he contrary in z‘he San Franczsco Buzldzng C’ode

f where the T, IDF may be owed to the City for new developmenz‘ for which the C’ztv issued a building or

Site permit priqr to July 1, 2010, and the City issued the First Certificate of Occupancv for the new

develppmenz‘ on or before the effective daté of this Section 411 .9, MTA shall be responsible for the

collection of the fee due in accordance with the procedures set forth in this Subsection 41 ] .9(d).

1) Recording of Fee. Once it has preparea’ the Final TIDF Dez‘ermmafzon, MTA may cause

the County Recorder fo record-a notice that- "he development i is subject to the TIDF. The Countv

Recorder shall serve or mail a.copy of suck notice to the project sponsor and the owners of the real

property described in the notice. The notice shall include (1) a description of the real property subject

o the fee; (ii) a statement that the development is subject to the fee; and (iii) a statement that the MTA

has determined the amount of the fee to which the project is subject under this Section and related

provisions of this Article.

(2) Dispute Resolution. If the project sponsor disputes the accuracy of the Final TIDF

| Determination, including the mathematical calculation of the number of gross square feet subject to the

fee, the project sponsor may request a review of the Final TIDF Determination by the Director of

Transportation. The project sponsor shall submit any request for review not later than 15 calendar

days after_the date of issuance of the Final TIDF Determination. The Director of Transportation shall

attempt to resolve the dispute in consultation with the project sponsor, and may request additional

information from either MTA staff or the project sponsor. The Director of Transportation shall issue

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague
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his or her decision in writing to the project sponsor not later than 30 calendar days from receipt of the

review request, unless the project sponsor and the Director o[ 7 ranspoi‘tézz‘ion mutually agree to extend

this period. The Director of Transportation shall cause the decision to be placed in the U.S. Mail on

the date of issuance.

(3) Appeal to MTA Board of Directors.

(A) The project sponsor may appeal the decision of the Director of Ti ransporzfarioﬁ on the Final

| TIDF Determination to the MTA Board of Directors by submitting a written notice of appeal,

accompanied by payment of the ﬁﬂ amount of the contested fee, to the Secretary of the MTA Board not

later than 15 calendar days after the date of issuance of the Director of Transportation's decision. Any

portion of the fee that is not upheld upon apbéal to the MTA Board of Directors shall be refunded as set

forth in subparagraph (D) be_Zow.

(B) In order to appeal to the MTA Board of Directors under this Section, a project sponsor

appellant must first have attempted to resolve the dispute or question by following the procedure in

Section 411.9(d)(2). The MITA Board Secrez‘ary.majz not aecept an appeal for filing under this

subséction unless the appellant submits wrilten evidence of this prior attempt.

s

(C)_In hearing any appeal of the Final TIDF Determination, the MTA Board's jurisdiction is

strictly limited to dez‘erfminihg whether the mathematical calculation of the TIDF is accurate and

resolving any technical disputes over the use, occupancy. floor area, unit count and mix, or other

objective criteria upon which the applicable provisions of law dictated the calculation.

(D) The MTA Board shall schedule the appeal for hearing within 90 calendar days of the date

of submission of the appeal, and shall issue a decision within 60 days of hearing the appeal. Within

five business days of the MTA Board's decision, the MTA Board Secretary shall cquse the decision of

the MTA Board to be placed in the U.S. Mail addressed to z‘he.appellam‘. The.decision shall be

accompanied by any refund of the TIDF paid due to apbellanl‘ following the MTA Board's decision.

Ay amoum‘ reﬁmdea’ shall bear interest at the rate of 2/3 of I percent per month or ﬁ actior z‘hereof or

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague
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the average rate of interest computed over the preceding 6-month period obtained by the San Francisco

Treasurer on deposits of public funds art the time the refund is made, whichever rate is lower, and shall

be computed from the date of payment of the fee to the date of refund plus interest

“) Pawﬁem‘ and Collection.

(4) Payment of TIDF. The TIDF shall be due and payable to the MTA not Zafer than 30 days”

affer the date of mailing of the Final TIDF Determination unless the project sponsor has timely

requested review by the Director of T} ransporz‘anon under Sectzon 41]. 9(d)(2) or znznaz‘ed an appeal to

the MTA Board 07" Dzrectors under Secz‘zon 411.9(d) (3 ) in which case any TZDF shall be due and

payable to MTA on the earlier of 3 0 days after the date of the Director of Transportation's decision

under Section 411.9(d)(2) or at the time of, submission.of the written notice of appeal to the MTA Board

of Directors under Sectz'or_z 4]]. 9(d)f3 )(4) above.

(B) Payment of the TIDF imposed under this section is delinguent if (i) in the case of a fee not

payable in installments, the fee is rot paid by the dates ser forz‘h in the preceding parasraph: or /71,

z‘he case of a fee for Integrated PDR subject to Sectzorr 4284 of this Code, any installment-of the fﬁe is

not pazd within 3 0 days of the date fixed for payment. In such case, MTA shall mail an addzz‘zonal

request for pavmem‘ fo the project sponsor stating that:

G) If z‘he amount due is not pazd within 30 days of the date of mailing of the additional request

and notzce, interest at the rate of one and one-half percent per month or portion thereof shall be

assessed upon the fee due and shall be computed from the date of delinguency until the date of

payment; and

(i) Ifthe account is not current within 60 days of the date of mailing of the additional request

and notice, MTA shall institute lien proceedings in accordance with Section 408(b).

Section 6. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days from-the

date of passage.

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague
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Section 7. Scope of Amendment. In enacting this Ordinance, the Board of Supervisors

| intends to amend only those words, phrases, pavragr‘aphs,,subs.ections, sections, articles,

J| numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent part of the Plann'i‘ng

Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, B<_'3ard amendment

additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the "Note" that appears under> _

the official title of the ordinance.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney -

By:

DEVID A. GREENBYRG
Deputy City Altorn

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague
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FILE NO. 120523

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST

[Planning Code - Transit hﬁpact De\}elopment Fee Increase and Updates]

Ordinance amending the San Ffancisco Planning Code, Article 4, by: 1) revising and
making technical corrections to specified definitions in Section 401 relating to the
Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF); 2) amending Sections 402, 408, 411 through
411.5, 411.7, and 411.8 and adding a new Section 411.9 to increase TIDF rates, revise
exemptions and credits, and clarify TIDF implementation and collection; and 3) making
environmental findings, Section 302 findings, and findings of consistency with the
General Plan and the Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 101.1.

Exisﬁng Law

The Transit Impact Development Fee ("TIDF") is a development fee charged on most new
commercial development in the City in excess of 3,000 square feet. The fee is intended to
recover a portion of the costs to the Municipal Transportation Agency incurs in meeting public
transit service demands created by new commercial development that is subject to the fee,
- Including maintaining and expanding service capacity through the addition of service hours;
purchase, maintenance and repair of rolling stock; installation of new lines and additions to
existing lines. The fee is imposed based-upon one of six economic activity categories
applicable to the new development. The current TIDF rates for each of these categories
except Production/Distribution/Repair (PDR) and Visitor Services is $12.06 per square foot;
for PDR and Visitor Services, the rate is $9.65 per square foot. These rates, while adjusted
for inflation, are based on a nexus study completed in 2001 and updated in 2004.

In 2010, the TIDF was moved from the Administrative Code to the Planning Code as part of a

consolidation of the procedures for administration and collection of the City's development

impact fees.  As a result, where a building or site permit was issued after July 1, 2010,

responsibility for administration and collection of the fee was moved from the MTA to the
Planning Department and the Department of Building Inspection (DBI).

Amendments to Current Law

The proposed ordinance makes adjustments to the TIDF rates based on a new riexus study
on the TIDF completed in 2011, and effective December 1, 2012, lowers the threshold for
triggering the TIDF from 3000 square feet of new.development to 800 square feet. The
legislation would, however, establish a new Policy Credit against the fee that would be
available for small businesses and projects that provide less parking than the maximum
-authorized under the Planning Code. In addition, the legislation would revise or eliminate
several existing exemptions from the fee, including eliminating the exemption for charitable
organizations. Finally, the legislation would clarify the process for collecting the fee for
projects where a building or site permit was issued prior to July 1, 2010, but the fee remains
unpaid. These revisions are explained in further detail below. |
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FILE NO. 120523

The TIDF rates would be adjusted based upon the updated nexus study, and these rates
would be consistent with the rates contained in the proposed Transportation Sustainability
Fee (TSF) legislation. The rate for the CulturalInstitution/Education (CIE), Medical and
‘Health Services, and Retail/Entertainment economic activity categories would be increased to
$13.30 per square foot, except that the rate for museums, a subcategory of CIE, would be
$11.05 per square foot, a reduction from the current amount. The rate for the Management,
Information and Professional Services (MIPS)-and Visitor Services economic activity
categories would be increased to $12.64 per square foot, and the rate for the
Production/Distribution/Repair (PDR) category would be reduced to $6.80 per square foot. -

- The legislation would add a new Policy Credit that would be available to offset the fee in the
case of (1) new development by small businesses (except formula retail) re-using existing
vacant space as long as the gross square footage of the space is 5000 square feet or less; or
(2) projects that provide less parking than the maximum authorized under the Planning Code.
Policy Credits would be capped at no more than 3% of the anticipated TIDF revenue for the

fscalyear

The legislation also clarifies the application of several exemptions to the fee, including
clarifying that the exemption for public facilities and utilities does not apply in the case of new
- development on private property that is leased to the City, and eliminating exemption for
several uses that are captured under the PDR economic activity category. In addition, the
existing exemptions from the fee for automotive services, wholesale storage of materials and
equipment and non-profit organizations would be eliminated as of January 1, 2014.

The proposed legislation also clarifies the process for imposition and collection of the TIDF in
those cases where a building or site permit-was issued prior to July 1, 2010, but the fee has
not been imposed. In such cases, the SFMTA would continue to determine the amount of the
fee due and notify the project sponsor of the fee amount due. In cases where a certificate of
occupancy has not been issued, DBI would then assume responsibility for collecting the fee in
accordance with the existing procedures in the Planning Code. In cases where a certificate of
occupancy has been issued, the MTA would be responsible for collecting the fee in
accordance with procedures set forth in the legislation. The procedures would largely parallel
the existing procedures in the Planning Code, except that MTA would be responsible for
reviewing objections to the determination of the fee, and any appeal would be to the MTA
Board of Directors rather than to the Board of Appeals. In addition, a project sponsor seeking
to appeal to the MTA Board would be required to pay the fee upon filing an appeal (w:th a
“refund, with interest, on any portion of the fee not uphelid). .

The proposed legislation also makes several technical corrections and minor revisions to
better integrate administration of the TIDF into the development fee administration process set

forth in Article 4 of the Planmng Code.
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Bacquound Information

The proposed legislation is intended to update TIDF rates based on the 2011 TIDF Update
Report and address several administration and implementation issues that have arisen since
the 2010 legislation that moved the TIDF from Chapter 38 of the Administrative Code to
Article 4 of the Planning Code as part of a larger effort to centralize the administration of
development impact fees. '
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‘ City Hall
Dr. Cariton B. Goodiett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/ITY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

. May 23, 2012

Planning Commission

Attn: Linda Avery

1660 Mission Street, 5" Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissioners:

On May 15, 2012, Mayor Lee introduced the following proposed legislation:

File No. 120523

Ordinance amending Planning Code Article 4 by: 1) making technical corrections
to specified definitions in Section 401 relating to the Transit impact Development
Fee (TIDF); and 2) amending Sections 408, 411.1 through- 411.5, 411.7, and
411.8 to increase TIDF rates and clarify TIDF implementation and coliection; and
making environmental findings, Section 302 findings, and findings of consistency
with the General Plan and the Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 101.1.

The proposed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planhing Code Section 302(b)
for public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the Land Use
& Economic Development Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt of

your response.

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
By: Alisa Miller, Committee Clerk
Land Use & Economic Development Committee

o) Sredutogy. By

c:  John Rahaim, Director of Planning o : y .
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator _ , Ou,t\m* ,\Brﬂb- M@" ’TQQ‘Q""‘J
Bill Wycko, Chief, Major Environmental Analysis ’ ) dp@,\ﬁ ~ :
AnMarie Rodgers, Legislative Affairs Jora el 51 '
Monica Pereira, Environmental Planning

Joy Navarrete, Envircnmental Planning » e »{— S
Yoy 75, 201
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Planning Recommendation BF 120523 TIDF
. .. Christina Olague, Scott Wiener, Angela Calvillo, Mayor
AnMane. Rodgers to: Edwin Lee ) o _
. Judy B, Chris Durazo, ANDRES POWER, Cheryl.Adams, David Greenburg,
" Jason Elliott, Gillian gillett, bos_legislation, Alisa Miller, Alicia.JohnBaptiste

07/23/2012 05:01 PM

Dear Honorable Mayor Lee and Ms. Calvillo,

This email and the attached documents are in response to Board File No. 120523
which would make amendments relating to the Transit Impact Development Fee. On
June 19, 2012 the Planning Commission recommended approval with modifications
of the proposed ordinance. )

Planning Recommendation BF 120523.pdf

Method of Delivery

In addition to this electronic transmittal, we will transmit the hardcopies
via interoffice mail. This electronic transmittal is provided in compliance
with San Francisco’s Administrative Code Section 8.12.5 “Electronic
Distribution of Multi-page Documents”. 2additional hard copies may be
requested by contacting AnMarie Rodgers at 558-6395.

AnMarie Rodgers
Manager of Legislative Affairs -

SF Planning Depariment
1650 Mission Street, #400
San Francisco CA, 94103
anmarie@sfgov.org
415.558.6395

Have a question about a proposed development? See our new SF Property Info Map! '
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org
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July 23, 2012

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk
Honorable Mayor Edwin Lee

Board of Supervisors

City and County of San Francisco
Citty Hall, Room 244

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

Re: Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2012.0814T:
Amendments relating to the Transit Impact Development Fee

 Board File No. 120523
Planning Commission Recommendation: Approval with Modifications

Dear Honorable Mayor Lee and Ms. Calvillo,

On June 19, 2012, the Planning Commission conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a
regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed amendments to Article 4 of the Planning
Code introduced by Mayor Edwin Lee and co-sponsored by Supervisors Christina Olague and
Scott Wiener. At the hearing, the Planning Commission recommended approval with

modifications.

The proposed text and fee changes have been determined to be categorically exenipt from
environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act Section 15273. Pursuant to
San Francisco’s Administrative Code Section 8.12.5 “Electronic Distribution of Multi-page
Documents”, the Department is sending electronic documents and one hard copy. Additional
hard copies may be requested by contacting Alicia John-Baptiste at 558-6547.

Mayor Lee, please advise the City Attorney at your earliest convenience if yeu wish to incorporate
the changes recommended by the Commissions.

Please find attached documents relating to the actions of the Commission. If you have any
questions or require further information please do not hesitate to contact me.

