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Substituted

FILE NO. 120523 " 9/4/2012  ORDINANCE NO.
o RE,

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

Ordinance amending the San Francisco Planning Code, Article 4, by: 1) revising and

makmgg;,tech&lxc C'o,r;'ectlons to specified definitions in Sectton 401 relating to the

?1:"»1——

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
exemptions and credits, and clarify TIDE-:,im‘plementation and collection-; and 3) making
environmental findings, Section 302 findings, and ﬁndings“ of consistency with the
General Plan and the Priority Poticies of Planning Code Section 101.1. |

' -NOTE: Additions are Smgle underlzne zz‘a[zcs Times New Roman

deletions are
Board amendment addltlons are doub]e underhned

Board amendment deletions are eén—Ke%brFeegh—neFm-a-l

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: _
© Section 1. Findings. The Board of Supervisors of the City 'and'County,of San
Francisco h'ereby 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 dete‘rmination .is on file with the Clerk of the Board of
SuperVisors in File No. 120523 and is inoorporated herein by reference.

(b) On July 19, 20'1,’_2, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. 18667 approved
this 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 Section 302 the Board adopts these findings as its own A copy-of said'Reso!ution is on

file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervxsors in File No. 120523 and is mcorporated by

Mayor Lee Superwsors Wiener, Olague »
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reference herein.
(c) In Resolutlon No. 18667, the Ptannrng Commxssron adopted findings that this
legislation is consistent, on balance, wrth the City's General Ptan and the eight priority policies

of Ptannlng Code Section 101.1. The Board adopts these fi indings as lts own.

Section 2. The San Francisco Planning Code i is hereby amended by amending, adding "
and deleting the following definitions to Section 401 and codifying the amended and added
definitions in correct alphabeticat sequence among the definitions in Section 401:

SEC. 401. DEFINITIONS.

"Base service standard.” The relationship betvreen reyenue service hours

offered by the Municipal Rai[way and the number of automobile and transit trips estimated to

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

equals the average darty revenue service hours offered by MUNI and thf= denominator equats

| the daily automoblte and transit.trips generated by non-residential land uses as estimated by

the TIDF Study, the TIDF Update Report. or as updated under Section 4145470 of this Artrcle

: Cultural/lnstrtutron/Educatlon (CIE)." An ec:onomrc activity category subject to the
TIDF that rncludes but is not hmrted 1o, schools, as det' ned in Sections 209. 3(g) (h), and ()
and 217(f) -(i) of thls Code child care facrlrtles as defined in Sections 209.3 (e) and (f); museums

and zoos; and commumty 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 of each floor within the building's exterior walls, as

defined in Section 102.9¢}¢2} of this Code,_except that for the purposes of determining the

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

apply .

"Medical and Health Sefviceé." An economic activity 'categofy under the TIDF thét

includes, but is not limited to, those nonqe_sidenﬁal uses defined in Sections 209.3(a) and

21-7(a) of this Code; sreies cfined-in-Secti -and~E o e;-and social

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

"Museum.” A permanent institution open to the public, which acquirss, conserves,

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

"PDR -use."

aceessory-to-the-operation—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,

' 226, 227(a), 227(b), and 227(p), regardless of the zoning district that the use is located in.

"Retail/fentertainment." An economic activity category under the TIDF that includes, but is not
Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wigner, Olague ‘ : i .
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llmlted to, a retail use; an entertainment use; and massage establishments, as defined in

Section 218.1 of this Codestammderingand elearing andpressing-as-defined in Seetion-220 of this

"TIDF Study The study commrssroned by the San Francrsco Planning Department
and performed by Nelson/Nygaard Assocxates entitled "Transit Impact Development Fee
Analys:s - Final Report,” dated May 2001, lnoludlng all the Technical Memoranda supporting
the Final Report and the Nelson/Nygaard update matenals contained in Board of Supervlsors
File No 040141 . o _ :

"TIDF Updaz‘e Report.” The study commzsszoned by MTA and Der formed by Cambrzdge

SLS’Z‘EH’MIZ‘ZC.S‘ Inc and Urban Economzcs entitled "Transit Impact Development Fee Update Draft Fma[ ,

Reporz‘ " daz‘ed February, 201 ] and contained in Board of Supervisors File No. 120523,

"Total developable site area." That part of the site that can be feaslbl;l developed
as resldentlal -development, excludmg land already substantially developed, parks, required
open. sp.acee streets, alleys walkways or other public infrastructure.

"Trip generation rate." The total number of automobile and Mumcrpal Rarlway |
trips generated for each 1,000 square feet of development in a particular economlo activity

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

'Year review _procese established in Section 4115410 of thls_Artlcle. :

—Section 3. The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby' amended by amending Section

| 402(a) to read as follows:

SEC. 402. PROCEDURE FOR PAYMENT AND COLLECTION OF DEVELOPMENT
FEES. -

(a) Collectlon by the Development Fee Collectlon Unrt Excem‘ as oz‘helwzse auz‘horzzed

in Secnon 411.9, all4H development lmpact and in-lieu fees authorized by this Code shall be

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague
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collected by the Develobmen’t Fee Collection Unit at DBI in accordance with Secﬁon 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.

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

collection of the T. IDF under Section 411. 9(@# this Article, z'fa ﬁrsz‘_constrzlcﬁon document or first

certificate of occupancy, whichever applies, isPBI inadvertentty or mistakenly isswesissued thefirst

2 ,_bn'or to the project

éponsor paying all development fees due and owing, or prior fo the sponéor satisfying any
development impact requirement, DBI shall.institute lien proceedings to recover the
developmentfee or.fees; 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 TIDF under

Section 411.9(4) of this Article, MTA has made a final determination of TIDF due under that Section '

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

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

tn accordance with Article 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 to 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 V\ﬁeﬁer, 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 descriotion of the development project a description of the parcels of real property

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

alleged violation of this Section, and shall fix a time, date_ and place for hearing. MTA shall transmir

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

(3) _ Any notice required fo be given to an owner or project sponsor shall be deemed

|| sufficiently served for all purposes in this Secﬁon if (a) personally served ypon the owner or‘prmecr

| sponsor,-or (b) if. deposited, postage prepazd in z‘]'ze US. Mail addressed fo the owner or project

sponsor at the official address of the owner or project sponsor mamtamed by the Tex Collector for z‘he

mailing of tax szZS or, it no such addf ess is avazlable fo the Svonsor at z‘he address of the development

| project and to the applicant for the .S'ZZ‘e or buzldmg z)ermzz‘ at the address on the permit azwlzcaz’*zon

(4) Excepz‘ for the re[ease of rhe lien recordmg fee authorized vadmznzsﬁ'a’Tve Code

'Secnon 10.23 7 all sums collected by the Tux Co]Zector under this Settion Shall be held in trust by the

Treasurer and distributed as provided i in Secnon 411.6 0/" this Code

Section 5. The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending

Sections 411, 411.1, 411.2, 411.3, 4114, 411.5, 411. 7and 411.8, and adding Section 411 9,

fo read as follows

SEC. 411 TRANSIT IMPACT DEVELOPMENT FEE. .
Sections 411.1 through #£8411.9, hereafter referred fo as Section 411.1 et..s'eq set
forth the requirements and procedures for the TIDF. The effectrve date of these requrrements :

shall be the date the requrremen’cs were ongrnaliy eﬁectrve oF were subsequently modifi ed,

-whichever applies.

SEC. 411.1. FINDINGS.

A.  In 1881, the City enacted an ordinancs i rmpoemg 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 bésed on studies showing that the development-of new ofﬁoé uses p[aces a burden
on fhe Municipal Railway, especially in the downtown area bf San Francisco during commute
hours, kr}ov_vn 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 1681, and one
by the accounting firm of Touche-Ross, berformed in March 1983 fo defend a legal challenge
to the TIDF. ’ | |

B. In 2000, the Planning Depariment, with assistance from the Municipal
Transbortafibn Agency, commiséioned a study of the TIDF. In 2001, the 'Departmeht selected
Nelson/Nygaard Associates, a nationally recognized ’crar;sportation consulting ﬂrm,‘ fo perform

the study. Later in 2001, Nelson/Nygaard issued its final report ("TIDF Study"). Before issuing

| the TIDF Study, Neiéon/Nygaard prepared several Technical Memoranda, which. provided

detailed ana!ysés of the methodology and assumptions used in-the TIDF Study.

C. The TIDF Study concluded that new non-residential uses in San Fran¢isco will
generate demand for a suEstantial number of auto and transit trips by the year 2020. The
TIDF Study confirmed that Wﬁile new office construction will have a subétantial.imbac’c on
MUNI services, new development in a number of other ‘land uses will also require MUNI to

increase the number of revenue service hou'ré. The TIDF Study recommended that the TIDF

| be extended to apply fo most non-residential land uses. The TIDF Study found that certain _

types of new development generate very few daily trips and therefore may not ap‘propriately

be charged a new TIDF.

D. The T[DF_Study further recommended that the City enact an ordinance to
impose transit impact fees that wouid allow MUNI to maintain its base ser\}ice sfan,dard as
new development occurs through_b_ut the City. The proposed 6rdinan'ce would require *
spénsors of new development in the City to pay a fee thét is reasonably 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 Wl” be incurred by MUNI to provide increased serv;ce to maintain

the appllc:able base service standard over the ln‘e of such new development.

E.  Subsequently, the City selecz‘ed Cambridge Sysz‘emaz‘z’cs, Inc. to prepare a T, IDF

' Update Report. including an updated nexus study for the TIDF. This Report was complez‘ed in2011

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

service sz‘andard ﬂze rates for the Economic Activity C’az‘egorzes sub7ect o z‘he TIDF: sze Report also

ana[yzed Zrzp generation rates for these Economzc Acz‘zvzry Categorzes USIng updafed dafa and divided

the Rez‘azl/Em‘el faznmem‘ and Culz‘w*al/[nsz‘zz‘uz‘zon/Educaﬁon caz‘egories into subcategories in ordef fo

reflect the comparative diversity of trip Eeneratzon raz‘e.s* arnong these land uses.

Vil Based on prOJected new development over the next 20 years, the TIDF will
provide revenue fo MUNI that is S|gnnr icantly below the costs that MUN [ will i incur to mitigate
the fransit impacts resulting from the new development.

| '—FG. The TIDF is the most pracﬁcal and equitable method of meeting a -portlon of |
the demand for additional Mumcnpal Railway service and caprtal lmprovements for the Crty
caused by new non- reSIdentlal development. ‘ _

GH Based on the above findings and the nexus St 8 M_performed the Clty
determmes that the TIDF satisfies the requ:rements of the Mitigation Fee Act, California
Government Code Sectlon 66001, as follows: _ _

(1) The purpose of the fee is to meet a portlon of the demand for addltlonal
Municipal Railway service and capital improvements for the City caused by new
nonresidential development.

@) - F unds from collection of the TIDF will be used to increase revenue service
hours reasonably necessary to mmgate the impacts of new non-residential development on

public fransit and maintain the apphoable base service standard.

