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i Substituted
FILE NO. 120523 - 9/42012 ORDINANCE NO.

[Planning Code - Transit Impact Development Fee Increase and Updates]

Ordinanceramending the San Francisco Planning Code, Article 4, by 1) revising and
making technical corrections to specified definitions in Section 401 relating to tne
Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF); 2) amending Sections 402, 408, 411 through
411.5, 411.7, and 411.8 and adding a new Section.411.9 to increase TIDF rates, revise
exemptions and cre'dits; and clarify TIDF implementation and collection; and 3) making
environmental findings, Section 302 findings, and findings of consistency with the

Gelneral Plan and the Priority Policies of Planning Co'de, Section 101.1.

NOTE: Additions are sm,gle underlme zz‘alzcs Times New Roman;

deletions are
Board amendment additions are double-underlined underiined

- Board amendment deletions are stnketh;eugh—netmai

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

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

(@)  The Planning Department has determined that the ections contemplated in this
ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources
Code Section 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk ef the Board of
Supervisors in File.No. 120523 and is incorporated herein by reference.

(b) On July 19, 2012, 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 Resolution is on

file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 120523, and is incorporated by
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reference herein.
(c) In Resolution No. 18667, the Planning Commission adopted findings that this
legislation is consistent, on balance, with the City's General Plan and the eight priority policies

of Planning Code Section 101.1. The Board adopts these findings as.its own.

Section 2. The San Frahcisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending, adding
and deleting the followin'g definitions to Section 4‘01 and codifying the amended and added
definitions in correct alphabetical sequence among the definitions in Section 401:

SEC. 401. DEFINITIONS.

"Base service standard." The relationship betwéen revenue service hours
offered by the MUnicipal Railway and the number of automobile and transit trips estimated to
be generated by certain non—résidlential uses, expresSed as a ratio where the numerator
equals the average daily revenue service hours offered by MUNI and thg denominator equals .

the dai!y automobile and transit trips generated by non-residential land uses as estimated by

the TIDF Study, the TIDF Update Report, or as updated under Section 4115410 of this Article.
| -Cultural/Institution/Education (CIE)." An economic activity category subject to the
TIDF that includes, but is not limited to, schools, as defined in Sections 209.3(g), (h), and (i)

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

and zoos; and community facilities, as definéd in Sections 209.4 and 221(a)-(c) of this Code.

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague :
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"Director of Transportation.”  The Director of Transportation of the MTA or his or her

- designee(s).

"Gross floor area." The total 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

abplicabilitv of the TIDF. the exclusion from this definition set }‘oﬁh in Section 102. Q(b)(] 2) shall not

apply .

"Medical and Health Services." An economic activity category under the TIDF that.
includ}ers, but is not limited to, those non-residential uses defined in Sections 209.3(a) and
217(5) of this Code; %ﬁ%d&ﬁkﬁd-ﬁﬁ&&%ﬂ%ﬁfﬁd—@‘mand 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 acquires, 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

Iimited 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/entertainment.” An economic activity category under the TIDF that includes, but is not

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague
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limited to, a retail use; an entertainment use; and massage establishments, as defined in

Section 218.1 of this Code:+

Code.

"TIDF Study." The study commissioned by the San Francisco Planning Department
and performed by Nelson/Nygaard Associates entitled "Transit [mpact Development Fee
Analysis - Final Report," dated May 2001, including all the Technical Memoranda supporting
the Final Report and the Nelson/Nygaard update méterials contained in Board of Supervisors
File No. 040141, |

"TIDF Update Report." The study commissioned by MTA and performed by Cambridge

Systematics, Inc. and Urban Economics entitled "Transit Impact Development Fee Update Draft Final

- Report," dated February, 2011, and contained in Board of Supervisors File No. 120523.

"Total developable site area."” That part of the site that can be feasibly developed
as residential development, excluding Ia-n_d already substantially developed, parks, req.uired
open spaces, streets, alleys, walkways or other public infrastructure.

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

category as established in the TIDF Study, the 2011 TIDF update report, or pursuant to the five-

vear review process established in Section 45410 of this Article.

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. |

(@)  Collection by the Development Fee Collection Unit. Except as otherwise authorized

in Section 411.9, allAH# development impact and in-lieu fees authorized by this Code shall be

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

of the San Francisco Building Code.

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

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 TIDF under Section 411.9(d) of this Article, if a first constructibn document or first

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

jes. prior to the project
sponsor paying all development fees due and owing, or prior to the sponsor satisfying.any
development impact requirement, DBI shall institute lien proceedinvgs to recover the |
development fee or fees, blus interest and any Development Fee Deferral Surcharge, under

Section 107A.13.15 of the San Francisco Building Code.
) . ) Where MTA is responsible fqr determination and collection of the TIDF under

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

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

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

in accofdance 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 required by Article XX to the ownef 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 Lee, Supervisors Wieher, Olague
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“report at least ten days before the date of the hearing. The report shall contain the owner and project

' gponsor’s names, a description of the devé_lovment project, a description of the parcels of real property

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

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

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

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

sufficiently served for all purposes in this Section if (a) personally served upon the owner or project

sponsor, or (b) if deposited, postage prepaid. in the U.S. Mail addressed to the owner or project

sponsor at the official address of the owner or project sponsor maintained by the Tax Collector for the

mailing of tax bills or, if no such address is available, to the sponsor at the address of the development

project and to the applicant for the site or buildine permit at the address on the permit application.

4) Except for the release of the lien recording fee authorized by Administrative Code

Section 10.237, all sums collected by the Tax Collector under this Section shall be held in trust by the

Treasurer and distributed as provided in Section 411.6 of this Code.

Section 5. The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending
Sections 411, 411.1, 411.2, 411.3, 411.4, 411.5, 411.7 and 411.8, and addlng Section 411.9,
to read as follows:

SEC. 411. TRANSIT IMPACT DEVELOPMENT FEE.

Sections 411.1 through 422-8411.9, hereafter referred to as Section 411.1 et 'seq., set
forth the requirements and procedures for the TIDF. The effective date of these requirements
shall be the date the requirements were originally effective or were subsequently modified,
whichever app'lies. |

'SEC. 411.1. FINDINGS.

A. In 1981, the City enacted an ordinance i lmposmg a Transit Impact

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague ‘
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Development Fee on new office development in the Downtown area of San Francisco. The
TIDF was based on studies showing that the development of new office uses places a burden
on the Muniéipal Railway, especially in the downtown area of San Francisco during commute
hours, known as "peak periods." The TIDF was based on two cost analyses: one by the
Finance Bureau of the City's formér Public Utilities Commission, performed in 1981, and one

by the accounting firm of Touche-Ross, performed in March 1983 to defend a legal challenge

to the TIDF.

B. In 2000, the Planning Department,‘with assistance from theMuhiCipai
Transportation Agency, commissioned a study of the TIDF. In 2001, the Department selected
Nelson/Nygaard Associates, a nationally recognized transportétion consulting firm, to perform
the study. Later in 2001, Nelson/Nygaard issued its final report ("TIDF Study"). Before issuing
the TIDF Study, Nelson/Nygaard prepared several Technicél Memoranda,v which provided
detailéd analyses of the methodology and assumptions used in the TIDF Study.

C. TheTIDF Study'conc,luded that new non-residential uses in San Francisco will
generate demand for a substantial number of auto-and transit trips by the year 2020. The .
TIDF Study confirmed that while new office construction will have a substantial impact on
MUNI services, new development in a number of other land uses will also require MUNI to
increase the number of revenue service hours. Thé TIDF Study recommended that the TIDF
be extended to apply td most non-residential land uses. The TIDF Study found that certain
types of new development generate very few daily trips and th'erefore may not appropriately
be charged a new TIDF. | _

D. The TIDF Study further recommended that the City enact an ordinance to
impose transit impact fees that would allow MUNI to maintain its base service standard as
new de\ielopment occurs throughout the City. The proposed ordinance would require

sponsors of new development in the City to pay a fee that 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 will be incurred by MUNI to provide increased service to maintain
the applicable base service standard over the life of such new development.

E.  Subsequently, the City selected Cambridge Systematics, Inc. to prepare a TIDF .

Update Report, including an updated nexus study for the T. IDF. T his Report was completed in 2011,

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

service standard fee rates for the Economic Activity Categories subject to the TIDF. The Report also

analyzed trip generation rates for these Economic Activity Categories using updated data, and divided

the Retail/Entertainment and Cultural/Institution/Education categories into subcategories in order to

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

F.__Based on projected new development over the next 20 years, the TIDF will
provide revenue to MUNI that is significantly below the costs that MUNI will incur to mitigate
the transit impacts resulting from the new development. |

#G. The TIDF is the most practical and equitable method of meeting a portion of
the demand for additibnal Municipal Railway service and capital improvements for the City
caused by new non-residential development.

GH. Based on the above findings and the nexus study studies performed, the City

détermines that the TIDF satisfies the requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act, California
Government Code Section 66001, as follows:
(1) The purbose of the fee is to meet a portion of the demand for additional
Municipal Railway service and capital improvements for the City caused by new
nonresidential development.
| (2) Funds from collection of the TIDF Will be used to increase revenue service
hours reasonably necessary to mitigate the impacts of new non-residential development on

public transit and maintain the applicable base service standard.

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague ,
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS : ‘ , Page 8
8/31/2012

453




O © 0 ~N O U1 AW N -

N N N N l\)‘]\) —_ —_ - N — RN - - —_ —
(&)} EN w N - o W [00] ~l (o)) (&) EN w N -

(3) Thereisa reasohable relationship between the proposed'uses of the TIDF
and the impact on transit of the new developments on which the TIDF will be imposed.

(4) There is a reasonable relationship between the types‘of new development
on which the TIDF will be imposed and the need to fund public transit for the uses specified in

Section 38-8411.6 of this erdinanceCode.

(5) There is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the TIDF to be
imposed on new developments and the impact on public transit from the new developments.

SEC. 411.2. DEFINITIONS

(a) "Einal TIDF Determination.” The written notice sent bv 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 calculation 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. TIDF or ( 2) issued on or aﬂ‘er December 1, 2012 that cumulatively result in 800 gross square

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

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

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

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

TIDF was paid. |

(c) "Preliminary TIDF Notice." The written notice sent by the MTA to a project sponsor in

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

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

that the project sponsor provide MTA with information about the new develonment; including but not

limited to, the gross square feet of use of the new development.

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olagué
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(d) __For additional definitions, Seesee Section 401 of this Article. -

SEC. 411.3. APPLICATION OF TIDF. _
(@) ‘Application. Except as provided in Subsections.(1) and (2) below, the TIDF
shall be payable with respect to any new development in the City for which a building or site

permit is issued on or after September 4, 2004. In reviewing whether a development project is

~ subject to the TIDF, the project shall be considered'in its entirety. A sponsor shall not seek

multiple applications for building permits to evade paying the TIDF for a single development
project. |

- (1) The TIDF shall not be payable on new development, or any portion thereof,
for which a TIDF has béen paid, in full or in part, under the prior TIDF Ordinance adopted-in
1981 (Ordinance No—224-81: former Chapter 38 of the Adminiétrative Code as amended through

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

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

rate than the current rate for the economic activity category under which the TIDF was originally
paidrate-setfor-MIPS, as set forth in Section 411.3(e). |
(2) No TIDF shall be payable on the following types of new development.

| (A) New development on property owned:(inéluding beneficially owned) by |
the City, except for that portion of the new development that may be developed by a private
sponsor and not intended to be occupied by the City or other agency or entity exempted »under
Section 411.1 et seq., in which case the TIDF shall apply only to such non-exempted portion.
New develépment on property owned by a private person or entity and Ieased to the City shall
be subject to the fee, unless the City is the beneficiél owner of such new development or
unless such new development is otherwise exempted under this Section. The exception

established under subsection 411.3(a)(2)(4) for new development on property beneficially owned by the

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

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

before December 31, 20_] 3. or., for new development 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 Redevelopment Agency of the City

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

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

on or before December 31, 2013.

(B)  Any new development in Mission Bay North or South to the extent
application of this Chapter would be inconsistent with the Mission Bay North Redevelopment
Plan and interagency Cooperation Agreement or the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan
and Interagency Cooperation Agreement, as applicable. |

(C) New development located on property owned by the United States or
any of its agencies to be used exclusively for governrﬁental purposes.

(D) New development located on property 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 filed én application for
environmental evaluation or a categorical exemption prior to April 1, 2004, and for which the

City issued a building or site permit on or before September 4, 2008; provided however, that

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

amended through June 30, 2004, except that the Department-andthe-Development-Fee-Collection
Unit-at-DBI shall-beresponsiblefor-the-administration, imposition, review and collection of any

such fee eonsistent-shall be conducted in accordance with the administrative procedures set forth

in Section 411.49-etseq. FheDepartment-DBI and MTA shall make the text of Ordinance No.
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224-81, as aménded through June 30, 2004, available on {-he—Bepa-FEmeﬁt—’s their websites and
shall provide copies of that ordinance upon request.

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

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

exempt.
() Public facilities/utilities, as defined in Section 209.6 of this Code,

except that this exclusion shall not apply to new development on property owned by a private person or

- entity and leased to the City;

(i)  Open recreation/horticulture, as-defined in Section 209.5 of this
Code, including private noncommercial recreation open use, as referred to in Section 221(g)
of this Code; 7 | |

(iii) Vehiclé storage and access, as defined in Section 209.7 of this
Code; |

(iv)  Automotive services, as defined in Section 223(1)-(v) of this Code,

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

subsection 411.3(a)(3);

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

Section 225 of this Code, where the project sponsor has met the deadline established in Section

| 411.3(a)(3); ,
| (vi) Other Uses, as defined in Section 227(ac)-(el), (n)-(0), and (q)~(r) of
this Code; |

3) The exclusions from TIDF set forth in Secfibn 411.3(a)2)(F)(iv) and (v)

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

. project sponsor for a new development has filed an application for environmental evaluation, a

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

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

Project Area, the Hunters Point 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 Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of

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

evaluation, a categorical exemption or a preliminary project assessment for the project, on or before

December 31, 2013.
(b) Timing of Payment. Except for those Integrated PDR projects subject to

Section 328 of this Code, the TIDF shall be paid prior to issuance of the first construction
document, with an option for the project sponsor to defer payment until prior to issuance of the
first certificate of occupancy upon agreeing to pay a deferral surcharge in accordance with.
Section 107A.13 of the San Francisco Building Code. Under no circumstances méy any City
official or agency, including the Port of San Francisco, issue a certificate of final completion
and occupancy for any new dévelopment"subject to the TIDF until the TIDF has been paid;
(c) Calculation of TIDF.

(1) The TIDF shall be calculated on the basis of the number of g@square feet of
new-developmvent, multiplied by the square foot rate in effect at the time of building or site
permit issuénce for each of the applicable economic aétivity categories within the new

development, as provided in Subsection 411.3(e) below. An acceséory use shall be charged

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

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

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

development or series of new developments cumulatively creates 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 si‘ructure, in the

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague
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case of a building or site permit issued on or after December 1. 2012, the TIDF shall be imposed on

every square foot of such covered use (including any portion that was part of prior new.
development below the 3008 applicable square foot threshold).