Siﬁcerelv,

AnMarie Rodgers
Manager of Legislative Affairs

www.sfplanning.org
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cc
Supervisor Christina Olague
Supervisor Scott Wiener

Jason Elliott, Mayor's Office
Cheryl Adams, City Attorney
David Greenburg, City Attomey

Attachments 1one. copy of the following):

Planning Commission Resolution
Planning Department Executive Summary

S&N FRANCISCY
PLANNING DEFARTMENT
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SAN ERANC‘%SCO

1658 Mission St.
. Siste 400
. . . ‘ o _ Ban Francisee,
Planning Commission CA Y4103-2475
Resolution No. 18667 - s
HEARING DATE: JULY 19, 2012 P
415.558.6488
Project Name: Amendments relating to the Transit Impact Development Fee Planning
Case Number: 2012.0814T [Board File No. 120523] informaion:
Initiated by: Mayor Ed Lee / Tatroduced May 15, 2012 415558377
Staff Contact: Alicia John-Baptiste, Chief of Staff
alicia.johnbaptiste@sfgov.org, 415-558-6547
Reviewed by: AnMarie Rodgers, Manager of Legislative Affairs

Recommendation: Recommend Approval with Modifications

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT WITH MODIFICATIONS A
PROPOSED ORDINANCE THAT WOULD AMEND PLANNING CODE ARTICLE 4 BY: 1) MAKING
TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS TO SPECIFIED DEFINITIONS IN SECTION 401 RELATING TO THE
TRANSIT IMPACT DEVELOPMENT FEE (TIDF); AND 2} AMENDING SECTIONS 408, 4111
THROUGH 4115, 411.7 AND 4118 TO INCREASE TIDF RATES AND CLAR]I"Y TIDF

IMPLEMENTATION AND COLLECTION.
- PREAMBLE

Whereas, on May 15, 2012, Mayor Ed Lee and co-sponsors Supervisor Scott Wiener and Supervisor
Christina Olague introduced a proposed Ordinance under Board of Supervisors (hereinafter “Board”)
File Number 120523 which would amend Article 4 of the Planning Code to make technical corrections to
definitions relating to the TIDF, increase TIDF rates, and clarify TIDF implementation and collection; and

Whereas, on July 19, 2012, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter ”Commissi'on”)
conducted a duly noticed pubhc hearing at a reg'ularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed
Ordinance; and

Whereas, the proposed text and fee changes have been determined to be categorically éxempt from
environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act Section 15273; and

Whereas, the Commission has heard and considered the t(—asﬁmony presented to it at the public hearing
and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant,
Department staff, and other interested parties; and ‘ :

Whereas, all the 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

wiww. stplanning.org
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Resolution No. 18667 - CASE NO. 2012.0814T
Hearing Date: July 19, 2012 . Transit Impact Development Fee

Whereas, the Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance; and

MOVED, that the Commission hereby recornmends that the Board of Supervisors recommends approval
of the proposed Ordinance with modifications and adopts the attached Draft Resolution to that effect. .
The six recommended modifications include: ' o
~ 1. Infroduce a Policy Credits Program With No Cap on the Amount of Credits a Small Business
Project Eligible for the Policy Credits Program May Receive; '

2. Extend the Grandfathering Period for Non-Profit and Institutional Uses;

3. Introduce a Grandfathering Period to January 1, 2014 for Uses Not Currently Subject to the

4. Retain the Five-Year Timeframe for Inactive Uses;
Provide SFMTA with Collection and Appeal Procedures and Authority; and
6. Clarify the Accessory Use Provision to Exclude Residential.

o

FINDINGS

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

1. The Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF) serves as the City’s primary mechanism to offset the
~ impacts to the transit system of new development; ‘ :

2. The TIDF base rates have not been updated since 2004 and the annual fee-indexing has not kept pace
with the increase in cost to provide transit service since 2004; .

3. The SFMTA completed a nexus study update to the TIDF in 2011, as requj_red by law;

4. The transition from TIDF's inclusion in Chapter 38 of the Administrative Code to Article 4 of the
Planning Code has resulted in administrative inconsistencies and difficulty in collecting the TIDF in
some cases;

5. The Commission believes that the TIDF should be aligned in its ap.plication and policies to the
greatest extent possible with the proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee;

6. The Commission recommiends implementing a Policy Credits program under the TIDF which would
provide up to three percent of annual projected TIDF revenue on a first-come, first-served basis, in
the form of credits to qualifying uses and that those qualifying uses would be comprised of projects
which build less than the allowable maximum parking in Zoning Districts which have such
maximums and projects which are non-formula retail small businesses occupying up to 5,000 square
feet of existing vacant space; ' , o

7. Consistent with the expressed policy direction of the Small Business Commission, the Commission
recommends providing 100 percent fee waivers for small businesses eligible under the Policy Credits
Program; - ) : :

54N TREICISCE . 2
PLANMING DEFARTNIENT .
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Resolution No. 18667 , CASE NO. 2012.0814T
_ Hearing Date: July 18, 2012 o Transit Impact Development Fee

8. The Commission recommends extending the grandfathering period for.projects subject to the TIDF
such that projects under 3,000 gross square feet with a building or site permit issued prior to
December 1, 2012 will not be subject to the TIDF; :

9. The Commission supports the development of‘non-proﬁt and institutional uses and recognizes that
these uses require lead time to modify their é_apital planning to accommodate a new fee and therefore
the Commission recommends extending the grandfathering period provided to these uses to January

1,2014;

10. The Comunission recognizes that uses defined as Automiotive Services and Wholesale Storage of
Materials and Equipment are not currently subject to the TIDF and that such uses require lead time to
accommodate a new fee, and therefore the Commission recommends establishing a grandfathering

period for these uses, to January 1, 2014;

11. Consistent with the expressed policy direction of the Small Business Commission, the Commission
recommends retaining the five-year inactivity clause as described in the existing TIDF ordinance;

12. The Commission recommends providing the SEMTA with the authority to collect TIDF for projects
which have already been issued & Temporary Certificate of Occupancy and/or a Certificate of Final
Completion and the Commission further recommends providing project sponsors with an appeal
procedure in those cases where the SFMTA is the agency responsible for collecting the TIDF;

13. The proposed TIDF ordinance does not extend to residential uses and the Commission recommends
dlarifying the provision which levies the TIDF on accessory uses to explicitly exclude uses which are
accessory to residential, provided, however that the TIDF does apply on the portion of a mixed use

development which is not residential;

14. General Plan Compliance. The proposed Ordinance is con51stent with the following Objectives and
Policies of the General Plan:

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT
THE TMNSPORTATION ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN SETS FORTH OBJECTIVES

AND POLICIES THAT ADDRESS THE IMPORTANT COMPONENTS OF THE LOCAL AND
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM.

OBJECTIVE 1
MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT AND

INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND OTHER
PARTS OF THE REGION WHILE MAINTAINING THE HIGH QUALITY LIVING

ENVIRONMENT OF THE BAY AREA.

POLICY 13 »
Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private automobile as the means of

meeting San Francisco’s fransportation needs, particularly those of commuters.

S&ﬂi ’mﬂmsca
G DEFARTHENT
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Resolutfion No. 18667 . CASE NO. 2012.0814T
Hearing Date: July 19, 2012 Transit Impact Development Fee

The proposed ordinance direcily addresses the need for enhanced tramsit service to accommodate
commuters. By requin'n;g that new non-residential development pay an impact fee to offset the impacts on
transit of that new development, and by directing revenue from that Jfee to Muni operations and capital
improvements, the City is able to provide the transit service necessary to sﬁpport commuters en route to
their place of employment. ' '

OBJECTIVE 11 ,
ESTABLISH PUBLIC TRANSIT AS THE PRIMARY MODE OF TRANSPORTATION IN SAN
FRANCISCO AND AS A MEANS THROUGH WHICH TO GUIDE FUTURE DEVELOPMENT
AND IMPROVE REGIONAL MOBILITY AND AIR QUALITY. ‘

POLICY11.2
Continue to favor investment in transit infrastructure and services over investment in highway
development and other facilities that accommodate the automobile.

POLICY 113 o : '
Encourage development that efficdently coordinates land use with transit service, requiring that
developers address transit concerns as well as mitigate traffic problems.

- The proposed ordinance explicitly funds investments in the City’s transit system. It also requires that
developers address transit concerns by paying the Transit Fmpact Development Fee.

OBJECTIVE 21
DEVELOP TRANSIT AS THE PRIMARY MODE OF TRAVEL TO AND FROM DOWNTOWN
AND ALL MAJOR ACTIVITY CENTERS WITHIN THE REGION.

POLICY21.1 _ . .
Provide transit service from residential areas to major employment centers outside the
"downtown area. ‘

POLICY 212 .
‘Where a high level of transit ridership or potential ridership exists along a corridor, existing
transit service or technology should be upgraded to attract and accommodate riders.

POLICY21.11
Ensure the maintenance and efficient operation of the fleet of transit vehicles.

The proposed ordinance supports these policies by establishing a means to generate revenue to provide
transit service to employment centers, accommodate riders on high-volume transit corridors, fund transit
service upgrades and technology, and invest in maintaining and efficiently operating the transit fleet of
vehicles. '

15. The proposed ordinance is consistent with the eight General Plan priority policies set forth in Section
101.1 in that

' SAN FRANCISCE 4
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A)

B)

O

D)

E)

F)

G)

SAN FRENCISCH

The existing neighborhood-serving retail uses will be preserved and enhanced and
future opportunities for res1dent employment in a.nd ownership of such businesses will
be enhanced:

The proposed Ordinance will have no adverse effect on the City’s supply of neighborhood-serving
retail uses nor on opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses.

The existing housing and neighborhood character will be conserved and protected in
order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods:

The proposed Ordzmznce will have no adverse effect on existing housmg and neighborhood

character.

The City’s supply of affordable housing will be preserved and enhanced:
The proposed Ordinance will have no adverse effect on the City’s supply of affordable housing.

The commuter traffic will not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or

neighborhood parking:

The proposed Ordinance wil support MUNI service by providing needed funding to supply and
operate the transit service required to accommodate new development. The proposed Ordinance
will not overburden the streets or neighborhood parking and may reduce the burden on these

through funding transit service.

A diverse economic base will be maintained by proteéﬁﬁg our industrial and service
sectors from displacement due to commerdal office development. And future
opportunities for resident employment and ownership in these sectors will be erthanced:

The proposed Ordinance would not adversely affect the industrial or service sectors or future
opportunities for resident employment or ownership in these sectors.

‘The City will achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against m]ury and
loss of life in an earthquake.

Preparedness agaznst injury and loss of life in an earthquake is unaffected by the proposed
amendments.

That landmark and historic buildings will be preserved:
Landmarks and historic buildings would be unaffected by the proposed amendments.

Parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas will be protected from
‘development

PLANNING DEPFASTRIENT
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The City’s parks and open space aind their access to sunlzght and vistas would be unaffected by the
proposed amendments. ,

L hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Resolution on July 19, 2012.

Linda Avery
Commission Secretary
AYES: Wu, Antonini, Borden, Moore, Sugéya
NAYS:
ABSENT: | E oﬁg

ADOPTED:  July 19, 2012

FEAHCIS
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Executlve Summary 2680 ission St
Planning Code Text Change and Fee Amendm ent i
HEARING DATE: JULY 19,2012 o
Rezeption:
_ 415.558.6378
Project Name: Amendments relating to the Transit Impact Development Fee " P
Case Number: 2012.0814T [Board File No. 120523] 415.558.5409
Initigted by: Mayor Ed Lee / Infroduced May 15, 2012 - —
Staff Contact: Alicia John-Baptiste, Chief of Staff Iformation:
. aliciajohnbaptiste@sfgov.org, 415-558-6547 4158585377
Reviewed by: AnMarie Rodgers, Manager of Legislative Affairs

Recommendation.: Recommend Approval with Modifications

PLANNING CODE AMENDMENT

The proposed Ordinance would amend Artficle 4 of the Planning Code by: 1) making technical
corrections to specified definitions in Section 401 relating to the Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF);
and 2) amending Sections 408, 411.1 through 411.5, 411.7 and 411.8 to increase TIDF rates and clan.fy

TIDF mplementatton and collectlon.

The Way It Is Now:

- The Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF) is an impact fee levied on most non-residential new
development citywide to offset new development's impacts on the City’s transit system. Revenue
generated by the fee is directed to the San Francisco Municipal Transportatlon Agency (SFMTA) and is
used to fund Muni capital and system maintenance. Residential projects, projects under 3,000 gross
square feet, projects considered “charitably exempt”, and some specific land uses, such as automotive
services, are currently exempted from the fee. Development projects may be given a credit against the
fee for a prior use so long as the prior use was active on the site within five years of the new
development’s application. When a new development project constitutes a change of use, the new
development is charged the difference between the TIDF rate for Office and the TIDF rate for the

proposed use, when such a difference exists.

The TIDF was first enacted by local ordinance in 1981 as an outgrowﬂ1 of the work on the Downtown
Plan.? The TIDF was created to acknowledge that new office development in the Downtown would
result in increased demand for transit to accommodate that area’s new workers. The original TIDF .
preceded the creation-at the State level of the Mitigation Fee Act, which subsequently established a
framework by which local jurisdictions could identify the impacts of new development on City services
and adopt “impact fees” to address those impacts.? While cities had used “exactions” to fund

- 1 'The San Francisco Transit Impact Development Fee was first established by Ordinance No. 224-81.

? The California Mitigation Fee Act was enacted in 1987. See “A Short Overview of Development Impact Fees”,
Peter N. Brown, City Attomey, City of Carpmtena, and Graham Lyons, Deputy City Attorney, City of Carpinteria,
February 27, 2003. )

www.siplanning.org
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infrastructure projects since the 1920s, the San Francisco Tréns_it Impact Development Fee Ordinance:
remained the only developer fee specifically dedicated to public transit for more than 20 years after its
adoption.® Chapter 38 of the Administrative Code held the first TIDF regulations. Beginning in 1981, the
Public Utilities Commission, a predecessor to the SEMTA, was given responsibility for the assessment,
imposition, and collection of the TIDF. R

In 2001, the SFMTA commissioned a nexus study on the TIDF which determined that new non-
residential uses outside the Downtown core also have an impact on the City’s transit system. In 2004, the
Board of Supervisors enacted a new TIDF ordinance which expanded the application of the fee citywide
‘to most new non-residential uses and which increased the rates at which the TIDF is charged.*

In 2010, the Board of Supervisors enacted changes to the Planning and Building Codes to consolidate
assessment and imposition of most impact fees with the Planning Department, and collection of those

. fees with the Department of Building Inépection. These changes were encompassed in the creation of -
Article 4 of the Planning Code. Article 4 also established rules and procedures for updating and
reporting on impact fees, and moved the TIDF from the Administrative Code to the Planning Code.

The Way It Would Be:

The proposed ordinance makes changes to how the TIDF is applied and expands the types of new
development subject to the TIDF, while still exempting residential development.” The proposed
ordinance also modifies definitions contained in the TIDE provisions, tying them to those already
established in the Planning Code. It clarifies the roles of the SEMTA, the Planning Department, and the
Department of Building Inspection as pertains to assessing, imposing, and collecting the TIDF, and
establishes that TIDF updates will be conducted according to the provisions established in Article 4 of the
Planning Code. Finally, the proposed ordinance increases the TIDF rates charged to most land uses,
decreases the rate charged to Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) and to Museums, and modifies
the way that change-of-use TIDF rates are determined. Base TIDF rates were last changed in 2004.

Application Changes

The proposed TIDF ordinance lowers the exemption threshold under which new development is not
subject to the fee from 3,000 gross square feet to 800 gross square feet. This is the same threshold applied
under the Eastern Neighborhoods and Market/Octavia Plan Area impact fees. The proposed ordinance
provides a grandfathering provision, such that projects issued building or site permits prior to October 1,
2012 would be subject to the 3,000 gross square footage exemption, rather than the 800 g10ss square
footage exemption. The proposed ordinance clarifies that the TIDF is calculated on a gross square’
footage basis, which has been the practice but which is not explicitly called out in the existing ordinance.

The proposed ordinance also extends the TIDF to apply to non-profit and institutional uses by
eliminating the existing exemption for new development meeting the “charitably exempt” criteria

* San Francisco Planning Department, prepared by. Nelson\Nygaard Consulting (2001), Transit Impact Development
Fee Analysis, Final Report for San Francisco, 1-1. ) .

¢ Ordinance Number 199-04, approved August 5, 2004.
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(Section 411.8). As with the change in exemption threshold noted above, the proposed ordinance
provides a grandfathering provision for these types of projects, such that those new development projects
currently considered charitably éxemp’c which file an application for environmental evaluation,
categorical exemption, or preliminary project assessment by October 1, 2012 are not subject to the fee.
The grandfathering provision would allow grandfathering of non-profit and institutional uses in
Redevelopment Areas if these projects file relevant applications by October 1, 2012.

The proposed ordinance makes a number of other changes which have the effect of expanding the ’cy-pes:
of projects subject to the TIDF. It removes the existing exemption for projects categorized as
“Automotive Services” and as “Wholesale Storage of Materials and Equipment”, by bringing those two
categories of projects under the broader PDR definition. It eliminates the exemption for projects on
property “beneficially owned” by the City and County of San Francisco. It also dlarifies that accessory
uses are subject to the fee if they fall within a land use category subject to the fee, even if the use to which
they are accessory is exempted from the fee.

The proposed ordinance makes one other change which could affect the number or type of projects
subject to the TIDF. Currently, new development receives a credit against the TIDF for a prior use on the
applicable site if the prior use was active on the site within the five years before the new development
application is submitted. Under the proposed ordinance, this provision is eliminated and instead new
development may receive a credit for a prior use only if the prior use was not “abandoned” as defined in
" the Planning Code (Sections 178(d), 183, and 186.1(d)). The Planning Code’s definition of abandonment
pertains only to conditional and nonconforming uses and establishes a three-year timeframe of inactivity
"to constitute abandonment. Theé effect of this change, therefore, is that it 1) allows new development a
prior use credit with no time limit if the prior use was principally permitted; and 2) shortens the five-year
timeframe of inactivity to three years if the prior use was either a conditional or nonconforming use.