Mayor Lee, Supennsors Wiener, Olague . . . v
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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) Thereisa 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 38-8411.6 of this e,ueéz'ﬁaﬁeeCode.
(6) Thereisa reasonable relationshlp between the amount of the TIDF to be

‘imposed on new developments and the impact on pubhc fransit from the new developments

SEC. 411 2 DEFINITIONS

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

in cases where the MTA is responsible for calculation of the TIDF under Section 411.9 of this Article

informing the project Sponsor of. MTA’S final calculafz'm;z of the TIDF. -

(b) "New development.” Any new construction_or addition 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 T, IDF 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

N 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 a project sponsor in

cases where the MTA is responszble for zmposzz‘zon and collection of the TIDF under Section 411.9 of

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

that the project sponsor provide MTA with informalz'on about the new development, including but not

Iimited 1o, the gross square feet of use of the new developmem‘

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague _ :
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(@) __For additional definitions, Sessee Section 401 of this Article,

SEC. 411.3. APPLICATION OF TIDF.
(a) Application. Except as prov:ded in Subsectlons (1) and (2) below, the TIDF

| shall be payable with respect to any new development in the City for which a building or sxte

permit is issued on or after September 4, 2004. In reviewing whether a development prolect is
subject to the T DF the project shall be consndered in its entlrety A sponsor shall not seek
multxple appllcatlons for buxldlng perrnlts to evade paylng the TlDF for a single development
project. ' |

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

l tor Wthh a TIDF has been paid, in full or in part, under the prior TIDF Ordinance adopted in
7:?98{—(9#4%&&6&%—224-84- former Chapter 38 of the Admlnlstratlve Code asamendea’ 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 a-ctmty category with a hlgher fee

rate than the current rate for the economzc activity category under which the T, ZDF was orzzznallv

paidrete-setfor-MIPS, as sét forth in Section411: 3(e).- _
- (2) No TlDF shall be payable on the following types of new development

(A)  New development on property owned (including benefi CIally owned) by

the City, except for that portlon 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 seg., in which case the TlDF shall apply only to such non-exempted portion.
New development on property owned by a prrvate person or entity and leased to the City shall
be subject to- the fee, unless the City is the beneficial owner of such new de‘.velopment or
un.l.ess such new development is otherwise exempted under this Section, The excegz‘zan-

Iablzshed under subsection 411.3(a)(2) (4) for new development on property beneﬁczal]y 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 omn or

before December 31, 2 01 3, or, for new.developmém‘ within the Mission Bay North Project Area,_the

Mission Bay South Project Area, the Hunters Point Shipyard 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 Re‘a’evelopmem‘ Agency of the City

and County of San Franczsco documentation compamb[e to z‘haf required for an applzcaz‘zon Q

ervironmental evaluanon a categorical exemption or a pr eliminary project assessment 1 /or rhe project

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

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

Plan and Interagency Cooperation Agreeme—n’c or the Mission Bay South Redevelopment-Plan

and ln’feiagency Cooperation Agreement, as apphcable

(C) New de\relopmert Iocated on property owned by the United States or
any of its agencies to be used exclusively for governmental purposes.

(D) New development located on pfoperfy 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 ﬁlea an applicaﬂon for
environmental e\'/al.l.la.ﬁon or a categorical exerhption prior to April 1, 2004, and for which the
City iseued a building or site permit on or before September4 2008' provided however, that

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

amended through June 30, 2004 except that the erﬁya%aﬁd—ﬁheﬁgeve%epﬁeﬁﬁee—%eesﬁ

it et DBI ahe%ﬁ&ayeﬁsé%@%a—%eadmmlstratlon imposition, review and collection of any
such fee eensistent-shall be conducted in accordance with the admlmstratlve proced ures set forth

in Section 411 A9-etseg. ThePepartment-DBI and MTA4 shall make the text of Ordinance No..

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague ‘ . ,
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224781, as amended througﬁ June 30, 2004, available dn_%ﬂep%ef#gz their websites and _

shall provide copies of that ordinance upon request.

- (F) The following ’EYPE_S‘ of new developments, except fo the extent thar any

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

exempt.
o )] Publxc facilities/utilities, as deﬁned in Sectlon 209 6 of this Code,

excem‘ that this excluszon Shall not apply to new a’evelopmenz‘ OM property awned bya przvate Derson or

em‘zty and leased to the City;

(ii) Open recreation/horticulture, as defined in Section 209 5 of this
Code, including private noncommer01al recreation open use, as referred to in Section 221(g)
of this Code;

.(iii) Vehicle storage and access, as defined in Section 209.7 of this’
Code; | - |

' (iv)  Autornotive services, as defined in Secﬂon 223(T)~(v) of this Code

that are in a new development, where e project sponsor /"zas met the deadline established in

subsection 411.3(a) (3);

(v) Wholesale storage of materials and equipment, as defined in

Section 225 of this Code . where the project sponsor has met L‘/’ze deadline established in Section

4]] 3(a2(32,

(vi) Other Uses, as defined in Section 227 (ac)-(s), (n)-(o), and (g)~(r) of
this Code; - | |
3) The exclusions from TIDF set forth in Section 411.3(@)(2)(F)(iv) and (v)

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

project sponsor for a new developmen_r has filed an application for environmental evaluation, g

| categorical exemption or a preliminary project assessment for the project on or before December 3 1,

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague ) ] o
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2013, or, for new development within the Mission Bay North Project Area, the Mission Bay South

Pro;ecz‘ AI eq, the Hunters Point S?zzpyard Project Area the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment

Area, or the Transbay Redevelovmem‘ Project Area,_the pro7ecr SDONSOF Submzz‘s proof that the Sponsor.

has submitted to the successor agency to the former Redevelozymem‘ Agency of the City amz7 County of

San Francisco documentation comparable to that required for an application for environmerntal

evaluation, a categorical exemption or a preliminary pi;ofecz‘ assessment for the project, on or before

December 31, 2013. . _
| (b) Tlmmg of Payment. Exoep’t for those lntegrated PDR projects subject fo

Section 328'Qf this Code, the TIDF shall be paid prior to issuance of the first construction
document, with an option for the project sponsor to defer paymerit 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 Building Code. Under no circimstances may. any City

official or agency, including the Port of San Francisco, issue a certfficate of final completion

and occupancy for any new development sub,tect—io the an— until the TIDF has been pald-
(c) Calculation of TIDF. |

_Q_z_The TIDF s.hall be calculated on the basis of the number of g%_oslsquare feet of

new devélopment, mﬂlﬁp[ied by the square foot rate in effect at the time of buildin"g or site’

permit issuénce for each of the applicable economic activity i:ategories within the néw o

development, as provided in Subsécﬁon 411.3(e) below.- An accessory use shall be charged

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

use other than Residential is exempt from the T. JDF undey this Section, the fee shall nonetheless be

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

dével_opment or series of new developments cumu!at'ively cfreateé more than 3,000 gross

square feet of covered use within a structure, in 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. inthe

Mayor Lee, Supervisors'V\'ﬁener, Olague . : : )
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case of a building or site permit issued on or after December I, 20] 2, the TIDF shall be lmposed on

every square foot of such covered use (including any portion that was part of pnor new
development below the 2002 gpplicable square foot threshold).

(2) When caleulating the T, IDF for a deve[ob}nenf project in whz’ch fhere is a change of use

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

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

difference between z‘he rate chanqed for the new use and z‘he existing use.

(d) Credits. When 1ZH determmmg the number of gross square feet of use o whxch

| the TIDF applies, the Depariment shal_l provide the following credzz‘s.

a) Przor Use Credits. There shall be a credit for prior uses eliminated on the site.

The credxt 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 mui’uphed by an adjustment: factor fo re"?ectthe drﬂ’erence

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: / 7 '
(4) The adjustment factor shall be a fraction, the numerator of which shall

be the fee rate which the Department shall determine, in consultation with the MTA, if .

[N

necessary, applles to the economic ac’ﬂvxty category in the most recent calculation of the TIDE -
Schedule appreved by fhe MITA-Board of Supervisors for the prior use being eliminated by the .
project. |

(Bii) The denominator of the fractlon shall be the fee rate for the use being

added, as set forth in the most recent calculation of the TIDF Schedule approved by the Aﬂ%
Board _of Supervisors.

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

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

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague _ :
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proposed use. _
(3C) Asof September 4, 2004, no‘spon'sor shall be entitled to a refund of the

TIDFona bui[ding for which the fee was paid under the former Chapter 38 of the San

Francisco Administrative Code.

(42) Notwithstand ing the foregoing, the-adjustment factor shail not exceed

one.
2) Policy Crea’fz‘s. Development projects that meet the criteria outlined in

Subsection 411.3(d)(2)(B) may receive Policy Credits, Eub}'ecf to the following limitations:

. (4) .  Limit éﬁ Available Policy Credits. When making g determination under this

Article for the amount of TIDEF owed, the Department ShaZl _aZZocafe available Policy Credits, desczjibed

in Section 411.3(4)(2)(B). as follows:

(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% ofthe total anticipated TIDF revenue for the current Fi iscal Year. To z‘he extent Policy

Credits allowed in any Fiscal Year.are not allocated, the unallocated amount shall be carried over to

the nexf Fiscal Year. The amount to be carried over fo the next Fiscal Year shall be calculated based

upon 3% of the sum of the actual TIDF revenues collected during the current Fiscal Year and. z‘hé total

" amount of policy credits granted during the current Fiscal Year.

(ii) In no event Sh_dll the Policy Credits for a single development exceed 100% of the

total TIDF thatwould otherwise be dz_te.

(B) __The Planning Department shall maintain and shall make available on the

Planning Department’s website, a list showing:

G) - All development projects receiving Policy Credits under Section 411.3(d)(2)(C)

of this Article, and,_ if applicable, ;‘he daz‘e (s) of apﬁroval and the issuance of arry building or site

permit;

Mayor Les, Supervisors Wiener, Olague
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(1) __ The total amount of Policy Credits recetved with respect to each listed

a’eveloument project;

(iit)  Any Pochv Crea'zz‘s aZZocatea’ to a development Urorect‘ the site permirt for which is

modified cancelled. revoked or has expired:

(tv) __ Such other information as the Department may determine is appropriate.

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

Credits_subject to z‘he [imitations set forz‘h in Section 4] L3(d)2)(A):

(i) Small Businesses. Busmesses that either occupy or expand any Ure-exzsz‘znz

commercial Space provided that: (a) the gross square fooz‘age of such commercial space is noz‘ ;zTeaz‘er

| than 5,000 square 7’eez§ and (b) rh{z busz'ness 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 maxzmum,

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

Table 151, 1 of this Code. The credit shall be determined by the Devarz‘meﬁz‘ as follows:

- Max. Allowed in Pldnninz 50% of Max. or 60% of 75% of ‘ 90% of | 100% of Max.

Code Table 151.1 '@ M., Max. Mo or more
TIDF Credit 0% | 80% | s0% | 20% | %

D) __ Process for Allocation of Policy C’redzz‘s The Policy Credzts descrzbed in thzs Sect'ron

shall be gllocated to gualifying deve[opmem‘ projects by the Zoning Administrator at the momenz‘ their

| first entitlement is approved by the Planning Commission or the Plannz'nif Department. In addition, the

following considerations shall apply:

a) 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 fo it the

| Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague
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O © o N W U A~ W N

411.3(d)(2)(A) ). Any additional credit may only be allocated at’ z‘he time Such modification is

approved. subject to the limits of Section 411.3(d)(2)(A) (7).

(ii) If a development project is néodiﬁed for any reason after it is first approved, and such

modificatior would result in g 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

' CZUUI oval period on account of Such a modzﬁcanon

(iii) The maximum amount of Policy Credzz‘s avazlable for the approval perzod ShaZ[ be

increased by the amount of Policy Credits. allocated to a development project for. whz’ch an issued site

or building permit has been finally cancelled or revoked,_or has expired, with the irrevocable effect of

preventing construction of the development.

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

‘.S'Z'TLQ.'Z.E development exceed 100% of the total T ZDF that would oﬂzerwz';vei be due.

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

. Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague | » _
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- or Subcategory Square Foot of
Development
Cultural/lnsﬁmtion/Education - $16-08
Day Care/Community C"enfer ' $13.30
Post-Secondary School | $13.30
Museum 811.05
Other Institutional | 813.30

Management, Information and $16.0012.64

Professional Services

Medical and Health Services \ $10-6613.30

Production/Distribution/Repair 38-@96_& _

i | Retail/Entertainment’ | $10-00]13.30
| Visitor Services . $80012.64

SEC. 411.4. IMPOSITION OF TIDF.
(a) Determination of Requirern'ents

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

tThe Department shall determine the apphcabmty of Sectlon 411. 1 et seq. to any development

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

any TIDF owed as a condmon of approvai for issuance of the fi rst construction document for

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

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

consent of the MTA regardmg any interpretations that may affect [mplementa’non of this

section. _
| Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague . R ‘
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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 wzth Section 411.9.

(b) Department Notice to Development Fee Col!ection Unit at DBl ard3LE40f
Requirements. After the Department has made its ﬁnal determination regarding the '

application of the TIDF to a development project under Section 411. 1 et seq., it shall

‘lmmedrately notify the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBl-ard the ,QfFeez:et—ejﬂﬂ% of any

TIDF owed in addition o the other information required by Section 402(b) of this Article. HFthe

(c} Process for Rev'isions of Determinatfon 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 such action is subsequently modified, sﬁpefseded, vacated, or
reversed by the Board of Appeals, the Board‘—of Supervisors, or by court action, the -

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

SEC. 411.5.WPRUVCIPLESW CALCUIATING FEE.
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future be observed in calculating the TIDF:

(#a)  Actual cost information provided fo the National Transit Database shall be

used in calculating the fee rates. Where estimates must be made, those estimates skowld shall

be based on such information as the Director of #4L4 Transportation of his-or her delegate

‘considers reasonable for the purpose.