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

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

the existing economic activity 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.

(d) Credits. Whenin determining the number of gros‘s square feet of use to which

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

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

The credit shall be calculated according to the following formula:

(Z4) There shallbe a eredit for the number of gross square feet of use being
eliminated by the new development, multiplied by an adjustment factor to reflect the difference
in the fee rate of the use being added and the use being eliminated. The adjustment factor
shall be determined by the Departrnent as follows: ‘

() The"edjuetment factor shall be a fraction, the numerator of which shall
be the fee rate which the Department shall determine, in consuitation with the MTA,AV if
necessary, applies to the economic activity category in the most recent calculation of the TIDF
Schedule approved by the 44Z4-Board_of Supervisors for the prior use being eliminated by the
project. ' ' |

- (Bi) The denominator of the fraction shall be the fee rate for the use being
added, as set forth in the most recent calculation of the TIDF Schedule approved by the 244
Board_of Sugervi’sors. |
(2B) A credit for a 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

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague
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proposed use.

(3C) As of September 4, 2004, no sponsor shall be entitled to a refund of the
TIDF on a building for which the fee was paid under the former Chapter 38 of the San |
Francisco Administrative Code. | |

(4D) Notwithétanding the foregoing, the adjustment factor shall not exceed

one.

(2)  Policy Credits. Development projects that meet the criteria outlined in

Subsection 411.3(d)(2)(B) may receive Policy Credits, subject to the following limitations:

(4) Limit on Available Policy Credits. When making a determinaﬁ'on under this

Article for the amount of TIDF owed, the Department shall allocate available Policy Credits, described

in Section 411.3(d)(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 broiects under that section would

exceed 3% of the total anticipated TIDF revenue for the current Fiscal Year. To the extent Policy

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

the next Fiscal Yeaf. The amount to be carried over z"o.l‘he next Fiscal Year shall be calculated based

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

amount of policy credits granted during the current Fiscal Year.

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

total TIDF that would otherwise be due.

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

Planning Department ’S'websz"te, a list showing:

(i) All development projects recez’vin,é Policy Credits under Section 411.3(d)(2)(C)

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

ermit;
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- commercial space, provided that: (a) the gross square footage of such commercial space is not greater

(ii) . The total amount of Policy Credits received with respect to each listed

development project:

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

modified, cancelled, revoked, or has expired:

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

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

Credits, subject to the limitations set forth in Section 411.3(d)(2)(4):

(i) Small Businesses. Businesses that either occupy or expand any pre-existing

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

806.3 of this Code.

(i) Reduced Parking Developments. In zoning districts that set a parking maximum,

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

Table 151.1 of this Code. The credit shall be determined by the Department as follows:

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

Code Table 151.1 Less Max. | Max. Max. or more

TIDF Credit | 90% 80% ‘| 50% | ZJow 0%

(D) ___Process for Allocation of Policy Credits: The Policy Credits described in this Section

shall be allocated to qualifying development projects by the Zoning Administrator at the moment their

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

following considerations shall apply:

() Ifadevelopment project is modified for any reason after it is first approved. and such

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

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

411.3(d)(2)(A)(v). Any additional credit may only be allocated at the time such modiﬁcdtion is

approved. subject to the limits of Section 411.3(d)(2)(4)(i)).

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

modification would result in a potential decrease in the amount 0f Policy Credits allocated to it, the

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

approval period on account of such a modification.

(iii) _ The maximum amount of Policy Credits available for the approval pefiod shall be

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

or building permit has been ﬁnalfv 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

single‘ development exceed 100% of the total TIDF that would otherwise be due.

(e) TIDF Schedule. The TIDF Schedule éhall be as follows:

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiéner, Olague
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or Subcategory

Economic ActiVjty Category

TIDF Per Gross
Square Foot of

Development

Cultural/lnstitutioh/Education

$10-00
Day Care/Community Center $13.30
Post-Secondary School $13.30
Museum $11.05
Otfzer Institutional $13.30
Management, Information and $10-0012.64
Professional Services
Medical and Health Services $10-06013.30
Production/Distribution/Repair $8-606.80
Retail/Entertainment $10-0013.30
Visitor Services

SEC. 411.4. IMPOSITION OF TIDF.

(a) * Determination of Requirements.

(1) Except for projects where the building or site permit was issued prior to July 1. 20]‘0,

tFhe Department shall determine the applicability of Section 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 condition of approval for issuance of the first construction document for

the devélopment project. The project sponsdr shall supply any information necessary to assist

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

section.
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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 a_ccordance with Section 411.9.

(b) Department Notice to Developmént Fee Collection Unit at DBI and MEA-of

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
immediately notify the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBl-and-the Director-of MTA of any
TIDF owed in addition td the other information required by Section 402(b) of this Article. ke

(c) Process for Revisions of Determination of Requirements. In the event that
the Department or the Commission takes action affecting any development project subject to
Section 411.1 et seq. and such action is subsequently modified, superseded, 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. REMWEW-QETIDE SCHEDULEPRINCIPLES IN CALCULATING FEE.

Mayor Lee, Supervisors Wiener, Olague
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——(b)—Principles-in Calenlating Fee-The following principles have been and shall in the
future be observed in calculating the TIDF:

() Actual cost information provided to the National Transit Database shall be

used in calculating the fee rates. Where estimates must be made, those estimates showld ;hall

be based on such information as the Director of 24 Transportation or his or her delegate
considers reasonable for the purpose.

| (2b) The rates shall be set at an actuarially sound level to ensure that the
proceeds, 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-erder t0
maintain the applicable base service standard in light of the demands crea‘ted by new ‘
development subject to the fee over the estimated useful life of such new development. For

purposes of this-Section 411.1 et seq. of this Code, and any Comprehensive Five Year Evaluation

of the TIDF under Secz‘z'on#] 0. the estimated useful life of a new development is 45 years.

SEC. 411.7. RULES AND REGULATIONS.

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

procedures as it deems necessary to implement this-Section 411.49 etseg-. In the event of a
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conflict between any MTA rule, regulation or procedure and #is-Sections 411.1 through 411. 9et
seq- of this Code, the code section in conflictthis-Seetion shall prevail.

SEC. 411.8. CHARITABLE EXEMPTIONS

(@ The exemptions established by this Section shall be appZicable 'only where a project

sponsor for a new development has filed an application for environmental evaluation, a categorical

 exemption or a preliminary project assessment for the project on or before December 31, 2013, or, for

new development 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 T ransbay

Redevelopment Project Area, the project sponsor submits proof that the sponsor has submitted to the

successor agency to the former Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco

documentation comparable to that required for an application for environmental evaluation, a

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

2013.

(eb)  When the property or a portion thereof will be exempt from real property
taxation or possessory ihterest taxation under California Constitution, Article XIll, Section 4,
as implemented by California Revenue and Taxation Code Section 214, then the sponsor
shall not be required to pay the TIDF attributed to the new development in the exempt
property or portion thereof, so long as the property or portidn thereof continues to enjoy the
aforementioned exemption from real property taxation. This exemption from the TIDF shall not |
apply to the extent that the noh-profit organization is engaging in activities falling under the
Retail/Entertainment or Visitor Services ecohomic activity categories in the new development
that would otherwise be subject to the TIDF.

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

the same time as for all other structures. Prior to issuance of a building or site permit for the
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development project, the sponsor may apply to the MELADepartment for an exemption under
the standards set forth in subsection (a) above. Zs-the-event If the AgereyDepartment |
determines that the siaonsor is entitled to an exemption under this Section, it shall cause to be
recorded a notice advising that the TIDF has been "calculated and impesed upon the structure

and that the structure or a portion thereof has been exempted from payment of the fee but

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

commencing with the date of the imposition of the TIDF, then the building owner shall be
subject to the requirement to pay the fee. |

(ed) If within 10 years from the date ef the issuance of the Certificate of Final
Cornpletion and Occ.upancy, the exempt property or portion thereot loses its exempt status,
then the sponsor shall, within 90 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 to be paid

shall be determined by recalculating the fee using a useful life equal to the useful life used in

“the initial calculation minus the number of years during which the exempt status has been in

effect. After the TIDF has been paid, the AgeneyDepartment shall record a release of the notice
recorded under subsection (b) above. '

(de)  Inthe-event If a property owner fails to pay a fee within the 90-day period, a
notice for request of payment shall be served by the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI
under Section 107A.13 of the San Francisco Building Code. Thereafter, upon nonpayment, a
lien proceeding shall be instituted under Section 408 of this Article and Section 107A.13.15 of
the San Francisco Building Code. |

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

(a) Ordinance No. 224-81 ori,qinallv enacted the TIDF in 1981, codified ivi Chapter 38 of

the Administrative Code. Chapter 38 was amended several times between 1981 and 2004. In 2004,
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Ordinance No. 199-04 repealed and replaced the existing Chapter 38, which was subsequently

amended, and then repéaled in 2010 by Ordinance 108-10. which relocated the TIDF from the

Administrative Code to this Code. In determining the applicable TIDF due for a project under this

Section 411.9, MTA shall calculate the TIDF based upon the law in effect on the date of issuance of the

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

SO © © ~N O U A W N

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

issuance of the first building or site permit for the project in question.

(b) MTA shall be responsible fdr determining the TIDF to the Cfrv for new development for

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

determine the TIDF as follows:

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

MTA may cause the County Recorderf 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 TIDF as well as the amount of any potentidl 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 subsequently concludes that the project is not

subject to the TIDF, MTA shall prondptlv record a notice identifying the project and stating that the

agenév has determined that the project is not subject to the TIDF.

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

sponsor of MTA's proposed 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 any other information that MTA may reduz’re to

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

3) The'Preliminarv TIDF Nofice shal?
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(4) identify the developmenf project;

(B) ___state the legal authority for imposing the TIDF:

) specify the preliminary amount of the fee that MTA calculates the sponsor owes based

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

number of eross square feet of new development, multinlied by the square foot rate in effect at the time

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

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

credits provided therein; and

(D) list z‘he name and contact information for the staff person at MTA responsible for

calculating the TIDF.

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

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

the existing economic activity 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 M_TA not later

than 15 calendar days from the date of mailing of the Preliminary TIDF Notice.

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

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

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

- 411.9(b)(3)(C), taking into account any additional information received from the project sponsor since

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

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

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

(7) MTA shall cause the Final TIDF Determinaz‘ion to be addressed to the project sponsor

- and deposited in the U.S. Mail on the date of issuance of that Report. In addition, MTA shall transmit
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the Final TIDF Determination to DBI in the case of projects subject to Section 41 1.9(c).

() Where the City issued a building or site permit prior to July 1, 2010 and the City has not

issued the First Certificate of O¢cupancv for that development, DBI shall be responsible for collection

of the fee due consistent with the otherwise applicable requirements set forth in this Article and the San

Francisco Building Code. For purposes of this paragraph, the Final TIDF Determination shall be

treated as a Project Development Fee Report.

{d). Notwithstanding any provisions to the contrary in the San Francisco Building Code,

where the TIDF may be ow’e_d to. the City for new development for which the City issued a building or

site permit prior to July 1, 2010, and the City issued the First Certificate of Occupancy for the new

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

collection of the fee due in accordance with the procedures set forth in this Subsection 411.9(d).

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

the County Recorder to record a notice that the development is subject to the TIDF. The County

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

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

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

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

provisions of this Article.

-(2) Dispute Resolurion. If the project sponsor disputes the accuracy of the Fi inal TIDF

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

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

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

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

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

information from either MTA staff or the project sponsor. The Director of Transportation shall issue
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his or her decision in writing to the project sponsor not later than 30 calendar days from receipt of the

review request. unless the project sponsor and the Director of Transportation mutually agree to extend

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

the date of issuance.

(3) Appeal to MTA Board of Direcz‘ors.

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

TIDF Determination to the MTA Board of Directors by submitting a written notice of appedal.

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

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

portion of the fee that is not upheld upon 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 appedl 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 any technical disputes over the use, occupancy, floor area, unit count and mix, or other

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

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

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

five business days of the MTA Board ’s decision, the MTA Board Secretary shall cau&e 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 appellant following the MTA Board's decision.

Any amount refunded shall bear interest at the rate of 2/3 of 1 percent per month or fraction thereof. or
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the average rate of interest computed over the preceding 6-month period obtained by the San Francisco

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

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

(4) Payment and Collection.

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

after the date of mailing of the Final TIDF Determination L_mless the project sponsor has timely ’

requested review by the Director of Transportation under Section 411.9(d)(2) or initiated an appeal to

the MTA Board of _Directors under Section 411.9(d)(3), in whz’_ch case any TIDF shall be due and

payable to MTA on the earlier of 30 days after the date of the Director of Transportation's decision

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

of Directors under Section 41 ] 9(d)(3)(4) above.

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

payable in installments, the fee is not paid by the dates set forth in the preceding paragraph; or (ii) in

the case bf a fee for Integrated PDR subject to Section 4284 of this Code, any installment of the fee is

not paid within 30 days of the date fixed for payment. In such case, MTA shall mail an additional

request for payment to the project sponsor stating that:

(i) _Ifthe amount due is not paid within 30 ddvs of the date of mailing of the additional request

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

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

payment; and

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

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

Section 6. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become eﬁective 30 days from thé

date of passage.
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Section 7. Scope of Amendment. In enacting this Ordinance, the Board of Supervisofs

| intends fo ,arfjend only those words, phrases, pafagraphs, subsections, sections, articles,

|| numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent part of the Plénning

Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance és additions, déleﬁohs, Board am’endmen"c

addiﬁons, and Board anie,ndment deletions in accordance with th‘e "Note" that appears under |

the ofﬁcial titfle of the ordinance.

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

By: ot .
. DEVID A. GREENBUYRG
Deputy City Aitorn
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FILE NO. 120523

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST

[Planning Code - Transit lrﬁpact De\}elopnient 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 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.

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

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

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

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

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

Amendments fo Current- Law

The proposed ordinance makes adjustments to the TIDF rates based on g 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 o 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 fes 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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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 acfivity '
categories would be increased to $12.64 per square foot, and the rate for the :
Production/Distribution/Repair (PDR) category would be reduced to $6.80 per square foot. -
. The legislation would add a new Policy Credit that would be available to offset the fee in the
case of (1) new development by small businesses (except formula retail) re-using existing
vacant space as long as the gross square footage of the space is 5000 square feet or less; or
(2) projects that provide less parking than the maximum authorized under the Planning Code.
Policy Credits would be capped at no more than 3% of the anticipated TIDF revenue for the

fiscal year.

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

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

The proposed legislation also makes several fechnical corréctions and minor revisions fo
better integrate administration of the TIDF info the development fee administration process set

forth in Article 4 of the Planning Code.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS P . S ' Page 2
, 8/31/2012 -
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FILE NO. 120523

Bacquound Information .