Definition Changes

The proposed ordinance modifies land use definitions under the TIDF so that they are consistent with
definitions already existing in the Planning Code. ‘As noted above, the TIDF was originally established in
the Administrative Code and terms and definitions created or updated in the Planning Code have not
always been reflected in the Ad.mmlstranve Code. The proposed ordinance makes the following changes

to definitions: _
e Provides a Planru.ng Code citation to the definition of “Child care faahtles” (Sechon 209.3(e) and

- ®
s Excludes “animal services as defined in SectLon 224(a) and (b)" from the definition of “Medical

and Health Services”
» Establishes a definifion for ”Museum
e Deletes “laundering and cleaning and pressing” from the definition of “Retail/Entertainment”

5 “Museum.” A perﬁxanent institution open to the public, which acquires, conserves, researches, communicates and
exhibits the heritage of humanity ot the environment. - '
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The proposed ordinance creates a definition for “Museum” because the nexus study underlying the
proposed TIDF rate update identified a lower trip generation rate for Museums compared to other
Cultural/Educational/Institutional uses, the land use category which currently encompasses Museums.

Role-Clarifying Changes

-The proposed ordinance establishes two different procedures for assessing and imposing the TIDF,
depending on the date when a building or site permit for a new development project was first issued.
For projects where a building or site permit was issued prior to July 1, 2010, under the proposed
ordinance, the SFMTA assesses and imposes the TIDF. For projects issued a building or site permit after
July 1, 2010, the Planning Department assesses and imposes the TIDF, In both cases, responsibility for
collecting the TIDF rests with the Department of Building Inspection. The proposed ordinance
establishes these two different procedures because, prior to July 1, 2010, the TIDF resided in the
Administrative Code and the SFMTA was responsible for assessing, imposing, and collecting the fee. On
July 1, 2010, the Article 4 provisions covering impact fees became effective and gave responsibility to the
Planning Department to assess and impose the TIDF, and responsibility to the Department of Building
Inspection to collect the TIDF. '

In addition, the proposed ordinance establishes that updates to and reporting on the TIDF will be done in
accordance with the rules and procedures delineated in Article 4, Section 410, which covers these for
impact fees generally.

Fee Rate Changes
The proposed ordinance amends the TIDF by increasing some rates, decreasing the rate for PDR and

Museum projects, and modifying the calculation for determining the rate paid for projects which are'a
change-of-use. The current and proposed TIDF rates are as follows:

Land Use Category " | Cuzrent Fee Proposed Fee
Office (MIPS) " $1206 $12.64
Cultural/Institution/Education $12.06 ‘

Day Care/Community Center $12.06 ' " [$1330
Post-Secondary School $12.06. $13.30
Museum $12.06 ‘ $11.05

Other Institutional $12.06 [ $13.30
Medical and Health Services | $12.06 | $13.30
Production/Distribution/Repair | $ 9.65 ' $ é.SO
Retail/Entertainment $12.06 | $13.30
Visitor Services $ 9.65 ‘ | $12.64
P oo » o — 4
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For projects which are a change-of-use, the TIDF is currently charged by calculating the differential
between the TIDF rate for the proposed use and the TIDF rate for Office. Under the proposed ordinance,
the TIDF owed for change-of-use projects would be based ori the difference between the TIDF rate for the
.proposed use and the TIDF rate for the existing use, Office or otherwise, In both cases, the TIDF is only
charged if the TIDF rate for the proposed use is higher than the TIDF rate for the existing use.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

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

RECOMMENDATION

The Department recommends that the Cormmission recommend approval with modifications of the
proposed ordinance and adopt the attached Draft Resolution to that effect,

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

On May 15, '2012, Mayor Lee, albng with co-sponsors Supervisor Wiener and Supervisor Olague,
introduced both the proposed TIDF ordinance as well as a proposed ordinance establishing the
Transportation Sustainability Program. The Transportation Sustainability Program (TSP) is designed to
resolve the inconsistency between the City’s adopted policies and programs — which emphasize
+ multimodal transportation solutions — and the focus on speed of automobile throughput which currently
exists under the City’s review of environmental imipacts of proposed projects under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The TSP has two components: 1) changing the methodology used to
analyze transportation impacts under CEQA by eliminating automobile Level of Service as a metric and
replacing it with a metric that takes into account all modes of transportation; and 2) establishing a
citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) to offset impacts of new development-to the City’s
transportation network. ' Taken together, the change to the transportation impact analysis methodology -
and the establishment of a citywide transportation impact fee ensures that development’s cumulative -
impacts to the transportation system are offset by improvements to the system as whole, in line with City
policies and priorities, including the longstanding Transit First policy®.

The Planning Department is preparing an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to study the changes
proposed under the TSP and their effects on the cumulative transportation system impacts of twenty
years of project development. Because the TSP cannot move forward until the EIR is completed and
certified, the TSP ordinance is being held at the Board of Supervisors until CEQA review is complete,
enabling the Planning Commission to provide a recommendation to the Board. _

In the absence of the TSP, the TIDF serves as the City’s mechanism to offset new development's impacts
on the transit system. Although the TIDF is indexed each year to adjust for inflation, no ad]ustment to

¢ In'1973, the San Frandisco City Planning Commission and Board of Supemsors adopted the Transit Fzrst pohcy,
giving top priority to public fransit mvestmmts as the centerpiece of the City’s transportation policy.
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the TIDF base rates has been made since it was last updated in 2004, and the fee indexing has not kept
pace with the increase in costs associated with providing the transit service required by new

" development. In addition, with the consolidation of the TIDF under Artidle 4 of the Planning Code, a
number of technical and darifying corrections are required for the appropriate assessment and
imposition of the TIDF. For these reasons, the Department supports an update to the TIDF ordinance.

However, the Department recommends a number of modifications to the proposed ordinance, to bring
the ordinance into greater alignment with the proposed TSP and to further correct administrative
concerns. Those modifications are described below.

Recommendation #1: Introduce a Policy Credits Program

The proposed TSP ordinance establishes a Policy Credits program to support desirable programs and/or
policy outcomes by providing a reduction to or waiver from the TSF. The Policy Credits program would
provide fee reductions to or waivers from the TSF to the following types of projects:

* Projects which build less than the maximum allowed parking in those Zoning Districts with such
* Non-formula retail small businesses using existing vacant space less than 5,000 square feet
 Affordable housing projects : -

* Small residential projects, defined as projects of 20 units or less

‘The Department recommends implementing the Policy Credits program developed under the TSP with
the proposed update of the TIDF. Because the TIDF does not apply to residential, the Department
recommends establishing a Policy Credits program for projects building reduced parking and for non-
formula retail small businesses using existing vacant space less than 5,000 square feet. Similar to the
TSP’s Policy Credits program, the TIDF Policy Credits program could allocate three percent of annual
projected TIDF revenue (approximately $740,000), which would be applied to projects qualifying for the
Policy Credits on a first-come, first-served basis. Projects could receive a Policy Credit up to 90 percent
of the total fee owed. The SFMTA Board has indicated that while it is supportive of the Policy Credits
program as it applies to the TSP, it would like to cap the total Policy Credit amount provided to any
project to recognize that all new development has an impact on the transportation system. A cap of 90
percent would serve that purpose. , ' )

In conducting outreach on the proposed TIDF, staff has heard concern from small businesses that the
reduction in the square footage exemption threshold would result in more fees for more projects.
Establishing the Policy Credits program would allow small businesses occupying up to 5,000 square feet .
to avoid paying the TIDF, where as the current exemption threshold is 3,000 square feet. In addition, the
Department recommends extending the grandfathering period for the square footage threshold change to
December 1, 2012, from October 1, 2012, as the proposed TIDF ordinance is unlikely to be enacted prior
to November 2012. '

Recommendation #2: Extend the Grandfathering Periodfar Non-Profit and Institutional Uses .
The proposed TSP ordinance levies the TSF on all new development, including residential and non-profit

and institutional uses, with the exception of single-family homes and those projects qualifying for Policy
Credits as described above. In order for the proposed TIDF to align with the proposed TSP, the
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Department supports extending the TIDF to non-profit and institutional uses. However, the proposed
TSP is approximately 18 months from implementation, providing non-profit and institutional uses with
time to adjust their capital planning and programming to account for imposition of a new impact fee.
The Department recommends extending the grandfathering period provided in the proposed TIDF to
similarly allow lead time for these types of projects to adjust their fﬁndraising or other capital funding
mechanisms in order to accommodate the TIDF. The Department recommends extending the
grandfathering period from October 1, 2012 to January 1, 2014, or apprommately the date at which the
TSP may take effect if adopted

Recommendation #3: Retain the Five-Year Timeframe for Inactive Uses

As noted above, the proposed TIDF changes the timeframe under which a prior use must be “active” to
conform to the Planm.ng Code’s definition of abandoned uses. However, that definition applies only to
cases of conditional or nonconforming uses. The Department has heard concern from small businesses
about this proposed change. The Department also believes that the language in the current TIDF more
dlearly and accurately reflects the intent to provide a prior use credit when a site has been active in the
preceding five years. Therefore, the Department recommends retaining the language in the current TIDF
which states that “a credit for prior use may be given only if the prior use was active on the site within
~ five years before the date of the application for a building or site permit for the proposed use”.

Recommendation #4: Provide SEMTA with Collection and Appeal Procedures and Authority

In July 2010, Article 4 of the Planning Code established the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) as
the responsible party for collection of impact fees, including the TIDF. While each impact fee is due ata
prescribed time, all fees,' even if deferred, must be collected by DBI prior to issuance of the first certificate
of occupancy. After a certificate of occupancy is issued, DBI has little, if any, contact with the project
sponsor. Prior to its inclusion in Article 4 of the Planning Code, the TIDF was collected by the SFMTA
upon the earlier of (1) the date when 50 percent of the net rentable area of the project had been occupied;
or (2) issuance of the temporary certificate of occupancy (TCO) and as a condition precedent to issuance
of a certificate of final completion and occupancy (CFC). During the transition period and in some earlier
cases — in part because multiple agencies were involved in issuing permits and collecting fees — some
projects owing TIDF were allowed to move forward without paying the fees due. This leaves a category
of projects where TCO or CFC has been issued but the TIDF has not been paid.

The Department recommends establishjng authority with the SFMTA to collect TIDF in those cases
where the TCO or CFC has already been issued. Because DBI does not routinely have contact with
project sponsors after these permits have been issued, DBI is not in a position to administer TIDF
collection in these cases. The SFMTA can dedicate the resources necessary to ensure that all pi:djects

owing the TIDF pay the TIDF.

Related to this, the Department recommends establishing an appeal mechanism for the SFMTA so that in
those cases where the SFMTA notifies a project sponsor of the TIDF due (applicable when a project’s
building or site permit was issued prior to July 1, 2010), the project sponsor has the ability to pursue
- reconsideration of the amount due. A parallel appeal mechanism exists in Article 4 of the Planning Code
and apphes when the assessment and imposition of the fee is done by the Planning Department. '
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Recamm.;ndation #5: Clarify the Accessory Use Pro‘oision to Exclude Residential

As noted above, the proposed ordinance states that a use which is accessory to a use which is exempted
from the TIDF is nonetheless levied the TIDF if the accessory use is not itself exempt. The proposed TIDF
ordinance does not apply the TIDF to residential uses; however, the language on accessory uses may be
read to apply to those uses which are accessory to residential. As this was not the intent of the proposed
ordinance, the Department recommends clarifying the accessory use provision to clearly identify that
‘uses accessory to residential are also exempted from the TIDF. It should be noted that the TIDF does
apply to the portion of mixed use development that is non-residential, both currently and under the
proposed ordinance.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The proposal to amend Planning Code Article 4 by: 1) making technical corrections to specified
definitions in Section 401 relating to the Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF); and 2) amending
Sections 408, 411.1 through 411.5, 411.7 and 411.8 to increase TIDF rates and clarify TIDF implementation
and collection would result in no physical impact on the environment. The proposed amendment is’
exempt from environmental review under Section 15273 of the CEQA Gu1de11nes

- PUBLIC COMMENT

As of the date of this report the Department has received one phone call corrmnent in regard to the
proposed Ordinance. The comment was against the proposal to charge independent schools the TIDF
and in support of the remainder of the proposed ordinance. The Department also received one email in
regard to the proposed Ordinance. The email asked the City to reconsider the proposal to apply the TIDF
to uses defined as “Wholesale Storage of Materials and Equipment”, questioning whether these had a
significant impact on transit service demand and expressing that a new fee for such uses could be the
determining factor in a project not being able to move forward. ' :

In addition, the Department provided an informational presentation on the proposed TIDF ordinance to
the Small Business Commission on June 11, 2012. The Small Business Commission passed a resolution
which: 1) encouraged the Board of Supervisors to retain the current 3,000 square foot exemption
threshold; 2) encouraged the Board of Supervisors to retain the current five-year inactivity timeframe;
and 3) encouraged the Board of Supervisors to implement the Policy Credits program for non-formula
retail small businesses occupying existing vacant space less than 5,000 square feet IF the Board of
Supervisors chose NOT to retain the current 3,000 square foot exemption threshold. A copy of the Small
Business Commission’s resolution is attached.

I RECOMMENDATION: ' Recommendation of Approval with Modification ' j

Attachments: Not prov1ded to the Board of Superxusors .
EodaibitAs 2 R ion Provided only to Commission.
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TO: Members, Boagdof Supervisors
FROM: John R/h Director of Planning
RE: Transpeftation Sustainability Program and Transit

Impact Development Fee Ordinances

. The Planning Department is very pleased to transmit to you documentation to support a new -

Transportation Sustainability Program for San Francisco. Together, the four attached documents
provide the means for San Francisco to better meet the City’s longstanding Transit First policy.
These documents represent a major milestone in the creation of this program, and were prepared
in partnership with staff at our sister agencies: the San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency, the San Francisco County Transporta’aon Authority, and the Office of Economic &

Workforce Development.

. The attached items include: an ordinance establishing a Transportation Sustainability Fee; the San
Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study — Final Report; an ordinance updating the
Transit Impact Development Fee; and the San Francisco Transit Impact Development Fee Update

Nexus Study.

Timeline and Process. Building on policy direction from the Board of Supervisors, the Planning
Commission, and the Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors, City staff has
developed a proposed Transportation Sustainability Program (TSP), which would better support

the City’s Transit First. policy by modifying the City’s practices relative to development review. .

_ Before it can be implemented, the TSP requires environmental review. Environmental review is

anticipated to be completed in approximately 18 months. In the meantime, the Transit Impact
Development Fee (TIDF) serves as the City’s primary mechanism for addressing the impacts of
new development on the City’s ‘transportation system. The Board of Supervisors is asked to
consider the TIDF ordinance and accompanying nexus study now ~ including by forwarding the
two items to the Planning Commission for review and recommendation - so that needed
adjustments to the TIDF may be made while environmental review is underway on the TSP. The
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) ordinance is proposed to be held in committee by the
Board of Supervisors until environmental review is complete, at which time the ordinance may be
forwarded to the Planning Commission for its standard review and recommendation process. A
. resolution extending the timeframe for the Planning Commission’s review of the TSF ordinance

accompanies this memorandum

Transportation Sustainability Program. The TSP enables the City to better meet its Transit First
policy by: 1) changing the methodology used to analyze transportation impacts under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) by eliminating automobile Level of Service as a
metric and replacing it with metrics that take into account all modes of transportation; and 2)
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establishing a citywide Transportation Sustainability Fee to offset the impacts of new
development to the City’s transportation network. Taken together, the change to the
tfansportaﬁon impact analysis methodology and the establishment of a citywide transportation
impact fee ensure that development’s cumulative impacts to the transportation system are offset
by improvements to the system as’a whole, in line with City policies and priorities. The
establishment of a citywide transportation impact fee is the subject of the TSF ordinance.

Transportation Sustainability Fee. The TSF ordinance establishes a citywide transportation
impact fee which applies fo residential (with the exception of single-family homes) as well as
commercial uses.” The TSF would eriable new development to alleviate its burden on ci’_szwide
transportation system performance by funding categories of transportatiori projects shown to
directly offset the impacts of growth from new development. These improvement projécts
mitigate the cumulative impacts of future development. As such, the TSF is the first impact fee in
San Frandisco that is integrated with the CEQA process such that the fee paid serves to mitigate
the cumulative environmental impacts identified under CEQAL The improvement project
categories, as well as representative projects, are included in the TSF.ordinance and in the Szn
- Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study — Final Report (“TSF Nexus Study”).