(2b) Thé rates shall be set at an a'c’cua.ria'lly sound level fo ensuré that the
prdceeds, including such earnings as may be derived from investment of the proceeds and
amortization thereof, do not exceed the capital and operating costs incurred in-order fo
maintain the a;ﬁplicable base service standard in light of the demandé created by new

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

purposes of #isSection 411.1 ef seq.of this Code, and am) Comprehensive F. fve 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, regulatibns, and administrative

procedures as it deems necessary to implement #kisSection 411.29 etse¢-. In the event of a
Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague ) - -
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conflict between any MTA rule, regulation or procedure and this-Sections 411.1 z‘hrough 411 9et
seg- of this Code, the code section in conﬂché%geeﬁeﬂ shall prevall N

SEC 411 8. CHARITABLE EXEMPT[ONS

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

sponsor for a new development has filed an application for envzronmental evaluatzon, a categorzcal

exemption or a preliminary pro/'ecz‘ assessment for the project on or before December 3 ] 2013, or, for

N rew developmenz‘ within z‘he .Mzsszon Bay Norz‘h Prozecz‘Area, the Mission Bay South Project Area, the

Hunters Point Shipyard Project Area the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Area, or the T ransbay

Redevelapmem‘ Project Area the project SDO]'ZSO)‘ submzts proof that the sponsor has submitted to the

Successor agency fo the former Redevelopmem‘Agencv of z‘he sz‘v and C'oum‘y of San Francisco

documem‘az‘zon compamble fo rhaz‘ required for an application for environmental evaluaz‘zon, a

categorical exemption or a preliminary project assessment for 'z‘ke project. on or bez‘bre December 31,
(8b) When the proper’fy ora portipn thereof will be exem pt from real prop'erty
taxatlon or possessory inferest taxation under California Constitution, Article Xlll, Section 4,

as implemented by California Revenue and Taxation Code Sectfon 214, then the sponsor

_ shall not be requ1red to pay the TIDF attributed to the hew development in the exempt

property or portion thereof, so long as the properiy or portion thereof continues to enjoy the

 aforementioned exemptlon 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

\Retaxl/Enfertalnment or Visitor Services economic: activity categories in the new deveiopment

| that would otherwise be subject to the TIDF.

(5c)  The TIDF shall be calculated for exempt structures in the same manner and at

the same time as for al[ other structures. Prior o issuance of a building or site permit for the
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development project, the sponsor may apply to the #Z4Department for an exemption under
the standards set forth in subsection (a) above. futhe-event If the AgeﬁeyDggarménf :
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 calcula-féd and ‘imposed upoh the structure
and that the structure or a portion thereof has been exempted from payment of the feé but
that if the property or 'por’[ion-’chereoic loses its exempt status during the 10-year period
commencing with the daf_e of the impositiori of the TIDF, then the building oWner’sh’all be

subject to'thé reguirement 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 thereof loses its exempt status,

then the spohsor shall, within 80 days thereafter, be obligated to 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 o be paid-
shallbe determined by recalculating the fee using a useful life equal fo 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 AgereyDepartment shall record a rejease of the notice
recorded under subsection (b.') above.

(de) Imtheevent If a property owner fails to pay a fee within the 90-day period, a
né-tice for request of payment shall be served by the Development Feé Collection Unit at DBI
under Section 107A.13 of the San Ffan'cisco Building Code. Thereafter, upon nonpayment, a
lien proceeding shall be instituted under Section 408 of this Ar"t_icle and Sf-acﬁon 107A.13.15 of

the San Francisco Building Code. .
SEC 411.9. MOSITIONAND COLLECTION OF TIDF DUE UNDER FORMER LAW.

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

the Administrative Code. Chapter 38 was amended several times between 1981 and 2004. In 2004,

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague . ‘ c
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| Ordinance No. 1 99-04 repealed and replaced the existing Chapter 38, which was subsequently

dmendecg and then repealed in 2010 by Ordinance"] 08-10, whz'ch relocated the TIDF ﬁ‘o}n the

| Admzmsb'az‘zve Code to this Code. In determining the applzcable T JDF due for a prmecr under this

Section 411.9, MTA shall calculate the TIDF based upon the law in eﬁ’ecz‘ on the date of issuance of the

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

Chapter 38" in this section 4119 shall be intended to refer to that Chapter as it read on the date of -

issuance of the ﬁmf building or site permit for z‘he pro;ecz‘ in quesz‘zon

3) MTA shall be responszble for dez‘ermmzng the T} _/DF to the C’zz‘v for new developmem‘ for

which the City issued a building or site permit prior to July 1, 201 0 In such cases, MTA shall

a’ez‘ermzne the TTDF as folZows

() 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 notice shall identify the development project and state that MTA is

evaluating whether the project is subject to the T IDF as well as the amount of any potential liability,

The notice shall also state that if MTA subsequently determines 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 to be recorded and Subsequenﬂv concludes that the project is noz‘

subject to the TIDF. MTA shall Drompﬂv record a nonce identifying the project and Statznz that the

agency has dez‘ermmed that the project is not subject to the TIDF.

2) MTA shall send a Preliminary TIDF Notice to the project sporsor informiﬁg the project

sponsor of MTA's proposed determination 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 arny other information that MTA may require to

determine the project sponso_r's oblization fo pay the TIDF.

(3) ___ The Preliminary TIDF Notice shall

Mayo'r Lee, Supervisofs Wiener, 'O’lague
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(4) identify the development project;

(B) Sz‘czz‘e the legal quthority for imposing z‘hé TIDE;

(C) - specify the preliminary amount of the fee that MTA céleulates the sponsor owes based

on the information available to the agency, which amount MTA shall calculate on the basis of the

number of gross square feet of new development, multiplied 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

devéZopmem‘ 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

calculaﬁng the TIDF.

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

| cuch that the rate charged for the new economic activity category is Hicher than the rate charged for

: z‘he EXISTINE economic acz‘zwtv category, the TIDF per square foot rate for the change of use shall be the

difference between_the rate charged for the new use and the existing use.

(5) __ The project sponsor shall submit the report of gross square feet of use to MTA rnot later

than 15 calendar days from the date of mailing of the P}’elz'mmary TIDF Noz‘ice.

(6) Aﬂ‘er receiving the report of gross square feet 07’ use, or zf 1o response is received from z‘he '

project sponsor within 15 calendar days from fhe daz‘e of mazlzng of the Preliminary TIDF Notice, MTA

Shall prepare a Final TIDF' Determmaf‘zon for the project by dez‘ermznznz the fee under Subsection

4] I 9 (6)(3)(C), taking znz‘o account any additional znformatzon received from the prorecz‘ SpONSor since

the Preliminary 1 TDF Notice. The Final TIDF Determination shall also contgin the information

required by Subsection 411.9(b)(3 )(A) (B) and (D) and inform the project sponsor of the.sponsor's

right to seek review of the a’ez‘ermmatzon in accordance with either Section 411.9(c) or (aD

(7) MTA shall cause the Final TIDF Dez‘ermmaz‘zon to be addressed to the z7r07ecz‘ SDONSOr

and deposited in the U.S. Mail on the date of issuance of that Report. In addition, MTA shall transmit

| Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague )
Page 25

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ' : - ‘
. 813172012

16 originated at : n:\ptc\as2012\1000412100784308.doc
Z'evised or: 8/31/2012 — n:\pic\as201211000412\00784308.doc




the Fz"nal TIDF Determination to DBI in the case of projecz‘s; subject to Sectiorn 411.9(c).

(c) Where the szv zssuea’ a buzldzng oOF site permzz‘ prior to July 1, 2010 and the City has not .

issued the First Certificate of Occupancy for that develozyment DBI shall be responsible for collection

of the fee due consistent with the oz‘herwzse applzcab[e requiremerts set forth in fhz.s' Article and the San

Francisco Buzldzng Code. For purposes of this paragraph, the Final TIDF Dez‘ermznaz‘zon shall be

treated ¢ as a Project Developmem‘ Fee Reporz‘ '

) Nomn‘hsz‘andmg any provisions to z‘he contrary in z‘he San Franczsco Building C’ode

where the TIDF may be owed to ﬂze City fbr new a’evelopmem‘ for whzch the Czty issued a buzla’zng or

site permit przqr fo Julv 1, 2010, and the City issued the First C’erﬁﬁcaz‘e of Occupanej; for the new

develppmenf on or before the effective date of this Section 411.9, MTA shall be. responsible for the

collection ef the fee due in accordance with rhe- procedures set forth in this Subseetz'on 41]. P(d)

(1) - Recording of Fee. Once it has prepared the Final TIDF Determmazzon MTA may cause

the County Recorder to record-a notice that-the development i is subject to the T, ZDF’ I72e County

Recorder shall serve or mail a.copy of such notice to the project Sponsor and rh-e owners of the real

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

to the fee; (z‘z‘) a statement that the development is subfecz‘ to the fee: and (iii) a sz‘az‘emem‘ thaz‘ the MTA4

has determined the amount of the fee z‘o which the pro;ect is subzecz‘ under this Sectzon and related

provisions of . z‘hzs Article.

(2) Dispute Resoluz‘z'on. Ifthe brofecz‘ 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 Sponsbr 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 Dz'rectoz; of T; ranspofration shall

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

information from either MT. 4 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 ;‘he project sponsor not later than 30 calendar days from receipt of the

review request, unless the project sponsor and the Director of 77 ranspofz‘éztion mutually agree to extend

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

the date of issuance.

(3) Appeal to MTA Board of Directors.

(4) The project sponsor may appeal the decision of the Director of T ransporfaﬁoﬁ on the Final

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

acéombanz’ea’ by payment of the ﬁﬂl 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. 4y

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

forth in subparagraph (D)' below.

'(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 MTA Board Secretary may not accept an appeal for filing under this

subsection unless the appellant submits written evidence of this prior attempt.

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

strictly limited to determining whether the mathematical calculation of the TIDF is accurate and

resolving arny 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

fve business days of the MTA Board's decision, the MTA Board Secretary shall cause the decision of

the MTA Board to be placed in the U.S. Mail addressed to the appellant. The.decision shall be

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

| Any amount refunded shall begr interest at the rate of 2/3 of I percent per month or fraction thereof or

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague - : ‘ .
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the gver. age raz‘e of interest computed over the precedzng 6-month period obz‘azned by the San Francisco

Lreasurer on deposits of publzc funds at the time the r. efund is made, whichever rate is lower, and shaZZ

be computed from the date of payment of the fze to the date of reﬁmd plus interest

) Pawﬁem‘ and Collection.

(4) Paymem‘ of TIDF. The TIDF shaYZ be due and payable to the MTA not Zater z.‘han 30 days

aﬁ‘er the date of mailing of the Final TIDF Determznatwn unless the project sponsor has timely.

requested revzew by the Director of T; ranszyorz‘anon under Secl‘zon 411.9(d)(2) or znztzaz‘ed an appeal fo

the MTA Board of Dzrecz‘ors under Sectzon 411, 9(d)(3 ) in which case any TZDF shall be a’ue and

: Layable to MTA onthe earlier of 30 days after the date of the Director of T ransportation'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 Secz‘iorg 411.9(d)(3)(4) above.

. (B) Payment of the TIDF imposed under this section is delinquenz‘ if (1) in the case of a fee not

payable in installments, the 7’ee is wot paid by the dates set forz‘h in the preceding paragraph or (ii)-in

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 a'az‘e fxed for payment. In such case, MTA shall mail an addzz‘zonal

request for pavmem‘ fo the project sponsor stating that:

() Ifthe amount due is not paid within 30 days of the date of mailing of the additional request

and nbtz'c’e, 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 co‘mpyted from the date ofdeli'rzduencv until the date of

payment; and

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

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

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

date of passage.
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Section 7. Scope of Amendment. In enacting this Qrdinance, the Board of Superyisofs

| infends to amend only those words, phrases,‘paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles,

numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent part of the Planning
Code tha’ﬁ are explicitly shown in ’this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment

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

the official title of the ordinance.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney -

By: ' .
. DAVID A. GREENBYRG
Deputy City Attorn
Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague
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FILE NO. 120523

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST
[Planning Code - Transit lrﬁpact De\}elopment Fee Increase and Updates]

Ordinance amending the San Francisco 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 ratfes, 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.,

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 fo 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).

Amendmehts to Current' Law

- The proposed ordinance makes adjustments fo the TIDF rates based on a new nexus 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 Cultural/Institution/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
Producﬁon/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

fiscal year.