The proposed legislation is infended 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\100041 2\00793617.doc
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) City Hall .
Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 941024639
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/ETY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

. May23,2012 .

Planning Commission

Atin: Linda Avery

1660 Mission Street, 5™ Floor .
San Francisco, CA 84103

Pear Commissioners:

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

" File No. 120523

- Ordinance amending Planning Code Article 4 by: 1) making technical cormections
to specified definitions in Section 401-relating to the Transit Impact Development
Fee (TIDF); and 2) amending Sections 408, 411.1 through- 411.5, 411.7, and
411.8 to increase TIDF rates and clarify TIDF implementation and collection; 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 fo 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

laallills

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

Ce6h Eh&v’m@ yemgior

c: John Rahaim, Director of Planning L : ‘
Subier 15272- foder- "l

Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator - .
Bill Wycko, Chief, Major Environmental Analysis amd Charogn
AnMarie Rodgers, Legislative Affairs Japa 30 51 :
Monica Pereira, Environmental Planning ' s

Joy Navarrete, Envircnmental Planning » Wt -

by 29, 0=
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: -
NOTT (Non-profits Opposed to the Transit Tax) = ig, ‘ /ZD S 23
235 Montgomery Street, 12" Floor

San Francisco, CA 94104 - 3120 P’

.. o

. =om O

November 27, 2012 b = o5
‘{ = PO
| R
‘The Honorable David Chiu, President \ ~ '_’j @ t:i
San Francisco Board of Supervisors \'P =
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room #244 r E oogm
San Francisco, CA. 94102 ‘i‘ o A '_::: d

-

RE: FILE #120523; Vote No on TIDF Update Legislation Unless Amended to Remove TSP Elements, Tncluding
Elimination of Non-profit Exemption

Dear President Chiu and Members of the Board:

A broad coalition of non-profit service providers (see list of organizations (beIOW) do not support the Transit Impact
Development Fee (TIDF) update legislation as currently drafted. We are gravely concerned that elements of the
forthcoming Transportation Sustainability Program (TSP), especially elimination of the non-profit fee exemption, have

been selectively imbedded in the TIDF update legislation. Elimination of the non-profit exemption has not been
considered through a thorough and transparent process and is not good public policy.

- ne undersigned requests the Supervisors vote NO on the TIDF update legislation (File #120523) when it comes before
you en December 4, 2012, unless the legislation is amended to delete the elimination of the non-profit exemption. If the

Board is intent on approving this ordinance as drafted, we request that a Committee of the Whole be calendared for your
meeting of December 4th so the non-profit community can voice its concerns in a public hearing.

We make this request for several reasons:

1. The TSP is currently undergoing environmental review, therefore elements of the TSP do not belong in the pending
TIDF legislation, which has been updated every 5 years with no material policy or programmatic changes. Many non-
profit providers were caught by surprise to discover elimination of the non-profit fee exemption in the TIDF update
legislation, and are only now beginning to understand the potential impacts to their organizations. This and other elements
including reduction of square footage and policy credits, for example, are very complex and the timeline too short to
evaluate the costs and implications for our diverse sector. Organizations that will be impacted need to participate in a
transparent process that fully vets the proposed policy changes as part of next year’s TSP public review.

2. There are many questions regarding the proposed fee structure in the TIDF update legislation. Why is thereno -
distinction made between nonprofit and for-profit institutions? How were the fees for each service sector derived from the
nexus study? Why are some nonprofit institutions that have been excluded in the past, including educational and cultural
institutions for example, included in the proposed new fee structure but those related to housing are not? Why are small
for-profit businesses given access to fee credits but nonprofits are not? Given that many hospitals will have completed
planned construction by 2014, where will the majority of the budgeted nonprofit transit fee revenues come from? The
information provided to us generates more questions than answers and creates a lack of clarity as to what exactly the
Board will be voting on at its meeting December 4™,
We as a coalition, representing many of the City’s foremost nonprofit housing, education and health care institutions

lieve strongly that imposing transit fees on nonprofit providers will be detrimental to the financial sustainability of

organizations already struggling to provide services to those most in need. Thirty years ago policymakers chose to impose

479



transit fees on new commercial development to offset the associated costs to the city’s public transportation systems.
Nonprofits were exempted from these fees in part because it was recognized that the financial burden would reduce .
services nonprofits provide. The elimination of the nonprofit fee exemption opens the door to other taxes and fees on
nonprofits, and implies that the City values transit over healthcare, social services, education, religion and culture.
Further, it creates a misguided fiscal policy where providers with City funding may resort to using funds from one city
department to pay the fees assessed by another city department. '

Unless the Board of Supervisors is willing to amend the legislation by separating the TSP elements from the TIDF update
and voting only on the latter on December 4™, we the undersigned urge the Board to vote NO on the TIDF update
legislation. Further, if the Board moves ahead with a vote on the legislation as currently drafted, we request that it
convene a Committee of the Whole and hold a public hearing on this very significant and potentially destructive change to

city policy. :

Sincerely,

Steve Falk, President and CEO
San Francisco Chamber of Commerce

On behalf of:

Dignity Health B

Hospital Council of Northern and Central California
San Francisco Human Services Network

Chinese Hospital

Chinatown Community Development Center

San Francisco Community Clinic Consortium
NICOS Chinese Health Coalition

Kaiser Permanente '

Council of Community Housing Organizations
GLIDE Memorial United Methodist Church and Foundation
San Francisco Medical Society

University of San Francisco

St. Mary’s Medical Center

Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation
Fine Arts Museums of San Francisco

St. Francis Memorial Hospital

Women’s Community Clinic

Chinese Community Healthcare Association

North East Medical Services

Planned Parenthood Shasta Pacific

Center for Youth Wellness

Richmond Area Multi-Services, Inc. (RAMS, Inc.)

cc: | Distribute to each member of the Board of Supervisors

v/ Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
Mayor Ed Lee
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Planning Recommendation BF 120523 TIDF
. . Christina Olague, Scott Wiener, Angela Calvillo, Mayor
AnMalne. Rodgers io: Edwin Les N o 4
. Judy B, Chris Durazo, ANDRES POWER, Cheryl.A_dams, David Greenburg,
Jason Eiliott, Gillian gillett, bos_legislation, Alisa Miller, Alicta.JohnBaptiste

07/23/2012 05:01 PM

Dear Honorable Mayor Lee and Ms. Calvillo,

This eméil,and the attached documents are in respdnse to Board File No. 120523
whic:h would make amendments relating to the Transit Impact Dévelopment Fee. On
June 1%, 2012 the Planning Commission recomuended approval with modifications

.0f the proposed ordinance.

Ts,

Planning Bscommendation BF 12[1523.de

Method of Delivery

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

AnMarie Rodgers
Manager of Legislative Affairs

SF Planning Depariment
1650 Mission Street, #400
San Francisco CA, 94103
anmarie@sfgov.org
415.558.63985

Havea question about a proposed development? See our new SF Property Info Map! '
http://propertymap.sfplanning.org : _

481



* DEPARTMENT

July 23, 2012

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk
Honorable Mayor Edwin Lee

Board: of Supervisors

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

Re: Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2012.08141:
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 Plarming
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 Francisco’s Administrative Code Section 8.12.5 “Electronic Distribution of Multi-page
Documents”, the Department is sending electronic documents and one hard copy. Additional
hard copies may be requested by contacting Alicia John-Baptiste at 558-6547.

Mayor Lee, please advise the City Attomey at your earliest convenience if you wish to incorporate
the changes recommended by the Commiissions.

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.

Smcerelv,

AJ\L, =

ArnMarie Rodgers
Manager of Legislative Affairs

www.sfplanning. org
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oo
Supervisor Christina Olague
Supervisor Scott Wiener
Jason Elliott, 1\4570f s Office
Cheryl Adams, City Attorney
David Greéenburg, City Attorney

Attachments 1oﬁe. copy of the fdﬂowi.ng):
Planning Commission Resolution
Planning Department Executive Summary

SaR FEaTseg
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1658 Mission &,

Sudte 480
. , . . ~ San Franviseg,
Planning Commission CA MR 27D
Resolution No. 18667  ssseasin
- HEARING DATE: JULY 19, 2012 | e
' 415.558.5488
Project Name: - Amendments relating to the Transit Impact Development Fee Planaing
Case Nusber: 2012.0814T [Board File No. 120523] | foamaion:
Initinted by: Mayor Ed Lee / Introduced May 15, 2012 TR
Staff Contact: Alicia John-Baptiste, Chief of Staff |
' alicia johnbaptiste@sfgov.org, 415-558-6547
Reviewed by: AnMarie Rodgers, Manager of Legislative Affairs

Recommendation: Recommend Approval with Modifications

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT WITH MODIFICATIONS A
PROPOSED ORDINANCE THAT WOULD AMEND PLANNING CODE ARTICLE 4 BY: 1) MAXING
TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS TO SPECIFIED DEFINITIONS IN SECTION 401 RELATING TO THE

TRANSIT IMPACT DEVELOPMENT FEE (TIDF; AND 2} AMENDING SECTIONS 4_:08, 4111
THROUGH 4115, 4117 AND 4118 TO INCREASE TIDF RATES AND. CLARIFY TIDF

IMPLEMENTATION AND COLLECTION.
- PREAMBLE

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

Whereas, on July 19, 2012, the San Frandsco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”)
conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to con51der the proposed

Ordinance; and

Wh‘ereas-, 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 thé tésﬁmony presented to it at the public hearing
and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the apphcant

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.sfplanining.org
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Resolution No. 18667 ' ‘ . CASE NO. 2012.0814T
Hearing Date: July 19, 2012 . ‘ Transit impact Development Fee

Whereas, the Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance; and

MOVED, that the Commission hereby recommends that the Board of Supervisors recommends approval
of the proposed Ordinance with modifications and adopts the attached Draft Resolution to that effect. .
The six recommended modifications include:

L - Introduce a Policy Credits Program With No Cap on the Amount of Credits a Small Business

Projeit Eligible for the Policy Credits Program May Receive; ’ : '

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

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

4. Refain the Five-Year Timeframe for Inactive Uses;

5. Provide SFMTA with Collection and Appeal Procedures and Authority; and -

6. ' Clarify the Accessory Use Provision to Exclude Residenfial.

FINDINGS

I—iaving reviewed the materials identified in the preémble above, and. having heard all testimony and
- arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, a;td determines as follows::

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

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

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
some cases; _

5. The Commission believes that the TIDF should be aligned in its aép]icaﬁori and pblicies to the
- greatest extent possible with the proposed Transportation Sustainability Fee; :

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

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

Prqgram; :

FPLEANNING DEPARTNENT . .

485



Resolution No. 18667
_ Hearing Date: July 18, 2012

10.

© 1L

12

14

CASE NO. 2012.0814T
Transit Impact Development Fee

The Commission recommends extending tﬁe,grandfa&ermg 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;

The Commission supports the development of 'non-proﬁt and institutional uses and recognizes that

these uses require lead time to modify their capltal planning to accommodate a new fee and therefore
the Commission recommends extending the grandfathering penod provided to these uses to January

1,2014;

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 Commission recommends establishing a grandfathering

period for these uses, t0 January 1, 2014;

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

The Cormmission recommends providing the SFMTA with the authority to collect TIDF for projects
which have already been issued a Temporary Certificate of Occupancy and/or a Certificate of Firal

‘Completlon and the Commission further recommends providing project sponsors with an appeal

procedure in those cases where the SFMTA is the agency responsible for collecting the TIDF;

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

‘developmient which is not residential;

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

TR_ANSPORTATION ELEMENT '
THE TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT OF THE GENER.AL PLAN SETS FORTH OBJECTIVES

AND POLICIES THAT ADDRESS THE ]MPORTANT COMPONENTS OF THE LOCAL AND |
REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION SY: STEM.

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

INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WITHIN SAN FRANCISCO AND BETW'EEN 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 alternatives to the private automobile as the means of

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

SER FRASIDIS

cg
PLANNING DEPARTRIENT
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Resolution No. 18667 : oo , CASE NO. 2012.0814T
Hearing Date: July 19, 2012 _ Transit Impact Development Fee

The proposed érdimnce directly addresses the need for enhanced transit service fo accommodate
commuters. By requiring that new non-residentisl 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 1o support commuters en route tp
their place of employment. E o

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 112 ‘
Continue to favor investment in transit infrastructure and services over investment in highway
development and other fadlifies that accorrmodate the automobile.

POLICY 11.3 _ ) .
Encourage development that efficiently coordinates land use with fransit service, requiring that
developers address fransit 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.

OBJECTIVE 21 : . :
DEVELOP TRANSIT AS THE PRIMARY MODE OF TRAVEL TO AND FROM DOWNTOWN

AND ALL MAJOR ACTIVITY CENTERS WITHIN THE REGION.

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

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

POLICY z1.11
Ensure the maintenance and efficdient operation of the fleet of transit vehicles,

The proposed ordinance supports these policies by establishing a means to gener;zte re-venue 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. ' L ' '

15. The proposed ordinance is consistent with the eight General Plan priority policies set forth in Section
1011 in that , - ) :

$a ICISCH .- ’
mnwm ) : .4
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Resolution No. 18667
Hearing Date: July 19, 2012

A

B)

Q)

D)

E)

G)

PLANNTNS

CASE NO. 2012.0814T
Transit Impact Development Fee

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 7o adverse effect on the City’s supply of neighborhood-serving
retail uses nor on oppori'umi'zzs for resident zmploymenf in and ownzrsth Df such businesses.

The existing housing and neighborhood_ character will be conserved and p‘rotec’ced in
order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods:

The proposed Qrdinance will have no adverse effect on ‘exisi‘ing housing and neighbb’rhood
character. : -

The City’s supply of affordable housing will be preserved and enhanced:

The proposed Ordinance will have no adverse effect on the City’s supply of affordable housing.

The commuter traffic Wﬂl not impede MUNI transit service or overbu_rden our streets or

" neighborhood parkmo-

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

through funding transit service.

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

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

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

Preparedness against injury and loss af life in an earthquake is unaffected by the proposed

amendments.

That landmark and historic buildings will be preserved:
Londmarks 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

o DEAETREENT
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Resolution No. 18667 = - CASE NO. 2012.0814T
Hearing Date: Jufy 19, 2012 - . Transit Impact Development Fee

The City’s parks and open sﬁace aiid their access to sunlz'gﬁi- and vistas would be un)zﬁ%;ﬁed by the
proposed amendments. . . : :

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

Linda Avery
Commission Secretary
.AY-ES: W, Antonini, Borden, Moore, Sugaya
NAYS:
ABSENT: | F01.1g

ADOPTED:  July19, 2012

S48 FEAED :
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SAN FRANCISCO
'PEARKH&EG BEP&WE&’{

Executlve Summary | A
Planning Code Text Change and Fee Amendment e,
HEARING DATE: JULY 19, 2012 . -
Reception:
: 413558.5378
Project Name: Amendments relating to the Transit Impact Development Fee P _
Cagse Number: - 2012.0814T [Board File No. 120523] 413.558.5489
Initiated by: Mayor Ed Lee / Introduced May 15, 2012 . Pimmé
Staff Contact: Alicia John-Baptiste, Chief of Staff imformation;
. alicia johnbaptiste@sfgov.org, 415-558-6547 | ZISEBEBRYT
Reviewed by: 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 (TIDF);
and 2) amending Sections 408, 411.1 through 411.5, 411.7 and 411.8 to increase TIDF rates and dlarify

TIDF mplementahon and collection.