The propeseci fee rates derive from the TSF Nexus Study and are based both on each development

type’s proportionate impact to the transportation system and on a financial feasibility analysis -

conducted in conjunction with the nexus study. The fees as proposed are lower than the overall
fee levels that are justifiable under the Mitigation Fee Act. City staff will update the financial
feasibility analysis prior to. consideration of the TSF ordinance for adoption and may propose
changes to the TSF rates at that time, based on that analysis. Transit, bicycle, and pedestrian
projects are not subject to the TSF. Single-family residential projects — both new development and

additions — are exempted from the fee. In addition, a general exemption for development projects .

building less than 800 gross square feet is provided under the TSF, with some exceptions.

1 .

The TSF is structured to allow for policy credits in order to support desirable programs and/or
policy outcomes by providing a reduction to or waiver from the TSF. The Policy Credits program
includes reduced or waived fees for: 1) projects which build less than the allowable maximum
parking; 2) non-formula retail small. business uses occupying or expanding pre-existing
comimercial space less than 5,000 gross square feet; 3) affordable housing projects; and 4) small
residential development projects of twenty units or less. A fuller discussion of this program and
its open policy considerations is provided below. - '

! The TSP Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will determine the extent to which the proposed TSF and
associated expenditure program may serve as a miﬁgaﬁbnlprogran'x. Until the EIR has analyzed this
proposal, no mitigation program can be fully assumed.

N ) ‘
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The TSF and associated expenditure program will be administered consistent with the City’s

existing capital programming process, with projects approved by the relevant pohcy bodies and

by the Board of Supervisors as part of the City’s Capital Plan. Every five years the TSF Nexus

Study and expenditure program will be updated 'in concert with, as necessary, updated

environmental review. Because the TSF is likely to leverage a significant amount of Proposition K

funding and because the expenditure program must comprehensively meet the impacts of
development on the transportation system and therefore constitutes an important component of

the City’s overall transportation planning, the Transportation Authority Board will review the

expenditure program every five years in coordination with its five-year Proposition K

programming process. The TA Board will make recommendations on the use of TSF funds, taking’
into account the City’s comprehensive transportation needs and investment plans.

e

Transit Impact Development Fee. The TIDF is an existing impact fee on nonresidential
development which, in the absence of an approved TSF, serves as the City’s primary mechanism
. to offset development’s impacts on the City’s tfransit system. State law requires that jurisdictions
update the nexus study underlying an impact fee every five years and that the Board of
Supervisors act to adopt the relevant nexus study’s conclusions. The San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency (SEMTA) completed an updated nexus study for the TIDF in 2011 and
-seeks the Board's adoption of that nexus study at this ime.

Fee rates under the TIDF have not been updated since 2004 In the past eight yéars, the cost to
offset development’s impact on the trarisit system have increased, and an adjustment in TIDF rates
is required in order to effectively address those impacts. The TIDF ordinance proposes
adjustments to the TIDF rates which are consistent with the fee rates proposed under the TSF.
Because the TSF cannot be enacted until its environmental review is complete — approximately 18
months — the TIDF serves as the “bridge” allowing the City to address development impacts untl
the more comprehensive Transportation Sustainability Program may be implemented. The TIDF
ofdinance proposes to extend the TIDF to nonprofit and institutional uses, which are not currently
covered by the TIDF. The ordinance proposes to exempt from the fee those nonprofit and
institutional uses which apply for any entitlement with the Planning Department pnor to October
1, 2012. The TIDF ordinance does not extend the TIDF to residential uses. :

Transportation Sustainability Fee Policy Credits Program. As noted above, the TSF includes a
Policy Credits program to support. desirable programs and/or policy outcomes. The Policy
Credits program is constrained by the amount of total funding available under the TSP and the
City’s need to address and, potentially, fully mitigate d.evelopment’.s impacts on the
transportation system through application of the fee. Therefore, there is a maximum of $40
million available to the Policy Credits program over twenty years, or approximately six percent of
projected TSF revenue. As drafted, the TSF ordinance does not prioritize among the four policy
objectives eligible for Policy Credits. A brief description of each policy objective is provided
below, along with open questions on which staff seeks the Board’s direction. :

SAN FRANCISCO 3 3 4 i
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* Small Businesses. The TSF ordinance provides a policy credit for non-formula retail
' small businesses expanding or occupying pre-existing commercial space not exceeding
5,000 gross square feet. This credit is intended to support small business development in

San Francisco and recognizes the often narrow margin in which small businesses operate.

* Reduced Parking Developments. The TSF ordinance. provides that, in zoning districts
that set a parking maximum, projects may receive a policy credit for building less than the
allowable maximum parking. This credit is intended to support the City’s Transit First
policy by encouraging mode shift away from automobiles and by encouraging Transit
Oriented Development. The TIDF Nexus Study Update exarhined as a policy option a
reduction in the TIDF rate for projects which build less than the allowable maximum or
minimum parking. For a more comprehensive analysis of the behavioral and policy
implications of a policy credit for reduced parking, please see Section Three of the TIDF
Nexus Study Update. The TIDF ordinance does not include a policy credit for reduced -
parking developments. . '

¢ Affordable Housing Projects. The TSF ordinance establishes a policy credit for.
affordable housing developments. The credit is intended to support the City’s -policy
objective of expanding the availability of affordable housing in San Francisco. It also
recognizes that, because much of the affordable housing built in San Francisco is
-subsidized by the City, payment of the TSF would in essence take public funds from one
use (affordable housing) and transfer it to another (supporting the transportation systerm).

o Small Residential Projects. The TSF ordinance establishes a-policy credit for small
residential development projects, defined as those projects comprised of twenty units or
less. This credit is intended to support needed development of the City’s housing stock.

Questions for Consideration. As noted above, the TSF ordinance does not prioritize among the
four policy objectives eligible for Policy Credits. It also establishes a to-be-determined cap on the
amount of Policy Credits any individual development project may receive. Staff seeks the Board’s
guidance on these issues, as discussed in detail below.

~ Share of Credits Available to Individual Projects. In conducting stakeholder outreach, staff received
feedback, especially from members of the SEMTA Board of Directors, that no individual
development project should receive a fee waiver of 100 percent. The SFMTA Board members
wished to recognize that each development project has an impact on the transportation system.
As currently drafted, the TSF ordinance states that “no single new devélopment shall receive more
than TBD%...of available Policy Credits...”. Staff seeks the Board’s guidance on: 1) whether.
such a limitation should be included; and 2) if 50, at what percentage. :

SAN FRANCISCO 3 3 5
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Share of Credits Available to Individual Policy Objectives. As drafted, the TSF ordinance does not
" prioritize among the four policy objectives outlined above. However, in order to ensure that no
one category consumes the entire amount of policy credits available, the draft TSF ordinance
provides that “no single category of Policy Credits...shall receive more than TBD% of...available
Policy Credits...”. Staff seeks the Board’s guidance on: 1) whether a pnor_ltlzahon among the
- listed policy credits is warranted; 2) whether a cap on any individual policy credit is
appropriate; and 3) if so, whether the Board wishes to Ieglslate this cap or to allow for it to be

administratively determl_ned.

Timeline. As a reminder, staff requests that the Board of Supervisors consider the TIDF
ordinance and nexus study update now. The TSF ordinance is proposed to be held in committee
until its environmental review is complete, in approximately 18 months. However, staff further
requests that the Board give consideration to the policy questions outlined- above so as to inform
fiiture d15cuss1ons on the TSF. Thank you.

‘Staff Contacts on the TSP and the TIDEF:
‘ .

Department Contact Phone Email

Planning

Alicia John-Baptiste | 415.558.6547 alicia.johnbaptste@sfgov.org
Department : .

Sén Francisco Sonali Bose . ‘ 415.701.4617 sonali.bose@sfmta.com

Municipal
Transportation
Agency

San Francisco Tilly Chang - 415.522.4832 tilly.chang@sfcta.org

County -
Transportation
Authority

Mayor's Office Gillian Gillett 415.554.4192 gillian.gillett@sfgov.org

Att.
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San Francisco Transit Impact Development Fee Upy

Introduction

Section 411 of the Planning Code of the City and County of San Francisco (the

Code) anthorizes the City to impose a Transit fmpact Development Fee (TIDF) on

new development. The Board of Supervisors sets TIDF rates for six

norresidential economic activity categories up to a maximum level. This

-maximum level is identified in Section 411 as'the “base service standard™.

Section 421.7 (formerly Section 326.8) of the Code approved in Apnl 2008

authorizes a nexus study to determine if an impact fee is also Justified (1) for.

residential development, and (2) for variations in parking supply associated with
development projects. This update integrates residential development . into the
TIDF by adding it as a seventh economic activity category. This update also
integrates parking supply into the TIDF by proposing discounted rafes for

- development projects that restrict parking,

Cambridge Spstematics, Inc. : ‘ o o 1
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2.0 Maximum gﬁmﬁed (Base Service
- %éaﬁdaré) Ra‘éeg |

As reqﬂred by Section411.5 of the Code, this report updates the maximum

justified TIDF rates by economic actwity category based on the most recent

available data.

This update is based on the same methodology used to oaloulate the current

_maximum justified rates and is presented i11 the following four steps:

1. Calculate the net annual cosf: per revente service bour. |

2. Calculaie frip generation.

Calculate the net annual cost per tnp

4. Calculate the maximum justified (bae service standard} rate by economic
activity category. _

We calculated net anmmal cost per revenue service hour based on fiscal -data for

the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). The changes

“incorporated into this update reflect use of the most recent available data which is
for fiscal year 2008-2005. The updaied net annual cost per revenue service hour

is presentod in Table 2.1.

LI
. e b e S e s s+ oy

Table, 2.1 Net Annual Cost Per Revenue Service Hour

Justification

Formula | Updated Value Source -

Annual Operating Costs $610,493,175 | National Transit | Mostrecently
: Database reported dafa
_ o . (FY 2009)
Average Annual Capital b $112,385,896 | Nationzl Transit | Mostrecently
‘Costs® ) Database reported data
(FY 2005-
) FY 2009 average)
Total Anmual Costs $722,883,071 Calenlated vasad result
Total Annual Costs $722.883,071 Calculated Revised result
Non-Vehicle Maintenance {$41,159,600) | National Tramsit Most reoeﬁﬂy . :
Database reported data i
_ . FY 2009) i
General Administration - (§162,802,500) | National Trausit | Most recently :
Database reiported data
(FY 2009)
2-1
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Table2.1 Net Annnal Cost Per Revenue Service Hour (continued)

Formula Updated Value Source Justification

Natioral Transit

Farebox Revenue £ | (3152,114.027) Most recently
' . ' Database reported data
(FY 2009) -
Federal and State Capital g (873,158,896) | National Transit | Most recently
Funds* : : - Database - reported data
‘ - (FY 2005-
‘ FY 2009 average)
Total Net Annual Costs h=c+ | $293,648,048 Calculated - Revised formula
| ddes , ' inputs

Net Annual Costs $293. 648,048 | ° Calculated Revised result .

Average Daily Reverue - i 9,643 .Naiional Transit | Most recently
Service Hours® Database Teported data
: . (FY 2009)

Net Armuat Cost Per Daily | j=h/i $30,452 Calculated Revised resnlt
Revenue Service Howr . ] .

* Capital costs and fimding are averaged using data for the most recent five fiscal years becanse
of the relative volatility of the capital program from year to year. :

® Based on anmual revene service hours reported in National Transit Database divided by 365.
Source: National Transit Database (http:/fwww.ntdprogram. gov).

We updated estimates of total trip generation based on updated land use data
provided by the-San Francisco Planning Department and updated trip generation
rates. The land use data is updated to 2009 to be consistent with the fiscal data in
Table2.1. Residential dévelopment is included to cormply with Section 421.7 and
enable calculation of residential maximum justified fees (base service standard).
Trip generation rates have been revised to more closely reflect current Planning
Depariment guidelines for transportation impact .analysis and incorporate more
recent data (see Appendices A through C). Total estimated irip generation for
- 2009 is shown in Table 2.2. B '

Combridge Systematics, Ine. 2-2
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Table 2.2 2009 Trip Generation

2005 Z # ’
. . bos 010 2009 Sq. Ft. | Bullding | Building
Trip Generation (dwelling units or - {per | Vacancy| Space | Trip ,
employment) enip.} Rate (ksh) . | Rate" Trips
_ f=c*d ’
Formula e=a+ / h=ec*g
‘ 80 * (b- (1-e)/ ' cor
» a2 b "a) d e 1,600 g h=f*g
Residential 358,644 | 367,575 365,789 NA | . NA NA T 2,560,523
Nounresidential. . ‘
Menagement, 275,380 | 293,901 290,197 276 5.0% 84,310 13 1,096,030
Tnformation and
Professional
Services . »
Retail/Bntertainment | 88,710 95,9971 94,540] 350 ' 5.0% 34,831 €5 2,264,015
Production, . 73,003 64,1741 65,940 567 5.0% 39356 | 7T | 275492
Distribition, Repair : A , .
Cultural/Institution/ 59,524 58,329} 58,568 350 5.0% 21,578 93" 496,294
Education ' 1 -
Medicel and Health 38,027 37,543} 37,640f "350 5.0% 13,867 22 305,074
Services ’ ' - : :
Visitor Services 17,350 26,09(5 19,542] 441 5.0% 9,072 13 11 7,936
* Total (emp or ksf) 551,994 | 570,034 | 566,427 : 203,014
Total (trxps) 7,115,364

Note “emp” refers to employment and “ksf” refers to thousand bmldmg square feet of nonremdenﬁal space.

* Estimate for 2009 based o interpolation.of 2005 and 2010 estimates. Tins year is used to be ooas:stent with the
fiscal data in Table 2.1.

t " Person-trip rates are for auto and transit and exclude bicycle and pedesman trips. -

Sources: Aksel Olsen, San Francisco Planning Department, Land Use Allocation Model Oufput (ID 726 December
23, 2009, and TD 926 April 7, 2010); Aksel Olsen, San Francisco Planning Department, memorandum to
Elizabeth Sall, San Francisco County Transportation Anthority, regarding San Francisco Land Use
Allocation, January 27, 2010, Tables 1 and 2, p. 10; Appendix A.

Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
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Net annual cost per trip.is calculated based on the results Eom Tables 2.1 and 2.2,

and is shown in Table 2.3. .
Table 2.3 Net Annual Cost Per Trip
- Formuls Amount Amouit
. . Net Annual Cost per Revenue Service Hour - $30,452
Average Daily Revenne Service Homrs b . .. 9,643
2009 Total Annual Trips® c 7,115,364
Revenne Service Hours Per 1,000 Trips | d=b/e*1,000 B 13552
Net Annual Cost Per Trip® e=2a*d/1,000 $4127

* Auio and trangit wips only. Exclndes bicycle and pedestrian frips.

Sourees: Tables 2.1 and 2.2:

Finally, the updated maximum justified rates by economic activity
calculated based on the trip generation rates shown in Table 2.2, th

category are
e net annual

cost per trip shown in Table 2.3, and the net present value factor. Calculation of

the net present value factor has been up

dated based on five-year average inflation

Economic Activity

" and interest rates through FY 2008-2009 (see AppendixD). The updated
maximum justified fees (base service standard ratesy are shown in Table 2.4.
Table2.4 Base Service Level Standard
- : : Base
Net -Net -1 Base Service
Trip Anpual | Anngal Net - Service Standard
Rate Cost Cost Present | Standard | Square Rate

(per unit | per frip

Value Rate
Factor® | (per anif)

_ Formnla | Tt | g=es
2+ Bedrooms g $41.27 $330° |- 3440 | $11.352 1,250 $9.08
1 Bedroom/Studio 6 $4127 | $248 | 3440 | $8531 | 1000 | $7.83
Senior Housing - 4 $4127 | 165 | 3440 | $5676 | 1090 $5.21

7

Other Residential

Formmla a b b/1,000

345

d 'g=c*d
Management, (. 13 | $41.27 $0.54 34,40 $18.58
Tuformation and
Professional Services
Cambridge Systemarics, Inc. 24
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Fable 2.4 Base Service Level Standard {continzed)

. Base
Net Net Base . Service
Trip Ansual | Apbnal Net Service Standard
Rate Cost Cost Present . | Standard | Square Rate
Ecoromic Activity {perunit | pertrip | (per unit Valne Rate’ Feet (per sq.
Category orksf) | ($/rip) | orsg.ft) | Factor™ | (per unit} | (per unit? ft)
Pormmla| . a b c=a¥* d ' g=c*d
_ /1,000
Retail/Entertainment
" Supermarket 127 $41.27 $524- 34.40 $180.26
Quality Sit-Down 86 $41.27 $3.55 34.40 $122.12
Restaurant ) _
Fast Food Restawrant 602 $41.27 $24.84 34.40 $854.50
Restaurant — 258 $41.27 $10.65 34.40 $366.36
Composite Rate _
Athletic Clubs 25  $41.27 $1.03 534.40 $35.43
Cineplex Theaters 22 $41.27 $0.91 34.40 $31.30
Other Retail, Inchiding | 65 $4127 | $2.68 34.40 $92.19
General Retail :
Production, : 7 $4127 | $0.29 34.40 $9.98
Distribution, Repair
CuEtrzralf[nstitution/Edgcaﬁon
Day Care/Comumupity 54 | 34127 $2.23 34.40 $76.71
" Center R o
Post-Secondary School | 38 $41.27 $1.57 34.40 $54.01
Museum 12 94127 $0.50 34.40 $17.20
Other Cultural/ 23- $41.27 $0.95 34.40 . $32.68
Tnstiation/ Education .
| Medical and Health 22 $4127 $0.51 34.40 $31.30
1 Services _ .
Visitor Services 137 ] $4127 | $054 34.40 . 81858

Note:

 square feet of nonresidential space.