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 Clty 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 organizaﬁons would be eliminated as of January 1, 2014. -

The proposed legislation also clanfes 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 determme 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 paral]el
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. [n 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 upheld). ,

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 Arficle 4 of the Plannmg 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. A

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ' Page 3
. : ] 8/31/2012

: originated at: n:\ptc\as2012\1 000412\00793617.doc

16 g'evise'd or: 8/31/2012 ~ n:\pic\as2012\1 000412\00793617.doc



City Hall
Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/ETY 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 Arficle 4 by: 1) making technical cormrections '
to specified definiions 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 impiementation and collection; 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

Mol

By: Alisa Miller, Committee Clerk 7
Land Use & Economic Development Commitiee

(o) Shodutory B

c: John Rahaim, Directer of Planning : . o« . - . : - h
Subor 15172 lofer—1dl—,

Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator _ 7 5
Bill Wycko, Chief, Major Environmental Analysis . anTda.
AnMarie Rodgers, Legislative Affairs \%’N‘” ; ﬁﬂ\ Di ;
Monica Pereira, Environmental Planning ' e

Joy Navarrete, Envircnmental Planning ‘ ks ‘_{L S

V- 79, 71—
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Planning Recommendation BF 120523 TIDF

. . Christina Olague, Scott Wiener, Angela Calvillo, Mayor
AnMane_ Rodgers» to: Edwin Lee . . , .

. 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 Dévelopment Fee. On
June 1%, 2012 the Planning Commission recommended approval with modifications

.0f the proposed ordinmance. ) : '

Planning Recommendation BF 120523.pdf

Method of Delivery v )

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”. Additional hard copies may be
requested by contacting AnMarie Rodgers at 558-6395.

AnMarie Rodgers
Manager of Legislative Affairs

SF Planning Department

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

Havea question about a proposed development? See our new SF Property Info Map! ‘
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org '
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SAN FRANCI SCQ
PLANNING BEPARTME?!?

C!Z)

July 23, 2012

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk
Honorable’l\flayor Edwin Lee

Board of Supervisors

- City and County of San Francisco °
City Hall, Room 244
1 Dr. Carlton: B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 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 Flanning
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 exempt from
environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act Section 15273. Pursuant to
San Prandisco’s Administrative Code Section 8.125 “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 Attomey at your earliest convenience if yéu wish to incorporate
the changes recormmended 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,

f*?\"H

AnMarie Rodgers
Manager of Legislative Affairs

wawv.sfpiafnn%ng.erg.
172

1658 Mission St
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San Francists,
A 04103-2478

Receptiom:
4185585378

Fax
415.558 5408

Plamning
fforyiation:
£15.888.5377



cc
Supervisor Christina Olaéue
Supervisor Scott Wiener
Jason Elliott, MAYor’ s Office
Cheryl Adams, City Attorney
David Gréenburg, City Attorney

Attachments (one copy of the following):
Planning Commission Resolution
Planning Department Executive Summary

Se rhmscy
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1658 Mission S

Sudte 480
. . .  San Fracisee,
Planning Commission OA 42479
= Recsplion:
Resolution No. 18667 e,
HEARING DATE: JULY 19, 2012 P
. 415.558.5489
Project Name: Amendments relating to the Transit Impact Development Fee Planning
Case Number: 2012.0814T [Board File No. 120523] information:
Initizted by: Mayor Ed Lee / Introduced May 15, 2012 HBSsEHT
Staff Contact: Alicia John-Baptiste, Chief of Staff .
' alicia johnbaptiste@sfgov.org, 415-558-6547
Reviewed by: AnMearie 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, 411.1
THROUGH 4115, 4117 AND 4118 TO INCREASE TIDF RATES AND CLARIFY TIDF

IMPLEMENTATION AND COLLECTION.
PREAMBLE

Whereas, on May 15, 2012, Mayor Ed Lée 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 reiating to the TIDF, increase TIDF rates, and clarify TIDF implementation and collection; and

Whereas, on July 19, 2012, the Sar Francisco Pla.nniﬁg Commission (hereinafter “Commission”)
‘conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed
Ordinance; and wot

Whereaé, the proposed text and fee changes have been determined to be categorically exempt from

environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act Section 15273; and

Whereas, the Commission has heard and considered the tt_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

www. siplanning.org
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Whereas, the Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance; and

MOVED, that the Commission hereby recommends that the Board of Supervisors recommends approval
of the proposed Ordinance wzth modifications and adopts the attached Draft Resolution to that effect.
The six recommended modificafions include: .
1. - Introduce 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; L
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 SEMTA with Collection and Appeal Procedures and Authority; and
6. ' Clarify the Accessory Use Provision to Exclude Residential,

o

FINDINGS

I—iaving reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, arid.having heard all testimony and
- arguments, this Commission 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 dévelopment;_ -

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; i

3. The SEMTA completed a nexus study update to the TIDF in 2011, as required 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

S0Ime cases;

5. The Commission believes that the TIDF should be aligned in its ar;plicaﬁon and pblicies 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 paﬂdng 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; Co

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

SANEREATISCH ' ' . 2
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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 capl’cal planning to accommodate a new fee and therefore
the Cornmission recommends extending the grandfathering penod prov1ded to these uses to January

1,2014;

10. The Commission recognizes that uses defined as Automotive 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 Commiséign recommends establishing a grandfathering

period for these uses, t0 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 existirig TIDF ordinance;

12. The Commission recommends providing the SFMTA 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 collecﬁhg the TIDF;

13. The proposed TIDF ordinance does not extend to residential uses and the Commission recommends
* darifying 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 2 mixed use

development which is not residential;

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

TRANSPORTATION FLEMENT :
THE TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT OF THE GENERAL PLAN SETS FORTH OBJECIIVES
AND POLICIES THAT ADDRESS THE IMPORTANT COMPONENTS OF THE LCCAL AND

: REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION S5Y STEM.

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 1.3 ‘ _
Give priority to public transit and other alfernatives to the private automobile as the means of

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

S FREGCISCO
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The proposed ordinance directly addresses the need for emhanced tramsit service to accommodate

. commuters. By requirin;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 fee to Muni operations and capital
improvements, the City is able to provide the transit service necessary to support commuters en route to
their place of employment. E '

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.

POLICY 11.2
Continue to favor investment in transit infrastructure and services over investment in highway
development and other facilities that accommodate the autornobile.

POLICY 113 . .
Encourage development that efficiently 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 Impact Development Fee.

OBJECTIVE21 : o
DEVELOP TRANSIT AS THE PRIMARY MODE OF TRAVEL TO AND FROM DOWNTOWN
AND ALL MAJOR ACTIVITY CENTERS WITHIN THE REGION.

POLICY21.1- : ; . )
Provide tramsit service from residential areas to major employment centers outside the
"downtown area. '

POLICY 21.2 : _ -
Where a high level of transit ridership or potential ridership exists along a corridor, existing
transit service or technology should be upgraded to atiract and accommodate riders.

POLICY 21.11 .
Ensure the maintenance and efficient operation of the fleet of transit vehicles.

The proposed ordinance supports these policies by establishing a means to genemté 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. ' o

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

B)

<

D)

E)

G)
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The existing neighborhood-serving retail uses will be preserved and enhanced and
future opportunities for resident employment in and 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 Ordinance will have no- adverse effect on existing housing and neighborhood
character. : .

The City’s supply of affordable housing will be preéerved 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 econoric base will be maintained by protecﬁﬁg our industrial and service

séctors from displacement due to comumercial office development And future
opportunities for resident employment and ownership in these sectors will be enhanced:

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

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

Preparedness against 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

NING DEFRETRIENT
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The City's parks and open space ahd their access to sunlzght and vistas would be unaffected by the
proposed amendments. : . :

Thereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Resolution on July 19, 2012,

Linda Avery
Commission Secretary
‘AY-ES: Wu, Antonini, ﬁorden, Moore, Sugéya
NAYS:
ABSENT: | Foxlig

ADOPTED: July 19, 2012
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Reviewedby: . AnMarie Rodgers, Manager of Legislative Affairs

Recommendation: Recommend Approval with Modifications

PLANNING CODE AMENDMENT

The proposed Ordinance would amend Article 4 of the Planning Code by: 1) making technical
corrections to specified definitions in Section 401 relating to the Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDE);
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.

The Way [t Is Now:

~ The Tramsit 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 Transportation Agency (SFMTA) and is
used to fund Muni capitel 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 outgrowﬂl 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 accomumodate 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 cites had used “exactions” to fund

1The San Frandsco Transit Impact Development Fee was first established by Ordinanée No. 224-81.

2 The California Mitigation Fee Act was enacted in 1987. See “A Short Overview of Development Impact Fees”,
Peter N. Brown, City Attomey, City of Cammtena, and Grahm Lyons, Deputy City Attorney, City of Carpmtena,

February 27, 2003.

www . siplanning.org

180



' Executive Summary | - CASE NO. 2012.0814T
Hearing Date: July 19, 2012 ' Trans?t Impact Development Fee

infrastructure projects since the 1920s, the San Francisco Transit 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 SFMTA, was given responsibility for the assessment,
imposition, and collection of the TIDF. L :

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
o most new non-residential uses and which increased the rates at which the TIDF is charged 4

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 Inspection. These changes were encompassed in the creation of - -

Article 4 of the Planning Code. Artidle 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 TIDF provisions, tying them to those already
established in the Planning Code. It clarifies the roles of the SFMTA, the Planning Depariment, 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 exempton 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 gross square
footage exemption. The proposed ordinance dlarifies 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 appljr to non-profit and institutional uses by
 eliminating the existing exemption for new development meeting the “charitably exempt” criteria

® San Francisco Planning Depariment, prépared 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.

SO FRRCREQ 2
PLANNING DEPRRTNIENT ’

181



CASE NO. 2012.0814T

Executive Summery
Transit Impact Development Fee

Hearing Date: July 18, 2012

{(Section 411.8). As with the change in exemption threshold nofed above, the proposed ordinance

provides a grandfathering provision for these types of projects, such that those new development projects

currently considered charitably exempt 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 ’cypeé
of projects subject to the TIDF. = It removes the exsting 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 clarifies 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 ty'pe 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 Flanning Code’s definition of abandonment -
pertains only to conditional and nonconforming uses and establishes a three-year timeframe of inactivity
‘{0 constitute abandonment. Thé 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 perml’cted and 2) shortens the five-year
timeframe of inactivity to three years if the prior use was either a conditional or nonconforming use.

Définition 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 zbove, 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 Administrative Code. The proposed ordinance makes the following changes

to definitions:. .
Provides a Planrung Code citation to the deﬁm’aon of “Child care faah’aes” (Sectlon 209. 3(e) and

63) ’
Excludes “animal services as defined in Section 224(a) and (b)” from the definition of “Medical

and Health Services”

* - Establishes a definition for ”Museum
Deletes ”laundermg and cleaning and pressing” from the definition of "Retall/Entertammen o

5 “Museum.” A permanent institution open fo the public, Wl'uch acquires, comnserves, resea.rches, communicates and
exhibits the heritage of humanity or the environment.
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The proposed ordinance creates a definition for “Museum” because the nexus sf:ﬁdy 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, i‘esponsibﬂity 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 SEMTA. 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 | Current Fee Proposed Fee
Office (MIPS) $12.06 ‘, $12.64
Cultural/Institution/Eduncation $12.06

Day Care/ Community Certer $12.06 ' $13.30
Post-Secondary School $12.06 $13.30
Museumn $12.06 $11.05

Other Institutional $12.06 . | $13.30
Medical and Health Services $12.06 $13.30
Production/Distribution/Repair | $ 9.65 T $ é.80
Retail/Entertainment $12.06 181330

Visitor Services $96 ’ [ s1264
i | | | .
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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 o 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 adoption, rejection, or
adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors.

RECOMMENDATION

The Department recommends that the Commission 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, along 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 (TST) 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 impacts 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 aufomobile Level of Service as a metric and
replacing it with a metric that takes into account all modes of fransportatior; 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 dtywide 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 cdmplete,
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 adjustment to

§ In'1973, the San Francisco City Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors adopted the Transit Fixst policy,
giving top priority to public transit investments 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 iﬁdex:ing has not kept
pace with the increase in costs associated with providing the framsit service required by new

" development. In addition, with the consolidation of the TIDF under Article 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 comrect administrative
concerns. Those modifications are described below.