The Way It Is Now:

~ The Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF) is an impact fee levied on ‘most non-residential new
development dtywide to offset new development’s impacts on the City’s transit system. Revenue
generated by the fee is directed to the San Francisco Municipal Transportatlon Agency (SFMTA) and is
used to fund Muni capital and systern maintenance. Residential projects, projects under 3,000 gross
square feef, 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 TDDF 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 outg-:owﬂ'l of the work on the Downtown
Plan! The TIDF was created to acknowledge that new office development in the Downtown would
result in increased demand for transit to accommodate that area’s new workers. The original TIDF
preceded the creation at the State level of the Mitigation Fee Act, which subsequently estzblished a

framework by which local jurisdictions could identify the impacts of new development on City services

and adopt “impact fees” to address those impacts? While cities had used “exactions” to fund

1 The San Francisco Transit Impact Development Fee was first established by Ordinance N 0.‘224—81.

? The California Mitigation Fee Act was enacted in 1987. See “A Short Overview of Development Impact Fees”.
Peter N. Brown, City Attomey, City of Carpmte.na, and Gra.ham Lyons, Deputy City Attomey, City of Carpinteria,

February 27, 2003.

www.siplanning.org
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" Executive Summary ' ' : CASE NO. 2012.0814T -
Hearing Date: July 19, 2012 ; ’ Trans?t Impact Development Fea

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 SEMTA, was given responsibility for the assessment,
imposition, and collection of the TIDF. o ' :

- 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
1o most new non-residential uses and which inicreased the rates at which the TIDF is charged.t

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

. fees with the Department of Building Inépection. These changes were encompassed in the creation of - -

Article 4 of the Planning Code. Article 4 also established rules and procedures for updating and
reporting on impact fees, and moved the TIDF from the Administrative Code to the Planning Code.

The Way It Would Be:

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

Application Changes

The proposed TIDF ordinance lowers the exemption threshold under which new development is not

subject to the fee from 3,000 gross square feet to 800 gross square feet. This is the same threshold applied

under the Eastern Neighborhoods and Market/Octavia Plan Area impact fees. The proposed ordinance
provides a grandfathering provision, such that projects issued building or site permits prior to October L.

2012 would be subject to the 3,000 gross square footage exemption, rather than the 800 gross square

footage exemption. The proposed ordinance clarifies that the TIDF is calculated on a gross square’
footage basis, which has been the practice but which is not explicitly called out in the existing ordinance,

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

3 San Francisco Plznmng Department, prépared by. Nelson\Nygaard Consulting (2001), Transit Impact Development
- Fee Analysis, Final Report for San Franciseo, 1-1. - i

¢ Ordinance Number 199-04, approved August 5, 2004.
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(Section 411.8). As with the change in exemption threshold noted above, the proposed ordinance

provides a gIand_fathermg 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 grandfat‘twmg 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 type§
of projects subject to the TIDF. It removes the existing exemption for projects categorized as
“ Automotive Services” and as “Wholesale Storage of Materials and Equipment”, by bringing those two
‘categones 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 type of projects.
subject to the TIDF. Currently, new development receives a credit against the TIDF for a prior use on the
applicable site if the prior use was active on the site within the five years before the new development
application is submitted. Under the proposed ordinance, this provision is eliminated and instead new
development may receive a credit for a prior use only if the prior use was not “abandoned” as defined in
the Planning Code (Sections 178(d), 183, and 186.1(d)). The FPlanning Code’s definition of abandonment
‘pertains only to conditional and nonconforming uses and establishes a three-year timeframe of inactivity
‘to constitute abandonment. Theé effect of this change, therefore, is that it 1) allows new development 2
prior use credit with no time limit if the prior use was principally permltted and 2) shortens the five-year
timeframe of inactivity to three years if the prior use was.either a cond_lﬁonal or nonconformmg use.

Définition Changes

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

to definitions:. .
Provides a Plamung Code citation to the deﬁmﬂon of “Child care facdmes" (SectLon 209. 3(e) and

®)
Excludes “animal services as defmed in Section 224(a) and (b)” from the definition of 'MEd.‘LCEl

and Health Services”

Establishes a definition for ’Museum
Deletes ’Qaundermg and cleaning and pressing” from the definition of ”Re’call/Entertamment"

5 “Museurr.” A permanent institution open to the public, Whlch acquires, coﬂserves, researches, commmuricates and
exhibits the heritage of humanity or the environment.

#nré FRANCSCD
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The proposed ordinance creates a déﬁ.rdﬁon for “Museum” because the nesxus s’cﬁdy underlying the
proposed TIDF rate update identified a lower trip generation rate for Museums compared to other
Cultura]/Edu;aﬁonaJJInsﬁtuﬁonal uses, the land use category which currently encompasses Museums.

Role-Clarifying Changes

~The proposed ordinance establishes two different procedures for asséssing 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 beczuse, prior to July 1, 2010, the TIDF resided in the
Administrative Code and the SFMTA weas 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 dome 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/Education | $12.06 | '
Day Care/Community Center $12.06 — $13.30
Post-Secondary School $12.06 $13.30
Museum — $12.06 T $11.05
[ Other Institutional $12.06 . " |$1330
Medical and Health Services $12.06 $13.30
| Production/Distribution/Repair | § 9.65 . 5680
Retail/Entertainment $12.06 | $13.30
Visitor Services $9.65 - ) $12.64
kit DEPARTRENT ' S ) 4
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For projects which are a change-of-use, the TIDF is currently charged by calculating the differential
‘between the TIDF rate for the proposed use and the TIDF rate for Office. Under the proposed ordinance,
the TIDF owed for change-of-use projects would be based ori the difference between the TIDF rate for the
_proposed use and the TIDF rate for the existing use, Office or otherwise. In both cases, the TIDF is only
charged if the TIDF rate for the proposed use is higher than the TIDF rate for the existing use.

REQUIRED COMMISSICN ACTION
The proposed Ordinance is before the Commission so that it may recommend adoption, re}ectxon, or
adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors.

RECOMMENDATION

The Department recommends that the Commission recommend ap';.aroval'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 (TSF) is designed to
resolve the inconsistency between the City’s adopted policies and progfams — 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 transportation; and 2) establishing a
ditywide Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) to offset impacts of new development-to the City’s
transportation network. ' Taken together, the change to the transportation impact analysis methodology
and the establishment of a citywide transportation impact fee ensures that development’s cumulative
impacts to the transportation system are offset by improvements to the system as whole, in line with City
policies and priorities, including the longstanding Transit First policy®.

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

If 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 Cormission and Board-of Supervisors adopted the Transit First policy,
giving top priority to public transit investments as the centerpiece of the City’s transportation policy.

S68 FRANCISCH
PLEANNKING DEFAHTEIENT

494



Executive Summary - ~ CASE NO. 2012.0814T
Hearing Date: - July 18, 2012 . Transit Impact Development Fee

the TIDF base rates has been made since it was last updated in 2004, and the fee iﬁdeﬁng 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 teasons, the Department supports an update to the TIDF ordinance.

However, the Department recommends a number of modifications to the proposed ordinance, to bring
the ordinance into greater alignment with the proposed TSP and to further correct administrative
~ concemns. 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 of waiver from the TSE. The Policy Credits program would

provide fee reductions to or waivers from the TSF to the following types of projects:

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

» Affordable housing projects i i

*  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 annumal
- projected TIDF revenue (approximately $740,000), which would be applied to projects qualifying for the
Policy Credits on a first-come, first-served basis. Projects could receive a Policy Credit up {0-90 percent
of the total fee owed. The SFMTA Board has indicated that while it is supportive of the Policy Credits
program as it applies to the TSP, it would like to cap the total Policy Credit amount provided to any .
project to recognize that all new development has an impact on the fransportation system. A cap of 90
percent would serve that purpose. - = . T e : ) '

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 busiriesses 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 o be enacted: pror
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 #bove. 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 Department recommends extending the
grandfathering period from October 1, 2012 to Ianuary 1, 2014, or appronmately the date at Whl('_‘h the

TSP may take effect 1f adopted.
Recommendation #3: Retain the Five-Year Timeframe for Inactive Uses

As noted above, the proposed TIDF changes the Himeframe 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 cuurent TIDF more
dearly 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 fof a building or site permit for the proposed use”.

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

In July 2010, Artide 4 of the Planning Code established the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) as
the responsible party for collection of impact fees, including the TIDF. While each imnpact fee is due at a
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 litfle, 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
case$ — in part because multiple agendies 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 recommemds estabﬁslﬁng authority with the SFMI‘A 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 TIDE.

Related to this, the Department recommends establishing an appeal mechanism for the SFMTA so thatin
those cases where the SEMTA notifies a project sponsor of the TIDF due (appliceble 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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Recommendation t5: 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 aCccessory 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 darifying the accessory use provision to dearly identify that
Juses accessory to residential are also exempted from the TIDE. It should be noted that the TIDF does
apply to the portion of mixed use development that is non-residential, both currently and under the
proposed ordinance. ' .

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The proposal to amend Planning Codé Article 4. by: 1) making technical corrections to specified

definitions in Section 401 relating to the Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF); and 2) amending

Sections 408, 411.1 through 411.5, 411.7 and 411.8 to increase TIDF rates and clarify TIDF implementation

and' collecon would result in no physical impact on the environment. The proposed amendment is’ z
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 independeit schools the TIDF
and in support of the remainder of the proposed ordinance. The Department also received ome 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. T .

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 curremt 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. Co . :

[ RECOMMENDATION: Recommendation of Approval with Modification ) ' j

Adtachmentss NoOt pro'vided'to the Board of Supervisors. .
EodhibitAn B‘fmg—eeﬁxﬁﬁﬂsﬁﬁipﬁel&ﬁeﬁ Provided only to Commission.
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DATE " May 15, 2012 s - ,.ijé N
TO: ’
FROM:

RE:

Impact Development Fee Ordinances

The Planning Department is very pleased to. fransmit to you documentahon to support a new -

Transportation Sustainability Program for San Francisco. Together, the four attached documents
provide the means for San Francisco to better meet the City’s longstanding Transit First pohcy
These documents represent a major milestoneé in the creation of this program, and were prepared
in parinership with staff at our sister agencies: the San Francisco Munidpal Transportation
Agency, the San Francisco County Transportatton Authonty, a_nd the Office of Economic &

Workforce Development.

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

‘Nexus Study.

Timeline and Process. Building on policy direction from the Board of Supervisors, the Planning

Commission,, and the Municipal Transportation Agency Board .of Directors, City staff has
developed a proposed Transportation Sustainability Program (TSP), which would better support

the City’s Transit First policy by modifying the City’s practices 3 relative to development review.
Before it can be implemented, the TSP requires environmentzl review. Environmental Teview is

| anticipated to be completed in approximately 18 momnths. In the meantime, the Transit Impact

Development Fee (TIDF) serves as the City’s primary mechanism for addressing the impacts of

new development on the City’s transportation system. The Board of Supervisors is asked to
consider the TIDF ordinance and accompanying nexus study now — including by forwarding the
two items to the Planning Commission for review and recommendation — so that needed
adjustments to the TIDF may be made while environmental review is underway on the TSP. The
Transportation Sustainability Fee (TSF) ordinance is proposed to be held in comumittee 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 Sustamabﬂfy 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 zutomobile Level of Service as a
metric and replacing it with metrics that taKe into account all modes of transportation; and 2)
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establishing a cdtywide Transportaﬁon Sustainability Fee to offset the impacts of new
development to the City’s transportation network. Taken together, the change to the
&ansportaﬁon impaet analysis methodology and the establishment of a citywide transportation
impact fee ensure that development’s cumulative impacts 1o the transportation systemn 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 ctywide fransportation
impact fee which applies to residential (with the exception of single-family homes) as well as
* commerdial uses.” The TSF would eriable new development to alleviate its burden on citywide
transportation system performance by funding categories of transportatior projects shown tp
directly offset the impacts of growth from new development. "These improvement lﬁrqjécts
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 Nexus Study™).

The proposed fee rates derive from the TSF Nexus Study and are based both on each development
type’s proportionate impact to the fransportation system and on a financial feasibility analysis
conducted in conjunction with the nexus study. The fees-as proposed are lower than the overall
fee levels that are justifiable under the Mitigation Fee Act. City staff will update the finandial
feasibility analysis prior to. consideration of the TSF ordinance for adoption and may propose
changes to the TSF rates at that ime, based on that anaiysis. Transit, bicycle, and pedestrian
- projects are not subject to the TSF. Single-family residential projects — both new development and

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

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

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 TSE, ThePolicy Credits program
includes reduced or waived fees for: 1) projects which build less than the allowable masxdmum
parking; 2) non-formula retail small. business uses occupying or expanding pre-existing
commercial space less than 5,000 gross square feet; 3) affordable housing projects; and 4) small
residential development projects of twenty units or less. A fuller discussion of this program and
its open policy considerations is provided below. '

! The TSP Environmental Impact Report (EIR) will determine the extent to which the proposed TSE and
assodated expenditure Program may serve as a mi’dgaﬁbn'progrm Until the EIR has analyzed this
proposal, no mitigation program can be fully assurmed.
N . .
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The TSF and associated 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

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

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

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

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

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

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 study’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 nexus 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 TSF.
Because the TSF cannot be enacted until its environmental review is complete — approximately 18
months — the TIDF serves as the “bridge” allowing the City to address development impacts untl
the more comprehensive Transportation Sustainability Program may be implemented. The TIDF
ofdinarice 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 Progfa.‘m. As noted above, the TSF includes a
Policy Credits program to support. desirable programs and/or policy outcomes. The Policy
Credits program is constrained by the amount of total funding available under the TSP and the
City’s need "to address and, potentially, fully mitigate dévelopmen’c’_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 revenme. As drafted, the TSF ordinance does not prioritize among the four policy
objectiveseligible 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. :
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* Small Businesses. The TSF ordinance provides a policy credit for, non-formula retail
' small businesses expanding or occupying pre-existing commerdal space not exceeding
5,000 gross square feet. This credit is intended to support small business development in

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

* Reduced Parking Developments. The TSF ordinance provides that, in zoning districts
that setf 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 opton a

. réduction in the TIDF rate for projects which build less than the allowable maximum or
minimum parking. For a more comprehensive analysis of the behavioral ard policy
i_mplicaﬁons of a policy credit for reduced parking, please see Section Three of the TIDF
Nexus Study Update. The TIDF ordinance does not indude a policy credit for reduced -

" parking developments. | : . : -

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

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

Questions for Consideration. As noted above, the TSF ordinance does not prioritize among the

four policy objectives eligible for Policy Credits. It also establishes a to-be-determined cap on the

- amount of Policy Credits any individual development project may receive. Staff seeks the Board’s
guidance on these issues, as discussed in detail below. ' "

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

g..RN FRAN%E}C‘% — . 5 0 1



Share of Credits Aveiloble to Individual Policy Objectives. As drafted, the TSF ordinance does not
prioritize among the four policy objectives outlined above. However, in order to ensure that no
one category consumes the entire amount of policy credits available, the draft TSF ordinance
provides that “no single category of Policy Credits...shall receive more than TBD% of...available
Policy Credits...”. Staff seeks the Board's guidance on: 1) whether a prioritization among the
listed policy credits is warranted; 2) whether a cap on any individual policy credit is

appropriate; and 3) if so, whether the Board wishes to legislate this cap or to allow for it fo be

administratively determined.