® Net present value factor represents the multiplier for $1.00 in annual costs to be fully finded over & 45-year
. period, given interest earnings and infiation. , .

® Gross building square feet.
Seifel Consulting, Inc., San Francisco Bastern Neighborhoods Nexus Study, prepared for the CHy of San.
Francisco Planning Department, May 2008; Tables 2, 3,

and Appendix D Table D.2.

Values per ksf and per sq. ft. refer to gross building square feet and “ksf” refers to thousa_nd bmldmg

Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
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Unlike the cumrent TIDF rates the updated rates shown in Table 2.4 are divided
into. subcategories for the retail/entertainment and cultural/institition/education
economic activity categories as well as the newly added residential category. The
use of subcategory rates in these areas reflects the comparatively greater diversity
of trip generation rates among-these types of land uses. The trip rates developed
for the subcategories reflect current San Francisco Pla:mmg Department practice
and the most recent avaﬂable data.

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. . : : 26
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Discount for Redueeé?aréﬁﬁg |

As mentioned previously, Section.421.7 of the Code réquires an analysis of the

impact of parcking supply on transit infrastructiwe. This section provides that

analysis.

The-irip generation rates underlying the TIDF already account for the overall
effect of parking, among many other factors. That forecloses the possibility of
adding a parking-based surcharge to the overall fee, because such a surcharge
would effectively charge for parking twice. But there is also insufficient data to
require a lower TIDF rate for development projects that provide reduced parking,
because the current state of research has not yet established a quantifiable
relationship between lower parking levels and fewer motorized (aitomobile and

' transit) trips. Stmply shifting trips from automobiles to transit as a result of less

parking supply is not a sufficient justification to lower the TIDF because the
impact of development on transit is based on the total number of motorized (auto
plus transit) trips generated by a development project. As explained in the 2001
TIDF study, “...increases in both auto and transit have a direct impact on transit
service. Increases in transit trips tax already crowded routes, while increases in

- auto trips resulf in overall increases in congestion, which slows tramnsit vehicles

and increases the cost of providing transit service.™

' Cambridge Systematics conducted an extensive review of the research literature

regarding the impact of parking supply on travel behavior. The review found very
few studies that directly analyzed the impact of restricted parking supply on the
pumber of motorized trips generated by a development project. One recent

“unpublished study noted that “[d]espite the many arguments against minimum
,parking requirements, there has béen virtually no research conducted to

specifically describe... the influence of the avazlablhty of a residential off-street
parking space on mdwlduals travel behayior.™ :

It is challenging 1o try to quanftify the relatlonship between parking and trip
generation because it is difficult to isolate the effect of parking supply from the
many other variables that affect frip generation and mode choice (auto, tramsit,
bike, and pedestrian). Although many studies have examined mode choice in
response to parking pricing, pricing is not & proxy for parking supply.

U Nelson/Nygaard Associates, Transit Impact Development Fee Analysis, 1Bchﬁcal
Memorandum #6 — Calculation of Fee Schedule preparcd for the San Francisco Planmncr

Department, April 2001, p. 3.

z " Sherman, Alyssa B., The Effects of Residential Oﬁ' Street Parfcma Availability on Travel
" Behavior in San Francisco, presented to the Department of Urban and Regiona] Planning, San

José State University, in pa;ﬁal fulfillment of the Master in Urban Planning degree, May 2010, -

p. 15,

_ Cambridge Systematics, ne. :
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No Parldng |  25% of 50% of 75% of 100% of Above
*" | Minimom * | Minimum * | Minfmamn® | Minimum Minimum
TIDR 50% 40% 30% 20% 10% %
- |Discomnt - .
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Sun Francisco Transit hrpact Developmert Fee Update

The unpublished study cited above did conduct a survey in San Franeisco of 182

residents to examine the effect of off-street parking availability and parking -
maximum zoning policies on travel behavior. The survey found that residents

* without off-street parking or living in areas with parking maximums commute by

bicycle more often than those with off-street parking or living in areas without
parking maximums. However, the survey was not able to find 2 correlation
between restricted parking and fewer motorized trips overall (auto and transif).
Thus, although a precise relationship between parking supply and motorized trip
generation has not been documented at this time, the research does suggest the
potential 01 a positive correlation (less parking causes fewer motorized trips). To
provide an incentive to shift travel to non-motorized (bike and pedestrian) trips,

- policymakers may but are not required to adopt a policy lowering the TIDF in

areas with restricted parking supply.

A proposed fee discount for development projects that choose to restrict parking .

supply is shown below in Table3.1. The parking discount rates are separated
between projects located in areas with minimum and meximum parking

- requirements. The former typically represents areas of the city that have nothad a -

recent zoning update. The latter typically represents areas with recently plans
adopted within the past 15 years such as Downtown, Eastern Neighborhoods,
Market and Octavia, Mission Bay, and Rincon Hill.

- Table 3.1 TIDF Discount Based on Parking Provided by

Development Project

A, For Development Projects In Zoning Districts With MINIMUM
PARKING Requirements (No Maxinrum Specified)

- B.For Development Projects fu Zoning Districts With MAXIMUM
PARKING Requirements (No Minimum Specified)

. 25% of 506% of 75% of -100% of Above
-1 No Parking | Maximem | Maximum | Maximum | Maximom Maximum®
TIDF 40% 30% 20% 10% 0% - 0%
Discount :

¢ Parldng levels below 1'00'13 ercent of minimum would require a zoning variance,
Y Parking levels above 100" percent of maximum would require a zoning veriance,

The discounts shown in Table 3.1 reflect the following consid@raﬁbﬁs:

‘¢ Discounts increase as a development project further restricts parking below

either the minirmium or maximum required level;
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e No development project is granted-a discount higher than 50 iacroent even if
no parking is supplied because there will be the need for increased tramsit
service regardless of the level of automobile trip generation; and

s Discounts are greater for development projects in areas with minimum as
opposed to maximum parking requirements because of the addifional effort
required to obtain a variance to restrict parking below the minimum required
level. - '
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A. Appendix A: Trip Generation Rates |

This Appendix presents trip generation rates to be used in the update to the
Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF), including trip generation rates by
economic activity category and for subcategories.

" A1 Trip Generation Rates by Economic Activity Category

We developed trip generation rates for-each of the seven economic activity
categories used by the City to analyze the impact of growth on the fransportation
system. ) _

We developed trip rates for economic activity categories and subcategories by
evaluating estimates from the following sources: _

@ The San Francisco Chained Activity Modeling i’roqess 4.0 Travel Demard
Model (SF CHAMP model) using a regression analysis to estimate emergent
trip rates by economic activity category; . '

‘s Trip generation rates compiled by the San Francisco Planning Department’s
Major Environmental Analysis Division, which are based primarily on traffic
impact studies completed in San Prancisco; and ' 7

o A nafional compilation of local studies published by the Institute of

Transportation Engineers (ITE) in their 8™ Edition Trip Generation (2008).

'The first source, the SF CHAMP model, was not available when the TIDF was

last reviewed in 2004. The second source provides the basis for current TIDF trip

generation rates. The third source is the most commonly cited national reference

source on this topic. This appendix analyzes all three sources to select rates for
 the TIDF update. ' - ‘ '

. Trip generation rates in this appendix refer to all motorized trips, both automobile -
and transit trips, and exclude bicycle and pedestrian trips, unless otherwise noted.
Trip rates are average daily one-way trip rates and are expressed as person-trips,

- not vehicle trips. A person-trip is a trip taken by an individual and should not be
confused with a vehicle trip.* - : ' - :

- The SF CHAMP travel demand model nsed by the ity to evaluate impacts on the transportation
- system includes six norresidential categories covering all employment-related land wuses

(cultural/mstitutional, medical, office, retafl, lodging, apd industdial) and one residential
category for all residential land uses. Lo

A vebicie-uip is a trip taken by a vehicle. For example, an automobile traveling with three

occupants represents one vehicle trip and three person-trips. A trapsit bus traveling with
50 passengers represents one vehicle trip and 30 person-trips.

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. T . ) Al
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San Francisco Travel Demand Model Derived Frip Generation Rates

The San Francisco County Transportation Authority has developed the SF
CHAMP model to predict the travel patterns of persons traveling to, from, or
within San Francisco. This software tool predicts the number of trips made in San
Francisco in a given year, including trip origins and destinations, mode of travel
(i.e., automobilé, transit, pedestrian, bicycle), the duration. of travel, and other trip
characteristics. The model was developed using surveys of household travel
behavior in the San Francisco Bay Area, specifically the Bay Area Travel Survey
‘and the United States’ Census. Model results are validated (adjusted) based on
traffic and transit count data collected by local agencies to ensure accuracy. The
SF CHAMP model uses state-of-the-art modeling techniques and has been
certified by the Bay Area regional transpertation plannmg agency, the

Metropoh{an Transportation Commission. 3 :

The SF CHAMP model results can be used to predict trip generation rates for
each of the economic activity categories that the model uses to describe land use

. in the city: residential uses; culfural/institutional uses; medical uses; office uses;
" retail uses; lodging uses; and industrial uses. The SF CHAMP model predicts the

. number of trips coming from these uses. The number of trips can be related to the
"number of households associated with residential uses and the number of workers

associated with the six nonresidential cafegories to produce a trip generation rate
per household or per worker: This is done through a statistical process known as
linear regression. Appendix B describes the regression amalysis used to estimate
trip generation rates based on the SF CHAMP model in more detail.

- Teble A.1 shows the trip generation rates by economic activity category estimated

by the' SE CHAMP model rounded to the nearest whole number, along with
motorized (auto and transit) person-trip rates and the share these trips represent as
a percent of total person-trips. Total person-trips include bicycle and pedestrian
frips. The TIDF relies only on motorized person-trip rates so total trip rates are
shown for reference only. All values have been adjusted for vacancy. See

Appendix B for more detail.

* The model is an “activity-based” travel demand model that is the most sophlsncatsd type of
regional travel demand model available foday. .
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- Table A.1 SF CHAMP-PDerived Trip Generation Rates

] Average Dafly | -
SF CHAMP-Derived | Motorized | Total Person | Motorized
Trip Generation Rafes Person-Trips - Trips Mode Share
Residential - 8 - - 12 75%
Cultural/Instifution/Bducation - 16 15 ©79%
Medical and Health Services 23 29 79%
Meanagement, Information and Professional 0 14 1%
Services ) '
RefailEntertzinment - b s 34 74%
Visitor Services . . o1 - 17 65%
Production; Distribution, Repair _ 6- | 6 100%

Note: Tn'pé per Dwelling Unit or 1,000 sq. f. is used to measure Motorized Person-Tripsapd

Total Personn Trips.

. Source: San Francisco County Transportation Authority, regression of SF CHAMP 4.0 mode] -
_ output representing 2010 conditions. Analysis produced August 2010.

' San Francisco Plauning Department Trip Generation Rates

The Major Environmental Analysis (MEA) Division of the San Francisco |

Planning Department produces gmidelines for project propoments to use in
preparing environmental impact analyses that contain trip generation rates for a
- varety of land uses (SF Guidelines).® These rates are developed primarily
through direct counts at specific. sites in the city, for example as a result of
transportation impact studies prepared as part of the environmental review process
for a development project. -

" A single representative rate was available from the SF Guidelines for four of the
seven economic activity categories (meanagement, information and professional
services; retail/entertainment; visitor services; and production, distribution,

repair). Table A2 provides these rates. The table also shows the conversion of .

these rates that are based on total trips (including bicycle and pedestrian trips) to
motorized trips (automobile and transit trips only) using mode share estimates,
Mode share estimates are drawn .from mode shares contzined in the SF

Guidelines. The range of mode shares provided reflects the geographic variation .

in mode share in différent regions of the tity.

® City and County of Sen Francisco Planning Department, Traffic Impact Analsis Gudelnes,
- October 2002, httpz//www.sfplanning. org/Modu! es/ShowDocament.aspx? documentid=6753.
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Table A.Z2 San Francisco Planning Department Trip Generation Rates
for Office, Retail, Visitor, and Industrial Categories

- Motorized
: San Francisco Total ' Mode Share | Motorized
Economic Planping Person- | Motoriz Source Person-
Activity Department Eand | Trips per | ed Mode (See S¥ Trips per
| Category Use 1,000 Sq. ft. | Share | Guidelines) | 1,060 sq. ft.
Management, General Office® 18 70-95% | Table E-1, B-7 13-17
Information and )
Professional
Services »
Retail/ General Refail 130 '43-82% | Tables E-8, BE- 65-123
Entertainment ' 10, B-12, B~ :
14,B-16
Visitor Services Hotel/ Motel® 21 61-92% | TablesE-11, 13-19
E-13, E-15, E-
: 17
Production, Industrial -8 85-93% | Tables E-3 to 7
Distribution, I E-6
Repair )

* The general office rate was selected as most representative of management, information and
professional services becauss the rate is reflective of office uses only within the downtown core
(C-3) district where the majority of new development in thIs economic activity category is
expected to ocelT.

® The Visitor Semccs rate of 21 tnps per 1,000 square feet was derived from the rate of 7 mps
per hotel/motel room listed in the San Francisco Planning Deparfment Guidelines. The trips per
room rate was converted into trips per 1,000 sq. . using a conversion factor 0f 330 sq. ft. per
room based on 3.50 rooms per employee and 1,156 sq. . per employee The rooms per
employee factor i§ the weighted average of total rooms divided by tofal employses for the Hotel
(category 310) and Motel (category 320) rates from the [TE Trip Gereration Marnual. The
square fest per employee factor is from a study conducted for the Southern California
Assocmtlon of Governments.

‘ Sourccs. City and County of San Francisco Planning Dcparn:neni, Traffic ImpacfAnaZysm
Guidelines, October 2002, Tables C-1, E-1, E-3 to E-8, and E-10 to E-17.

For the three remaining economic activity categones (remdent;al, medical and
health services, and cﬂfmﬂ/msﬁtuhon/educatlon) 1o single rate was available in
the: SF Guidelines to allow direct comparison to the SF CHAMP-derived rates.

We developed trip generation rates for these categories by analyzmg available -

rates for more detailed subcategones as described below.

e Residential. For residential land uses, a composite trip generation rate was
developed based on a weighted average of retes provided in the SF Guidelines

for 1-bedroom/studio units and 2+ bedroom mnits. “Weightings were based on

housing stock estimates for 2009 from the U.S. Census Burean. Person-trip
rates were converted to metorized trip rates using the motorized mode share
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f-or residential land uses pi'ovided by the SF CHAMP model (see Table AL
Mode share for residential land uses is not provided by the SF Guidelines.

* Medical and Health Services. A composite trip generation rate was
developed based on a weighted average of trip generation rates from three
recent representative San Francisco projects involving construction of new
spaces for medical uses. . ' -

* Cultural/Institation/Education. A composite trip generation rate was
developed based on a weighted average of rates from six recent representative
projects, including four museums, a community center, and an academic
institution. These studies reflect the types of new development projects most

. typically occurring within this category. ' :

Table A.3 shows the motorized person-trip rates for these categories.