Recommendation $1: Introduce a Po licy Credits Program

The proposed TSP ordinance establishes a Policy Credits program to support desirable programs énd/or
policy outcomes by providing a reduction to ot 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

e Affordable housing projects ' e

= 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-comse, first-served basis. Projects could receive a Policy Credit up t0-90 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 TSF, 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 Period for 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 fundraising or other capital funding
mechanisms in order to accommodate the TIDF. The Depariment recommends extending the
grandfathering period from October 1, 2012 to January 1, 2014, or appromna’tely 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 Planning 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
clearly 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”.

' Recominendation #4: Provide SEMTA with Collection and Appeal Procedures and Authority

In July 2010, Article 4 of the Plannmg Code established the Deparl_ment of Buﬂdmg Inspection (DBI) as
the responsible party for collection of impact fees, including the TIDF. While each impact feeis 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) issuarice 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 leavesa category
of projects where TCO or CFC has been issued but the TIDF has not been paid.

" The Department reconmends establishing 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 projects

owing the TIDF pay the TIDF.

Related to this, the Department recornmends establishing an appeal mechanism for the SFMTA so thatin
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 applies when the assessment and imposition of the fee is done by the Planning Department.
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Executive Summary ' . CASE NO. 2012.0814T
Hearing Date: July 19, 2012 _ _ ) . Transit Impact Development Fee

Recommendation #5: Clarify the Accessory Use Provision 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 cu.tren’dy 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 dlarify 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 Guidelines.

- PUBLIC COMMENT
As of the date of this report, the Department has received one phone call comment 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 squiare foot exemption threshold. A copy of the Small
Business Commission’s resolution is attached.

LRECON[M'ENDA'I’ION: ' Recommendation of Approval with Modification

Adtachmentss Not provided to the Board of Supervisors.
FocnibitA Dmf—bi’-}mfmg—emsma%eas}uﬁen Provided only to Comm:.ss:Lon
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DATE © May 15, 2012 Y o L ;414'
TO:
FROM:
RE:

Impact Development Fee Ordinances

The Planning Department is very pleased to- transmit to you documentation to support 2 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 Transportaﬁon Authority, and the Office of Economic &

Workforce Development.

. The attached items include: an ordinance establishing a Transportation Sustainability Fee; the San
Erancisco Transportation Sustainabilify Fee Nexus Study — Final Report; an ordinance updating the
Transit Impact Development Fee; and the San Francisco Transit Impac‘ 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 (TSF), 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 transportatton system. The Board of Supervisors is asked to
consider the TIDF ordinance and accompanying nesus 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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4

establishing a dtywide Transportaﬁon Sustainability Fee to offset the impacts of .new
development to the City’s transportationt network. Taken together, the change to the
transportation impact analysis methodology and the establishment of a citywide transportation
impact fee ensure that development’s cumulative impacts 1o 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 to residential (with the exception of single-family homes) as well as
commercial uses.” The TSF would eriable new development to alleviate its burden on citywide
transporiation system performance by funding categories of transportation projects shown ‘to
- directly offset the impacts of growth from new developmenf. "These improvement Iﬁrqjécts
mitigate the cumulative impacts of future development. As such, the TSF is the first impact fee in
San Francisco 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 San
Francisco Transportation Sustainability Fee Nexus Study — Final Report (“TSF Nesxus Study”).

The proposed 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 finandial feasibility analysis
conducted irr 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 .

‘buﬂdi.ng 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 occipying or expanding pre-existing
comnmercial 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. ' '

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

N . .
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The TSF and assodiated expenditiire program will be administered consistent with the City’s

existing capltal 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 cdmprehensively 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.

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 transit 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 stxidy’ s conclusions. The San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency (SFMTA) completed an updated nexus study for the TIDF in 2011 and
-seeks the Board's adoption of that nexs study at this time. ’

Fee rates under the TIDF have not been updated since 2004. In the past‘ eight years, the cost to
offset development’s impact on the transit 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 TSE.
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
otdinarice 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 cutcomes. 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 development’,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 FRANCISGD : 1 9 0 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 recogmzes the often narrow margin in which small busmesses 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 exarnined. as a policy option a
reduction in the TIDF rate for projects which build less than the allowable maximum or
minimum parkmg For a more comprehénsive 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 devdopments :

e Affordable Housing Projects. The TSF ordinance establishes a pohcy credlt for
affordable housing developments. The credit is intended to support the City’s -policy
objective of expanding the availability of a.&ordabl&_housmg in San Frandisco. 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 system).

¢ 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 creditis intended to support needed development of the City’s housing stock.

Questions for ConSIderatton. As noted above, the TSF ordinance does not prioritize among the
four policy objectives ehgible 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 SFMTA 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 development shall receive more
than TBD%...of available Policy Credits...”. Staff seeks the Board’s guidance on: 1) whether
such a limitation should be mduded and 2) if so, at what percentage.

SAN FRANCISCO 1 91
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Share of Credits Available to Individual Policy Objectives. As drafted, the TSF ordinance does not
prioritize among the four pohcy 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 prioritization among the
Iisted poIicy credits is warranted; 2) whether a cap on any individual policy credit is
appropriate; and 3) if so, whether the Board wishes to 1eg151a’ce this cap or to allow for if to be

administratively de’cermmed.

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. How_ever,' staff further
requests that the Board give consideration to the policy questions outlined-above so as to inform

future discussions on the TSF. Thank you.

Staff Contacts on the TSP and the TIDE:
)

Department Contact ' Phone Email

Planning " | Alicia Iolﬁ—Baptiste 415.558.6547 aliciajohnbaptiste@sfgov.org
Department - :

San Francisco Sonali Bose
Municipal
Transportation
Agency

415.701.4617 sonali.bose@sfmta.com

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 Inpact Development Fee Update

Introduction

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

Code) authorizes the City to impose a Transit Impact 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 asthe “base service standard™.

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

anthorizes 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
infegrates parking supply imto the TIDF by proposing discounted rates for
development projects that restrict parking. ' .

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. . T . 1
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2.0

Srzn Francisco Transit Impact Dzvelapmmr Fee Updzzw .

Maximum J ustified (Eagegerﬁse
Standard) Rates o

As required by Section411.5 of the Code, this report updates the maximum
justified TIDF rates by economic ac’thtjr category based on the most recent
available data. :

This update is based on the same methodology used to calenlate the cul_rent

_maximum justified rates and Is presented in the following four steps:

1. Calculate the net anmual cos’c per revenne service hour.
2. Caleulate ip g crcneraﬁon,

Calculate the net a.umzal cost per tr_Lp
4. Calculate the maximum justified (base service standard) rate by eoonozmo

actzvz’fy category.

We calculated net annual cost per revenue service hour based on fiscal .data for
the San Francisco Mumicipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA). The changes

Wy

“incorporated into this update reflect use of the most recent available data which is

for fiscal year 2008-2009. The updated net annual cost per revenue semce hour
is presentod in Table 2.1.

Table 2.3 Net Annual Cost Per Revenue Serviee Hour

Justification

Formula | Updated Value

Annual Operating Costs - $610 493 175 National Transit |  Most }ecenﬂy
Database reported data
. . (FY 2009)
Average A_unual Capital b $1 12,3 89,896 | Nationzl Transit Most recently
‘Costs® . Database reported data
. . (FY 2005-
. . . FY 2009 average)
Total Amoual Costs . atb | $722,883,071 Calenlated Revised result
" | Total Apnual Costs c $722,883,071 Calculated Revised rosult
Non-Vehicle Maintenance | 4 ($41,159,600) | National Transit Most recenﬂy
' Database reported data
. . . : (FY 2009}
General Administration - e ($162,802,500) | National Transit | Most recently
Database reported data
FY 2009)
2-1
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Smn Francisco Tnmszt Impact Development Fee Update

Table 2.1 T\Tet Apnnal Cost Per Revenue Service Hour (c&nﬁnued}

Formula Updated Value Source

Farebox Revenue £ | ($152,114,027)

National Transit |  Mostrecently -
Database reported datz
(FY 2009)
Pederal and State Capital g’ .| (873,158,896) | National Transit | Most recently
Punds* - Database reported data
: : - (FY 2005-
FY 2009 average)
Total Net Annual Costs h=c+ | $293,648048 Calculated . Revised formnla
| dte+ _ ' " irputs

&

Net Annual Costs . h $293,648,048 * Caleulated Rewseci result .

Average Daily Revenue i 9,643 -Naﬁonal Tramsit | Most recently
Service Homs® : Datzbase Teported data’
- ' : (FY 2009)

Net Armmal Cost Per Daily | j=h/i $30,452 Calculated | Revised result
Revenne Service Howr . o :

* Capital costs and finding are averaged using data for the most recent five fiscal yea.rs ‘becanse
. of the relative volatility of the capital program from year to year.

® Based on anmual reverne samce hours reported in National Transit Database divided by 365.
Source: Ngnonal Transit Daiabase (hitpr/fwww.nitdprogram. 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 comply 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 Planming
Department guidelines for transportation impact analysis and incorporate more’
recent data (see Appendices A through C). Total estimated trip generation for
. 2009 is shown i Table 2.2.

Cambridge Systematics, Ine. ’ 2-2
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Table2.2 2009 Trip Generation

Szm Fnzuczsco Tnmszt Impuz:t Devdopmenr Fee llpda:e -

2605 : : '
) ] 2005 | 2010 | 2008 | pt. | Buiding | Building
Trip Generation -(dwelling units or (per | Vacaney| Space Trip .
' employment) emp.) | Rate (ksf) . Rate® Trips
_ . f=c*=d ‘
Formula e=a-+ / h=c*g
80 = (b- 1-e/ - or
a2’ b "8} d e 1,060 g h=f{*g
Residential 358644 | 367,575| 365,789] NA |. NA | NA 7 | 2,560,523
Nonresidentiaf- , .
Manzgement, 275380 | 293901 | 290,197 276 | 5.0% | 84,310 13 | 1,096,0301
Information and '
Professional
Services | _ _
Retail/Brtertainment | 88,710 | 95997 | 94,540 350 | 5.0% | 34831 65 | 2264.015]
roduction, 73003 | 64,174| 65940 567 | 5.0% | 39,356 7 275,492
Distribution, Repair ' ’ _
CultralTostitution/ | 59,524 | 58329| 58,568| 350 | 5.0% | 21,578 23 496,294
Edueation ) 1 .
Medi'cal and Health 38,027 37,543 37,6401 " 350 5.0% 13,867 22 305,074
Services o ' - :
Visitor Services 17350 | 20090| 19,542| 441 | 5.0% | 9072 13 117,936
Total (emp orks?) | 551,994 | 570,034 | 566,427 203,014
Total (trrps) 7,115,364

. Note: emp” refers to emiployment and “ksf” refers to thousand bmldmg square feet of nonres1denual space.

* Bstimate for 2009 based on mterpola.’c&on o£ 2005 and 2010 estimates. Tbls vear is used to be consmteni with the

fiscal data in Table 2.1.

b ’ Person-trip rates are for auto and transit and exchude bicycle and pedesinan trips. -

Sources: Akssl Olsen, San Francisco Planning Department, Land Use Allocation Model Output (D 726 December
23, 2009, and ID 926 April 7, 2010); Aksel Olsen, San Francisco Planning Department, memorandum to
Ehzabeth Sall, San Francisca County Transportation Anthority, regardmg San Francisco Land Use
Allocation, Jammary 27, 2010, Tebles 1 and 2, p. 10; Append:x A

Cambridge Systemazics, Inc.
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Net annual cost per trip is ealculated based on the results ﬁon_l Tables 2.1 and 2.2,
and is shown in Table 2.3. i

Table 2.3 Net Annual Cost Per Trip

) "Formuls Ampunt Amou&t
. ‘ Net Anmmal Cost per Revenue Service Hour - - $30,452
Average Daily Revenne Service Hours b. . 9,643
2009 Total Anmal Trips* o 7,115,364
Revenne Service Hours Per 1,000 Trips | d=be*1,000 ‘ 1.3552
Net Annual Cost Per Trip* e=a*d/1,000 $41.27

. * Auto and transit trips only. Exclndes bicycle and pedestrian trips.
Sources: Tables 2.1and22:

Finally, the updated maximum justified rates by economic activity category' are
calculated based on the trip generation rates shown in Table 2.2, the 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 updated based on five-year average inflation
" and interest rates through FY 2008-2009 (see AppendixD). The updated
maximum justified fees (base service standard rates) are shown in Table 2.4.