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
untl its environmental review is complete, in approximately 18 months. However, staff further
requests that the Board give consideration to the policy questions outlined-above so as to inform

future discussions on the TSF. Thank you.

Staff Contacts on the TSP and the TIDE:
\ .

Department Contact Phone [ Email

Plarming Alicia John Baptiste | 415.558.6547 alicia johrbaptiste@sfgov.org

Dep artment

San Francdisco Sornali Bose 415.701.4617 sonali.bose@sfmta.com

Municipal
Transportation
Agency

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

County -
Transportation
Authority

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

Att
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San Francisco Transit mpact Development Fee Update

Eﬂ’zmdmﬁén

Section 411 of the Planming Cods of the City and County of San Francisco (ﬂic

Code) authorizes the City to impose a Ttansit Impact Development Fee (TIDF) on
new development. The Board of Supervisors sets TIDF refes for six

nonresidential economic activity cafegories up fo a maximmum level. This -
-maximum level is identified in Section 411 as'the “base service standard”.

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

authorizes a nexus study to determine if an impact fee is also justified (1) for.
residential development, and (2) for variations in parking supply associated with

development projects. This update intégrates Tesidential development - info the
TIDF by adding it as a seventh econontic activity category. This update also
integrates parking supply into the TIDF by proposing discounted rates for
development projects that restrict parking, : :

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. ' o . 1 ‘
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San Frangsco Trms1f Impncf Dzuziapmerr P.ae Upzitz;e -

Maximum Justified (Base Service

‘Standard) Rates

As required by Section411l.5 of the Code, this report updafes: the maximum
justified TIDF rates by economic aothty category based on the most recent’
available data. :

ThlS update is based on the same methodology used to calculate the current

_maximum justified rates and is prmented in the following four steps:

. ' Calculate the net annual cos’t per revenue service hour.

1
2. Calculate Tip g Uencraﬁon.

Calculzte the net a.nnual cost per ’cnp
4." Calculate the maximim justified (base service standa.rd} rate by eoonomlc :
aCthfy category.

We calculated net annual cost per revenue service hout based on fiscal -data for
the San Francisco Municipal Tramsportation Agency SEMTA} The changes

(WA

“incorporated info this tpdate reflect use of the most recent available data which 1s

for fiscal year 2008-2009. The updaied net annual cost per revenue service hour
is presented-in Table 2.1.

T.a'ble, 2.1 Net Annnal Cost Pe‘r-Revenue Serviee Hour

Source -

Formula | Updated Value Justtﬁcahon

Anmal Operating Costs - $610,493,175 | National Transit | Mostrecently
' : Database reported data
. : (FY 2009)
Averzge Azl Capital b $112,389,806 | National Trans#t | Most recently
‘Casts” Database reported data
(FY 2005-
. FY 2002 aver;.ge)
$722,883,071 Calenlated Revised result

Total Armual Costs .

Total Annual Cos’fs $722,883,071 Caloulated Revised result
Non-Vehicle Maintenance {$41,159,600) | National Transit | Most rcocnﬂy
Database reported data

. . . : (FY 2009)
General Admimistration - ($162,802,500) | National Transit Most recently
Datsbase- Teported data

' (FY 2009}

2-1
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San Frmasm Tnmat Impax:f Devzlopmmt Fee Updzmz

Table2.1 Net Anunal Cost Per Revenue Service Hour (continued)

Formula Updated Valee Source ' ,}’usﬁﬁcéﬁon

Farebox Revenue £ 6 152 1 14 027)

Naficnal Transit | Mostrecently
Database reported data
(FY 2008)
Federal and State Capn‘al g .| (373,158,896) | National Transit | Most recently
Funds? - Database Teported data
: - (FY 2005-
FY 2009 average)
Total Net Annoal Costs h=c+ | $293,648,048 Calculated |- Revised formula
: s d +e+ ] : inputs

=

Net Annual Costs h $293,648,048 Calenlated Revised result
Average Daily Revenue i 9,643 National Transit | Most recently
Service Hours® . : Database Teported data

o | | - (FY 2009)
Net Armal Cost Per Daily | j=h/i | = $30,452 Caleulated Revised re
Revemne Service How - : .

* Capital costs and fimding are averaged using data for the most recent five fiscal yazzs because
of the relative volatility of the capital program from year o year.

* Based on anmal reverne scrvzce bhours reported in National Tramsit Database divided by 365.
Somrce: Nanonal Transit D&tabase Glttp./z’www nidp-ogram_ 20V).

We updaied estimates of total tnp generation based on updated land use 'data
provided by the.San Francisco Plamming Department and updated ttip  generafion
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 caleulation of residential maximum justified fees (base service standard).
Trip generation rates have been revised to more closely reflect current Planning
Department guidelines for transportation impact analysis and incorporate more
recent data (see Appendices A through C). Total estimated trip generation for
-.20091s shown in Table 2.2.

Camnbridge Systematics, Ine. _ : 2-2
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Table2.2 2009 Trip Generation

2905 ' # . '
205 2019 2005 Sq. Ft | Buiiding | Building

i e it et bt et w1 by et o

Trip Generation ‘(dwelling units or - {per |Vacancy | Space |- Trip ‘
' ' empleyment) emp.) Rate | (kD). | Rate® Trips
) f=e*d
Formua . : c=a+ I h=c*g
80 = (b ] a-e! : -or
. “a’ b Ja} . d e 1,000 g h=f*g |
Residential 358,644 367,575 365,789 NA |. NA NA 7 2,560,523 _
Nonresidential. | ' - o |
Management, 275;3 80 | 293,901} 290, 197 276 5.0% 84,310 13 1,086,030
Information and
Professionat
Services _
Retafl/Bntertainment | 88,710 95097 94,540 350 | 5.0% 34,831 65 2264,015|
Production, . 73,003 | 64,174 | 65,540 567 5.0% 39,356 7 . 275492
Distribution, Repair : .l .
turzl/Institution/ 59,524 58,320 | 58,568 350 5.0% 21,578 23 454,294
Bdllcaﬁ 'UD. ’ ’ .
Medi.cal and Health 38,027 37,543 | 37,640] " 350 5.0% 13,867 22 | 305,074
Services . ’ : ' . '
Visitor Services 17,350 '26,09(_5‘ 13,542 441 5.0% 9.072 13 117,936
Total {emp orksf) | 551,994 | 570,034 | 566,427 . 203,014
Total (trzps) 7,115,364

_ Note emp” refers to employment and “ksf” refers'to thousand bmldmg square feet of nonres1demlal space.
* Bstimate for 2009 based on interpolation 0£ 2005 and 2010 estimates. 'I'!:Js vear is used to be oomﬂstenr with the
fiscal data in Table2.1. .
b ’ Person-trip rates are for auto and transit and exchude-bicycle and pedem trips. -

Aksel Olsen, San Frencisco Planning Department, Land Use Allocation Model Oufput (]ZD 726 Decerrber

- 23,.2009, and TD 926 April 7, 2010); Aksel Olsen, San Francisco Planning Department, memorandumto
nbzabeth Sall, San Francisco County Transportation Authority, regarding San Francisco Land Use CE
Allocation, January 27, 2010, Tables 1 and 2, p. 10; Appana:x Al : _ .

Sources:
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" and inferest rates through FY 2008-2009 (see Appendix D).

Table 2.3 Net Annual Cost Per Trrp

. "Formuts Amoumt Amouﬁt
" | Net Anmal Cost per Revenue Service Hour _ ' - $30,452
Average Daily Revenus Serviee Homrs b. .. 5,643
2009 Total Anmmal Tripe* | | c 7,115364
Revenne Service Hours Per 1,000 Trips {d=be*1000 | 13552
| Net Annual Cost Per Trip® | e=a*dmr000 | . $4127

¢£~7§~:’E§:{b‘;‘5_‘é:'¥h%z—:ﬁ;9?ﬁ&_. SRR

Sem Francisco Transtt Iiapict Development Fee Update

Net annual eost per trip is calculated based on the results Eom Tables 2.1 and 2.2,
and is shownin Table 2.3, - . :

* Ao and trangit rips only. Bxclndes bicycle and pedestrian frips.

Souxces: Tables 2.1and2.2: ' : ; _

Final_ly, 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
The wupdated
maximmm justified fees (base service standard rates) are shown in Table 2.4.

Table2.4 Base Service Level Standard

Econountic Activity _

. ‘ : : Base
Net Net - | Base Service
Trip Annual | Apneaf Net Service " | Stapdard
Rate . Cost Cost Present | Standard Sguare Rate
(perunit | 'pertrip | (per unit | Valme Rate Feetf (per sq-
(8/trip)

2+ Bedrooms,

[ $11352- | 1250 $9.08

8 $41.27 $330 34.40
1 Bedroom/Stdio 6 $4127 | $248 3440 | 88531 | 1090 | $7.83
Senior Honsing 4 $4127 - | %165 34.40 $5676 | 1000 $5.21
L1 7 .

Fornmola a2 b

b/l,OOU d. ) g:c *d
Management, 13 $41.27 | $054 | 3440 - $18.58
Information and L
Professional Services
Cambridge Systematics, Inc. T I 24
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Table 24 Base Service Level Standatd (continzed)

Szzn Prrmasco Transtt Im:,auaf Devzlupmem Fee ?.Ipdare '

Sources:

. Base
. Net Net Base . Service
Txip Anngsf | Anugal Net Service Standard
Rate Cost Cost Present . | Stendard | Square Rate

Economic Activity (per mnit | per frip | (per unit Valne Rate Feet {per s5q

Category orksi) | (& tnp) or sq. ft.y | Factor® | (per unit) | (per unit” it}

' Formula| . a b c=a* - d . g=c*d
o /1,000

Retail/Erntertatnment »

Supermarket 127 $4127 $524 - 34.40 $18026
Quality Sit-Dowi 86 - | $4127 | $355 | 3440 $122.12
Restzurant )

" Fast Food Rasta.’m-mt 602 $41.27 §24.84 3440 83450
Restaurant — 258 $41.27 $10.65 34.40 $366.36
Compaosite Rate .
Athletic. Clubs 25 | $4127 | $LO3 34.40 $35.43
Cineplex Theaters 22 34127 $0.91 34.40 $31.30
Other Retail, Inchuding | 65 §4127 | s$068 | 3440 $92.19

- Genperal Retail .

Prodnction, . 7 $4127 | $029 | -34.40 $9.98

Distribution, Repair )

C‘qE‘t&raUInsﬁtuﬁon/Ed;caﬁon
Day Care/Comemunity 54 $4127 $2.23 34,40 $76.71
Center N t
Post-Secondary Sch-ool 38 $4127 $1.57 34.40 ‘ $54.01

© Musenm 12 $4127 | $050 | 3440 $17.20
"Other Cultural/ 23 §4127 $0.95 34.40 . $32.68
Instifition/ Education : ' .
Medical and Health | 22 $41.27 $0.91 34.40 $31.30
1 Services , .
Visitor Services 137 1 $4127 | 054 34.40 . $18.58

Note:

square foet of nonresidential space.
® Net p"ascnt valtue factor represents the multipHier for $1.00 in znnusl costs to be fully finded overa 4>—year
_ period, given interest earnings and inflation. .

® Gross building square feet.
Seifel Consulting, hc San Francisco Beastern Ns:ﬁuborhoods Nexus Stady, prepared for the City of San
Francisco Planning Deparmem, May 2008; Tables 2, 3, and Appendix D Table D2

" Values per kst 2nd per sq. ft. refer fo gross binlding square feet, and “ksf” IE'J.EIS to ﬂlousa.nd bmldmg

Camnbridge Systematics, Inc.
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Unlike the current TIDF rates the updated rates shown in Table 2.4 are divided
into. subcategories for the retail/entertainment and cﬂﬁn‘al/insﬁﬁxﬁon/edﬂca‘ﬂon
sconomic activity categories as well as the newly added residential category. The
use of subcategory rates in these areas reflects the comparatively greater diversity
of tip generation rates among-these types of land uses. The tip rates developed
for the snbcategories reflect current San Francisco Pla::m:mg Department pIB.CtLCB
and the most recent avaﬂable data.

Cambridge Spstematics, lne. . ~ 26
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San Francisco Transit Inpact Developm,m i—_ee llpdate

| %ﬁgmﬂﬁ‘é for Reé&%d?g?ﬁﬁg |

As mentioned previously, Section. 421.7 of the Code requires an analysis of the
impact of parking supply on transit infrastructure. This section provides that

analysis.

- The-trip generation rates underlying the TIDF alrcady account for the overall ‘
effect of parking, among many other factors. That forecloses the possibility of

adding a paﬂgﬂc-based surcharge to the overall fee, because such a surcharge
would effectively charge for patking twice. But there is also insufficient data to
require a lower TIDF rate for development projects that provide reduced parking,
because the current state of research has not yet established a’ quantifiable

_ relationship between lower parkmg levels and fewer motorized (automobile and

frapsit} frips. Szmply shifting trips from aumfomobiles to fransit as a result of less
parking supply is not a sufficient justification to lower the TIDF because the
impact of development on transit is based on the total number of motorized (auto
plus transit) trips generated by 2 development project. As explained in the 2001
TIDF study, “...increases in both zuto and trensit have a direct impact on transit
service. Increases in transit trips tax ahready crowded routes, while increases in

auto trips result in overall increases m congestion, which slows ’D:ansﬁ ‘vehicles
and increases the cost of providing fransit service. »1

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

" unpublished study noted that “[dJespite the many arguments against minimum

parking - requirements, there has béen virtually no research conducted fo

' specifically desciibe... the influence of the avaﬂabﬂlty of a residential off-street

parking space on mdwlduals travel behavmr-"‘.