Table A.3 Source of Composite Trip Generation Rates fér
Residential, Medical and Health Services, and
Cultural/Enstitution/Education Categories

. . . Motorized Person
| Category - - C _ Souree ' : Trips
Residential SF Guidelines — weighted éverage of 7 per it
residential rates for 1-bedroom/studio units -

. and Z-bedrooms or more umits
Medical and Health _| San Francisco Planning Department — 22 per 1,000 sq. ft.
Services weighted average of rates from recent N

; representative projects
Cultural/Tnstitution/ | San Francisco Planning Department ~ ‘ 23 per1,000sq. .
Education - weighted average of rates from recent e
’ : representative projects .

Selected TIDF Trip Generation Rates For Economic Activity Categories

To develop the trip generation rate schedule by economic activity category for use
in the TIDF program, we compared SF-CHAMP model-detived and Planning
Department trip generation rates. We also considered average rates based on
studies conducted throughout the country and compiled by ITE. Table A4
presents the comparison, summarizing the rates previously presented and showing
comparable rates from ITE.

The ITE source contains data on trip generation rates Tor 162 individual land uses.
For most economic activity categories we could identify an appropriate ITE land

use category that could represent the same broad range of land uses reflected by

the comesponding economic activity category. ITE did not have an appropriately

* broad category for the cultural/institutional category $o an ITE rate is not shown

in Table A4 for that category. =

mient Fee Update
Appendiz
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Overall, the rates presented in Table A.4 show a great deal of consistency among
the different sources presented (SF CHAMP, Planning, and ITE). In pearly all
cases the Planning Department rates are within plus or minus 30 percent of both
the SF CHAMP-derived and ITE rates. These results suggest a high degree of -

confidence given that ITE studies routinely show standard deviations equal to 50
7

Tabie A4 Comparison of Motorized Trip Generation Rates for

Economic Activity Categories
Motoruea’ Person- Trzps Per Dwelling Unit or 1,000 sq. ﬁ‘

Compan'son of

Motorized Trip ‘ SF . | San Francisco | : ,

Geperation Rates for CHAMP- Planning - . ITE Land Use -

Economic Activity Derived Department | Category and

Categories Rates Rates ITE Rates® | Category Number

Residential =~ - 9 7 9 Condo/Townhouse —

250

Ciﬂfural/lnstimtion/ 16 23 i NA

Education.

Medical and Health 23 ' 22 25 Heospital - 610

Services .

Management, 10 13-17 13 General Office — 710 |

Information and R

Professional Services

Retail/Entertainment 25 65-123 71 Shopping Center —
oo 820

Visitor Services 11 13-19 29 . Motel -320

Production, ' 6 7 8 * | Light Industrial — 110

Distribution, Repair '

* ITE rates are expressed as vehicle frips. Rates were converted to motorized person-trips using '
auto occupancy factors by trip purpose derived from the 2009 National Household
Transportation Survey. A national rather than local occupancy rate was nsed to be consistent
with the fact that ITE rates are collected from national studies. ITE land use categories are too
detailed to provide an overall average rate for the cultural/mstitmtion/education category. The
rate for visitor services was translated from trips per room to trips per 1,000 square fest using
conversion facters described in Table A.2.

Sources: Tables Al A2 and A3; Insntute of Transportauon Engmeers Trip Generation,
Bdition, 2008. .

81:11

7 See results for average vehicle trip ends for land use categories (ITE category. number in
parentheses) such as- General Light Industrial (110), Single-Family Detached Housing (210), -

Hotel (318), Motel {320), General Cffice Bnilding (710}, and Sheopping Cénter (820) in Institute
of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, 8th Bdition, 2008.
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Given the consistency between ‘these sources, any source could serve as a
generally reliable basis for the TIDF tip generation rate schedule. The Planning
Department rates are preferred because: - '

e  Plarming Department rates tend to represent a midra.ngé between the two other
sources (SF CHAMP and ITE) and are within an acceptable margin given the
statistical variance found in ITE trip generation rate studies.

* Plamming Department rates ate based on e;;npiricai studies of trip generation
from sites thronghout the city.

s Use of the Planning Department rates maintains consistency with ctarent

practice for transportation impact analysis by the Departinent.
For three of the economic activity categories (office, retail, lodging) 4 range of

- Planning Department rates was provided reflecting variation in motorized mode

shares throughout the city. For all three categories, we selected the low end of the
range for the TIDF frip generation rate schedule. The low end was selected fo
align the rates more with the SF CHAMP-derived rates versus the ITE rates
because the former is more reflective of local conditions compared to the Jatter.

The selected TIDF rates b§; ecogonﬁc activity category are shown in Table A.S. .

Table A.5 TIDF Trip Gereration Rates by Economic Activity

Category _
' -_ TIDF Trip Generation Rate
Economic Activity Category Spm-ce , (Motorized Person-Trips)
Residential . | Derived from SF Guidelines 7 per dwelling unit
Cultural/Fostitution/Education SF Planning Dept — average of | 23 per 1,000 sq. ft.
' recent projecis : . _
Medical and Health Services | SF Planning Dept — average of 22 per 1,000 sg. &
_ recent projects ‘
Management, Information and | Derived from SF Gﬁideﬁnfes _ 13 per 1,000 sq. ft.
Professional Services o :
Retail/Bntertainment Derived from SF Guidelines ' 65 per 1,000 sq. f.
Visitor Services Derived from SF Guidelines 13 per 1,000 sq. ft.
Production, Distribution, Derived from SF Guidelines 7per 1,000 5. £,
Repeair ' :

Source: Table Ad.

A2 Trip Generation Rates For Subca;cegories v
The' following four economic activity categories have relatively consistent trip

generation rates among the types of land uses reflective of development Iikely to

oceur in San Francisco and be subject to the TIDF:
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e Medical and Health Services; | ‘
s -Management; Information and Professional Services;
. Visttor Services; and
¢ Production, Distribution, Repair. .

For these categories the average rate for each cafegory shown in Table A.5 is

 sufficient to provide a generally reliable approximation of the impact of a specific
development project. ~ For the other three economic activity categories
(residential, cultural/institutional/education, -and retail/entertainment) each
includes a wide range of trip genération rates among the land uses within the
respective category. For these categories the TIDF tmp gcneratzon rate schedule
uses land use subcategories to provide a more tailored approximation of the

- impact of a specific development project. Subcategory rates for residential and
retail reflect Iand uses listed in the SF Guidelines. Subcategory rates are
developed for the cultural/institutional/education category because this category
also has a wide variety of land uses and trip generation rates.?

Each category also has an “other” subcategory if a development project falls.

within the general economic activity category but mot any of the specific
subcategories. The trip generation rate for the “other” subcategory equals the
.overall average rate for the economic activity category.

Table A.6 presents subcategory rates for residential land use. The rates are drawn
from rates for residential land uses included in the SF Guidelines. These were
converted to moterized trips using the motorized mode share for the residential
category derived from the’ SF CHAMP model (Table A.1), because no
representative mode share was available from the SF Guidelines.

. Table A.6 Residential Subeategoxy Trip Generation Rates

Residential - _

Subcategory Soarce ' Motorized Person-Trips
Z-+Bedrooms S¥ Guidelimes p. C-3 _8;}5: unit

1 Bedoom/Studic |  SF Guidelines p. C-3 , 6 per it
Senior Housing SF Guidelines p. C-3 4 per unit

Other Residential Table A3 : 7 per umit

Notes: Rates in the gridelines were converted from person-trips to motorized trips using -
motorized mode share for residential drawn from SF CHAMP model cutput (Table A.1).

Table A.7 pfesents subcategory rates for the cuitural/inétimﬁonaﬂeducaﬁon land

use category. These rates were developed from recent fraffic impact studies

. § ITE mcludes over 30 Iand uses that fll within the cultural/institutiopal category (Lnsumte of
Transportation Engineers, Irip Generation Marma, S‘th Edition, 2008).

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. A-8
' 358 ' '



collected by the San Francisco Plannin

SF Guidelines.

1t Fee Update
. Appendix

g Department (see Table A.5) and from the -

—

Table A.8 presents subcategory rates for the retail caiegorj. These rates are .
drawn from rates for retail land uses included the SF Guidelines. Rates were
converted o motorized trips using the lower end of the motorized modé share fo

retail trips available from the SF Guidelines (Table E-11).

Table A.7 Cultural/Institution/Education Subcategory Trip

Generation Rates

Cultural/Tnstitution/ Motorized”
Education Subcategory ‘ Source Person-Trips
Day Care Center and SF Guidelines Table C-1 and Tewish 54 per 1,000 sq. ft-
Community Center - Community Center EIR (1999) -
Post-Secondary School City College Master Plan EIR {2004) 38 per 1,000 5g. it
Museum . Average of BIRs from Butterfly Museum 12 per 1,000 sq. fr.

(1998), Golden Gate Academy of Sciences )

Building (2003), Ezploratorinm (2008),

S Asian Art Musénm (1996) .

Other Cultural/Institution/ . | Composite Rate (Weighted Average) 23 per 1,060 sq. ft.
Education o

- Notes: The rate for Day Care Center converted to a moforized trip rate using the average mode
share of 80 percent for the cultiral/instiftion/education category obtained from the SF

CHAMP model.

ITE rates were converted to motorized person-trip rates wsing the national.average
automobile occupancy rate of 1.5 for school/day care/religious activity trip purposes
(2009 Naticnal Household Travel Survey). A national rather than local occupancy rate
was nsed to be consistent with the fact that ITE rates are collected from nationa] studies.

‘Table A.8 Retail/Entertainment Subcategory Trip Generation Rates

Motorized Person Trips
Retajl/Entertainment Subcategory Source Per 1,000 sq. ft.
Supermarket SF Guidelmeé, page C-3 127 per 1,000 sq. fr.
Quality Sit-Down Restaurant - SF Guidelines, page C-3 . 86 per 1,000 sq. ft.
Fast Food Restaurant . SF Guidelines, page C-3 602 per 1,000 sq. fr.
Restaurant —+ Composite Rate SF Guj&e]ines, page C3 258 per 1,000 sq. fi.
Athletic Clubs SF Guidelines, page c3 | 25per 1,000 5q. & -
Cinsplex Theaters® SF Gui&ie]mes, pagé C-3 © 22per 1,000 sq. .
Other Retail/Entertainment, including | SF Guidelines, page C-3 65 pet 1,000 sq. ft.
General Retail - -

Carbridge Systematics, Inc.
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* Trip rate of 1.13 per seat converted to trrps per 1,000 sq. f. based on 44 seats per 1,000 sq. ft.
trips per seat (see Saturdzy trip rates for Movie Theater with Matinee, land use category 444),

from ITE Trip Generazzon)

Notes; Rates in the guidelines were converted from total person—inps to motorized person tips
using the low end of motorized mode shares listed in the SF Guidelines (Table B-11).

A.3 TIDF Trip Generation Rate Schedale

Table A.9 presents a summary trip generation rate schedule for the TIDF showing
rates by economic activity category and specific rates for subcategories where
applicable. See Appendix C for definitions of the types.of development included
in each category and subcategory. .

Table A9 TEDF Motorzzed Tnp Generation Rates

_ TIDF Motorized Person-Tr:p
Economic Activity Category and Subcategory Generation Rate
Residential : ' » ' '

2+ Bedrooms : . 8 per dwelling unit
1 Bedroom/Studio ' : 6 per dwelling 1mit
Sentor Housing ’ 4 per dwelling it
Other Residential S ‘ 7 per dwelling unit
Cultural/Institution/Edacation |
Dey Care Center/Community Center o . 54per1,000sq. fr.
Post-Secondary School S 38 per 1,600 sq. ft
Museum  12per1,000sq.
COther Cultural/Institition/Education ‘ 23 per 1,000 5q. ft.
Medical and Health Services » 22 per 1,000 sq. ft.
Management, Information and Professional Services o 13 per 1,000 sq, ft.
.| Retail/Entertainment . :
Supermarket - : : 127 per 1,000 sq. ft.
Quality Sit- Down Restaurant : _ '86 par 1,000 sq. f.
Fast Food Restaurant ' _ ' 602 per 1,000 sq. ft.
Restaurant — Composite Rate _ " 258 per 1,000 sq. ft.
Athletic Clubs j - 25per 1,000 sq. .
" Cineplex Theaters ' '  22per 1,000 sq. ft
Other Retail/Entertamment, inchiding Genefal Retail - - 65per 1,000 sg. it

‘| Visitor Services _ ! 13 per 1,000 sq. ft.

Production, Distribution, Repair 7 per 1,000 sq. f.

_Sources: Tables A5 A6 AT, and A8
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Analysis

This appendix describes the statistical procéss used to derive trip generation rates
from SF CHAMP model results. The SF CHAMP model produces estimates of

trips by economic activity category for each of the 981 traffic analysis zones used

by the model to represent the entire city. For each zone the number of auto and
transit trips by economic activity category was compared to the amount of
employment (for each of the six nonresidential categories) or households (for the
residential category) and then analyzed across all zones using linear regression.
Linear regression is a widely accepted mathematical model. used to estimate the
causal relationship between one or more independent variables and one dependent
variable. In this case the model estimated the fotal number of taps generated by a
zone based. on- the number of workers (by economic activity category) and
. households in that zone. The final regression model was a O-intercept’ with a

linear function'’. Results are presented below in Eqnation 1.

. Equation 1:

Automobile + fransit trips in zoneg =

9.6 * Householdsg + -
5.7 * Cultural/Fnstifrtion/Bducation employmentg +

. 8.6 * Medical and Health Services employmentg, + _
2.8 * Management, Information and.Pr.ofess‘iqnal Services employmentg, +
8.2% Re’cail/ﬁntc@ment employmentg, +
5.1 * Visitor Services emplbymentﬁ) + _
3.6 * Production, Distribution, Repair employmentg,

Where: (i) refers to each of the 981 traffic. analysis zones that comprise the entire
city in the SF CHAMP model. ‘ ' : .

‘Source: San Francisco County Transportation Awhority, SF CHAMP model, Augnst 2010.

The independent variable for each economic acﬁvity category in Equation 1 (9.6
for households, 5.7 for CIE employment, etc.) represents the estimated motorized

{auto and transit) person-trip generation rates for that category. Thus, the -

® The ﬁmction wag constrained to pass tbrough the origin, This formulation was chosen so that
zones with no economic or residential activity woald not generate Irips.
1% Alternative formuiations were tested with square and cubic powers of the key variables, as well

as regressions using the matural log of key variables. None -of these alfernatives wers an
- improvement in the statistical fit of the linear model : .
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regression model estimates that households generate about 9.6 motorized person-
trips per household, and CIE employment generates 5.7 person-trips per worker,
etc. : T

The degree to which the independent variables of a linear regression model
~ accurately predicts the same result as the model’s underlying data is typically
expressed in terms of the R-squared stafistic. The R-squared statistic for
- Equation 1 measures the degree to which the independent variables (the estimated
trip rates) predicts the actual number of total trips generated in an individual TAZ
based on the employment and households in that TAZ. An R-squared statistic
will range from zero to one, where a value of zero indicates that the equation does
not match the data at all, and a value of one indicates it a perfect match. The
adjusted R-squared term for Equation 1 is 0.92 indicating that the eguation
predicts 92 percent of the variation in trip generation across TAZs based on the
employment and households in each TAZ. The 0.92 R-squared statistic indicates
that Equation 1 represents a very strong statistical fit to the underlying data. '

The trp rates shown in Equation 1 represent trips per household or worker. The
TIDF is levied on new development projects on the basis ‘of dwelling units (both
occupied and vacant) and total building square feet (both occupied and vacant).
Consequently we converted the trip generation rates estimated by the regression
model in Equation 1 to rates per dwelling unit and total building square foot. The
conversion factors were developed by the San Francisco Planning Department for
transportation impact analysis. The conversion is shown in Table B.1.

Table B.1 SF CHAMP-Derived Trip Generation Rates.

Trip Rate Employment Trip Rate Trip Rate
(per Density (per housebold" {per dwelling
: household or (sq. ft. per or occupied Vacancy |- wait or tofal
Category " worker) worker) 1,000 sq. ft) Rate 1,000 sq. ft.)
Residential 9.6 NA 9.6 5.0% 9.1
Cultural Instifution/ 5.7 350 163 5.0% 15.5
Education '
Medical and Health 8.6 350 24.6 . 5.0% 23.4
Services _
Management, 2.8 276 10.1 5.0% 96
. | Information and - :
" | Professional Services
Retail/Entertainment 8.2 350 263 5.0% 250
Visitor Services 5.1 441 11.6 5.0% 11.0
Production, Dlsmbunon 36 567 6.3 ©5.0% 6.0
Repar

Source,s:‘

2,p. 10; Equattonl (above).