Table2.4 Base Service Level Standard -

Economic Activity

Net

Net
Appual | Annwal
Cost Cost
"per trip | {per unit
(8/trip) | orsq. fL)

Net
Present
Valne

Base
Serviee

Standard

Rate

e=c*d

Base
Service
Standard
Rate

2+ Bedrooms

a

8 $41.27 $330° |- 3440 | $11,352- | 1250 $9.08
1 Bedroom/Studio 6 $4127 $243 3440 | $8,531 | 1,090 "$7.83
Senior Housing - 4 $4127 $165 34.49 $5,676 | 1,000 $5.21

7 $9,942 | 1,160 $8.57

201

. ) c=3a * ]

Forrmla 2 b b/1,000 d g=c*d
Management, 13 $41.27 | $0.54 34,40 $18.58
Information and :

Professional Serviees
Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 24
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Table 2.4 Base Service Level Standard (confinued)

R NEILTSTRTIENIT D 4 T

. Base
Net Net Base . Service
Trip Annual | Annual Net | Service Standard
Rate Cost Cost Present . | Stendard | Square Rate
Ecoromic Activity (perumit | pertrip | (per umit Value Rate Feet (per sq.
Category orksf) | ($/rip) | orsq ft} | Factor™ | (per unit} | (per unit” ft)
Formula | 2 b c=a* d ' g=c*d
_ b/1,000
Retail/Entertainment »
Supermarket 127 $4127 $524 34.40 $180.26
. Quality St-Down 86 $41.27 $3.55 34.40 $122.12
Restavrant )
Fast Food Restatrant 602 $4127 | $24.34 34.40 $854.50
Restaurant — 258 $4127 | $1065 | 34.40 $366.36
Composite Rate )
Afhletic Clubs 25 | $4127 | $1.03 34.40 $35.43
Cineplex Theaters .22 $4127 $0.91 3440 $31.350
Other Retail, Including 63 $41.27 $2.68 3440 - $92.19
- Genperal Retail : : ' . _
Production, T $4127 | $020 | -34.40 $9.98
Distribution, Repair
Cukteral/Iastitution/Edacation
Day Care/Community 54 $4127 | %223 34.40 $76.71
Center R C
Post-Secondary School | 38 $4127 $1.57 3440 $54.01
Museum 12 $41.27 $0.50 34.40 $17.20
Other Cultiwral/ 23 $41.27 $0.95 34.48 - $32.68
Instittion/ Education ‘ )
Medical and Health 22 $41.27 "$0.91 34,40 $31.30
1 Services .
Visitor Services 137 ] §4127 | 5054 34.40 . $18.58

Note:

® Gross buﬂdmcr square feet.
Seifel Consulting, Inc., San Francisco Bastern ch_hborhoods Nexus Study, prepared for the City of Sem

' Sources:
Francisco Plaoning Deparfmem; May 2008; Tables 2, 3, and Appendix D Table D.2,

square feet of nonresidential space.

® Net present vatue factor represents the multipler for $1.00 in annual costs to be fully finded over a 45-year
. period, given interest earmings and inflation. .

" Values per ksfzand per sq. ft. refer to gross butlding Square feet, and “ksf” refe.rs to thousand bmldmg

Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
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Unlike thé current TIDF rates the updated rates shown in Table 2.4 are divided
into. subcategories for the retail/entertainment and cnltural/institution/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 tip rates developed
for the subcategories reflect current San Francisco Planmng Department practice
and the most recent avaﬂable data

Coombridge Systematics, Ine. .. : 26
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As mentioned previously, Section. 421.7 of the Code reqmres an analysis of the
impact of parking supply on transit infrastructure. This section prowdes that

analysis.

- The:trip 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’ guantifiable

 felationship between lower parking levels and fewer motorized (automobile and

transit) trips. Szmply shifting tips from amfomobiles 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) frips generated by a development project. As explained in the 2001
TIDF study, ...increases in both auto and transit have a direct impact cn transit
service. Iacreases in transit trips tax already crowded routes, while increases in
auto trips result in overall increases in congestion, which slows transit vehicles

and increases the cost of providing fransit service. -1

Cambridge Systcmattcs condncted an extensive review of the research literature
regarding the impact of parking supply on twavel behavior: The review found very
few studies that directly analyzed. the impact of restricted parking supply on the
number of motorized trips generated by a development project. One recent

" umpublished study noted that “[d]espite the many arguments against minimum
.parking requirements, there has béen virtually po research conducted to

specifically desctibe... the influence of the ava:lablhty of a residential off-street

. parking space on mdl\dduals travel behavior.”™

It is challenging t0 try to guantify the reiatlonshlp between parking and trip
generation because it is difficult to isolate the effect of parlang supply from the
many other variables that affect trip gemeration and mode choice (auto, fransit,
bike, and pedestrian). Although many studies have examined mode choice in
response to parking pricing, pricing is not a proxy for paﬂﬁng supply

! Nelson/Nygaard Associates, Transit Impact  Developrment Fee Analysis; Techmical
Memorandum #6 — Calculation of Fes Schedulc prepared - for the San Francisco Plam:.mD

Department, April 2001, p. 3.

z * Sherman, Alyssa B., The Effects of Reszdenzzal Of-Sireet Pa;rkmo Avallabzlny on Travel -

" Behavior in San anczsr'o presented to the Department of Urban and Reglonal Planning, San

José State University, in partial fulfillment of the Master in Urban Planning degres, May 2010, -

p. 15

. Cambridge Syslamncs Inc.
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The unpublished study cited above did conduct a survey in San Francisco 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 a correlation
between restricted parking and fewer motorized trips overall (auto and transit).
Thus, although a precise relationship between parking supply dnd motorized trip
generation has not been documented at this time, the research does suggest the
potential f0r & positive correlation (less parking causes fower motorized trps). 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 develop
supply is shown below in Table 3.

. between projects Iocated in are
- requitements. The former typically

recent zoning update. The latter
adopted within the past 15 years

Fable3.1 TIDF Discount Based on Parkin

ment projects that choose to restrict parking |
1. The parking discoumt rates are Separated
as with minimum and maximum parking
represents areas of the city that have nothad a

typically représents areas with recently plans

such as Downtown,
Market and Octavia, Mission Bay, and Rincon Hill.

Development Project

A. For Development Projects In Zoning Districts With MINIMUM
___PARKING Reqitiremnents (No Maximam Specified)

g Provided by

Eastern Neighborhoods,

* | NoParking | 25% of 50%of | 75%of | 100%of | Above
- * | Minirom Minimom * | Minfmum * | Minimum | Mini; um
TIDF |  50% 40% 30% 20% 10% 0%
- | Discount c - ' :

PARKING Requirements (No Minimam Specified)

-B. For Development Projects Tn Zoning Distriets With MAXTMUM

. 25% of 50% of 75% of 100% of _Above
. No Parking | Maximam ‘Maximum | Maximum' | Maximum | Maxisom®
TIDF . 40% 30% 20% 10% 0% 0%
Discount .

* Parking levels below 100 percent of mintmum would Tequire a zoning variancé,

® Parking levels above 100"percent of maximum woald require a zoning variance.

The discounts shown i Table 3.1 reflect the following considerations:

* Discounts increase as a development project further restricts patking below

either the minimum or maximum required level;

7 Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
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® No development project is granted-a dl:.count higher than 50 pcrcent even if
no parkmg is supplied because there will be the need for increased transit
service regardless of the level of automobile trip generation; and _

= Discounts are greater for development projects in areas with minimum. as
opposed to maximum parking requirements because of the additional effort
required to obtain a variance to res"!:n ct parkmg below the minimum reguired

level.

Cambridge Sysielﬁaﬁcs, Inc.
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: Appendix

A Appendﬁx A: Trip Gén;e;fraﬁan Rates |

This Appendix presents frip generation rates 1o be used in the update to the
Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF), including top generation rates by
economic activity category and for subcategories.

" Al Trip Genefaﬁon Rates by Economic Activity Category

We developed trip generation rates for each of the seven ecomomic activity’
caiegorges used by the City to analyze the impact of growth on the fransportation

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

= The Szn Francisco Chained Activity Modeling Process 2.0 Travel Demand
~ Model (SF CHAMP model) using a regression analysis fo estimate emergent
trip rates by economic activity category; .

‘. 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 =~ :

> A pational compilation of local studies published’ by the Institute of

~ Transportation Engineers (TTE) in their 8* Edition Trip Generation (2008).

The first souree, 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 commeonly cited national reference

source on this topic. This appendix analyzes all three sources to select rates for
_ the TIDF update, o :

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

- mot 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 pomresidential categories covering all employment-related land uses
(cultoral/mstitutional, medical, office, retafl lodging, and industrial) and one tesidential

category for all residential land uses. Lo '

A vehicle-irip is a trip taken by a vehicle. For example, an automobile traveling with fhree
‘otcupants represents ome vehicle tip and three person-frips. A tramsit bus traveling with
30 passengers represents one vehicle trip and 30 person-trips.

Cambridge Systematics, Inc: - . S A-1
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San Francisco Travel Demand Model Derived Trip Generation Rates

The San Francisco County Transportation Awthority has developed the SF
CHAMP model to predict the travel patterns of persons traveling fo, 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 fravel
(i.e., amtomobilé, transit, pedestrian, bicycle), the duration. of travel, and other trip
cheracteristics. The model was developed using surveys of housebold travel
behavior in the San Francisco Bay Area, specifically the Bay Area Travel Survey
and the United States Census. Model resulfs are validated (adjusted) based on
traffic and transit count data collected by local agencies to ensure accuracy. The
SF CHAMP model uses - state-ofithe-art modeling techniques and has been
certified. by the Bay Area regional transportation planning agency, the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission.” - -

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: residenfial uses; cultural/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 categories to produce a trip generafion rate
per household or per worker: This is deme through a statistical process known as

linear regression. Appendix B describes the regression analysis used to estimate

trip generation rates based on the SE CHAMP model in more detail.

Table A.1 shows the trip generation rates by economic activity category estimated
by the SF 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-trps. Total person-trips include bicycle and pedestrian

trips. 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.

5 The model is an “activity-based” travel demand model that is the most sophisticated type of
'regional travel demand model available today. . :

Canbridge Systematics, Inc. . A2
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- Table A.1 SF CHAMP-Derived Trip Generation Rates
. Average Dajly | - -
SF CHAMP-Derived | Motorized |} Total Person | Motorized
Trip Generation Rates Person-Trips - Trips Mode Share
Residential - g - - 12 75%
Cultiral/Institution/Education - 16 15 © 7%
Medical and Health Services 23 29 79%
Memagement, iformation and Professional IS/ 14 | %
Services ] B,
Retafl/Entertaimment - - B T 34 74%
Visttor Services . _ - { - 11 17 65%
| Production; Distribution, Repair _ - b 6 100%

Note: 'I‘rip's per Dwelling Unit or 1,000 sq. . is used to measurs Motorized Person-Trips and.
Total Person Trips. : :

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

' San Francisco Plauning Department Trip Gene;aﬁdn Rates

The Mzjor Envirommental' Analysis (MEA) Division of the San Francisco

Planuing Department produces guidelines for . project proponents to use in
prepating environmental impact analyses that contain trip generation rates for a
- variety of land uses’ (SE 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 (management, information and professional
services; retail/entertainment; visitor services; and production, distribution,

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

these rates that are based on total frips (inchuding bicycle and pedestrian trips) to
motorized trips (automobile and transit trips only) using mode share estimates.
Mode share estimates are drawn .from mode shares contained in the SE

Quidelines. The range of mode shares provided reflects the geographic vartation

in mode share in different regions of the city.

§ City and County of San Francisco Plamning Department, Traffic Inpact Anaksis Gaddelines,
- October 2002, hﬂp://www.sfpla:nniug.org,ModJﬂes/ShoWDocment_aspz‘? documentid=5753.