It is challenging 10 iry to quantify the LE].EIIGD.ShlP between pa.rkmg and trip
generation because it is difficult to isolate the effect of paﬂcmg supply from the
many other variables that affect trip generation and mode choice (auto, transit,
bike, and pedestrian). Although many studies have examined mode choice in
response to parking pricing, pricing is not a proxy for parking supply

! Nelson/Nygaard Assocmes Transit Impa-ct Development Fee Analysis; Technical
Memorandum #6 — Calculation of Fee Schedulc prepared for the San Francisco Planm,,

Departrnem; April 2001, p. 3.
Sherman, Alyssa B., Ihe Effects of Residential Of-Street Parkwa Avazlzzbzlza; o Travel
" Behavior in San ancwr'o presented to the Department of Urban and Regional Planning, San

Josg State Uszar"ﬂy, in pattal fulfliment of the Mastér in Urban Planning degrse, May 2010, -

p. 15.

. Cambridge Systamatics, Inz.
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' San Francisco Transit Frpact Development Fee Updatz
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The unpublished study cited above did conduct & survey in. San Fraﬁc'Bco. of 182

residents to examine
maximum zoning policies on travel b

c-the effect of off-street parking availability and parking -
ehavior. . 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, fhe survey was not able fo find a comelation

between restricted parking and
Thus, although a precise relati

fewer motorized trips overall (auto and transit).
onship between parking supply dnd motorized top

generation has not been documented at this. time, the research does suggest the

potential for a positive comrelation (less parking causes fewer motorized tps). To

provide an incentive to shift fravel to non-motorized (bike and pedestrian) trips,

- policymakers may but are not req

areas with restricted parking supply. ,
opment projects that choose to restrict parking .
L. The parking discoumt rates are separated
a8 with minfmum and meximum parking
represents areas of the city that have not had a

A proposed fee discount for devel
supply is shown below in Table

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

recent zoning update. The latter

adopted within the past 15
Market and Octavia, Mission

3.

uired to adopt a policy lowering the TIDF in

typically représents areas with recently plans

Table3.1 TIDF Discount Based on Parking Provided by
' BDevelopment Project :

. A-For Development Projects In Zoning Districts With MINIMUM
PARKING Reqitirements (No Maximum Specified)

years such as Downtown, Bastemn Neighborhoods,
Bay, and Rincon Hill.

NoParldng | 25% of 50% of 75% of 100% of Above
* | Wiinjmom * | Mintmem ® | Minfmum * Wintmum | Minimam
TIDF 50% 40% 30% 20% 10% 0%
- |Discount | - ' ' .
- B. For Development Projects u Zoping Districts ‘With MAXIMUM
‘ PARKING Requirements (No Minimam Specified)
.| 25%0of 50% of 75% of 100% of . Above
s No Parking | Mazimem | Marimum Maximum | Maximum | Maximom®
TIDF . 40% 30% 20% 10% 0% 0%
Discount ) :
- * Parking levels below 1'00.1: ercent of minimum would require a zoning variancs,
® Parking levels 2bove 100°percent of maximim would require a zoning veriance.
The discounts shown in Table 3.1 reflect the following considerations:
* Discotmts increase as a development project fiurther restricts parking below
either the minimum or maximum required level; ‘ .
| Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 32
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Sy Francisco Transit Impact Development Fee Update

S

e No development project is granted a discount kigher than 50 percent even if
no parking is supplied because there will be the need for increased tramsit
service regardless of the level of automobile trip generation; and.

s Discounts are greater for development projects in areas with minimum as

" opposed to maximum parking requirements because of the addifional effort

required to obtain a variance to restrict parking below the minimum required

level L . ’ :

w
L

Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
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San Francisco Transit Fnpact Developmert Fee Update
. ’ Appendiz

A Appendix A: Trip Gzéﬁze:i’ ation Rﬁ?{feg_-

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

" A1 Trip Generation Rafes by Economic Activity Category
- We developed trip generation rates for each of the seven economic activity’

categorges used by the City to analyze the impact of growth on the transportation
systtm.”~ : : :

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

= The San Francisco Chained Activity Modeling lsrocess 4.0 Travel Demand
Model (SF CHAMP model) using a regression analysis o estimate emergent
trip rates by economic activity category; .

‘e Trp géneraﬁon rates compiled by the San Francisco Plamming Depattment's

Major Environmnental Analysis Division, which are based primarily on traffic
' impact studies completed in San Prancisco; and  © - ' '

* A national compilation of local studies published” by the Institte of

Transportation Engineers (fTE) in their 8% Edition Trip Generation (2008).

The ﬁrsfs,ource, the SF CHAMP model, was not available when the TIDF was
last reviewed in 2004. The second sonrce piovides the basis for current TIDF trip
generation rafes.  The third souree is the most cemmaonly cited national reference

~souree on this topic.” This appendix analyzes all three sources to select rates for

. Tﬁp geneﬁﬁon rates in this appendix rt_efer_ 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 trip Tafes and are expressed as person-trips,

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

* The SF CHAMP trave] demand mode] nsed by the city to evaluate impacts on the transportation
system. includes six nomresidential categories covering all employmentrelated land wses
{culteral/mstitutional, medical, office, retail, lodging, and induostrial) and ome residential
category for all residential lend tses. . : '

' fA vehicle-trip is a trip taken by a vehicle. For example, an antomobile traveling with .three

‘Occupanfs represents one vehicle trip and three Person-frips. A transit bus traveling with
30 passengers represents one vehicle trip and 30 person-trips.

Cmnbndgewemncs, Ine. - h ‘_ . Al
' ' - 517 '
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Appendit

San Franeisco Travel Demand Model Derived Trip Generation Rates

The San Francisco County Transporiztion Amthority has developed the SE
CHAMP model to predict the fravel pattems of persons traveling to, from, or
within San Franeisco. This software tool predicts the number of trips made in San
Francisco in a given year, including trip origins and destinafions, mode of fravel
(i.c., amtomobilé, transit, pedestrian, bicycle), the duration. of travel, and other trip
haractensﬁcs The model was developed using surveys of household ﬁavel'
behavior in the San Francisco Bay Ares, specifically the Bay ‘Area Travel Survey
and the United States Census. Model results are validated (adjusted) based on
traffic and transit count data collected by local agencies to ensure accuracy. The
SF CHAMP model uses state-of-the-art modeling techniques and has been

certified by the Bay Area regional transportation pla:fm_ng agency, the

Metropohtan Transportation Comzmssmns

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

. in the city: residential uses; cultural/institutional uses; medical uses; office uses;
- refail uses; lodging uses; and industrial uses. The SF CHAMP model predicts the
. number of trips coming from these uses. The mmmber of tips can be related to the

- numbes of households associated ‘with residential uses and the number of wozkers
associated with the six nonresidential categories to produce a trip generation rate
per household or per worker: This is dene through a statistical process known as

linear regression. Appendiz B ‘describes the regression analysis used to estimate

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

Table A.1 shows the trp 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-trips. 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 dc’call

® The mode] is an “actiﬂt}l—bm%i” travel demand model that is the most sophzs‘acaisd typc of
‘regional travel demand model zvailable today. . .

Sen Prmiasco Trmasi ITTPﬂ-CL Devzlopmem er Lﬁvdaie )
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Appendix
- Table A.1 SF CHAMP-Derived Trip Generation Rates
. . | AverageDaity | - .
SF CHAMP-Derived .| Motorized |- TotalPerson | Motorized
| Trip Generation Rates Person-Trips | - Trips Mode Share
Residenfial - g - - 12 75%
Cultural/Instiftion/Bducation : - 16 19 \ ©79%
Medicel and Health Services ' 23 - 29 79%
Memagement, Information and Professional | ~ 10 o 14 1%
Services ‘ ) : - | '
Retail/Batertainment - ol s 34 74%
Visitor Services | R S T 65%
. | Production,; Distribution, Repair _ 6- | & 100%
Note: Tnps per Dwelling Unitor 1,000 sq. f is nsed to measurs Motoﬁzed Person-Fripsand
Total Person Trips. : :

. Source: San Francisco Connty Tramsportation Authority, regression of SF CHAMP 4.0 model " - z
. oulpw representing 2010 conditions. Analysis produced August2010. -

' San Fra;lciscq Planning Department Trip Generation Rafes

The Major Environmental " Analysis (MEA) Division of the San Franciseo
Planning Department produces gmidelines for | project proponments to use in
preparing environmental impact analyses that confain trip generafion rates for a
- varety of Iand uses' (SF Guidelines).’ These rates are developed primarily
throngh 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 Tepresentative rate was available from the SF Guidelines for four of the
séven economic activity cafegories {management, information and professional
services; retail/entertainment; visitor services; and production, distribution, -

_ repair). Table A2 provides these rates. The table also shows the conversion of .
these rates that are based on total trips (including bicycle and pedestrian trips) to
motorized trips (automobile and transit trips only) using mode share estimates,
Mode share estimates are drawn from mode shares confmined in fhe SE : E
Guidelines. The range of mode shares provided reflects the geographic varation PO
in mode share in différent regions of the city. . e '

N

€ City an Comnty of Szn Francisco Plenming Department, Tragfic Impact Analjsis Guidelings,
- October 2002, hﬂp://'www.sfplaming.org/l\éodn}es/ShowDocumentaspz‘?documsmid=6 753.

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. . 519 . . A3
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Table A.Z 5an Fraﬁcisco Planning Department Tr:';p Generation Rates
for Office, Retail, Visitor, and Industrial Categories

. Motorized
San Franeisco Total | ' Mode Share | Motorized
Economic | Planning Person- Miotoriz Source Person-
Activity Department Eand | Tripsper |ed Mode {See SF Trips per
Category - Use 1,000 Sq. f£ | Share | Guidelines) | 1,000sg. 1t
Management, Ceneral Office® | 18 70-95% | TableB-1,B-7( 13-17
Information and - ’ .
. | Professional
Services ,
Retail/ Generzal Retail 130 43-82% | TablesE-8, B-| 65-123
Entertainment T 10, B-12, B~ .
) 14, E-16
Visitor Services Hotel/ Motel® 21 61-92% | TablesE-11, 13-1%
' ‘ E-13,B-15, E-
. 17
Production, Industrial 3 85-93% | Tables E-3 to 7
Distribution, B o o E-6
Reparr o o : v

* The general office rate was selected as most representative of management, nformation 2nd
professional services becauss the rate is reflective of office uses only within the downfown core
(C-3) district where the majority of new development this economic activity category is
expected to ocour. L

¥ The Visitor Services rate of 21 rips per 1,000 square feet was derived from the rate of 7 trips
per hotel/mote] room listed in the San Francisco Plarming Department Guidelines. The trips per
room rate was converted into trips per 1,000 sq. fi. using  conversion factor of 330 sq. it per
room based on 3.50 rooms per employee and 1,156 sq. ft per employee. The rooms per
employee factor 1§ the weighted average of total roorms divided by total employees for the Hotel
(category 310) and Motel (category 320) rates fom the ITE Trip Generation Manual. The'
square feet per employes factor is from & stndy conducted for the Southern California
Association of Governments. o

Sources: City and County of San Francisco Planning Department, Trafjic -fmpact Analysis

Guidelines, October 2002, Tables C-1, B-1, B-3 to E-8, and E-10 to B-17.

For the three remaining economic activity categorieé, (residential, medical and

- health services, and cultiral/instittion/education) no single rate was available

the: SF Guidelines to allow direct comparison to the SF CHAMP-derived rates.
We developed tip generation rates for these categories by analyzing available
rates for more detailed subcategories, as described below. .

. 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 umits and 2+ bedroom mmits. Weightings were based on
housing stock estimates for 2009 from the U.S. Census Burean. Person-frip
rates were converted to metorized trip rates using the motorized mode share

Cambridge Sysfeﬁzaiics, Inc. ' A4
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for residential land uses provided by the SF CHAMP model (see Teble A1),
Mode share for residential land uses is not provided by the SF Guidelines.

» Medical and Health Services. A composite tip generafion rate was

developed based on a weighted average of Trip generation rates from three
recent representative San Francisco projects involving construction of new
spaces for medical uses. ' -

* Culturalnstitution/Education. A composite trip generation rate was
developed based on a weighted average of rates from Six recent representative

projects, including- four musenms, a communify center, and an zcademic

instifttion. These studies reflect the types of new development projects most

. typically occurring ‘within this category. _
Table A.3 shows the motorized person-trp rates for these categories.
Table A.3 Source of Composite Trip Generation Rates for

Residential, Medical and Health Services, and
Cultaral/Enstitution/Education Categories

. T o Motorized Person
" | Category- - - ’ _ Sowres _ , : Trips
| Residential SE Guidelines — weighted average of _ 7 peromit
Tesidenfial rates for 1-bedrocm/stidip units - :
‘ and 2-bedrooms or mors nmits
"Medical apd Health | San Franeisco Planning Department — 22 per 1,000 sq. &
Services weighted average of rates from recent .
EE : representative projects : - .
CulturalVInstitution/ | San Francisco Planning Department — 23 per L,00O sq. ft. -
Education. weighted average of tates from recent -
. Tepresentative projects . )

i

- Selected TIDF Trip Generation Rafes if‘er Economic Activity Categories

To develop the trip generation rate schedule by economic activity category for use
in the TIDF program, we compared SF-CHAMP mode}-derived and Plaming
Department frip generation rates. We also considered average rates based on
studies condneted throughout the comtry and compiled by ITE. Table A:4
presents the comparison, 1zing the rates previounsty presented and showing
comparable rates from ITE.

The ITE source containg data on trip generation rates for 162 individusl land nses.

- For most economic activity categories we could idenfify 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/instittional category o an ITE rate is not shown

in Table A4 for that category. -

-

Cambridge Systematies, Inc. oo ) : , : A-5
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Overall, the rates presented in Table A4 show z 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 Compariséﬁ of Motorized Trip Generation Rates _fér

Economic Activity Categories S
- Motorized Person-Trips Per Dwelling Unit or 1,000 sg. J%.

Companson of |

Motorized Trip SF . | SanFrancisco’ e .
Generation Rates for CHANMP- Planning - . ITE Eand Use -~
Economic Activity Derived Department | Category and
Categories Rates Rates TTE Rates® | Cztegory Nomber
Residential =~ - 9 7 .- 9 . | Condo/Townhouse—

. B! 230

Cultvral/Institution/ 16 23 1 NA

BEdocation

Medical and Health 23 | 2 25 . Hospital ~ 610
Services . _
Management, 10 13-17 13 General Office — 710 ¢
Informeation and :

Professional Services ) .
Retail/Entertainment 25 65123 71 Shopping Center —
. : . ’ 820

Visitor Services 11 13-19 28 Motel —320
Production, ' 6 7 8 Light Industrial — 110
Dist_n"buﬁon, Repair )

® ITE rates are expressed as vehicle trips: Rates were converted to motorized pérsonftrips using
anto occupancy factors by trip purpose derived from the 2009 National Household '
Transportation Survey. A national rather than focal occupancy rate was nsed o be consistent

with the fact that TTE rates are collected from national studies. ITE land use categories are o0

detailed to provide an overall average rate for the cotturaVinstimtion/education category. The
rate for visitor services was translated from frips per room to trips per 1,000 square fost using

conversion. factors described in Teble A2,
Sources: Tables A1, A7, and A3; Institute of Transportation Engineers, Irip Generation, g%
Edition, 2008. - . ' : )

7 See results for average vehicle trip ends for ianzi nse categories (ITE category. number in
parentheses) such as- General Light Industrial (110), Single-F amily’ Detached Housing (210), -
Hotel (310), Motel (320), General Office Buillding (710, and Shopping Center {820) in Insttute

of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generarign, 8th Bdition, 2008.
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Given the consistcncy Bafv_veen these sources, any source could serve as a
generally reliable basis for the TIDF frip generation rate schedule. The Planning
Department rates are preferred because: - '

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

e PIéIming Department rafes are based on eﬁzpz’rical studies of frip generation
from sites throughout the city:

= Use of the Planning Départment rafes maintzing consistency with crarent
practice for transportation impact analysis by the Departinent.