Aksel Olsen, San Francisco Planping Department, memorandum to Elizabeth Sall, San Francisco County
Transportation Authority regarding San Francisco Land Use Allocation, T anuary 27,2010, Tables I and

Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
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C. Appendix C: Eécnﬁmis Activity

SRR B R
Sem Francisco Transit Inpact Development Fee Update

Appendiz

Category Definitions

This appendix provides sources for definitions of the types of development
included in-each economic activity category and subcategory (most references are
to sections of the San Francisco Planning Cods): ' :

e . EBconomic activity categories:

-

Residential: Section 401(a)(124); | . L
Management, Iﬁfoqnaﬁonvand Professional Services: Section 401(a)(74);

Retail/Entertainment:, Section 401(a)(126);

Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR): Section 401(a)(112);
Cultural/Institution/Education: Section 401 (a)(29);

Medical and Health Services: Secﬁon 401(a)(82); and '
Visitor Services: Section 401(a)(146),

= Residential and Retail/Entertainment subcategories: as determined by the San
" Francisco Planning Department based on the Department’s Traffic Impact
- Analysis Guidelines, October 2002, Table C-l,_ p--C-3.

- e Cultural/Institution/Education subcategories:

Day Care Center: Section 401(a)(18)/Community Center: Section

401(a)(26);
Post-Secondary School: Section 209:3(); and®
Museum: as determined by the San Francisco Planning Dépai‘tment.

As explained in the report the Other Residential, Other RetéiUEntert&inmeng and
Other Cultural/Institution/Education subcategories are not defined in the planning
code. The trip generation rates for these subcategories represent an average rate

for the.respective economic activity category. These subcategories are intended

for development proj ects not represented by any other subcategory.

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. . . o i
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D. Appendix D: Net ?i egeﬂi Value Eaﬁ@i‘

2

Son Emnasco Transit

. This appendix provides the detziled assumptions and methodolqu nsed to update
the net present value factor used in Table 4. Table D.1 provides the inflation and
interest rate assumptions used to calculate the net present value factor Table D. 2

- shows the model used to calculate the factor

"Table D.1 Inflation and Interest Rates

Cost Inftation®
Calendar ) o A_umiall
Year Index 7 ‘Rate
2009 . 2244 ' 0.72%
2008 . 222.8 - 315%
2007 2160 - . 325%
2006 _ 209.2 R 321%
2005 ) 202.7 . - 1.96%
2004 : - 198.8 ' NA
Five-Year Compounded Annual Average 2.45%
Interest Earned®
. ‘Amnual
Fiseal Year Boding Index Rate
2009 . 120.0 2.57%
2008 S 1170 . 430%
2007 [ 1132 : T 5.19%
- 2006 1066 ’ - 420%
2005 1023 | - 233%
2004 100.0 NA -
Five-Year Compounded Annnal Average ' 371%
Cambridge Systematics, ne. . _ o . D1
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San Francisco Travsit Impact Development Fee LIpdm‘.e
Appendix
# San Francisco Bay Area Consumer Price Tndex (1982-84 = 100).

® Average anmal interest eammg on City and County of San FI&.D.CISCO fund balances (2004 =
- 100).

Sources:  Association of Bay Area Govemmenrs
(http:/ferorw.abag.ca gov/planning/research/cpi); Sa.u Francisco Trcastrrer s Office
. (hitp://sfireasnrer. org/’mdex_aspx‘?page—IS)

Table D;Z Net Present Value Factor

NPV Formula | Year f|Year2|Year 3| Year 4| Year 43 | Year 43 | Year 44 | Year 45
Beginning Fund a 3440 | 34.65 | 34.89 | 3511 10.47 © 8.09 5.56 2.87
Balance* : : ‘
Interest Earnings® | b=2*3.52% | 128 | 129 | 1.20 | 130 .| 039 0.30 021 0.11
Expenditnres*® “e=c(prior | (1.02) | (1.05) | (L.08) | (L10Y | (2.76) (2.83) | (2.90) (2.97)
o vI) ¥ 2.45% | .

| Ending Fund d=a+b-c | 3465 | 3489 | 35.11 | 3531 | 809 | 556 | 287 | (0.00)
Balance .

| Net Present Value Factor® 34.40

Note: This table models the amount necessary to collect Y.ear 1 such that $1.00 in expendifures can be
sustained for 45 years given inflation and interest earnings. Years 5 through 42 aré omitted.

* Beginning find balance in Year 1 is solved for to calculate the Net Present Value Factor. The Year 1 value is set
such that the Year 45 ending find balance equals $0.00. In afl other years the beginning fund balance equals the
ending fond balamce from the prior year.

"> Assumes inferest eamed on begmning fimd balance and all expenditures made at end of year.

¢ Expenditures at beginning of Year I equals $1.00 and are inflated assuming all costs represent end of year
(’mﬂated} values.

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. - , a _ D-2
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION
EpwiN M. LEE, MAYOR

OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS

July 11, 2012

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors

City Hall room 244

I Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4694

File No. 120523 [Planning Code - Transit Impact Development Fee Increase and Updates]

Small Business Commission Recommendation: Approval with modification

Dear Ms. Calvillo:

On June 11, 2012 the Small Business Commission held a hearing on Board of Supervisors File No.
120523 and voted 7-0 to recommend approval of the ordinance with modifications

Currently, under the Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF), commercial spaces less than 3,000 gross
square feet are not subject to the impact fee. As proposed, this ordinance will amend the TIDF to only
exempt commercial spaces of less than 800 gross square feet. Additionally, a prior use credit currently
applies for spaces subject to the TIDF. The prior use credit allows for reduced or waived impact fees
when a prior use is considered during a previous five year period. After five years, the entire impact fee
may apply. As proposed, this ordinance will amend the TIDF to tie the number of years that the prior use
credit is available to existing sections of the Planning Code, which may decrease this number to three

years in some situations. .

This impact fee will have a substantial impact on low to middle income revenue generating small
businesses. For example, a new 2,500 foot childcare center that is considered a change of use under the
ordinance (for example converting from a closed conditionally permitted restaurant) and does not qualify
for a prior use credit may be subject to over $30,000 in impact fees to open their business. The same fee
applies for retail, restaurants, medical and health services and several other uses. Even a PDR business
of the same size may face an impact fee of $17,000 to open their business. These dollar amounts are
enough to prevent a potential business from opening, leading to a missed opportunity to create jobs.

This can also exasperate the issue of vacant and blighted buildings that are waiting for tenants to occupy
them, which can counter the goals and objectives in the “Invest in Neighborhoods™ project where
economic development is a key objective. Th15 fee may also be applied in addition to other impact fees,

such as in the Eastern Neighborhoods.

. The SBC recognizes that the Plan.ning Department, Municipal Transit Authority and other stakeholders
are currently working to transition the TIDF into a new “Transit Sustainability Fee” (TSF). The
preference of the Commission, and primary recommendation, is to keep the above TIDF thresholds at
their current levels while the TSF moves through the legislative and environmental review process. The

- SMALL BUSINESS ASSISTANCE CENTER/ SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION
1DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 110 SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681

(415) 553@@



CITY.AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANGCISCO
OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS ’ ‘ Ebwin M. LEE, MAYOR

Commission recommends therefore, that the 3,000 square foot exemption threshold remain in effect and
that the 5 year prior use credit provision continue as well. The current thresholds have minimized this
impact fees affects to small businesses and without amending the ordinance, there is a risk that a number
of new small businesses will be affected by the fee. _ :

The current TSF proposal includes a small business policy credit which will, as drafied, exempt,
“Businesses that occupy or expand any pre-existing commercial space, provided that: (1) the gross square
footage of such commercial space is not greater than 5,000 square feet, and (i) the business is not .
formula retail.” Should the Board of Supervisors not accept the primary SBC recommendations above
and retain the currently proposed square footage and/or prior use credit levels, then the Small Business
Commission makes a secondary récommendation that this ordinance be amended to include this policy
credit.

Moving forward with one of the alternatives presented above is a critical policy objective of the Small
Business Commission. Returning to the example of a childcare center, the Office of Small Business’s
Small Business Assistance Center sees a number of clients who seek to start these businesses. Often

~ immigrant entrepreneurs starting their first business, spending $30,000 or more on impact fees is a
barrier to entry. Additionally, business owners are often not aware of impact fees in advance of signing
leases and are placed with the choice of breaking a legal lease or paying the fee, which is due before -
occupancy. Should the square footage threshold be reduced and a policy credit program not be
implemented, then there is a likelihood that this little known fee will begin to be charged to an increased
number of small businesses. :

The Commission recognizes that the TSF, through the policy credit program, takes steps forward to
insulate small businesses from this impact fee. In its current form, this ordinance takes a step
backwards. This does not make good public policy and therefore, accepting one of the above
recommendations is necessary to mové the current TIDF fee forwards in a way that is consistent with the
proposed TSF policies.

Sincerely,

e

Regina Dick-Endrizz - :
Director, Office of Small Business

Cc: Supervisors Wiener, Olague
Jason Elliott, Mayor’s Office
Gillian Gillett, Mayor’s Office
Alicia John-Baptiste, Planning Department

_ SMALL BUSINESS ASSISTANGE CENTER/ SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 110 SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
- (415) 554-6481 | '
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PUBLIC COMMENT on LUC Agenda ltem 5; TIDF Increase and Updates
John Avales, David Campos, David Chiu, Carmen .
Mary Miles - to: Chu, Malia Cohen, Sean Elsbernd, Eric L. Mar, 09/10/2012 07:45 AM
Christina Olague, Angela Calvillo, Mark Farrell,

FROM:

Mary Miles (SB #230395)
Attorney at Law

for Coalition for Adequate Rev1ew
364 Page St., #36

San Francisco, CA 94102

(415) 863-2310

TO:
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
and its Land Use Committee

DATE: September 10, 2012

RE: Land Use and Economic Development Committee, Agenda Item 5 [Planning Code - Transit
Impact Development Fee Increase and Updates]; BOS File No. 120523

PUBLIC COMMENT

This is public comment on the above-described Agenda Item scheduled before the Board's Land
Use Committee on September 10, 2012." Please distribute this Comment to all members of the
Board and the Land Use Committee, and place a copy of this Comment in all apphcable Board

files.

The proposed project expands the scope and increases in fees for the TIDF ("Transit Impact
Development Fee"), while eliminating existing provisions requiring accountability for this

. revenue and how it is spent. The proposal is part of a larger "Transportation Sustainability
Program" ("TSP") which has received no environmental review, is not properly before the Land
-Use Committee or the Board of Supervisors, and violates the California Environmental Quality

Act ("CEQA"), Pub. Res. Code secs. 21000 et seq.

The TIDF revision is described by the lead agency, City's Planning Department, as part of its
"Transportation Sustainability Program,” a Project under CEQA that has received no - -

_environmental review. The Planning Department has only in the past few days issued a Notice of
Preparation of Environmental Impact Report on the entire Project, of which the TIDF increase is
a part. (See NOP, September 5, 2012, Initial Study, September 5, 2012.)

City may not segment or sever environmental review or exempt parts of a Project from review.

Further, the proposal ("the proposed Project") attempts to proceed under a categorical exemption
that does not apply to this type of project, but only to rates, tolls and fares for specific uses. The

368



TIDF instead proposes a rate increase to fund capital projects and expansion of a system and
therefore remains subject to CEQA. (14 Cal.Code Regs. [CEQA "Guidelines"] sec. 15273 (b).)
The proposed Project does not qualify for the claimed categorical exemption from CEQA,
because it expands and increases the TIDF, and does not restrict it in use to the limitations
defined in Guidelines sec. 15273. '

The proposed Project must be analyzed under CEQA, because it may have significant impacts on
the environment, has not been analyzed in an EIR, has not been analyzed for effectiveness in
mitigating transit impacts from development, does not meet requirements of nexus and
proportionality required by CEQA, the constitution, and the United States and California
Supreme Courts, and does not propose mitigations for development impacts on transit that are
shown to be effective with substantial evidence. ‘ :

Since the purpose of the TIDF and the proposed Project is to mitigate impacts of development on
transit, it must be analyzed in an EIR and its effectiveness in mitigating those impacts must be
proven before the project is approved. There is no evidence that the TIDF has been effective in
mitigating impacts of development, and none is in the Record.

The project's proposed revisions furthermore remove the only accountability for the "TIDF"
impact mitigation fee, which results in an unaccountable windfall for MTA and other agencies
without accounting for the fee revenue, how the revenue is spent, and no monitoring of impact
mitigation as required.

This commenter has many times requested notice of proceedings on the above-described Project

* and TSP, but has received no notice of any proceeding. Consideration of the proposed part of the
Project should be deferred until environmental review is completed on the entire Project, since
such review may not be severed or piecemealed, and since the Project is not categorically or
otherwise exempt from CEQA. The Board should therefore reject the proposed legislation and
return it to the lead agency for environmental teview before further consideration.

Ma.ry Miles
Attorney at Law
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City Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
" Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
LAND USE & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Economlc Development
Committee will a hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal and said public-
hearing will be held as follows, at which time all interested parties may attend and be

heard:

Date: Monday, September 10, 2012
Time: 1:00 p.m.

Location: Committee Room 263 located at City Hall :
- 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA

Subject: File No. 120523. Ordinance-amending the San Francisco Planning
' Code, Article 4, by: 1) making technical corrections fo specified
definitions in Section 401 relating to the Transit Impact
. Development Fee (TIDF); 2) amending Sections 408, 411.1 through
411.5,411.7, and 411.8 fo increase TIDF rates and clanfy TIDF
implementation and collection; and 3) making environmental
findings, Section 302 findings, and findings of consistency with the
General Plan and the Priority Policies of Planning Code Section

101.1.

The Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF) is a development fee charged on
most new commercial development, in excess of 3,000 square feet, to recover costs
incurred in meeting public transit service demands created by new commercial -
development. If the legislation passes, the TIDF will be increased to the following
amounts, per gross square foot of development: Day Care/Community Center - $13.30;
Post-Secondary School - $13.30; Museum - $11.05; Other Institutional - $13.30;
Management, Information and Professional Services - $12.64; Medical and Health
Services - $13.30; Production/Distribution/Repair - $6.80; Retail/Entertainment - $13.30;

Visitor Services - $12.64. The Municipal Transportation Agency will determine the
amount of the fee, and payments will be made to the Development Fee Collection Unit
of the Depariment of Building Inspection.
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In accordance with Section 67.7-1 of the San Francisco Administrative Code,

- persons who are unable to attend the hearing on this matter may submit written .
comments to the City prior to the time the hearing begins. These comments will be
made a part of the official public record and shall be brought to the attention of the
members of the Committee. Written comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo,
Clerk of the Board, Room 244, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place, San Frahcisco‘
94102. Information relating to the proposed fee is available in the Office of the Clerk of
the Board and agenda information relating to this matter will be available for public
review on Friday, September 7, 2012. ‘ : :

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

DATED: August 10, 2012
PUBLISHED: August 27 & September?2, 2012
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CALIFORNIA NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU

DAILY JOURNALCORPORATION

Maifing Address : 915 E FIRST ST, LOS ANGELES, CA 80012
Telephone (213) 229-5300 / Fax (213) 229-5481

Alisa Miller

Visit us @ WWW.DAILYJOURNAL.COM

S.F. BD OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL NOTICES)

1 DR CARLTON B GOODLETT PL #244

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

Notice Type:
Ad Description

COPY OF NOTICE

GPN GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE -
AM - File 120523 Fee Ad

To the right is a copy of the notice you sent to us for publication in the SAN
FRANCISCO EXAMINER. Thank you for using our newspaper. Please read
this notice carefully and call us with ny corrections. The Proof of Publication
will be filed with the County Clerk, if required, and mailed to you after the

last date below. Publication date(s) for this notice is (are):

08/27/2012 , 09/02/2012

The charge(s) for this order is as follows. An invoice will be sent after the
last date of publication. If you prepaid this order in full, you will not receive

an invoice.