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. . A3
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Appendix

Table A.Z San Francisco Planning Department Trip Generation Rates
for Office, Retail, Visitor, and Industrial Categories

, - Motorized

San Francisco Total Mode Share | Motorized
Economic Planniog Person- | Motoriz Source Person-
Activity Department Land | Trips per |ed Mode (See S¥ Trips per
Category Use 1,000 Sq. f. | Share | Guidelines} | 1,800 sq. it
Management; General Office® 18 70-95% | Table E-1, B-7 13-17
Information and
Professional
Services .
Retail/ Genera] Retail 130 43-82% | TablesE-8, B-| 65-123
Entertainment - 10, E-12, E- :

» 14, E-16
Visitor Services Hotel/ Motel® 21 61-92% | TablesB-11,"| 13-19
E-13,E-15, E-
17

Prodnction, Industrial "8 85-93% | TablesE-3to 7
Distribution, B : E-6
Reparr )

* The general office rate was selected as mmost 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 econormic activity category is
expected to ocour. ’ :

® The Visitor Services rate of 21 trips per 1,000 square feet was derived from the rete of 7 trips
per hotel/motel room listed in the San Francisco Plarming Department Guidelines. The trips per
room rate was converted into trips per 1,000 sq. ft. using a conversion factor of 330 sq. it per
room based on 3.50 rooms per employee and 1,156 sq. f. per employee. The roems per
employse factor i3 the weighted average of total rooms divided by total employees for the Hotel
(category 310) and Motel (category 320) rates from the ITE Trip Generation Mmuadl. The
square feet per employes factor is from a study conducted for the Scuthern California

Association of Governments. )
Sources: City and County of San Francisco Planning Department, 7 ra_ﬁc‘}mpacz‘z{mzlysis'
;  Guidelines, October 2002, Tables C-1, B-1, E-3 to E-8, and E-10 to E-17.
For the three remaining economic activity categories (residential, medical and
health services, and cultural/institution/education) no 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 analyzing available
rates for more detailed subcategories, as described below. :

o Residential. For residential land uses, a composite frip generation rate was
developed based on a weighted average of rates provided in the SF Guidelines
for 1-bedroom/studio units and 2+ bedroom tmits. 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

210 At
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for residential land uses provided by the SF. CHAMP mode] (see Table A1)
Mode share for residential land uses is not provided by the SF Guidelines.

* Medical and Health Services. A composite tdp generation rate was
developed based on a weighted average of rip generation rates from three
Tecent representative San Frameisco projects involving construction of new
spaces for medical uses. ' :

s CulturalInstitution/Edacation. A composite trip generation rate was
developed based on a weighted average of rates from six recent representative
projects, including four musewns, 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-tdp ;aiés for these categoﬁés.
Table A.3 Séu’rce of Cdmposi_té Trip Generation Rates for

Residential, Medical and Health Services, and
Culteral/Institution/Education Categories

' o ) : Motorized Person
| Category - - ~_ Souwrce - _ : Trips
Resideptial SF Guidelines — weighted average of 7perwmit
residential rates for 1-bedroom/studio vmits -
' and Z-bedrooms or more nmits
Medical and Health | San Franeisco Planning Department — 22 per 1,000 sg. .
Services weighted average of rates from recent .
: : representative projects . .
CulturalTnstitution/ | San Francisco Planning Department — 23 per1,000sq. fr. -
Education weighted average of rates from recent -
. representative projects

:

~ Selected TIDF Trip Generation Rates 1{’91‘ Economie Activity Catégoﬂes

To develop the trip generation rate schedule by econamic activity category for use

in the TIDF program, we compared SF-CHAMP model-derived and Plaming
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 for 162 individual land nses.

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 corresponding economic activity category. ITE did not have an appropriately

- broad category for the cultural/institutional category so an ITE rate is not shown
in Table A4 for that category. , ‘

Combridge Systemarics, Inc. o o : A ) A-5
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Overall, the rates presented in Table A4 show a great deal of consistency among
the different sources presented (SF CHAMP, Planning, and ITE). In nearly 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
“percent of the mean.” -

Table A.4 Comparisén of Motorized Trip Generation Rates for

Economic Activity Categories _
- Motorized Person-Trips Per Dwelling Unit or 1,000 sq. ft.

Comparison of |

Motorized Trip SF . | San Francisco .
Generation Rates for CHANE- Planning - . ITE Land Use -~
Economic Activity Derived | Department | Category and
Categories - Rates Rates ITE Rates® | Category Number
Residential =~ - 9 7 .9 . | Condo/Townhouse—

230

Cultural/Tnstitution/ 16 23 1 wa

Education :

Medical and Health 23 ' 22 25 . Hospital - 610
Services .

Management, ' 10 13-17 13 ‘General Cffice— 710 |

*| Information and ‘ 1

Professional Sexvices ‘

Retail/Entertainment 25 65-123 71 Shopping Center —
| v : . : ‘ 820

Visitor Services 11 13-19 29 Motel - 320
Production, ' 6 7 8 Light Industrial — 110
Distribution, Repair ’

® I'TE rates are expressed as vehicle trips. 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 focal 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 colturaVinstiution/education category. The
rats for visitor services was translated from trips per room to trips per 1,000 square feet using
conversjon factors deséribed in Table A.2.

Sources: Tables A 1, A.2, and A.3; Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation, g
Edition, 2008. . A ' ,

7 See results for average vehicle trip ends for land use categories (ITE category. pumber in

parentheses) such as- General Light Industrial (110), Single-F amily’ Detached Housing (210), -

Hotel (310), Motel (320), General Cffice Building (710), and Shopping Center (320) in Inititute
of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generatign, 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 trip generation rate schedule. The Planning
Department rates are preferred becauss: S S

e Plarming Department rates tend to represent 2 midraugé 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.

o Planming Department rates ate based on eﬁzpirical studies of trip generation
from sites thmughout the city.

s Use of the Planning” Department rates maintaing consistency with current
practice for transportation impact analysis by the Department. :

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 trip generation rate schedule. The low end was selected to
align the mates more with the SF CHAMP-derived rates versus the ITE rates
becanse the former is more reflective of local conditions compared to the Jatter.

The selected TIDF rates bj; eco;omﬁc activity category are shown in Table A 5. .

Table A5 TIDF Trip Generation Rates by Economic Acﬁﬁty

Category
‘ : TIDF Trip Cfneraﬁbn Rate

Economic Activity Category Somree (Motorized Person-Trips)
Residential . |Derived from SF Guidelines 7 per dwelling unit
Cultwel/Tnstifution/Education | SF Planning Dept —average of | 23 per 1,000 5q. .

' recent projects . T o
Medical and Health Services | SF Planning Dept—average of | - 22 per 1,000 sq. ft.

Tecent projects ) . »

Menigement, Tnformation and | Derived from SF Guidelines " 13per1,000sq. &
Professional Services N :
Retail/Entertainment Derived from SF Guidelines 65 pér 1,000 sq. f£
Visitor Services Derived from SF Guidelines 13 per 1,000 sq. ft.
Production, Distribution, - Derived from SF Guidelines 7 per 1,000 5q. f1.
Repair .

Source: Table Ad.

A2 Trip Generation Rates For Subcafegories
The following four economic activity categories -have relatively consistent trip

generation rates among the types of land uses reflective of development Tikely to.

occur in San Francisco and be subject to the TIDE:

pact Development Fee Updeate .
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.o Medical and Health Services;

e -Management; Information and Professional Services;
s Visttor Services; and

¢ Production, Distribution, Repair.

~ For these categories the average rate for each category shown in Table A5 is
sufficient to provide a generally relisble approxiration of the mmpact of a specific

development project.  For the other three economic activity categories
(residentizl, cultural/institutional/education, -and retail/entertainment) each
includes 2 wide range of trip genmeration rates among the land uses within the
respective category. For these categories the TIDF top generation rate schedule
uses land use subcategories to provide a more tailored approximation of the

impact of a specific development project. Subcafegory rates for residential and

retail reflect land uses listed in the SF Guidelines. Subcategory rates are
developed for the cultural/institutional/education category because this category
also has 2 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

.overell 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 motorized trips using the motorized mode share for the residential
category derived from the' SF CHAMP model (Table A1), because no
representative mode share was available from the S Gudelines. -

Resi_denﬁal ’ . ‘ v
Subcategory Seunrce: : Iotorized Person-Trips
2+Bedrooms S¥ Guidelines p. C-3 8 per unit

1 Bedroom/Studio | SF Guidelines p. C-3 ) - Gperumnit -
Semior Housing ' SF Guidelines p. C-3 4 per unit

Other Residential Table A3 - 7 per mit

Notes: Rates in the gnidelines were converted from. person-tripsto motorized trips using -
motorized mods share for residential drawn from SF CHAMP model cutput (Table A I).

Table A7 p}feseqzts subcategory rates for the cuitural/inéﬁtuﬁona]]education land
use category. These rates were developed from recent fraffic impact studies

) 8 ITE includes over 30 land vses that fall within the culturalinstitutional category (Instifite of

Transportation Engineers, Irip Generation Marmal, 8th Edition, 2008).

Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
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collected by the San Francisco Planning Department (sce Table A.S) and from the -

SF Guidelines.

Table AR presénts subcategory rates for the retail caiegdry. These rates are .
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drawn from rates for retail land uses included the SF Guidelines. Rates were
converted to motorized trips using the lower end of the motorized modé share for

retzil trips available from the SF Guidelines (Table E-1 .

Table A.7 Cultural/Institation/Education Subcategory Trip

Generation Rates

Cultural/Tastitution/ . Motorized”
Education Subcategory - ‘ Soarce Person-Trips
Day Care Center and SF Guidslines Table C-1 and Jewish 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 sq. f&
Museum ' Average of EIRs from Butterfly Musemm | 12 per 1,000 sq, &t

(1998), Golden Gate Academy of Sciences ;

Building (2003), Exploratorfm (2008),

. . Asian Att Muséum (1996) .

Other Coltural/Instifution/ | Composite Rate (Wi eighied Average) 23 per 1,000 sq. it
Eduncation : .

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

CHAMP model.

ITE rates were converted to motorized
automobile occupancy rate of 1.5
(2009 National Household Travel

peson-irip rates wsing the national average
for school/day care/religious activity trip puIposes
Survey). A national rather than local cccupancy rate

was used to be consistent with the fact that ITE rates are collected from national studies.

Table A.8 Retail/Entertainment Subcategory Trip Generation Rates

Motorized Person Trips
Retall/Entertzainment Subcategory Source Per 1,000 sq. ft.
Supermarket ' SF Guidelimes, page C-3 127 per 1,000 sq. ft.
Quality Sit-Down Restaurant SF Guidelines, page C-3 | . 86 per 1,000 sq. &
Fast Food Restanrant . SF Guidelines, page C-3 602 per 1,000 sq. .
| Restammrant - Composite Rate SF Gui&eﬁnes, page C-3 258 per 1,000 5q. &
Athletic Clubs SF Guidelines, page C-3 | 25per 1,000 sq. . -
Cinsplex Theaters* _ SF Guidelines, page C-3 | * 22per 1,000 sq.
| Other Retail/Entertamment, including | SF Guidelines, page C-3 65 per 1,000 sq. ft.
Genersl Retail - . .

Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
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* Trip rate of 1.13 per seat converted to trips per 1,000 sq.

s

. based on 44 seafs per 1,000 sq. &

trips per seat (see Saturday trip rates for Movie Theater with Matinee, land use category 444),

from ITE Trip Generation). .

Notes: Rates in the guidelines were converted from tofal person-rips to motorized person trips
using the low end of motorized mode shares Histed in the SF Guidelines (Table E-11).

A3 - TIDF Trip Generation Rate Schedule
Table A.9 presents a summary trip generation rafe 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 inchuded

- in each category and subcategory.

Table 4.9 TIDE Motorized Trip Generation Rates

TIDF Motorized Person-Trip

Economiec Activity Cztegory and Sebcategory Generafion Rate
Restdential . : : .
. 2+ Bedrooms 8 per dwelling unit
1 Bedroomy/Studio 6 per dwelling unit
Senior Housing 4 per dwelling unit
Other Residential 7 per dwelling umit
Culural/Trstitrtion/Education

Dey Care Center/Community Center

54 per 1,000 5g. it

Post-Secondary School

38 per 1,000 sq. &t

12 per 1,000 5g. .

Museum
Cther Cultural/Institution/Education. 23 per 1,000 sq. &
Medical and Health Services 22 per 1,000 sg. £
Management, Information and Professional Services 13 per 1,000 sq. ft.
-| Retail/Entertainment ' :
Supermerket - 127 per 1,000 sq. &
Quelity Sit- Down Restaurant 86 per 1,000 sq. ft.
Fast Food Restaurant ‘ 602 per 1,000 sg. ft.
Restaurant — Composite Rate 258 per 1,000 5g. ft.
Athletic Chubs ' 25 per 1,000 sq. ft.
" Cineplex Theaters 22 per 1,000 sq. -

65 per 1,000 sq. ft.

|| Visitor Services

Other Retail/Entertainment, inclnding General Retail

13 per 1,000 5g. ft.

Production, Distribution, Repair

7 per 1,000 sq. £

Sources: Tebles A5, A6, A7, aud A8,

Cembridge Systematics, Inc. b .
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B. Appeﬁdixf B: SF CH ' Regression

Analysis-

* This appendix describes the statistical process used to derive trip generation rates -

from SF CHAMP model results. The SF CHAMP mode] 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 fo 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.
Liriear 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 mumnber of trips 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 fimction'’. Results are presented below in Equation 1. .