For three of the economic activity cafegories (office, retail, lodging) 4 range of
- Planning Department rates was provided reflecting variation in motorized mode
shares thronghout 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 o
align the rates more with the SF CHAMP-derived rates versug the ITE rates
because the former is more reflective of local conditions compared to the lafter.

The selected TIDF rates bj;' eacoj;omﬁc activity category are shown in Table A_S. .

Table A5 TIDF Trip Generation Rﬁtesv by Econemic Acﬁﬁty

Category
. : TIDE Trip Generation Rate
Economic Activity Category Spurce {(Motorized Persor-Trips)
Residential .| Desived from SF Guidelines - 7 per dwelling unit
Cultimal/Institution/Education | SF Planming Dept— average of | 23 per 1,000 sq. &t
‘ ‘ .| recent projects : R .
Medical and Health Services | SF Planning Dept — averageof | - 22 per 1,000 sq. &
. Tecent projects - ) : ,
Memsgement, Information and | Desived from SF Guidelines . " 13per1,000sq. £
Professional Services ’ T :
Retail/Brtertainment Derived from SF Guidelines | 65 pﬁ' 1,000 sq. f£ -
Visitor Services Derived from SF Guidelines 13 per 1,000 sq. f.
Production, Distribition, - Derived from SF Guidelines 7 per 1,008 sg. 1.
Repeair ’

' Source: TableAd.

A2 Trip Generation Rates For Subeategories

The' following four economic activity categories -have ralaﬁvely consistent trip
generation rates among the types of land: uses reflective of development Iikely to
occur in San Francisco and be subject to the TIDF- .

Cam:bridge Systematics, Inc. o _ . 7 AT
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s Medical and Health Servic;s;

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

e Production, Distdbution, Repaﬁ.

~ For these categories the average rate for each cafegory showm in Table A5 is
sufficient to provide a generally relisble approximation of the impact of a specific

development project. ~ For the other three econcmic actvity categories
(residential, cultural/instinrtional/education, -and refail/entertainment) each
includes a wide. range of trip generation rates among the land uses within the
respective category. For thesé categories the TIDF trip generation rate schedule
uses land use subcategories to provide a more tadored approximation of the.

" impact of a specific development project. Subcategory rates for residential and
" retail reflect land uses listed in the SE Guidelines. Subcategory rafes are

developed for the cultural/institutional/education category because this category
also has a wide variety of land uses and trip geperation rates.

Each category also has an “other” subcategory if & develoi:ment project falls.

‘within the general economic activity category but mnot amy of the specific

subcategories. The trip generation rate for the “other” subcategory equals the

_.overall average rate for the economic activity category.

Table A.6 presents subcategory rates for residential land use. The rates are drawn
from rates for residential Tard uses inclnded in the SF Guidelines. These wers
converted to motorized frips 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 SF Guidelines. -~

Resi_ﬁentizl : S _

Subcategory Source . Tviotorized Person-Trips
2+Be>dr§oms SF Guidelmes p. C-3 8 per it

1 Be&oom/Shﬁo o SF Guidelines p. C-3 | o 6 per mnit '
Semior Housing SF Guidelines p. C-3 4 per tmit

Other Residential ' . Tabls A3 - 7 per it

Notes: Rates in the gnidelines were converted from person-irips o motorized frips using -
motorized mods share for residential drawn from SF CHAMP model output (Table A.1).

Table A?_pr,ésepis subcategory rates for the culturalinstitntional/education land

Use category. These rates were developed fom recent traffic impact studies

: ITE incledes over 30 land uses that fall within the oultiralfnstitutional category (Institite of

o Transportation Engineers, Trip Genaration Mamudl, 8th Edition, 2008).

Cambridge Systematics, Inc. A8
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collected by the San Francisco. Planning Department (se& Table A.5) and from the -
SF Guidelines. - 3 : S _

Table A8 presents subeategory rates for the retail category. These rates are.
drawn from rates for retail land uses included the SF Guidelines. Rates were
comverted 1o motorized trips nsing the lower end of the motorized modé share for
retail trips available from the SF Guidelines (Table B-1 1. f
Table A.7 CulturalTsstitretion/Education Subcategory Trip

Generation Rafes
CulturalTastitetion/ - Motorized”
Edncation Subcategory o Source Person-Trips
Day Care Center and SF Guidelines Table C-1 and Jewich 54 per 1,000 5q. £t
Commumity Center Commumity Center EIR (1999) - _
Post-Secondary School City College Master Plan EIR. (2004) 38 per 1,000 sq. ft
Museum - Average of EIRs from Butterfly Musenm 12 per 1,000 5q. &

(1998), Golden Gate Academy of Sciences
Building (2003), Exploratoriim (2008),
Asizn Art Misénm (1996)

Other Cnlfnral/nstitution/ . | Composite Rate (Weighted Average) 23 per 1,000 sq. .

- Notes: The rate for Day Care Center convert=d o 2 moforized trip rate using the average mode
shars of 80 percent for the cultiral/institution/edncation category cbtained fiom the SF
CHAMP model. - . S _
ITE rates were converted to motorized Pperson-irip rates using the national average
automobile occupancy rate of 1.5 for school/day care/religions activity trip purposes

(2003 National Household Travel Survey). A national rather than local oCCUpancy rate
was used to be consistent with the fact that TTE rates are collected from national studies.

Table A.8 Retail/Entertainment Subcategory Trip Generation Rates

» " Motorized Person Trips
Retail/Entertzinment Subcategery Source . Per 1,008 sq. ft.
Supermarket | S Guidelines, page C-3 127 per 1,000 sq. #.
Queality Sit-Down Restaurant * SF Guidelines, page C-3 - 86per1,000sq. &t
Fast Food Restanrant . " | SF Guidelines, page C-3 602 per 1,000 sq. &
| Restaurant = Composite Rate SF Guidelines, page C-3 258 per 1,000 5q. £
Athletic Clubs SE Guidelines, page C3 | 25 per 1,000 sq. & -
Cinsplex Theaters® | SFGuidelines, page C-3 | ° 22-per 1,000 sq. #,
Other Retail/Brtertainment. inchding | SF Guidelines, page C-3 65 pet 1,000 sq. £
- G—cncr;l Retsl - . R )
Combridge Systematics, Ine. =~ ' . - A9
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* Trip rate of 1.13 per seat converted to trips per 1,000 5. ft. based on 44 seafs per 1,000sq. &t
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 total person-trips to motorized persop 1rips
using the low end of motorized mode shares Hsted in the SF Guidelines (Table E-11).

A3 TIDF Trip Generation Rate Schedule

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

- in each category and subcategory.
" Table A.9 TIDE Motorized Trip Generation Rates
TIDF Motorized Person-Trip

Ecduomic Activity Category and Subcategory Generation Rate
Residential : '
2+ Bedrooms _ 8 per dwelling unit
1 Bedroom/Studio ' - © 6 per dwelling mit
Senior Housing 4 per dwelling wnit
Other Residential 7 per dwelling umit
Cultural Instifution/Education ' -
Dzy Care Center/Commumity Center 54 per 1,000 sg. ft.
Post-Secondary School 38 per 1,000 sq. ft.
Musewm 12 per 1,000 sq. &£
 Other Cultural/Institution/Education ‘ 23 per 1,000 sq. f£
edical and Health Services E 22 per 1,000 sq. £
Management, Information and Proféssionat Services 13 per 1,000 sq.
.| Retail/Entertainment ~ ‘ - .
_Stupermarket. 127 per 1,000 sq. .
Queality Sit- Down Restaurznt 86 per 1,000 sq. &t
Fast Food Restaurant ' 602 per 1,000 sq. ft
Restaurant — Composite Rats 258 per 1,000 5q. ft.
Athlefic Clubs ' 25per 1,000 sq. &
" Cipeplex Theaters 22 per 1,000 sq. ft.
Other Retail/Batertainment, Inclnding General Refail | .65 per 1,000 sq. ft
-| Visitor Services ) ‘ g 13 per 1,000 sq. f.
Production, Distribution, Repair Tpex1,000s5q &

~ Sources: Tables A5 A6 AT, and A8

Cambridge Systemazics, Inc.
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B. Appendix B: SF CH
Analysis

 Regression

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

from SF CHAMP mods] 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 wes compared fo the amount of
employment (for each of the six nonresidential categories) or households (for the
residential category) and then analyzed across all zomes using linear regression.
Linear regression is a widely accepted mathematical model. nsed to estimate the
causal relationship between one or more Independent variables and one dependent
variable. In this case the model estimated the fotal nwmnber of trips generated by a
zone based. on- the number of workers (by ecomomic activity category) and

- households ip that zone. The final regression model was O-intercept® with a
linear function'’. Results are presented below in Equation 1. .
Eqnation 1: ' ' |

Automobile + transit trips in zoneg =
9.6 Honseholdsg + - - .. |
5.7* Cultural/Institution/Education employmentg, +
. 8.6 * Mediczal and Health Services employmentg + | .
2.8 * Management, Infoﬁnaﬁon a.nd'PJ.:ofess'iqnal Services employmentg, +
82%* Re’caﬂ/ﬁntcrtainment employn;cnj&@ +
5.1 * Visitor Services emplbymﬁnt@ + _
3.6 * Production, Distdbution, Repaif employmentg)

Where: (1) refers to each of the 981 traffic. analysis zones that comprise the enitire
- city in the SF CHAMP model. ' : .-

‘Somrce: San Francisco Comnty Transportation. Awtharity, SF CHAMP model, Allgnst 2010.

The independent varizble for each economic acﬁﬁty category in Equation 1 (9.6
for households, 5.7 for CIE employment, etc.) represents the estimated motorized

R (auto and transit) person-ttip generation rates for that category. Thus, the -

® The fimction was constrained to pass through the origin. This formulaion was chosen 5o that
zomes with no econormic or residential activity would not generate trips. ‘ -
¥ Altermative formnlations wers tested with square and cubjc powers of the key variables, as well
&8s regressions vsing the nateral log of key variables. None .of these eiternatives were an
: improvemel__zt in the statistical Tt of the linear model. : .

Cumbridge .S"yszmaﬁcs, Inc . . ' ‘ o B-1
' ' 527 ' '

San Francisco Trasit Impact Development Fee Update



regression model estimates that households generate about 9.6 motorized person- :
trips per household, and CIE employment generates 5.7 person-trips per worker, .
eic. ) _ oo _ !
The degree to which the independent yariables of a linear regression model
acourately predicts the same result as the model’s underlying data is typically
expressed in terms of the R-squared stafistic. The R-squared statistic for

- Equation 1 measures the degree to which the independent variables (the estimated
trip rates) predicts the- actual number of total trips generated in an individual TAZ
based on the employment and households in that TAZ. An R-squared statistic
will fange 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 Equetion 1 is 0.92 indicating that the equation
predicts 92 percent of the-variation in trip generation across TAZs based on the
employment and households in each TAZ. The 0.52 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 household or worker. The
TIDF is levied on new development projects on the basis ‘of dwelling units (both
occupied and vacant) and total building square feet (both occupied and vacant).
Consequently we converted the trip generation rafes 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 Francisco Planning Department for
transportation Impact analysis. The conversion is shown in Table B.1.

TableB.1 SF CHAMP-Derived Trip Géﬁer&ﬁén Rates.

Trip Rate Employrzent Trip Rate Trip Ratz
{per - Density {per housshold {per dwelling
- household or {sq. ft. per or occupied Vacancy ¢ wmit or total
Category " worker) " worker) 1,000 sq. f£) Rate 1,060 sq. it}
Residential 9.6 NA 9.6 5.0% 9.1
Cultural/Institition/ 57 350 16.3 5.0% 15.5
Edncation .
Medical and Health 86 . 350 24.6 . 5.0% 23.4
Services )
 Management, 28 276 101 5.0% 95
. | Information and - : '
" | Professional Services
Retail/Entertzinment 9.2 350 263 5.0% 25.0
Visitor Services 5.1 441 1.6 5.0% 1.0 -
Production, Distribution, 36 567 6.3 © 5.0% 6.0
Repair ) .

Somrces:  Aksel Olsen, San Francisco Plamning Depattme;
Transportation Authority regarding San Franciso

'2.p. 10; Equation 1 (gbove).

nt memorandum to Elizabeth Sall, San Francisco County
o Land Use Allocation, Jaiuary 27, 2010, Tables L and

Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
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C. Appendix C: E'gc}n@mis Aé:ﬁﬁty
Category Definitions |

This appendii provides sources for definitions of the types of development
included i -each economic activity category and subcategory (most references are

to sections of the San Francisco Plarming Code): -
e Econoﬁc activity categories:

~_ Residential: Section 401(a)(124); - -
~  Management, Iiformation and Professional Services: Section 401(@)(74);
- RetallEntertainment:, Section 401(2)(126); |
- Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR): Section 401(a)(112);
- Culferal/Instifution/Bducation: Section 401(a)(29);

‘= Medical and Health Services: Section 401(2)(82); and
-~ Visi’_cor. Servi'ces:. Secﬁcm 401(a)(146).

= Residential and-Retail/Entertainment subcafegories: as determined by the San
" Francisco Plamming Department based. on the Department’s Traffic Impact -
- Analysis Guidelines, October 2002, Table C-1,p..C-3. :

e  Cultural/Institution/Education subcategories: ' _
- Day Care Center. Section 401(5}(18)/C0mmm:ity Center: Section .
401(E)26); :
- Bost-Sepondarj; School: Section 209;3@;.and )
- Miuseum: as determined by the San Fransisco Planning Department.