Publication
NetTotal

Daily Journal Corporation .
Serving your legal advertising needs throughout California. Call your focal

BUSINESS JOURNAL, RIVERSIDE

DAILY COMMERCE, LOS ANGELES

LOS ANGELES DAILY JOURNAL, LOS ANGELES
ORANGE COUNTY REPORTER 10%, SANTA ANA
ORANGE COUNTY REPORTER, SANTA ANA .
SAN DIEGO COMMERCE, SAN DIEGO

SAN FRANCISCO DAILY JOURNAL, SAN FRANCISCO
SAN JOSE POST-RECORD, SAN JOSE |

SONOMA COUNTY HERALD-RECORDER, SANTA ROSA

THE DAILY RECORDER, SACRAMENTO
THE INTER-CITY EXPRESS, OAKLAND

DRRMARIAAN

$671.56
$671.56

(951) 784-0111
(213) 229-5300
(213) 220-5300
(714) 543-2027
(714) 543-2027
(619) 232-3486
(B0O) 640-4829
(408) 287-4866
(707) 545-1166
(916) 444-2355
(510) 2724747
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EXM 2364079

NOTICE OF
PUBLIC HEARING
£ AND USE & ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT COMMIT-
TEE SAN FRANCISCO

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

SEPTEMBER 10,2 012 —
1:00 PM CITY HALL,

COMMITTEE ROOM 263, 1 .

DR.C ARLTON B.G OOD-
LETT PL,S AN FRAN-
CISCO,CA
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN
THAT the Land Use and
Economic Development
Committee will a hold a
public hearing to consider
the following proposal and
said public hearing will be

held as follows,a tw hich time |

all interested parties may
attend and be heard: File
Na. 120523, Ordinancs
amending the San Francisco
Planning Code, Article 4, by:
1) making - technical
corrections  to  specified
definitions in Section 409
relating to the Transit Impact
Development Fee (TIDF); 2)
amending Sections 408,
411.1 through 411.5, 411.7,
and 411.8 to increase TIDF
rates and clarfy TIDF
implementation and
collection; and 3) making
environmental findings,
Section 302 findings, and
findings of consistency with
the General Plan and the
Priority Policies of Planning
Code Section 101.1. The
Transit Impact Development
Fee (TIDF)i s a developmenit
fee charged on most new
commercial development, in
excess of 3,000 sguare fest,
to recover costs incured in
meeting public transit service
demands created by new
commercial development. If
the legislation passes, the
TIDF will be increased to the
following amounts, per gross
square foot of development:
Day Care/Community Center
- 5$13.30;, Post-Secondary
School - $13.30; "Museum -
$11.05; Other institutional -
$13.30; Management,
Information and Professianal
Services - $12.64; - Medical
and Health Services -
$13.30; Produc-
tion/Distribution/Repair -
$6.80; Retail/Entertainment -
$13.30;, Visitor Services -
$12.64. The  Municipal
Transportation Agency will
determine the amount of the
fee, and payments will be
made to the Development
Fee Collection Unit of the
Department” of  Building
Inspection.  in accordance
with Section 67.7-1 of the
San Francisco Administrative
Code, . persons who are
unable to attend the hearing
on this matter may submit
written comments to the City

prior to the time the hearing
begins. These comments will
be made a part of the official
public record and shall be
brought o the attention of
the members of the
Committee. Wiitten
comments  should be
addressed to Angela Calvillo,
Clerk of the Board, Room
244, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlfon
Goodlett Place, San
Francisco 84102.1 nformation
relating to the proposed fee
is available in the Office of
the Clerk of the Board and
agenda information relating
to this matter will be
available for public review on
Friday,S eptember 7,2 012.
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the
Board



EDWIN M. LEE

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO . MAYOR
o ' : =
TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board-of Supervisors : . = m;
FROM:  g~Mayor Edwin M. Lee.?é/ o | 1 = ég:ﬂ )
RE: Planning Code -Transit Impact Development Fee Increase and Upi”datez 5—?’;’;
DATE:  May 15,2012 | P mel
P 5=

Attached for introduction to the Board of Supervisors is the ordinance amending Article
4 of the Planning Code by: 1) making technical corrections to specified definitions in™

~ Section 401 relating to the Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF); 2) amending
Sections 408, 411.1 through 411.5, 411.7 and 411.8 to increase TIDF rates and clarify
TIDF implementation and collection: and 3) making environmental findings, Section 302
findings, and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the Priority Policies of
Planning Code Section 101.1. o ' '

NATERRN
IO ]

Please note this item is cosponsored by Supervisors Wiener and Oiague.

Should you have any questions, please contact Jason Elfiott (415) 554-5105.

cc. Supervisor Scott Wiener
Supervisor Chrifs"tina Olague

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIRbRIA 941024681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 /2O DS



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

MAYOR

SAN FRANCISCO

TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

FROM: /gﬁ\‘Mayor Edwin M. Leeéé
e No. 120523 - Planning Code - Transit Impact

RE: Substitute Ordinan
Development Fee Increase and Updates

DATE: September 4, 2012

Attached for introduction to the Board of Supervisors is the ordinance amending Article
4 of the Planning Code by: 1) revising and making technica!l corrections to specified
definitions in Section 401 relating to the Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF); 2)
amending Sections 402, 408, 411 through 411.5, 411.7 and 411.8 and adding a new

Section 411.9 to increase TIDF rates, revise exemptions and credits and clarify TIDF

implementation and collection; and 3) making environmental findings, Section 302
findings, and findings of consistency w;th the General Plan and the Priority Policies of

Planning Code Section 101. 1.

Please note this item is coéponsored by Supervisors Wiener and Olague
| request that this item be calendared in Land Use and Economic. Development

Committee.
" Should you have any questions, please contact Jason Elliott (415) 554-5105

1 DR. CARLTON B. GoopeHPLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO CAL[FORN[A 94102-4681

—_ e~

EDWIN M. LEE



098/0UEL] UBS JO AiN0? 3 A1)




sleah m>; u,mm_ UIYHM m>;om
E_m EmEQo_m>mU I Eum._o asn Lo_a E papinoid spoefoid =

1 S8SN pue| U8 =

- s109(04d 1dwexs AlgeiuEy)) =

376

-1sb 000'e Ecc: s108[01d =

:Bundeoxe
‘sasn [euepIsa.- uou Auew o) m_u_>>b_o mm__ao_< .

mocmcmE_mE WwielsAs pue _E_Qmo IUNJAl spunj 8nNuUaAsY =

Emuﬁm\»m H_wcmb uo spoeduwl EmEQo_m>mU Hmwto 01994 =

MBIABAQ

. 334 ANIWACTIATG .FQEE_..;_sz.P



pe10sj09 aq Jabuoj ou [Im 4q|L _cmzuemae_ SI dSLY| =

c102
are __Es PIOY UO ‘MBIAS. [BJUSLLLIOIIAUS SBiinbal dS| =

siuswaroidwl welsAs uoneuodsuen aAIsuaya.ldwod
Bunuswajdwi Aq s1oeduw Juswdojensp ayebniw
01 88} 10edwi uoneuodsues) apIMAYD saysijgelse
pue ABojopoyiew uonepodsues) YOI sebueyd S| =

371

Emym\”m lsue.] ._
mE uo ﬂomaE_ Emqu_m>m_u 9SO 0] wislueyosw
s, AluD eyl se seales il n_mh JO 80UBsoe 8Ul U] =

210z ‘Aep ul Jeyreboy _umo:_uob:__
(dSL) EE@En_ b___n_mc_ﬂ.w:m co;mtoqmcmh._.,
o) mc_cm__n_ﬁmm mocmc__&o pue mocmc_Eo arepdn 4qiL

" dS.L 01 a.:mco_ﬂm_mm

S LNRINSOTAADA LOVAINE 1§ |




J
——

dS.1 O} UoNISUB} JAUI00WS SepiAcid 4alL pelepdn =

8po) bBuluuely
ayj ul Umcw__nﬁmm SE co;m:m_c_EUm pue ‘uoneoldde

mco;_c_u_mc 98} 10edW! YIM JUs)sIsuooul 4q|L Jusing w

. 378

7002 Ul esealoul ajel aseq 4|1 1se| 20uIs.
,. Ummmmbc_ sey ﬂomQE_ Juswidojansp SSaippe 0} 1500

sleaA anl) Alana
Apnis m:xmc @c;:m_uc: mEUQ: 0} UQS_oQ >__mmml_

a1epdn 4q|L 40} poop

534 ANIWKCTIIAIAQ LOVdWI LISNYHL



,<t>_u_m o) Ucm 190 h@c_ccm_n_ JO s9|ol oE mmc:m_o -
so1el 4q|L sebueyn «

379

mEoEQo_m>m_omc_Emn_ peonpay ‘sessauisng
lews Jo} weiboud sypsin Aoijod seysijgelsy =

- uoneojdde 4qjL sebueyo _ocm.mccmaxm_ .

‘sabueyn _3«_8_: 4dIL

284 LNFNAOTIAATA LDV LN 0,




4011 03 joslqns Ajusiino jou sjoefoid jo sadf;
1sow 4oy bunisyjejpurib sepiroid Eonmb:mEEoo@ |
S, uoissiwiwoy bujuueld ey Yim usjsIsuoy

B_mem S osn Arewnd ayy 8Joym sasn >5mwooo< -
A0 ey Ag pasumo >__m_ocmcon >tmo_ok_n_ .

EmEq_s_um pue sjelalew Jo abelols m_mmm_oc>> |
pue sadiAias aAljowone Buipnioul HAd IV =

. 380

'S8sN [euonNyisuUl pue 1joid-uoN =

- 0} pepuape 4aiL =
sea joedw| 84njonJise.yu| BE:EEoo ULIM JUS1SISU0D
B@ 008 01 u,mm ooo ¢ wolj U_osmm:: uondwaxa SIamoT =

- sabuey9 uonesddy

234 LINZNDOTIAAA LOVAINI LISNVHL



m_mmn _umzmm-ymE mEoo-HEc Uo pajedojfe slpal) =
sjoafoud _m;cmb_mg |lews _ucm Buisnoy m_n_mEOt,q .

_ mc_v:ma
Um>>o__m E:E_me ueL sss) Buip|ing ﬂomqen_ "

1S6 ooo m ueyj sso| aoeds Juedea Bunsixe
PuiAdnooo sessauisng __me lelal ejNnWIOJ-UON =

381

| :10] weiboud sypaio >o__oa
pun}-0} m:cm>mg EL1 Umubm_oa JO Axu@ S8jeoo|[e dS] =

dS1 YIM JUS)SISU0D 8 O} U@U:@E_ Bm_un_s 4q1L =

weibo.id m:_om:o >o___0n_

g€ LNZNAOTIARE LDl h@@@%




N . ,//\\

/
//\

4d/L 8y woly ypaso Aoijod %00 e Joj 8jqible aie
sjo8lo.id ‘suonepuswiwioosl s Uoissjwwoy ssauisng
[[eWS pue s,uoissiuuo) Buiuue|d yum E&@mcoo -

SISeq PoaAISS- ﬂwhc ‘9W00-1sll] UO Umﬁmoo__.m th@._O -

Bupred
PaMO|[e Wnwixew mE ueuyl sse| Buipjing s1oslold =

18P 000" G cm£ SS9| 8oeds JueoeA Bunsixs
BuiAdnooo $8ssauIsNq |fews |ie1al B[NULIOJ-UON =

382

110} Welbo.d ﬂ__oEo >o__on_ punj o}
_mscm>9 441l Umubm_o_o_ o %€ Soreoo|e ayepdn 4q|L =

- 4d|L 4epun EE@EQ mtbmko Aojjod
@:E@Emﬁm bmb:mEEoomk :oam\EEoo buiuue|d

EEmoE slpal1) Aoijoq

334 LNINGCIIAAA LOVeIN] LISNVHL



9'6$

85°81$ (49718 SOOTAIOG JOJISTA
0S'7S8$ - 0€'T€S | 0€ €18 9071 JUSUIUTELIo1 U/ [TE10Y
86°6% 0893 59'6$ Ireday]/uonNqISI(T/uoRoNpPoI]
0€'1¢$ 0€' €IS 90'C1$ S9OTAIRS UI[ea] PUB [BIIPIIN
R9°7ES 0€€T$ 90°CI§ [PUOHNILISUT A2Y)(0)
0TLT$ SOTT$ 90718 wnasnpy | >
10+S$ 0E'€1S 90718 100Y>g Livprooag-1so | i
[LOLS 0€'ETS$ 90°CI¢ d2JU27) AJ1ununior) /2407 Ao
90°C1$ UoNBONPH/UOTININSU/[eIn )
3G°8I$ b9TTS 90°Z1$ (SATAD 9O
d)BY SNXIN 99,4 pasodoxg 394 Jud.LIn)

3s) pue

sabuey) erey 4qIL

84 LNINSOTIAIA LDVAIN hm‘ﬁgnmﬂ




LIV cmm@%mw 1 0007489428 1 0S9°869°€C8 Ip10]
%86°0¢ 0STYTTS | 000°876$ 0SLETLS SOJTAISS JOUSIA
%8T 01 ooonﬁm@% 005°786°9% .oomqmmhow _ EoEEmtB:m\:SoM
%ES5 6T (000°558%) | 000°0¥0°T$ 000°S68°T$ Tredey/uonnqLISI/uonONpoI]
%8Z°01 000°LTTS$ | 00S°LTETS 00S°0TT°C$ SOOIAISS TI[ESH PUE [BIIPIIA]
%STOT 1009°65€$ | 000°LS8°€S 007°L6V°ES UOHBONPEH/UONIMISU]/[EInn,)
%18t 00S°T6€$ | 000°TES ]S 00S°0v1°8% (SAIAD 29130
.ou_:EU. Igury) pasodoxg jud.aan)) s puery
RELCAACE B $%

INUIAIY Pajddforg [enuuy

9NUAA’Y pajoaloud jenuuy

234 ANZWAOTIAIA LOVINE LISNVHL

384



IT

Ol uonosas
m_uoo mc_ccm_n_ JO mco_m_>eo_ 0] mmEUQ: 4QIL solL =

- S80Ioyus pue '$109]|00 ‘SSOSSE
V1INHS ‘penssi Aouednooo jo a1eoiyias sisypp =

S9210JUs PUE S]108]|02 |g(] PUE SOSSOSSE V1INGS
‘panssi >ocmd:ooo JO 81e0l1I80 OU 8IBYM =

0L0Z >_E, Eou,mg wu,_ctma panss| s108(oid 104 =

mmo_ouEm Ucm S109[|09. |9Q pue sessasse Buiuue|d
‘0102 >_3_., laye suwuad penssi s1oafoid 10 «

385

FCGEGO‘_O%CG pue CO:\O@__OO ‘lusuwissasse |
H_D_._. Ul _MD _UC.m .@C_Ccm_n_ <._._>_m UFO S9|0J Saljle|n n

_ mmmcmc.o, BuiALie|H-aj0y

A4 LNZNAOTNIADA LDVeIG Efﬁ@h



' SNOILSIND

386

334 LNINGOTIAZA LOVAINE LISNVHL



SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION CiTY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS - EDWIN M, LEE, MAYOR
September 13,2012 :

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors

City Hall room 244

1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4694

REVISED RESPONSE File No. 120523 [Planning Code - Transit Impact Development Fee
Increase and Updates] :

Small Business Commission Recommendation: Approval
Dear Ms. Calvillo: |

On June 11, 2012 the Small Business Commission (SBC) held a hearing on Board of Supervisors File
No. 120523 and voted 7-0 to recommend approval of the ordinance with modifications, which are
~ detailed in our response dated July 17, 2012, o E

Since this hearing, the ordinance has been amended to include several of the recommendations made by
the Commission. These recommendations, which were supported by-the Planning Cemmission, included
implementing a “Small Business Policy Credit” program, along with keeping-the prior use credit '
timeframe at five years. ’

I have reviewed the revised ordinance and have determined that, as amended, it meets the guidance and
parameters that the Small Business Commission provided at the June 1 1,2012 hearing. Therefore, the
Commission now recommends approval of the ordinance as currently drafted.

As stated in our original response, impact fees have the potential to pose a serious barrier to entry
entrepreneurs who wish to open up businesses in the City. Proper consideration must be taken to adopt
these policies in such a way that limits the affects o small business entrepreneurs while also meeting the .
policy objectives of the City. The process undertaken and final product of this revision to the TIDF -
exemplifies this policy goal and Mayor Lee, co-sponsoring Supervisors Wiener and Olague, along with
the Planning Department, MTA, and CTA are to be commended.. . . ‘

~ ikl 2

Regina Dick-Endrizz
Director, ‘Office of Small Business

Cc: Supervisors Wiener, Olague
Jason Elliott, Mayor’s Office -
Gillian Gillett, Mayor’s Office »
Alicia John-Baptiste, Planning Department
SMALL BUSINESS ASSISTANCE CENTER/ SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOW 110 SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94402-458 1
(415) 5545408 , '
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