Equation 1z o ' '

Automobile + transit trips in zoneg =

9.6 * Honseholdsgy + -

5.7 * Cultiral/Institution/Bducation employmentg +
. 8.6 * Medical and Health Services employmentg) + .

2.8 * Management, Informatior and Professional Services employmentg, +

9.2 * Retail/Entertainment employment, +

5.1 * Visitor Services employmenty +

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 . _
‘Sonzce: San Francisco County Transportation Awthority, SF CHAMP model, Angnst 2010,

The independent variable for each economic activity category in Equation 1 (9.6
for households, 5.7 for CIE employment, efe.) represents the estimated motorized

- (auto and fransit) person-trp generation rates for that category. Thus, the -

+® The fimction was constrafned to pass through the origin. This formulation was chosen so that
zones with 1o economic or residential activity would not generate irips. '
¥ Alternative formulations wers tested with square and cubic powers of the key variables, as well

as regressions using the natural log of Key variables. None of these elternatives were an
- improveme;[t in the stafistical fit of the linear model. . .

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. _ ) ) ’ : B-1
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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. : : ’ o

The degres 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 I measures the degrée to which the independent variables (the estimated

trip rates) predicts the actual number of total trips generated in an individual TAZ
based on the smployment and households in that TAZ. An R-squared statistic
will ange 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 Bquation 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 trip rates shown in Equation 1 represent trips per houschold 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 fo rates per dwelling unit and total building square foot. The
conversion factors were developed by the San Franeisco Planning Department for
transportation impact analysis. The conversion is shown in Table B.1L.

Table B.1 SF CHAMP-Derived Trip Gen eration Rates.

TripRate | Employment Trip Rate Trip Rate
{per Density {per household {per dwelling
: household or (sq. ft per or occupied Vacancy - uxif or fotal
Category " worker) worker} 1,000 sq. it} Rate 1,000 5. 1)
Residential 2.6 NA 9.6 5.0% 9.1
Cultnral/Institation/ 5.7 350 16.3 5.0% 15.5
Edncation .
Medical and Health 86 . 350 24.6 . 5.0% 23.4
Services _
 Manzgement, 2.8 276 10.1 5.0% 9.6
. | Information and ) '
" | Professional Services
Retaill/Bntertainment 932 350 263 5.0% 250
Visttor Services 5.1 441 11.6 50% 11.0
Production, Distribution, 3.6 567 63 " 5.0% 6.0
Repair

Sources: Aksel Olsen, San Francisco Plarning Department, memorandum {o Elizabeth Sall San Francisco County
Transportation Authority regarding San Francisoo Land Use Allocation, January 27, 2010, Tables I and
2, p. 10; Equation 1 {above). ' C

Ceambridge Systematics, Inc.
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C. Appendix C: Ec&namic Activity
Category Definitions |

This appendix provides sources for definitions of the types of development
included in-cach economic activity category and subcategory (most references are
fo sections of the San Francisco Planning Code): ) :

e . Economic activity categories:
—_ Residential: Section 401(a)(124); - .
- Management, Informeation and Professional Services: Section 401(a)(74);
~ Rétaﬂ/Eniertajnmeﬁt:, Section 401(a)(126); B
~ Prodnction, Distribuﬁon., and Repair (PDR): Section 401(a)(112);
—  Cultoral/Institution/Education: Section 401(2)(29); |
-~ Medical and Health Services: S;ecﬁon 401(2)(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-1,p..C-3.

« Cultural/nstitution/Education subcategories:_

- Day Care Center: Section 401(&}(18)/Commtmity Center: Section .

401(a)(26);
~ Post-Secondary School: Section 209:3(5); and _
= Museum: as determined by the San Francisco Planning Department.

As explained in the report the Other Residential, Other Retail/Batertainment, and
Other Culturél/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 projects not represented by any other subeategory. :

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. . . S C1
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E} Aﬁ}@ﬁé}g D: Net E}regeﬁé Value %’aami

. This appendix pIOVldeS the detailed assump’uons and meﬂlodology nsed to update
the net present value factor used in Table 4., Table'D.I provides the mflation and
interest rate assumptions used to calculate the net present value facto:r Table D. 2

- shows the model used to calculate the factor.

‘Table D.1 Inflation and Interest Rates

Cost [nflation”
Calendar ) Annual
Year , Tndex ‘Rate
2000 | 224.4 0.72%
2008 2228 3.>15%
2007 216.0 3.25%
2006 . 2092 321%
2005 ’ 2027 . 1.96%
2004 © | 198.8 NA
Five-Year Compounded Apnual Average 2.45%
Interest Earned”
s "‘Annual
Fiscal Year Ending Index Rate
2009 ' 1200 2.57%
2608 o 1170 . 430%
2007 | 1132 5.19%
T 2006 © 106.6° 420%
2005 ' 1023 - 233%
2004 100.0 NA -
Five-Year Compounded Annuzl Average . 3.71%

Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
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* San Francisco Bay Area Consumer Price Index (1982-84 = 160}

® Average anmmal inferest eaming on City and County of San Francisco find balances (2004 = .

100).

Sources:  Association of Bay Area Governments
(hitp:/Ferww abag ca. goviplanning/research/cpi); San Francisco
. (hitp//sfireastrer.org/index aspx?page=16). -

Table D.'Z Net Present Value Factor

== e
San Francisco Tramsit Impact Developrment Fee Update

Appendix

Treasurer’s Office

NPV Formula | ¥ear I|Year2|VYear3| Year 4| Year 43 | Year 43 Year 44 Year 45
Beginning Fund a 3440 | 34.65 | 3489 | 3511 | 1047 | -8.09 | 556 | 287
Balapce® | _ . '

| Interest Earnings® | b=a*3.52%| 128 | 129 | 129 | 130 | 039 030 | o021 0.11
Expenditnres”  |* e=c(prior | (L02) | (1.05) | (L0®) | (L10Y | 276 | -28% | @290y | @on

- V) 2.45% |

| Ending Fund d=a+b-c | 3465 | 3489 | 35.11 | 3531 | 809 | s56 | 287 | (0.00)
Balance .

| Net Present Value Factor® 34.40

Note:  This table models the amount necessary to collect Year 1 such that $1.00 in expenditures can be
sustained for 45 years giver inflation and fnferest earnings. Years 5 through 42 are omitted.

* Beginming fund balance in Year 1 is solved for to calculate the Net Present Valus Factor. The Year 1 valus is set

sach that the Year 45 ending fimd balance squals $0.00. In all other

ending fond balance from the prior year.
® Assumes inferest eamed on beginning fund balance and a1l expenditures made at end of year.

* Expenditures at beginning of Year 1 equals $1.00 and are inflated assuming all costs represent énd of year

- {ioflated) values.

years the beginning fimd balance equals the

Carmbridge Systematics, Inc.
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SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION
OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS

EDWIN M. LEE, MAYOR

July 11,2012

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors ‘ '
City Hall room 244

1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4694

File No. 120523 [Planning Code - Transit Impact Development Fee Increase and Updates]

Small Business Commission -Recommen_daﬁon: Approval with modification

" Dear Ms. Calvillo:

On June 1'1, 2012 the Small Business Commission held a héa:ing 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. This fee may also be applied in addition to other impact fees,

such as in the Eastern Neighborhoods.

. The SBC recognizes that the Planning Department, Municipal Transit Authority and other stakeholders
are currently working to fransition the TIDF into 2 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 -
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 110 SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 54102-4681

(415) 5546485



SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION . CITY.AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS . : "EDWIN 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 drafted, exempt,
“Businesses that occupy or expand any pre-existing commercial space, provided that: (i) the gross square
footage of such commercial space is not greater than 5,000 square feet, and (ii) the business is not .
formula retail.” Should the Board of Supervisors not accept the primary SBC recommendations above
and retain the currently proposed square foatage arid/or prior use credit levels, then the Small Business
Commission makes 2 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
nimber 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
recomnmendations is necessary to move the current TIDF fee forwards in a way that is consistent with the
proposed TSF policies. :

Sincerely,

iy

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
1DR. 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 Avalos, David Campos, David Chiu, Carmen g
Mary Miles tfo: 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 Review
364 Page St., #36

San Francisco, CA 94102

(415) 863-2310

TO:
San Francisco Board of Superv1sors

and its Land Use Com_tmttee

DATE: September 10 2012

RE: Land Use and Economic Development Committee, Agenda Item 5 [Plannmg 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 applicable 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 Callforma Environmental Quality

Act (”CEQA”) Pub. Res. Code secs. 21000 et seq.

The TIDF revision is described by the lead agency, City's Pla.nmng Department, as part of its
"Transportation Sustainability Program," a Project under CEQA that has receivedno -
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
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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 exémpt from CEQA. The Board should therefore reject the proposed legislation and
return it to the lead agency for environmental teview before further considerafion.

Mary Miles
Attorney at Law
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS

heard:

City Hall
Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 941024689
" Tel No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

LAND USE &lECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

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, at which time all interested parties may attend and be

Date:

Time:

Location:

Subject:

Monday, September TO, 2012
1:00 p.m.

Committee Room 263 located at City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA

File No. 120523. Ordinance amending the San Francisco Planning

Code, Article 4, by: 1) making technical corrections to specified

definitions in Section 401 relating to the Transit Impact o
- 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 findirigs, 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 Heatth
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 Department 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. ' : -

- i

— e 2= Ly
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

DATED: August 10, 2012 :
PUBLISHED: . August 27 & September 2, 2012
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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 comrections. 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 , 08/02/2012

The charge(s) for this order is as follows. An invoice will be sent after the
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Publication .
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EXM 2364079

NOTICE OF
PUBLIC HEARING
LAND USE & ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT COMMIT-
TEE SAN FRANCISCO
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
SEFTEMBER 10,2 012 ~
1:00 PM CITY HALL,
COMMITTEE ROOM 263, 1
DR.C ARLTON B.G OOD-
LETT PL,S AN FRAN-
CISCO,C A
NOTICE 1S 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 wil be

heid as foliows,z tw hich time-

all inierested parties may
attend and be heard: File
No, 120523, Ordinance
amending the San Francisco
Planning Code, Articie 4, by
1} making technical
corrections to  specified

defintions 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
coliection; 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 development
fee charged on most hew
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 fo the

8

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; 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 Coliection Unit of the
Department  of  Building:
Inspection. In _accordance
with Section 67.7-1 of the
San Franciste 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
ublic record and shall be
rought to the attention of
the members of the
Committee. Writlen
comments should be
addressed to Angela Calvillo,
Clerk of the Board, Roomn
244, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton
CGoodiett Place, San
Francisco 841021 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
' S ' ' O =
TO: - Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors : 1?‘\ =3 5‘5:
FROM: g,Mayor Edwin M Les T4 | = 2=
RE: . Planning Code -Transit Impact Development Fee Increase and Upidates. e
DATE: . May 15, 2012 | L nsE
: —==—O0m
o 22T

oo —

Attached for infroduction 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. : : ’

Please note this item is cosponsored by Supervisors Wiener and Olague.

Should you have any questions, please contact Jason Elliott (415) 554-5105.

cc. Supervisor Scott Wiener
Supervisor Christina Olague

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFi\ 941024681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 /20 5>



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

MAYOR

SAN FRANCISCO

TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

FROM: Foe Mayor Edwin M. Leﬁé | -
‘ 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 Sﬁ_pervisprs is the ordinance amending Article
4 of the Planning Code 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
Séction 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.

Please note ’_[hié 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 quéstions, please contact Jason Elliott (415) 554-5105.

ey

, 8 :z Hd {(\}

1,
Lo sty

b

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODI_?E310PLACE, Roow 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 941024681

diszi0r

EDWIN M. LEE
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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 [Planuing Code - Transit TImpact Deveiopment Fée
Increase and Updates] . . .

Small Business Commission Recommendation: Approval
Dear Ms. Calvillo: _ | J

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. S

Sinee 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 Cemimission, included
implementing a “Small Business Policy Credit” program, afong with keeping-the prior use credit ’
timeframe at five years. B

I have reviewed the revised ordinance and have defermined that, as amended, it mests the guidance and
parameters that the Small Business Commission provided at the June 11, 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 fo 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 to srnall 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 Planining Department, MTA, and CTA are to be co mmended. . .

Sincerely,

ek £

Regina Dick-Endrizz
Director, ‘Office of Small Business

Ce: 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, ROOM 110 SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
{415) 554-5408 '
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