As explained in the report the Other Residentizl, Other Retail Entertainment, and
Other Cultural/Institntion/Education subcategories are not defined in the plamning
code. The trip generation rates for these subcategories represent an average rate
for the.respective économic activity category. These subcategories are intended
for develepment projects not represented by any other subcategory. ’ :

Combridge Systematics, Inc. . _ N . C-1
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D. Appé%ﬂéiz E} Net ?i‘égeﬁtvgh;g Factor

. This appendix provides the detailed assumptions and methodology used to update
the net present value factor used i Table 4., Table D.1 provides the mflation and
intersst rate assumptions used to calculate the net present value factor. Table D.2

- shows the model used to calculate the factor. T '

‘Table D.1 Inflation and Interest Rates

Cost Inffation® -
Czlenéar . _ o Annual
‘_Year : Yodex ' -Rate
2009 _ . 224.4 ' 0.72%
2008 : _ 222.8 . 315%
2007 216.0 | 325%
2006 . 2092 Sl 321%
2005 ‘ 202.7 . - 1.96%
2004 ! 1988 S NA
Five-Year Compounded Annnaj Average 2.A45%
Interest Earned®
» ] “Apnpual
Fiscal Year Ending Index ' Rate
2005 ' 120.0 2.57%
2008 N R A . 430%
2007 |- 1122 - 51%%
2006 - 10667 > 420%
2005 ' 1023 : " 233%
2004 ' 100.0 S ONA
© | Five-Year Compounded Annunal Average o ' 3.71%

Combridge Sysiamatics, Inc.
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NEV Formula | Vear I|Year2|Year3|Year 4| Year 43 | Year 43 | Year 44 Year 45
Begimning Fund a - 34.40 | 34.65 | 34.%9 3"5_.11’ 1047 . 8.09 556 | 287
- | Balance® : : : '

V) F245% | _
| Bnding Fund d=a+b-c | 3465 | 3489 | 3511 | 3531 | 809 | 536 | og7 (0.00)
Balance .
| Net Present Valne Factor® | 3440

S TS TSN TETT

=7 s = e
San Frandisco Travsit Iopact Development Fee Update
Appendix
® San Francisco Bay Area Consumer Price Tndex {1982-84=100).
® Average amnnal inferest ezrning on City and County of Sam Francisco fimd balzanees (2004 = .
100). : : ' '

Sources:  Association of Bay Area Governments '
(hittp:/Ferww_abag ca. goviplanning/résearch/cpi); San Francisco Treasurer’s Office
. (hJip:'//th:ﬁESUIBI.DIgﬁDdEX.ESPK?pEgFI &, - _ )

Table B2 N et Preseit Value Factor

Interest Earnings® | b=2%3.2%| 128 | 129 | 129 | 130 | 039 030 | o021 0.11
Expenditores® | e=o(prior | (102) | (1.09) | (.08 | (L10) | (276) | -283) | (200 (297y

Note:  This table models the amount necessary to collect i Year I such that §1.00 in expenditures can be
sustained for 45 years given inflation end interest earnings. Years 5 through 42 aré omitted.

* Begimming fimd balance in Year 1 is solved for to calcnlate the Net Present Valus Pactor. The Year 1 value is set
sech that the Year 45 ending fund balance equals $0.00. In afl other years the begnning fimd balance equals the
ending fond balance from the prior year. '

® Assumes inferest eamed on beginning fund balance and all 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
(inflated)} velues, o ' )

Cambridge Systematics, Fnc. _ ) ) D2
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SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION ' ' CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
- EpwiN M. LEE, MAYOR

OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS

Tuly 11, 2012

“Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Board of Supervisors
City Hall room 244
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-46%94

File No. 120523 [Planning Code - Transit Impact Developm_e_ﬁt Fee Increase and Upda{es]

Small Business Commission-Recommcx;daﬁon: Approval with medification

" Dear Ms. Calvillo:

On June 11, 2012 the Small Business Commission held a hearing on Bo ard of Supervisors. File No.
120523 and voted 7-0 to recommend approval of the ordinance with modiﬁcaﬁons

Currenﬂy, 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 sitnations. .

This impact fee will have a substantial 1mpact 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 othcr stakeholders
are currently working to fransition the TIDF into a new “Transit Sustainability Fee” (TSF). The

preference of the Commission, and primary recommendation, is to keep the above TIDF thresholds at

their current levels while the TSF moves through the leglslauve and environmental review process. The

" SMALL BUSINESS ASSISTANCE CENTER/ SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION -
1DR CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 110 SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681

(415) 55455éo§



SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION : CITY-AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
OFFl‘CE 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 inclundes a small business policy credit which will, as drafied, 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 footage and/or prior use credit levels, then the Small Business
Commission makes a secondary récommendation that this ordinance be amended to include this policy

credit,

Moving forward with one of the alternatives presented above is a critical policy objective of the Small
Business Commission. Returning to the example of a childcare center, the Office of Small Business’s
Small Business Assistance Center sees a number of clients who seek to-start these businesses. Often

- immigrant entrepreneurs starting their first business, spending $30,000 or more on impact fees is a
barrier to entry. Additionally, business owners are often not aware of impact fees in advance of signing
leases and are placed with the choice of breaking a legal lease or paying the fee, which is due before
occupancy. Should the square footage threshold be reduced and a policy credit program not be
implemented, then there is a likelihood that this little known fee will begin to be charged to an increased
nimber of small businesses. : " : :

The Commission recognizes that the TSF, through the policy credit program, takes steps forward to
insulate small businesses from this fmpact fee. In its current form, this ordinance takes a step
backwards. This does not make good public policy and therefore, accepting one of the above
recommendations is necessary to mové the current TIDF fee forwards in a way that is consistent with the

proposed TSF policies. -

Sincerely,

Tk Lo |
Regina Dick-Endrizzi -

Director, Office of Small Business

Cec: Supervisors Wiener, Olague
Jason Elliott, Mayor’s Office
Gillian Gillett, Mayor’s Office :
Alicia John-Baptiste, Planning Department

© . SMALL BUSINESS ASSISTANGE CENTER/ SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION
1DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 110 SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 84102-4581
(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 to: Chu, Malia Cohen, Sean Elsbemd, Eric L. Mar, 09/10/2012 07:45 AM
Christina Olague, Angela Calvillo, Mark Farrell, . :

FROM:

Mary Miles (SB #230395)
Attorney at Law ,

for Coalition for Adequate Rev1ew

364 Page St., #36
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 863-2310

TO:
San Francisco Board of Supervisors
and its Land Use Committee

DATE: September 10, 2012

RE: Land Use and Economic Development Committee, Agenda Item 5 [Planning Code - Transit
Impact Development Fee Increase and Updates]; BOS File No. 120523 :

PUBLIC COMMENT

This is public comment on the above-described Agenda Item scheduled before the Board's Land
Use Committee on September 10, 2012." Please distribute this Comment to all members of the °
Board and the Land Use Committee, and place a copy of this Comment in all 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 California Environmental Quallty

Act ("CEQA™, Pub. Res Code secs. 21000 et seq.

The TIDF revision is described by the lead agency, City's Planmng Department, as part of its

"Transportation Sustainability Program," a Project under CEQA that has received no
environmental review. The Planning Department has only in the past few days issued a Notice of
Preparation of Environmental Impact Report on the entire Project, of which the TIDF increase is

a part. (See NOP September 5, 2012, Initial Study, September 5, 2012 )
City may not segment or sever environmental review or exempt parts of a Project from review.

- Further, the proposal ("the proposed Project") attempts to proceed under a categorical exemption
~ that does not apply to this type of project, but only to rates, tolls and fares for specific uses. The
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TIDF instead proposes a rate increase fo 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 Iimitations

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 hag 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 review before firrther consideration.

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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
[AND USE & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Land Use and Economic Devélopment
Committee will a hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal and said public
hearing will be held as follows, at which time all interested parties may attend and be -

heard:

Date: Monday, September ‘fO, 2012

Time: 1:00 p.m.

ocation: 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.

Subject:

_ The Transit Impact Development Fee (TIDF) is a development fee charged on
most new commercial development, in excess of 3,000 square feet, to recover costs
incurred in meeting public transit service demands created by new commercial -
development. If the legislation passes, the TIDF will be increased to the following
amounts, per gross square foot of development: Day Care/Community Center - $13.30;
Post-Secondary School - $13.30; Museum - $11.05; Other Institutional - $13.30;
- Management, Information and Professional Services - $12.64; Medical and Health
Services - $13.30; Production/Distribution/Repair - $6.80; Retail/Entertainment - $13.30;
Visitor Services - $12.64. -The Municipal Transportation Agency will determine the
amount of the fee, and payments will be made to the Development Fee Collection Unit

of the 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 fo 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 Calvilio,
Clerk of the Board, Room 244, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place, San Fra'ncisco'
84102. Information relating to the proposed fee is available in the Office of the Clerk of
the Board and agenda information relating to this matter will be available for public
review on Friday, September 7, 2012. ' : : :

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

DATED: August 10, 2012 . -
PUE_ZLISHED: - August 27 & September2,2012
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CALEFORNIA- NEWSPAPER SERVICE BUREAU

DAILY JOURNAL CORPORATIGN

Malling Address : 915 E FIRST ST, LOS ANGELES, CA 90012
Telephone (213) 228-5300 / Fax (213) 228-5481
Visit us @ WWW.DAILYJOURNAL.CCM

Alisa Miller
S.F. BD OF SUPERVISORS (OFFICIAL NOTICES)

1 DR CARLTON B GOODLETT PL #244
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 24102

COPY OF NOTICE

Notice Type: GPN GOVT PUBLIC NOTICE -

Ad Description AM - Flle 120523 Fee Ad

To the right is a copy of the nofice you sent to us for publication in the SAN
FRANCISCO EXAMINER. Thank you for using our newspaper. Please read
this notice carefully and call us with ny corrections. The Proof of Publication

will be filad with the County Cierk, if required, and mailed to you after the
last date below. Publication date(s) for this notice is (are): -

© 08/27/2012 , 09/02/2012

The charge(s) for this order is as follows. An invoice will be sent after the
last date of publication. If you prepaid this order in full, you will not recelve

an invoice.

$671.56
$671.56

Publication .
NetTotal

Daily Journal Corporation i
Serving your legal advertising needs throughout California. Call your local

(951) 784-0111
(213) 228-5300
(213) 229-5300
(714) 543-2027
(714) 543-2027
(519) 232-3486
-(B0D) 65404823
(408) 287-4866
(707) 545-1166
(616) 444-2355
(510) 2724747

BUSINESS JOURNAL, RIVERSIDE

DAILY COMMERGE, LOS ANGELES

LOS ANGELES DAILY JOURNAL, LOS ANGELES
ORANGE COUNTY REPORTER 10%, SANTAANA
ORANGE COUNTY REPORTER, SANTA ANA ’
SAN DIEGO COMMERCE, SAN DIEGO

SAN FRANCISCO DAILY JOURNAL, SAN FRANCISCO
SAN JOSE POST-RECORD, SAN JOSE |

SONOMA COUNTY HERALD-RECORDER, SANTA ROSA
THE DAILY RECORDER, SACRAMENTO

THE INTER-CITYY EXPRESS, OAKLAND

U . }
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EXM 2364078

NOTICE OF
PUBLIC HEARING
LAND USE & ECONOMIC
DEVELOPMENT COMMIT-
TEE SAN FRANCISCO
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
SEPTEMBER 10,2 D12 -
1:00 PM CITY HALL,
COMMITTEE ROOM 263, 1
DR.C ARLTON B.G O0D-
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 foliowing proposal and
said public hearing will be
held as follows,a tw hich time
all inierested parties may
attend and be heard: File
No. 120523,  Ordinance
amending the San Francisco
Planning Code, Articiz 4, by:
1) making technical
comections  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 Pian and the
Priority Policies of Planning
Code Section 101.1. The
Transtt impact Development
Fee (TIDF)i s 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 increesed to the
following amounts, per gross
square foot of development

Day Care/Community Center -

- $13.30;, Post-Secondary
School - $13.30; ‘Museum -
511.05; 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 ~
$43.30; Visitor Services -
§12.64.  The  Municipal
Transportation Agency will
determine the amount of the
fee, and payments will be
made 1o the Development
Fee Collection Unit of the
Department  of  Building
Inspeciion. 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

8

prior to the time the hearing
begins. These comments will
Se rnade a part of the official
public record and shall be
brought to the aftention of
the ~ members. of the
Committee. Wiitten
comments should be
addressed to Angela Calvillo,
Clerk of the Board, Room
244, City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton
Goodleft Place, San
Francisco 94102.1 nformation
relating to the propesed fee .
is available in the Office of
the Clerk of the Board and
agenda information relating
to fthis matier will be
avaitable for public review on
Friday,S eptember 7,2 012,

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of th

Board -



- EDWIN M. LEE

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO . MAYOR

' S ' | : =

TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board-6f Supervisors : {?g ez
FROM: g~Mayor Edwin M. Lee.?f/ o PE Zog
RE: . Planning Code -Transit Impact Developmen't'Fee Increase and Up?date?. ;2};‘

DATE: _ May 15, 2012 | P ozl

: L
N a=>

=
&{<
ot

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 fo 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 efvironmental findings, Section 302
findings, and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the Priority Policies of
Planning Code Section 101.1. : ' '

...
“u.‘_)
o

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

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

cc. Supervisor Scott Wiener
Supervisor Christina Olague

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORB 941024681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-5141 /20O 5 >=



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

MAYOR

SAN FRANCISCO

TO: Angé{a Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supefvisors '

FROM: gy Mayor Edwin M. L%ﬁé -
RE: Substitute Ordinan fe No. 120523 - Planning Code - Transit Impact -

' - Development Fee Increase and Updates ' ‘
DATE: September 4, 2012 '

Attached for introduction to the Board of S_u-.pervis.ors 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 this item Is CoépOnsered by Supervisors Wiener and Olague.
| request that this item bercalendared in Land Use and Economic Development

Committee.
Should you have ény quéétions, please pontact Jason Elliott (415) 554-5105.

1 DR. CARLTON B. Goopts#&(PLAcE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681

e i e (RATN TR A LA

EDWIN M. LEE
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SaAN FRANCISCO
- EDWIN M. LEE, MAYOR

OFFICE OF SMALL BUSINESS
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 941024694

REVISED RESPONSE File No. 120523 [Planning Code - Transit Impact Development Fée
Increase and Updates] . : .

Small Business Commission Recommendation: Appfoval
Dear Ms. Calvillo: '

On .Tﬁne 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 ) :

the Commission. These recommendations, which were supported by-the Planning Cemimissien, .included
implementing a “Small Business Policy Credit” program, along with keeping-the prior use credit S
ﬁmcﬁ-amq at five years. ’

I have reviewed the revised ordinai:ce and have dete;’mjned that, as amended, it meets 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 bairer to entry _
enfrepreneurs 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 stnall 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, Cco-sponsoring Supervisors Wiener and Olague, along with
the Planining Department, MTA, and CTA are to be commended. . . ,

Sincerely, ) L
Regina Dick-Endrizzi ’

Director, Office of Small Bu’éiness

Ce: Supervisors Wiener, Olague
Jason Elliott, Mayor’s Office -
Gillian Gilletf, Mayor's Office
Alicia John-Baptiste, Planning Department
SMALL BUSINESS ASSISTANCE CENTER/ SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSION
T DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 110 SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 84102-4581
. ) (415) 554-6408 .
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